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Preface 

This document is a project-specific environmental impact report (EIR) for the proposed North Coast 
Rail Trail Project (Project). The Project is a 7.5-mile multi-use bicycle and pedestrian trail proposed 
by the Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission (RTC) to extend along the RTC-
owned railroad corridor from Wilder Ranch State Park on the south to Davenport on the north in 
unincorporated Santa Cruz County. 

The RTC is the lead agency responsible for preparing this document in compliance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). As the federal partner to RTC, the Federal Highway 
Administration’s Central Federal Lands (CFL) Division is responsible for Project design and 
compliance with federal requirements, including the preparation of a separate future environmental 
document satisfying the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), planned to occur in 2019.  

This CEQA document is the Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) for the Project and 
contains comments submitted by agencies, organizations, and individuals concerning the 2018 Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the Project, responses to those comments, and 
appropriate revisions to the Draft EIR and Appendices. In the revised Draft EIR, additions are shown 
with underline, and deletions are shown with strikeout. 

The Draft EIR was made available to the public and regulatory agencies for review and comment 
during a 45-day comment period between August 9, 2018, and September 24, 2018. 

Section 15088 of the Guidelines implementing CEQA require that written responses be prepared for 
all significant environmental issues raised in written comments received on a Draft EIR during the 
public review period. Per CEQA Guidelines section 15132, the Final EIR shall consist of: 

1. The Draft EIR or a revision of that draft. 

2. Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in a 
summary. 

3. A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR.  

4. The response of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review 
and consultation process. 

5. Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

This Final EIR has been prepared in compliance with these Guidelines and includes the following 
volumes (bound separately). This is Volume 2. 

▪ Volume 1: Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 

▪ Volume 2: Draft Environmental Impact Report, August 2018 (Revised January 2019)  

Executive Summary 

Chapter 1. Introduction 

Chapter 2. Project Description 

Chapter 3. Environmental Impact Analysis 

Chapter 4. Other CEQA Required Sections 
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Chapter 5. Project Alternatives 

Chapter 6. List of Preparers and References 

▪ Volume 3: Draft EIR Appendices, August 2018 (Revised January 2019) 

Appendix A. Alignment Exhibits  

Appendix B. Notice of Preparation and Responses 

Appendix C. RTC Staff Reports 

Appendix D. MBSST Master Plan EIR Executive Summary 

Appendix C. Transportation Impact Report 

Appendix D. Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis Details 

Appendix E. Pesticide Use Records 

Appendix F. Air Quality/GHG Modeling Data 

Appendix G. Biological Resources Supporting Documentation 

Appendix H. Historic Resources Evaluation 

Appendix I. Geotechnical Study and Peer Review 

Appendix J. Hazardous Materials Records Search 

Appendix K. Transportation Impact Analysis 

Appendix L. AB 52 Consultation 

Appendix M. Agricultural Water Demand Calculations 

Appendix N. Noise Data Sheet 
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Executive Summary 

This document is an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) analyzing the environmental effects of the 
proposed North Coast Rail Trail Project (Project). This section summarizes the characteristics of the 
Project, alternatives to the Proposed Project, and the environmental impacts and mitigation 
measures associated with the Project. 

Project Synopsis 
The Project is a 7.5-mile multi-use bicycle and pedestrian trail proposed by the Santa Cruz County 
Regional Transportation Commission (RTC) to extend along the RTC-owned railroad corridor from 
Davenport on the north to Wilder Ranch State Park on the south in unincorporated Santa Cruz 
County. The Project would include a paved path with striping, parallel unpaved path and shoulder, 
and parking improvements with trail connections at three locations along the alignment. 

The EIR evaluates two trail alignments, the Proposed Project (Coastal Side) and Alternative 1 (Trail 
Only), at an equal level of detail. The Proposed Project would locate the new multi-use trail almost 
exclusively on the coastal side of the existing railroad tracks, largely consistent with the Monterey 
Bay Sanctuary Scenic Trail (MBSST) Network Master Plan. Under Alternative 1, the railroad tracks 
would be removed, and the trail would be located on the rail bed. Appendix A includes a set of 
figures showing the trail alignment for both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1.  

Other alternatives evaluated in Section 5.0, Project Alternatives, include Alternative 2 (Inland Side), 
Alternative 3 (Farmers’ Alternative), and Alternative 4 (No Project). The alignments for Alternatives 
2 and 3 are also included in Appendix A. 

Trail Alignment 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
The multi-use trail would be located on the coastal side of the existing railroad tracks, except for the 
short portion on the south end of the alignment where the trail would utilize the existing sidetracks 
and Wilder Ranch maintenance road. The typical trail cross-section would be 20 feet wide. The 
railroad tracks would remain in place and would not be improved as part of the Proposed Project. 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
The railroad tracks and ties would be removed, and the multi-use trail would be located on the rail 
bed. At the southern end, this alternative may include a spur route from the trail to the Wilder 
Ranch parking lot and Wilder Ranch. The typical trail cross-section would be 14-feet wide. 

Parking Lots 
The Project would include trail connections from and improvements to three existing parking areas: 
Davenport Beach, Bonny Doon Beach, and Panther/Yellowbank Beach. The parking lot 
improvements would be the same for both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1. Next to the 
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Davenport Beach lot, the Project would include improvements for crossing the Highway 1/Ocean 
Street intersection. 

Trail Crossings 
The 7.5-mile Project corridor currently has 24 existing trail crossings, including 16 that are formal 
paved or unpaved roads for farm vehicles or personal vehicles, six that are informal trails used by 
pedestrians/bicyclists to access the coast, and two that are informal roads used by farmers. The 
Project would retain and formalize some crossings and close others. A summary of trail crossings is 
provided in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0, Project Description. 

Fencing 
The Proposed Project would include the installation of fencing on the inland side of the trail to 
separate trail users and the railroad. Fencing would also be installed between the trail and 
agricultural lands at some locations where natural or geographic barriers do not exist to prevent 
trail users from exiting the trail. Fencing may be installed along the trail edge for safety purposes in 
areas where there are steep slopes adjacent to the trail.  

Like the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 would include the installation of fencing between the trail 
and agricultural lands and along the trail edge where there are steep slopes, as described above. 
Fencing would not be required between the trail and railroad tracks because the tracks would be 
removed under Alternative 1.  

Trail Amenities and Features 
The Project would include a variety of trail amenities in the form of benches, bike racks, 
informational and educational signs, restrooms, and trash and recycling containers. Most of these 
trail amenities would be located in the three parking lots. Restrooms would be provided at the 
Davenport Beach and Panther/Yellowbank Beach parking lots. 

Construction and Grading 
Construction of the Project is estimated to begin in the year 2021 planned to occur in the year 2020 
and take approximately 12 months to construct the entire alignment, including the trail and parking 
lots.  

The estimated construction duration of 12 months total is the same for both the Proposed Project 
and Alternative 1. The Proposed Project involves more earthwork than Alternative 1, but Alternative 
1 involves track removal and disposal activity, yielding a similar time to complete construction.  

Construction of Alternative 1 would likely begin after the year 2028 because of the additional time 
required to reverse policy, contractual, and regulatory commitments that the RTC has made 
regarding the use of railroad tracks. 

Project Purpose and Objectives 
The Project purpose is to provide an accessible bicycle/pedestrian path for active transportation, 
recreation, and environmental and cultural education along the existing rail corridor, consistent 
with the MBSST Network Master Plan.  
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The Project objectives are based on and consistent with objectives and policies in the approved 
MBSST Network Master Plan, as discussed in Section 1.0, Introduction (RTC 2014).  

The Project objectives include the following: 

1. Provide a continuous public trail along the Santa Cruz Branch Line railroad corridor and
connecting spur trails in Santa Cruz County

2. Provide an ADA-accessible trail, including parking areas with paths to the trail
3. Develop the trail so future rail transportation service along the corridor is not precluded
4. Maximize ocean views and scenic coastal vistas along a coastal alignment for experiencing and

interpreting the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary (sanctuary), and historical and
agricultural landscapes

5. Maximize safety and serenity for experiencing and interpreting the sanctuary and landscapes by
providing a trail separate from roadway vehicle traffic

6. Minimize trail impacts to private lands, including agricultural, residential, and other land uses
7. Minimize trail impacts to sensitive habitat areas and special-status plant and animal species
8. Utilize existing built trails, roadways, and other transportation facilities to the fullest extent

possible
9. Utilize existing lands owned by various government entities, open space groups, and institutions

to develop the trail
10. Comply with requirements of approving state agencies, including California Coastal Commission,

Caltrans, and California State Parks
11. Complete Project construction by 2021 2020 to maximize funding for the Project, and meet

current funding obligations

Project Alternatives 
Pursuant to Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines, the RTC considered the following alternatives 
to the proposed project: 

 Alternative 1: Trail Only
 Alternative 2: Inland Side
 Alternative 3: Farmers’ Alternative
 Alternative 4: No Project

Alternative 1. The Trail Only Alternative would involve removal of the existing railroad tracks and 
ties, and construction of a multi-use trail on the rail bed. Fencing would be installed on either side of 
the trail in areas with steep slopes. As noted previously, this alternative is analyzed throughout this 
EIR at an equal level of detail as the Proposed Project.  

Alternative 2. The Inland Side Alternative would locate the trail on the inland side of the tracks in 
the southern portion, between Scaroni Road and Wilder Ranch, and on the coastal side of the tracks 
in the northern portion, from Davenport to Scaroni Road. The trail would not be located on the 
inland side in the northern portion because doing so would require a large amount of earthwork 
and retaining walls to provide adequate trail width, which would increase environmental impacts. 

Alternative 3. The Farmers’ Alternative would remove the existing rail and locate the trail along the 
same alignment as Alternative 1 north of Scaroni Road, while locating the trail along Highway 1 
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(instead of the rail corridor) south of Scaroni Road before returning to the rail corridor just north of 
Wilder Ranch. 

Alternative 4. The No Project Alternative assumes that the Project is not implemented and that the 
RTC continues operating and maintaining rail corridor in its current condition with the possibility of 
future rail use. 

Areas of Known Controversy and Key Issues 
Primary areas of controversy known to the lead agency include alternative trail alignments, 
including trail only scenarios with the rail removed; and conversion of agricultural lands and 
conflicts with agricultural operations. Additional concerns raised during the scoping process include: 
retaining access to existing trails and farm roads, impacts to biological resources, parking availability 
and traffic safety along Highway 1, air quality impacts during construction and greenhouse gas 
emissions, coastal erosion, and hazardous rail materials. A summary of comments received and 
other concerns raised during the scoping process is included in Table 1-2 in Section 1.0, 
Introduction. 

Issues to be Resolved 
Issues to be resolved include the RTC’s choice among the Proposed Project and Project alternatives, 
and whether or how to mitigate the identified significant impacts. 

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Proposed Project and Alternative 1 
The potential impacts of the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 were analyzed at an equal level of 
detail in Chapter 3, Environmental Impact Analysis. The potential cumulative impacts are addressed 
in Chapter 4, Other CEQA Required Discussions.  

Table ES-1 includes a summary of the impacts of the Proposed Project and Alternative 1, proposed 
mitigation measures, and the residual impact after application of mitigation, if required. Impacts are 
categorized as follows: 

 No Impact. No adverse effect at all on environmental conditions, and/or a beneficial effect by 
reducing the severity existing environmental problems or hazards. 

 Less than Significant. An impact that may be adverse, but does not exceed the identified 
significance threshold and does not require mitigation measures. 

 Less than Significant with Mitigation. An impact that may be adverse and exceed the identified 
significance threshold, but can be reduced to below the significance threshold level with the 
adoption of identified mitigation measures. 

 Significant and Unavoidable. An impact that may be adverse and exceed the identified 
significance threshold, and cannot be reduced to below the threshold level even with the 
adoption of any identified mitigation measures.  

The Proposed Project includes two design options at Shark Fin Cove. With Shark Fin Cove Option A, 
the trail alignment would remain in the narrow rail cut immediately adjacent to the tracks. With 
Shark Fin Cove Option B, the trail alignment would extend along the farm road westerly of the rail 
cut to minimize impacts to biological resources within the rail cut. For most resource topics, the 
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potential environmental impacts would be the same or very similar. The primary differences would 
occur to agricultural resources and biological resources, with Option A resulting is less impact to 
agricultural resources and Option B with less impact to biological resources.  

Project Alternatives 
The potential impacts of Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 were analyzed at a lesser level of detail, as allowed 
by CEQA, in Chapter 5, Project Alternatives. Table ES-2 provides a comparative summary of the 
project impacts for the Proposed Project and Project Alternatives. Refer to Section 5.2, Alternatives 
Evaluated in the Draft EIR, in Chapter 5, Project Alternatives, for the complete alternatives analysis.  

Table ES-3 provides a summary list of the mitigation measures identified for the Proposed Project 
and Project Alternatives. 

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts 

As presented in Table ES-1 and Table ES-2, the Proposed Project and Alternative 2 would not result 
in a significant and unavoidable Project impact, but Alternatives 1 and 3 would result in the 
following significant and unavoidable Project impact to cultural resources.  

 Impact CR-1, The Project would adversely affect historical resources by removing the Davenport
Branch Line (Alternatives 1 and 3 only)

Additionally, the Proposed Project and Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 would all result in a significant and 
unavoidable cumulative traffic impact because cumulative projects would have a significant and 
unavoidable cumulative impact on traffic conditions on Highway 1 at the intersections with 
Davenport Beach, Bonny Doon Beach, and Panther/Yellowbank Beach parking lots; and it would not 
be feasible to prevent the addition of any vehicle trips to Highway 1.  

Environmentally Superior Alternative 
As described in Section 5.3, Environmentally Superior Alternative, and Table 5-5 in Chapter 5, Project 
Alternatives, the Proposed Project and Alternatives 1-3 would result in very similar impacts. 
Therefore, the RTC used the following three measures to identify an environmentally superior 
alternative: 1) focus on no significant and unavoidable project impacts, 2) focus on key resource 
topics, and 3) environmentally superior for most resource topics. Using all three measures, the 
Proposed Project would be environmentally superior overall. 
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Table ES-1 Summary of Project Impacts1 

Impact 
Significance 
Before Mitigation Mitigation2 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

Aesthetics 
AES-1. The Project would have a temporary adverse effect on scenic views during 
construction and would alter foreground views of coastal resources as a result of 
parking lot improvements 

Less than Significant None Required Less than Significant 

AES-2. The Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on scenic resources Less than Significant None Required Less than Significant 
AES-4. Public use of the proposed trail and parking lots could result in litter and 
graffiti that have an adverse effect on visual quality 

Potentially Significant  AES-3 Less than Significant 

AES-4. Public use of the proposed trail and parking lots could result in litter and 
graffiti that have an adverse effect on visual quality 

Potentially Significant AG-3(c) Less than Significant 

AES-5. Potential new lighting at restrooms and the Davenport highway crossing could 
adversely affect nighttime views 

Less than Significant None Required Less than Significant 

AES-C. Cumulative Development would not significantly alter the visual character or 
quality of the North Coast Area, and the Project’s Contribution would not be 
cumulatively considerable 

Not Cumulatively 
Considerable 

None Required Not Cumulatively 
Considerable 

Agricultural Resources 
AG-1. The Project would not convert a substantial amount of Important Farmland to 
non-agricultural use 

Less than significant AG-1 (Optional for Proposed 
Project) 
None Required (Alternative 1) 

Less than Significant  

AG-2. The Project would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use Less than Significant 
(Proposed Project) 
No Impact (Alternative 1) 

None Required Less than Significant 
(Proposed Project) 
No Impact (Alternative 1) 

AG-3. Trail users could adversely affect agricultural operations Potentially Significant AG-3(a,b,c,d,e) Less than Significant 
AG-4. The Project could temporarily disrupt utilities during construction and require 
the permanent relocation of some farm-related infrastructure 

Potentially Significant AG-4(a,b) Less than Significant 

AG-5. Agricultural operations could adversely affect trail users, which may result in 
conflicts with agricultural operations 

Potentially Significant AG-3(b,e), AG-5, HAZ-1 
(recommended) 

Less than Significant 

AG-C. Cumulative development would not result in significant cumulative agricultural 
resources impacts, and the Project’s contribution would not be cumulatively 
considerable 

Not Cumulatively 
Considerable 

None Required Not Cumulatively 
Considerable 

Air Quality 
AIR-1. The Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the adopted 
MBARD AQMP 

Less than Significant None Required Less than Significant 
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Impact 
Significance 
Before Mitigation Mitigation2 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

AIR-2. The Project would not violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation 

Less than Significant None Required Less than Significant 

AIR-3. The Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the region is designated non-attainment 

Less than Significant None Required Less than Significant 

AIR-4. The Project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations 

Less than Significant None Required Less than Significant 

AIR-5. The Project would not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people 

Less than Significant None Required Less than Significant 

AIR-C. Cumulative development may result in significant cumulative air quality 
impacts, but the Project’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable 

Not Cumulatively 
Considerable 

None Required Not Cumulatively 
Considerable 

Biological Resources 
BIO-1. The Project could adversely affect sensitive fish species (tidewater goby, 
central California coast coho salmon, and central California coast steelhead), and 
critical habitat, and coho Essential Fish Habitat through habitat modification in the 
creeks that intersect the alignments 

Potentially Significant BIO-8(a,c,d), BIO-9(a,b) Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

BIO-2. The Project would adversely affect CRLF and CRLF Critical Habitat, and 
interfere with CRLF movement and dispersal 

Potentially Significant BIO-2, BIO-8(a,c,d), BIO-9(a,b) Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

BIO-3. The Project could adversely affect Santa Cruz black salamander, if present, 
and western pond turtle 

Potentially Significant BIO-2, BIO-8(a,d), BIO-9(a) Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

BIO-4. The Project would adversely affect sensitive and native nesting bird species 
during construction and operation 

Potentially Significant BIO-2, BIO-4, BIO-8(a,c,d), BIO-
9(a,b) 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

BIO-5. Project construction could adversely affect sensitive bat species that may use 
coast live oak woodland adjacent to the alignment 

Potentially Significant BIO-2, BIO-5, BIO-8(d) Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

BIO-6. The Project would adversely affect San Francisco Dusky-footed woodrat Potentially Significant BIO-2, BIO-6, BIO-8(a,d) Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

BIO-7. The Project would interfere with wildlife movement Potentially Significant BIO-2, BIO-8(a,c,d), BIO-9(a,b), 
AG-3(c) 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

BIO-8. The Project would result in adverse effects to sensitive natural communities 
and Coastal Act ESHA 

Potentially Significant BIO-8(a,b,c,d), BIO-9(a,b) Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

BIO-9. The Project would result in adverse effects to palustrine emergent wetlands 
and aquatic/riverine habitats 

Potentially Significant BIO-8(a,c,d), BIO-9(a) Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

BIO-C. Cumulative development may result in significant cumulative biological 
resources impacts, and the Project’s contribution would not be cumulatively 
considerable 

Potentially Cumulatively 
Considerable 

BIO-C (a,b), BIO-8(c)  Not Cumulatively 
Considerable 
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Impact 
Significance 
Before Mitigation Mitigation2 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

Cultural Resources 
CR-1. The Project may adversely affect historical resources, including the Town of 
Davenport and Davenport Branch Line 

Potentially Significant CR-1(a) (Proposed Project) 
CR-1(a, b) (Alternative 1) 

Less than Significant 
(Proposed Project) 
Significant and Unavoidable 
(Alternative 1) 

CR-2. Ground-disturbing activities during Project construction may unearth or 
adversely impact subsurface historical resources or unique archaeological resources 

Potentially Significant CR-2(a, b) Less than Significant 
(Proposed Project) 
Significant and Unavoidable 
(Alternative 1) 

CR-3. Ground-disturbing activities during Project construction may directly or 
indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature 

Potentially Significant CR-3 Less than Significant 

CR-4. Ground-disturbing activities during Project construction may disturb human 
remains 

Potentially Significant CR-4 Less than Significant 

CR-C. Cumulative development may result in significant cumulative cultural resource 
impacts. The Project’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable, except 
for cumulative impacts to the historic davenport branch line that would result from 
implementation of Alternative 1 

Potentially Not Cumulatively 
Considerable (Proposed 
Project) 
Cumulatively Considerable 
(Alternative 1) 

CR-1(a,b), CR-2(a,b), CR-3, CR-
4 (Alternative 1) 

Not Cumulatively 
Considerable (Proposed 
Project); Cumulatively 
Considerable (Alternative 1) 

Geology/Soils 
GEO-1. The Project would not exacerbate the existing exposure of people or 
structures to risks from strong ground shaking 

Less than Significant None Required Less than Significant 

GEO-2. The Project may exacerbate exposure of the publics to liquefaction or 
landslide hazards 

Potentially Significant GEO-2  Less than Significant 

GEO-3. The Project may result in substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil Potentially Significant HYD-1(c,d) Less than Significant 
GEO-4. The Project would not exacerbate the existing risk to life or property resulting 
from expansive soils 

Less than Significant None Required Less than Significant 

GEO-C. Cumulative development would not result in significant cumulative geology 
and soils impacts, and the Project’s contribution would not be cumulatively 
considerable. 

Not Cumulatively 
Considerable 

None Required Not Cumulatively 
Considerable 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change 
GHG-1. The Project would be consistent with the Climate Action Strategy, but could 
generate GHG emissions that would conflict with the 2017 Scoping Plan 

Potentially Significant GHG-1 Less than Significant 

GHG-2. The Project would not expose people or structures to substantial risk of loss, 
injury, or death from projected sea level rise or erosion 

Less than Significant None Required Less than Significant 
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Impact 
Significance 
Before Mitigation Mitigation2 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

GHG-C. Cumulative statewide development would result in a significant cumulative 
GHG impact, but the Project’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable 
with mitigation 

Not Cumulatively 
Considerable 

None Required Not Cumulatively 
Considerable 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
HAZ-1. Routine agricultural operations could expose trail users and maintenance 
personnel to pesticides and other hazardous chemicals 

Potentially Significant AG-3(b,e), AG-5, HAZ-1 
(Recommended) 

Less than Significant  

HAZ-2. Roadway accidents that involve hazardous materials could create a public 
safety hazard to trail users and maintenance personnel 

Less than Significant None Required Less than Significant 

HAZ-3. Disruption to utilities during construction could expose the public or 
environment to hazardous materials 

Potentially Significant HAZ-3 Less than Significant 

HAZ-4. Ground disturbance during construction could release existing soil 
contaminants and expose construction personnel and the public to health hazards 

Potentially Significant None Required (Proposed 
Project) 
HAZ-4(a,b,c) (Alternative 1) 

Less than Significant 

HAZ-5. The Project would increase recreational use in areas designated as moderate 
and high wildland fire hazard areas, but would not significantly exacerbate existing 
wildfire hazards 

Less than Significant None Required Less than Significant 

HAZ-C. Cumulative development may result in significant cumulative hazards and 
hazardous materials impacts, but the Project’s contribution would not be 
cumulatively considerable 

Potentially Cumulatively 
Considerable 

AG-3(b, e), AG-5, HAZ-4(a,b,c)  Not Cumulatively 
Considerable 

Hydrology and Water Quality 
HYD-1. The Project may result in an increase of pollutant discharges to Waters of the 
State 

Potentially Significant HYD-1(a,b,c,d) Less than Significant 

HYD-2. The Project would not deplete groundwater supplies nor substantially 
interfere with groundwater recharge 

Less than Significant None Required Less than Significant 

HYD-3. The Project would alter drainage patterns in the Project corridor, which may 
impact water quality 

Potentially Significant HYD-1(c,d) Less than Significant 

HYD-4. The Project would place structures in a 100-year flood hazard area, but would 
not impede or redirect flood flows 

Potentially Significant HYD-1(c,d) Less than Significant 

HYD-5. Trail users may be subject to inundation by tsunami, but the Project would 
not exacerbate the risk of inundation by tsunami compared to existing conditions 

Less than Significant None Required Less than Significant 

HYD-C. Cumulative development would not result in significant cumulative hydrology 
and water quality impacts, and the Project’s contribution would not be cumulatively 
considerable 

Potentially Not Cumulatively 
Considerable 

HYD-1(a,b,c,d) Not Cumulatively 
Considerable 

Land Use and Planning 

LUP-1. The Project would not physically divide an established community. Less than Significant  None Required Less than Significant 
LUP-2. The Project would not conflict with applicable plans and policies.  Less than Significant None Required Less than Significant 
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Impact 
Significance 
Before Mitigation Mitigation2 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

LUP-C. Cumulative development would not result in significant cumulative land use 
impacts, and the Project’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable 

Not Cumulatively 
Considerable 

None Required Not Cumulatively 
Considerable 

Noise 
N-1. Operation of the Project would not expose persons to or generate excessive 
noise levels

Less than Significant None Required Less than Significant 

N-2. The Project would not expose persons to or generate excessive ground-borne 
vibration or ground-borne noise levels 

Potentially Significant 
(Proposed Project) 
Less than Significant 
(Alternative 1) 

N-2(a,b) (Proposed Project) 
None Required (Alternative 1)

Less than Significant 

N-3. The Project would not result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient
noise levels

Less than Significant None Required Less than Significant 

N-4. Construction may result in a substantial temporary increase in noise levels Potentially Significant N-2(b), N-4 Less than Significant 
N-C. Cumulative development may result in significant cumulative noise impacts, but
the Project’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable.

Not Cumulatively 
Considerable 

None Required Not Cumulatively 
Considerable 

Public Safety and Services 
PUB- 1. The Project would not result in the need for additional emergency response 
or fire protection facilities to maintain acceptable service ratios or response times 

Less than Significant None Required Less than Significant 

PUB-2. The Project would not result in the need for additional police protection or 
law enforcement facilities to maintain acceptable service ratios or response times 

Less than Significant None Required Less than Significant 

PUB-3. The Project would not result in the need for the construction of new or 
additional park facilities, nor the degradation of existing facilities 

Less than Significant None Required Less than Significant 

PUB-4. The Project would not result in the need for the construction of new or 
additional health service facilities 

Less than Significant None Required Less than Significant 

PUB-C. Cumulative development would not result in significant cumulative impacts to 
public safety and services, and the Project’s contribution would not be cumulatively 
considerable 

Not Cumulatively 
Considerable 

None Required Not Cumulatively 
Considerable 

Recreation 
REC-1. The Project would result in increased use but not substantial physical 
deterioration of existing recreational facilities 

Less than Significant None Required Less than Significant 

REC-2 The Project would result in construction of a new recreational facility Less than Significant None Required Less than Significant 
REC-C. Cumulative development would not result in significant cumulative impacts to 
recreation, and the Project’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Not Cumulatively 
Considerable 

None Required Not Cumulatively 
Considerable 

Transportation/Circulation 
T-1. New vehicle trips by trail users would not result in traffic delay exceeding 
Caltrans standards on Highway 1 under the existing plus Project scenario 

Less than Significant T-1None Required Less than Significant 
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Impact 
Significance 
Before Mitigation Mitigation2 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

T-2. The Project would be consistent with policies promoting multi-modal 
transportation 

No Impact T-1None Required No Impact 

T-3. The Project may increase design hazards and traffic risks at roadway crossings
and parking lots 

Potentially Significant T-3(a,b,c) Less than Significant 

T-4. Increased demand for parking by trail users would be accommodated at parking 
locations, both formal and informal, along Highway 1 

Less than Significant None Required Less than Significant 

T-C. Cumulative development would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts,
and the Project’s contribution would be cumulatively considerable

Cumulatively Considerable No Feasible Mitigation 
Available 

Cumulatively Considerable 

Tribal Cultural Resources 
TCR-1. The Project may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
tribal cultural resource 

Potentially Significant TCR-1  Less than Significant 

TCR-C. Cumulative development would not result in significant cumulative impacts to 
tribal cultural resources and the project’s contribution would not be cumulatively 
considerable 

Not Cumulatively 
Considerable 

TCR-1 Not Cumulatively 
Considerable 

Utilities and Service Systems 
UTIL-1. The Project would not generate wastewater in excess of existing wastewater 
capacity nor require construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities 

Less than Significant None Required Less than Significant 

UTIL-2. The Project would not generate water demand in excess of existing supplies 
nor require construction of new water treatment facilities of the expansion of 
existing facilities 

Less than Significant None Required Less than Significant 

UTIL-3. The Project would not require construction of new stormwater drainage 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities 

Less than Significant None Required Less than Significant 

UTIL-4. The Project would not generate solid waste in excess of local landfill capacity, 
and would comply with applicable regulations 

Less than Significant None Required Less than Significant 

UTIL-C. Cumulative development may result in significant cumulative impacts to 
utilities and service systems, but the Project’s contribution would not be 
cumulatively considerable 

Not Cumulatively 
Considerable 

None Required Not Cumulatively 
Considerable 

1 The impacts and mitigation apply to both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 unless otherwise noted. Refer to Section 3.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, and Section 4.1, 
Cumulative Impact Analysis, in Section 4.0 for the complete analyses. 
2 The mitigation measure statements are listed in Table ES-3. The full mitigation measure descriptions are included in Sections 3.1 through 3.16. 
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Table ES-2 Comparison of Impacts for Proposed Project and Project Alternatives 

Resource Topics and Impacts 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

Note: Most of the impact determinations are the same for the Proposed Project and Alternatives 1-3. The shaded rows indicate the impact determinations are different. 
Aesthetics 
AES-1. The Project would have a temporary 
adverse effect on scenic views during 
construction and would alter foreground 
views of coastal resources as a result of 
parking lot improvements 

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Similar, slightly greater 

NI 
Substantially less 

AES-2. The Project would not have a 
substantial adverse effect on scenic 
resources 

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

NI 
Substantially less 

AES-3. The proposed armoring of the coastal 
bluffs at Davenport Beach could degrade the 
visual character and quality of the area 

LTSM 
MM AES-3 

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
AES-3 

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
AES-3 

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
AES-3 

LTS 
Substantially less 

AES-4. Public use of the proposed trail and 
parking lots could result in litter and graffiti 
that have an adverse effect on visual quality 

LTSM  
MM AG-3(c) 

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
MM AG-3(c) 

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
MM AG-3(c) 

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
MM AG-3(c) 

LTS 
Substantially less 

AES-5. Potential new lighting at restrooms 
and the Davenport highway crossing could 
adversely affect nighttime views 

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

NI 
Substantially less 

Overall Impact Determination2 LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTS 
Agricultural Resources 
AG-1. The Project would not convert a 
substantial amount of Important Farmland 
to non-agricultural use 

LTS 
MM AG-1 (optional) 

LTS 
Substantially less  

LTS 
Similar, but less  
MM AG-1 (optional) 

LTS 
Substantially less  

NI 
Substantially less 

AG-2. The Project would not conflict with 
existing zoning for agricultural use 

LTS NI 
Substantially less 

LTS 
Similar, possibly less if 
alignment remains 
entirely within RTC ROW 

LTS 
Similar, but less 

NI 
Substantially less 

AG-3. Trail users could adversely affect 
agricultural operations 

LTSM 
MM AG-3(a-e),  

LTSM 
Similar, but less  
MM AG-3(a-e) 

LTSM 
Similar, but more  
MM AG-3(a-e) 

LTSM 
Similar, but less 
MM AG-3(a-e) 

LTS 
Substantially less 

AG-4. The Project could temporarily disrupt 
utilities during construction and require the 
permanent relocation of some farm-related 
infrastructure 

LTSM 
MM AG-4(a,b) 

LTSM 
Similar, but less 
MM AG-4(a,b), AG-4(b)  

LTSM 
Similar, but more  
MM AG-4(a,b) 

LTSM 
Similar, but less 
MM AG-4(a,b) 

NI 
Substantially less 
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Resource Topics and Impacts 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

AG-5. Agricultural operations could 
adversely affect trail users, which may result 
in conflicts with agricultural operations 

LTSM 
MM AG-3(b,e), AG-5, 
HAZ-1  

LTSM 
Similar, but less  
MM AG-3(b,e), AG-5, 
HAZ-1  

LTSM 
Similar, but more  
MM AG-3(b,e), AG-5, 
HAZ-1  

LTSM 
Similar, but less 
MM AG-3(b,e), AG-5, 
HAZ-1  

LTS 
Substantially less 

Overall Impact Determination2 LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTS 
Air Quality 
AIR-1. The Project would not conflict with or 
obstruct implementation of the adopted 
MBARD AQMP 

LTS LTS 
Similar  

LTS 
Similar  

LTS 
Similar  

NI 
Substantially less 

AIR-2. The Project would not violate any air 
quality standard or contribute substantially 
to an existing or projected air quality 
violation 

LTS LTS 
Similar, but slightly less 
for construction 
because less intense 
excavation required 

LTS 
Similar 

LTS 
Similar, but slightly less 
for construction in 
northern portion 
because less intense 
excavation required 

NI 
Substantially less 

AIR-3. The Project would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase of 
any criteria pollutant for which the region is 
designated non-attainment 

LTS LTS 
Similar 

LTS 
Similar 

LTS 
Similar 

NI 
Substantially less 

AIR-4. The Project would not expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations 

LTS LTS 
Similar, but slightly less 
for construction 
because the distance to 
the nearest sensitive 
receptors is increased  

LTS 
Similar 

LTS 
Similar, but slightly less 
for construction in the 
northern portion 
because the distance to 
the nearest sensitive 
receptors is increased, 
and slightly more for 
construction in the 
southern portion 
because the distance to 
the nearest sensitive 
receptor is decreased  

NI 
Substantially less 

AIR-5. The Project would not create 
objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people 

LTS LTS 
Similar  

LTS 
Similar  

LTS 
Similar  

NI 
Substantially less 

Overall Impact Determination2 LTS LTS LTS LTS NI 
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Resource Topics and Impacts 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

Biological Resources  
BIO-1. The Project could adversely affect 
sensitive fish species (tidewater goby, 
central California coast coho salmon, and 
central California coast steelhead), and 
critical habitat, and coho Essential Fish 
Habitat through habitat modification in the 
creeks that intersect the alignments 

LTSM 
MM BIO-8(a,c,d), BIO-
9(a,b) 

LTSM 
Similar, but less because 
of the narrower 
footprint centered on 
the disturbed habitat of 
the rail bed 
MM BIO-8(a,c,d), BIO-
9(a,b) 

LTSM 
Similar 
MM BIO-8(a,c,d), BIO-
9(a,b) 

LTSM 
Less, because impacts to 
creeks and riparian 
would be avoided or 
minimized in both the 
northern portion, 
because the alignment 
is centered on the 
disturbed habitat of the 
rail bed, and the 
southern portion 
because it is adjacent to 
the highway. 
MM BIO-8(a,c,d), BIO-
9(a,b) 

NI 
Substantially less 

BIO-2. The Project would adversely affect 
CRLF and CRLF Critical Habitat, and interfere 
with CRLF movement and dispersal 

LTSM  
MM BIO-2, BIO-8(a,c,d), 
BIO-9(a,b) 

LTSM 
Similar, but more 
because the trail 
alignment would be 
confined to the rail bed 
where palustrine 
emergent wetlands and 
other sensitive habitats 
are concentrated, thus 
there is a higher 
potential for take of 
CRLF and greater loss of 
aquatic critical habitat. 
MM BIO-2, BIO-8(a,c,d), 
BIO-9(a,b) 

LTSM 
More, because the trail 
alignment on the inland 
side would extend 
through more sensitive 
habitats and palustrine 
emergent wetlands, 
thus there is a greater 
potential for take of 
CRLF and greater loss of 
aquatic critical habitat.  
MM BIO-2, BIO-8(a,c,d), 
BIO-9(a,b) 

LTSM 
Similar or more, 
because CRLF breeding 
habitat is known to 
occur in the southern 
portion near Highway 1, 
and CRLF are likely to be 
moving between aquatic 
habitats. In the northern 
portion, the trail would 
be confined to the rail 
bed where palustrine 
emergent wetlands and 
other sensitive habitats 
are concentrated and 
thus there is a higher 
potential for take of 
CRLF. 
MM BIO-2, BIO-8(a,c,d), 
BIO-9(a,b) 

LTS 
Substantially less 

BIO-3. The Project could adversely affect 
Santa Cruz black salamander, if present, and 
western pond turtle 

LTSM  
MM BIO-2, BIO-8(a,d), 
BIO-9(a) 

LTSM 
Similar, but more 
potential for injury or 

LTSM 
More, because the trail 
alignment on the inland 

LTSM 
Similar, with more in the 
northern portion and 

LTS 
Substantially less 
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Resource Topics and Impacts 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

mortality of the 
salamander because the 
trail alignment would be 
confined to the rail bed 
where palustrine 
emergent wetlands and 
other sensitive habitats 
are concentrated. 
MM BIO-2, BIO-8(a,d), 
BIO-9(a) 

side would extend 
through more sensitive 
habitats and palustrine 
emergent wetlands, 
thus a higher potential 
to adversely affect the 
salamander. 
MM BIO-2, BIO-8(a,d), 
BIO-9(a) 

less in the southern 
portion. There would be 
more impacts in the 
northern portion 
because the trail 
alignment would be 
along the rail corridor 
where sensitive habitats 
and palustrine emergent 
wetlands are 
concentrated. There 
would be less impact in 
the southern portion 
because the trail would 
be along the highway 
corridor where there is 
less sensitive habitat. 
MM BIO-2, BIO-8(a,d), 
BIO-9(a) 

BIO-4. The Project would adversely affect 
sensitive and native nesting bird species 
during construction and operation 

LTSM 
MM BIO-2, BIO-4, BIO-
8(a,c,d), BIO-9(a,b) 

LTSM 
More, because of the 
presence of nesting bird 
habitat along the rail 
bed. Both construction 
and operations are likely 
to disturb nesting bird 
species. 
MM BIO-2, BIO-4, BIO-
8(a,c,d), BIO-9(a,b) 

LTSM 
Similar, but more 
because the southern 
portion remains along 
the rail bed where there 
is more nesting bird 
habitat and potential to 
disturb nesting bird 
species. 
MM BIO-2, BIO-4, BIO-
8(a,c,d), BIO-9(a,b) 

LTSM 
Similar, but slightly less 
in the southern portion 
along the highway 
corridor which has less 
nesting bird habitat. 
More in the northern 
portion because there is 
more nesting bird 
habitat along the rail 
bed. 
MM BIO-2, BIO-4, BIO-
8(a,c,d), BIO-9(a,b) 

LTS 
Substantially less 

BIO-5. Project construction could adversely 
affect sensitive bat species that may use 
coast live oak woodland adjacent to the 
alignment 

LTSM  
MM BIO-2, BIO-5, BIO-
8(d) 

LTSM 
Similar, but less because 
of the narrower 
construction footprint 
centered on the rail bed. 
MM BIO-2, BIO-5, BIO-
8(d) 

LTSM 
Similar, but less because 
of the location of coast 
live oak forest on the 
coast side of the tracks. 
MM BIO-2, BIO-5, BIO-
8(d) 

LTSM 
Less, because the 
northern portion is 
narrower and confined 
to the rail bed, affecting 
less coast live oak 
forest, and the southern 

NI 
Substantially less 
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Resource Topics and Impacts 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

portion is along the 
highway where there is 
no potential bat habitat  
MM BIO-2, BIO-5, BIO-
8(d) 

BIO-6. The Project would adversely affect 
San Francisco Dusky-footed woodrat 

LTSM  
MM BIO-2, BIO-6, BIO-
8(a,d) 

LTSM 
Similar, but less because 
of the narrower 
construction footprint 
centered on the rail bed. 
MM BIO-2, BIO-6, BIO-
8(a,d) 

LTSM 
More, because there 
would be more 
construction in the rail 
bed where woodrat 
habitat is concentrated. 
MM BIO-2, BIO-6, BIO-
8(a,d) 

LTSM 
Less in northern portion 
because of the narrower 
footprint centered on 
rail bed, and less in 
southern portion 
because there are less 
habitats along the 
alignment that support 
the woodrat 
MM BIO-2, BIO-6, BIO-
8(a,d) 

LTS 
Substantially less 

BIO-7. The Project would interfere with 
wildlife movement 

LTSM  
MM BIO-2, BIO-8(a,c,d), 
BIO-9(a,b), AG-3(c) 

LTSM 
More, because the trail 
is confined to the rail 
bed where wildlife 
movement is expected 
to be greatest. 
MM BIO-2, BIO-8(a,c,d), 
BIO-9(a,b), AG-3(c) 

LTSM 
More because the 
southern portion of the 
trail is confined to the 
rail bed where wildlife 
movement is expected 
to be greatest. 
MM BIO-2, BIO-8(a,c,d), 
BIO-9(a,b), AG-3(c) 

LTSM 
Similar, but more 
overall. More in the 
northern portion 
because the trail is 
confined to the rail bed 
where wildlife 
movement is expected 
to be greatest. 
Less in the southern 
portion because the trail 
would be adjacent to 
the highway where 
wildlife are less likely to 
utilize the alignment for 
movement. 
MM BIO-2, BIO-8(a,c,d), 
BIO-9(a,b), AG-3(c) 

NI 
Substantially less 

BIO-8. The Project would result in adverse 
effects to sensitive natural communities and 
Coastal Act ESHA 

LTSM  
MM BIO-8(a-d), BIO-
9(a,b) 

LTSM 
Similar, but less because 
of the narrower 
footprint centered on 

LTSM 
More, because the 
southern portion of the 
trail remains along the 

LTSM 
Similar, but less because 
of the narrower 
footprint centered on 

LTS 
Substantially less 
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Resource Topics and Impacts 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

the disturbed habitat of 
the rail bed. 
MM BIO-8(a-d), BIO-
9(a,b) 

rail bed where there are 
more sensitive habitats. 
MM BIO-8(a-d), BIO-
9(a,b) 

rail bed in northern 
portion, and less 
sensitive natural 
communities adjacent 
to the highway corridor. 
MM BIO-8(a-d), BIO-
9(a,b) 

BIO-9. The Project would result in adverse 
effects to palustrine emergent wetlands and 
aquatic/riverine habitats 

LTSM  
MM BIO-8(a,c,d), BIO-
9(a,b) 

LTSM 
Similar, but more 
because the alignment 
is confined to the rail 
bed where along which 
palustrine emergent 
wetlands are 
concentrated. 
MM BIO-8(a,c,d), BIO-
9(a,b) 

LTSM 
More because the 
southern portion is 
confined to the rail bed 
along which palustrine 
emergent wetlands are 
concentrated. 
MM BIO-8(a,c,d), BIO-
9(a,b) 

LTSM 
Similar, but slightly less 
because some ditch 
wetlands would be 
avoided. 
MM BIO-8(a,c,d), BIO-
9(a,b) 

LTS 
Substantially less 

Overall Impact Determination2 LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTS 
Cultural Resources 
CR-1. The Project may adversely affect 
historical resources, including the Town of 
Davenport and Davenport Branch Line 

LTSM 
MM CR-1(a) 

SU 
More due to the 
removal of the 
Davenport Branch Line 
MM CR-1(a,b) 

LTSM 
Substantially similar  
MM CR-1(a) 

SU 
More due to partial 
removal of the 
Davenport Branch Line 
in the northern portion 
MM CR-1(a,b) 

LTS 
Substantially less 

CR-2. Ground-disturbing activities during 
Project construction may unearth or 
adversely impact subsurface historical 
resources or unique archaeological 
resources 

LTSM 
MM CR-2(a,b) 

LTSM 
Less because 
construction of the trail 
would occur primarily 
on the existing ballast 
MM CR-2(a,b) 

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
MM CR-2(a,b) 

LTSM 
Less because 
construction of the trail 
would occur partially on 
the existing ballast in 
the northern portion 
MM CR-2(a,b) 

NI 
Substantially less 
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Resource Topics and Impacts 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

CR-3. Ground-disturbing activities during 
Project construction may directly or 
indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature 

LTSM 
MM CR-3 

LTSM 
Less because 
construction of the trail 
would occur primarily 
on the existing ballast 
MM CR-3 

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
MM CR-3 

LTSM 
Less because 
construction of the trail 
would occur partially on 
the existing ballast in 
the northern portion 
MM CR-3 

NI 
Substantially less 

CR-4. Ground-disturbing activities during 
Project construction may disturb human 
remains 

LTSM 
MM CR-4 

LTSM 
Less because 
construction of the trail 
would occur primarily 
on the existing ballast 
MM CR-4 

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
MM CR-4 

LTSM 
Less because 
construction of the trail 
would occur partially on 
the existing ballast in 
the northern portion 
MM CR-4 

NI 
Substantially less 

Overall Impact Determination2 LTSM SU LTSM SU LTS 
Geology/Soils 
GEO-1. The Project would not exacerbate 
the existing exposure of people or structures 
to risks from strong ground shaking 

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially less 

GEO-2. The Project may exacerbate 
exposure of the publics to liquefaction or 
landslide hazards 

LTSM 
MM GEO-2 

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
MM GEO-2 

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
MM GEO-2 

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
MM GEO-2 

LTS 
Substantially less 

GEO-3. The Project may result in substantial 
soil erosion or loss of topsoil 

LTSM 
MM HYD-1(c,d) 

LTSM 
Similar but slightly less 
severe due to reduced 
ground disturbance and 
reduced cut/fill 
quantities. 
MM HYD-1(c,d)  

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
MM HYD-1(c,d) 

LTSM 
Similar, but slightly less 
in northern section due 
to reduced cut/fill 
quantities required for 
constructing on the 
existing rail bed, and 
slightly more in the 
southern section due to 
increased cut/fill into 
embankments along 
Highway 1 and drainage 
crossings at Baldwin 
Creek and Lombardi 
Gulch.  
MM HYD-1(c,d) 

LTS 
Substantially less 
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Resource Topics and Impacts 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

GEO-4. The Project would not exacerbate 
the existing risk to life or property resulting 
from expansive soils 

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially less 

Overall Impact Determination2 LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTS 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change 
GHG-1. The Project would be consistent with 
the Climate Action Strategy, but could 
generate GHG emissions that would conflict 
with the 2017 Scoping Plan 

LTSM 
MM GHG-1 

LTSM 
Similar, but slightly less 
for construction 
because less intense 
excavation required. 
Substantially similar for 
operation 
MM GHG-1 

LTSM 
Substantially similar for 
construction and 
operation 
MM GHG-1 

LTSM 
Similar, but slightly less 
for construction 
because less intense 
excavation required in 
northern portion. 
Substantially similar for 
operation 
MM GHG-1 

LTS 
Less  

GHG-2. The Project would not expose people 
or structures to substantial risk of loss, 
injury, or death from projected sea level rise 
or erosion 

LTS LTS 
Similar 

LTS 
Similar 

LTS 
Similar 

LTS 
Substantially less 

Overall Impact Determination2 LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTS 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

HAZ-1. Routine agricultural operations could 
expose trail users and maintenance 
personnel to pesticides and other hazardous 
chemicals 

LTSM 
MM AG-3(b,e), AG-5, 
HAZ-1 

LTSM 
Similar, but slightly less  
MM AG-3(b,e), AG-5, 
HAZ-1 

LTSM 
Similar, but slightly 
greater  
MM AG-3(b,e), AG-5, 
HAZ-1 

LTSM 
Similar, but less  
MM AG-3(b,e), AG-5, 
HAZ-1 

LTS 
Substantially less 

HAZ-2. Roadway accidents that involve 
hazardous materials could create a public 
safety hazard to trail users and maintenance 
personnel 

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar  

LTS 
Substantially similar  

LTS 
More due to the 
southern half of the 
proposed trail being 
located adjacent to 
Highway 1, where trail 
users, construction 
workers and 
maintenance personnel 
would be placed in 
areas that could be 
exposed to potential 

LTS 
Substantially less 
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Resource Topics and Impacts 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

roadway accidents that 
could involve hazardous 
materials. 

HAZ-3. Disruption to utilities during 
construction could expose the public or 
environment to hazardous materials. 

LTSM 
MM HAZ-3 

LTSM 
Substantially similar  
MM HAZ-3 

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
MM HAZ-3  

LTSM 
More due to the 
proposed trail being 
located adjacent to the 
western edge of 
Highway 1 where a 
natural gas pipeline is 
located between the 
City of Santa Cruz and 
Davenport. 
MM HAZ-3 

NI 
Substantially less 

HAZ-4. Ground disturbance during 
construction could release existing soil 
contaminants and expose construction 
personnel and the public to health hazards 

LTSM 
MM HAZ-4(a,b) 

LTSM 
More  
MM HAZ-4(a,b,c) 

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
MM HAZ-4(a,b)  

LTSM 
More 
MM HAZ-4(a,b,c)  

NI 
Substantially less 

HAZ-5. The Project would increase 
recreational use in areas designated as 
moderate and high wildland fire hazard 
areas, but would not significantly exacerbate 
existing wildfire hazards 

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar  

LTS 
Substantially similar  

LTS 
Substantially similar  

LTS 
Substantially less 

Overall Impact Determination2 LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTS 
Hydrology and Water Quality 
HYD-1. The Project may result in an increase 
of pollutant discharges to Waters of the 
State 

LTSM 
MM HYD-1(a-d) 

LTSM 
Similar, but more due to 
increased potential to 
disturb contaminated 
materials during rail 
removal. 
MM HYD-1(a-d) 

LTSM 
Substantially similar  
MM HYD-1(a-d) 

LTSM 
Similar, but slightly 
more due to increased 
potential to disturb 
contaminated materials 
during rail removal in 
the northern portion, 
and increased ground 
disturbance in the 
southern portion due to 
embankments along 
Highway 1 and creek 
crossings. 

NI 
Substantially less 
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Resource Topics and Impacts 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

MM HYD-1(a-d) 
HYD-2. The Project would not deplete 
groundwater supplies nor substantially 
interfere with groundwater recharge 

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar  

LTS 
Substantially similar  

NI 
Substantially less 

HYD-3. The Project would alter drainage 
patterns in the Project corridor, which may 
impact water quality 

LTSM 
MM HYD-1(c,d) 

LTSM 
Similar  
MM HYD-1(c,d) 

LTSM 
Similar  
MM HYD-1(c,d) 

LTSM 
Similar  
MM HYD-1(c,d) 

NI 
Substantially less 

HYD-4. The Project would place structures in 
a 100-year flood hazard area but would not 
impede or redirect flood flows 

LTSM 
MM HYD-1(c,d), HYD-
4(a) 

LTSM 
Similar 
MM HYD-1(c,d), HYD-
4(a) 

LTSM 
Similar 
MM HYD-1(c,d), HYD-
4(a) 

LTSM 
Similar 
MM HYD-1(c,d), HYD-
4(a) 

NI 
Substantially less 

HYD-5. Trail users may be subject to 
inundation by tsunami, but the Project 
would not exacerbate the risk of inundation 
by tsunami compared to existing conditions 

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar  

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially less 

Overall Impact Determination2 LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTS 

Land Use and Planning 

LUP-1. The Project would not physically 
divide an established community 

LTS NI LTS NI  
Substantially similar 

LTS NI  
Substantially similar 

LTS NI  
Substantially similar 

NI 
Less 

LUP-2. The Project would not conflict with 
applicable plans and policies 

LTS LTS 
Similar, but more 
because not consistent 
with MBSST Master Plan 

LTS 
Similar, but slightly 
more because not 
consistent with MBSST 
Master Plan 

LTS 
Similar, but more 
because not consistent 
with MBSST Master Plan 

LTS 
More, because would 
not implement the 
RTC’s adopted MBSST 
Master Plan 

Overall Impact Determination2 LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Noise 

N-1. Operation of the Project would not
expose persons to or generate excessive 
noise levels

LTS LTS 
Similar, but slightly less 
for operation due to 
slightly greater distance 
to the nearest sensitive 
receptor  

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Similar, but slightly less 
in northern portion and 
slightly more in 
southern portion  

LTS 
Less 

N-2. The Project would not expose persons
to or generate excessive ground-borne 
vibration or ground-borne noise levels 

LTSM 
MM N-2(a,b) 

LTS 
Less because the 
distance to the nearest 

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
MM N-2(a,b) 

LTSM 
Similar, but slightly less 
in northern portion and 

NI 
Less 
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Resource Topics and Impacts 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

sensitive receptors is 
increased  

slightly more in 
southern portion 
MM N-2(a,b) 

N-3. The Project would not result in a
substantial permanent increase in ambient
noise levels

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Less 

N-4. Construction may result in a substantial 
temporary increase in noise levels

LTSM 
MM N-2(b), N-4 

LTSM 
Similar, but slightly less 
for operation due to 
slightly greater distance 
to the nearest sensitive 
receptor  
MM N-2(b), N-4 

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
MM N-2(b), N-4 

LTSM 
Similar, but slightly less 
in northern portion and 
slightly more in 
southern portion  
MM N-2(b), N-4 

NI 
Less 

Overall Impact Determination2 LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTS 
Public Safety and Services 
PUB- 1. The Project would not result in the 
need for additional emergency response or 
fire protection facilities to maintain 
acceptable service ratios or response times  

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Possibly similar because 
less people in the area 
to report criminal or 
unsafe behavior 

PUB-2. The Project would not result in the 
need for additional police protection or law 
enforcement facilities to maintain 
acceptable service ratios or response times 

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Possibly similar because 
less people in the area 
to report criminal or 
unsafe behavior  

PUB-3. The Project would not result in the 
need for the construction of new or 
additional park facilities, nor the degradation 
of existing facilities 

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

NI 
Substantially less 

PUB-4. The Project would not result in the 
need for the construction of new or 
additional health service facilities 

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

NI 
Substantially less 

Overall Impact Determination2 LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 
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Resource Topics and Impacts 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

Recreation 
REC-1. The Project would result in increased 
use but not substantial physical 
deterioration of existing recreational 
facilities 

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Possibly more due to 
overuse 

REC-2 The Project would result in 
construction of a new recreational facility 

LTS LTS  
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS  
Substantially similar 

LTS 
More, no beneficial 
impact 

Overall Impact Determination2 LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 
Transportation/Circulation 
T-1. New vehicle trips by trail users would 
not result in traffic delay exceeding Caltrans
standards on Highway 1 under the existing 
plus Project scenario 

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar 
MM T-1 

LTS 
Substantially similar 
MM T-1 

LTS 
Substantially similar 
MM T-1 

NI 
Substantially less 

T-2. The Project would be consistent with 
policies promoting multi-modal 
transportation 

NI NI 
Substantially similar 
MM T-1 

NI 
Substantially similar 
MM T-1 

NI 
Substantially similar 
MM T-1 

LTS 
More 

T-3. The Project may increase design hazards
and traffic risks at roadway crossings and 
parking lots

LTSM 
MM T-3(a-c) 

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
MM T-3(a-c) 

LTSM 
Similar, but slightly 
greater  
MM T-3(a-c) 

LTSM 
Similar, but slightly 
greater  
MM T-3(a-c) 

LTS 
Less and more 

T-4. Increased demand for parking by trail 
users would be accommodated at parking 
locations, both formal and informal, along 
Highway 1

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

NI 
Substantially less 

Overall Impact Determination2 LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTS 
Tribal Cultural Resources 
TCR-1. The Project may cause a substantial 
adverse change in the significance of a tribal 
cultural resource 

LTSM 
MM TCR-1 

LTSM 
Similar, but less  
MM TCR-1 

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
MM TCR-1 

LTSM 
Similar, but less 
MM TCR-1 

NI 
Substantially less 

Overall Impact Determination2 LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM NI 
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Resource Topics and Impacts 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

Utilities and Service Systems 
UTIL-1. The Project would not generate 
wastewater in excess of existing wastewater 
capacity nor require construction of new 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion 
of existing facilities 

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar  

LTS 
Substantially similar  

LTS 
Substantially similar  

NI 
Substantially less 

UTIL-2. The Project would not generate 
water demand in excess of existing supplies 
nor require construction of new water 
treatment facilities of the expansion of 
existing facilities 

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar  

LTS 
Substantially similar  

LTS 
Substantially similar  

NI 
Substantially less 

UTIL-3. The Project would not require 
construction of new stormwater drainage 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities 

LTS LTS 
Similar  

LTS 
Substantially similar  

LTS 
Similar  

NI 
Substantially less 

UTIL-4. The Project would not generate solid 
waste in excess of local landfill capacity, and 
would comply with applicable regulations 

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar  

LTS 
Substantially similar  

LTS 
Substantially similar  

LTS 
Possibly more 

Overall Impact Determination2 LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 
1 The impacts of the Proposed Project are presented in the first column with the impact determination presented in the second column, using the abbreviations identified below. The anticipated 
impacts and required mitigation for each of the alternatives are presented and described in comparison to the Proposed Project (e.g., similar, more, less), with the reasoning presented primarily in 
the text discussion in Section 5.0, Project Alternatives. Most of the impact determinations are the same for the Proposed Project and all three action alternatives (Alternatives 1-3). The shaded 
rows indicate the impact determinations are different. A summary of the required mitigation is presented in Table ES-3. 
2 The “Overall Impact Determination” represents the combined impacts (highest or “worst” level of impact) for the resource topic.  

NI = No Impact  

LTS = Less than Significant without Mitigation  

LTSM = Less than Significant with Mitigation  

SU = Significant & Unavoidable  

MM = Mitigation Measure 
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Table ES-3  Summary of Mitigation Measures Identified for Proposed Project and Project Alternatives 

Mitigation Measure 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

Note: Most of the mitigation measures are required for the Proposed Project and Alternatives 1-3. The shaded rows indicate the mitigation requirements are different. 
AES-3. Minimize Artificial Appearance of Coastal Armoring Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
AG-1. Implement Agricultural Land Conservation Measures (optional) No No No No No 
AG-3(a). Implement Measures to Reduce Construction-Related Conflicts with 
Agricultural Operations 

Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

AG-3(b). Install No Trespassing Signs Prior to Operation Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
AG-3(c). Regularly Remove Solid Waste and Litter during Operation Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
AG-3(d). Post Notices to Promote Food Safety prior to Operation Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
AG-3(e). Install Agricultural Interpretive Exhibits prior to Operation Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
AG-4(a). Relocate Farm Utilities Affected by Trail Construction Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
AG-4(b). Design and Maintain Trail Crossings to Accommodate Farm 
Equipment and Restrict Access 

Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

AG-5. Establish Pesticide Spray Notification Procedures and Install Temporary 
Warning Signage along Trail 

Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

BIO-2. Conduct Biological Monitoring for CRLF and Other Sensitive Wildlife 
Species 

Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

BIO-4. Conduct Breeding Bird Survey and Identify Protective Buffers prior to 
Construction 

Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

BIO-5. Implement Measures to Protect Roosting Bats during Construction Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
BIO-6. Implement Dusky-Footed Woodrat Protection Measures during 
Construction  

Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

BIO-8(a). Minimize Construction in Sensitive Habitats Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
BIO-8(b). Construct a Boardwalk in Coastal Dune Habitat Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
BIO-8(c). Develop Project-Specific Biological Resources Mitigation and 
Management Plan for Impacts to Biological Resources Resulting from Trail 
Construction and Operation 

Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

BIO-8(d). Implement Best Management Practices during Construction Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
BIO-9(a). Minimize Construction-related Activities in Palustrine Emergent 
Wetlands and Aquatic/Riverine Habitats 

Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

BIO-9(b). Develop and Implement Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring Plan Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
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Mitigation Measure 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

CR-1(a). Install Historical Interpretive Exhibits prior to Trail Use Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
CR-1(b). Prepare Historic Documentation Package prior to Rail Removal No Yes No Yes No 
CR-2(a). Archaeological Capping at the existing prehistoric archaeological sites 
prior to Project Construction 

Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

CR-2(b). Conduct Archaeological Monitoring during Construction Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
CR-3. Conduct Paleontological Monitoring during Construction Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
CR-4. Stop Work if Unanticipated Discovery of Human Remains Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
GEO-2. Conduct Design-level Geotechnical Investigation and Implement 
Recommendations  

Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

GHG-1. Install Electric Vehicle Infrastructure in Parking Lots Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
HAZ-1. Amend Agricultural Leases to Provide Pesticide Spraying Limitations 
(recommended) 

No No No No No 

HAZ-3. Identify and verify locations of utility infrastructure Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
HAZ-4(a). Conduct Soil Sampling and Implement Necessary Remediation Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
HAZ-4(b). Prepare and Implement Soils Management Plan Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
HAZ-4(c). Evaluate Subgrade Soil and Cap Contaminated Soils and Ballast No Yes No Yes No 
HYD-1(a). Prepare Accidental Spill Control Plan and Conduct Environmental 
Training prior to Construction 

Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

HYD-1(b). Maintain Vehicles and Equipment during Construction Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
HYD-1(c). Conduct Design-level Drainage Analysis prior to Construction, and 
Implement Identified Measures to Minimize Runoff during Construction and 
Operation 

Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

HYD-1(d). Prepare Stormwater Control Plan and Operation & Maintenance 
Plan prior to Construction 

Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

HYD-4(a). Include Trail Inspection Program in Operation & Maintenance Plan Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
N-2(a). Provide Notification of Construction Vibration (Proposed Project Only) Yes No Yes Yes No 
N-2(b). Limit Construction to Daytime Hours  Yes No Yes Yes No 
N-4. Implement Noise-Reducing Measures for Construction Equipment Used 
within 150 feet of Residences 

Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

T-1. Public Outreach for Bicycling and Walking Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
T-3(a). Design Roadway Crossings to Minimize Safety Hazards  Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
T-3(b). Install Agricultural Vehicle and Trail Warning Signs Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
T-3(c). Install Pedestrian Signage at the Davenport Lot: South Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
TCR-1. Conduct Native American Monitoring during Construction Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
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1 Introduction 

This document is a project-specific environmental impact report (EIR) for the proposed North Coast 
Rail Trail Project (Project). The Project is a 7.5-mile multi-use bicycle and pedestrian trail proposed 
by the Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission (RTC) to extend along the RTC-
owned railroad corridor from Wilder Ranch State Park on the south to Davenport on the north in 
unincorporated Santa Cruz County (Figure 1-1).  

This EIR includes an evaluation of the RTC’s Proposed Project, as well as a rail-to-trail (i.e., “trail 
only”) alternative (Alternative 1) at an equal level of detail. The trail alignments are presented in 
Appendix A. 

 Proposed Project (Coastal Side). The trail would be constructed on the coastal side of the
existing railroad tracks, except for the short portion on the south end of the project where the
trail would utilize the existing sidetracks and Wilder Ranch maintenance road. Fencing would be
installed between the trail and tracks, in accordance with the Monterey Bay Sanctuary Scenic
Trail (MBSST) Network Master Plan and between the trail and agricultural fields at some
locations. This alignment is considered by the RTC as the preferred alignment and “proposed
project” for purposes of environmental review.

 Alternative 1 (Trail Only). The trail would be constructed on the railroad track bed (rail bed),
which is defined by the ballast and sub-ballast. Fencing may be installed along the trail edge for
safety purposes in areas where there are steep slopes adjacent to the trail. Construction of the
trail would involve the removal of the existing railroad tracks and ties to enable construction of
the trail on the current track alignment.

This EIR section includes discussion of the following topics: 

1. EIR Purpose and RTC Legal Authority
2. Project Background
3. CEQA Environmental Review Process
4. EIR Scope and Content
5. EIR Organization

1.1 EIR Purpose and RTC Legal Authority 
In order to implement the North Coast Rail Trail Project, discretionary approval by the RTC is 
required. This renders the Project subject to the requirements of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA), with the RTC as the CEQA lead agency.  

In accordance with Section 15121 of the State CEQA Guidelines (Title 14 CCR Section 15000 et seq.), 
the purpose of an EIR is to serve as an informational document that “…will inform public agency 
decision-makers and the public generally of the significant environmental effects of a project, 
identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to 
the project.” 
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Figure 1-1 North Coast Rail Trail Project Regional Location 
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This EIR serves as an informational document for the public, responsible agencies, and the RTC 
decision makers. The RTC decision makers will review and consider the information in the EIR, along 
with any other relevant information, in making final decisions regarding the Project.  

1.2 Project Background 

1.2.1 Project Inception and Rail Purchase 
The Project is part of the MBSST, a two-county (Santa Cruz and Monterey counties) bicycle and 
pedestrian pathway project championed by former Congressman Sam Farr in part to promote 
appreciation for the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary. Through the congressman’s efforts, 
federal appropriations and earmarks were secured for development of the Master Plan and 
programmatic EIR, as well as implementation of segments of the trail network in Santa Cruz County. 
The California Coastal Conservancy also provided funding for the preparation of the MBSST Master 
Plan to support connection with the California Coastal Trail, and the RTC committed discretionary 
sources to fund development of the MBSST Network. Funds were used for initial development of 
the MBSST Master Plan and EIR. Subsequent to completion of the planning and environmental 
documents, remaining funds were programmed to specific projects. Additional federal, state, and 
local funds were secured later to provide funding for those projects.  

In its entirety, the planned trail would extend the length of coastal Santa Cruz County, from the 
Monterey County line on the south to the San Mateo County line on the north. The Transportation 
Agency for Monterey County (TAMC) will be responsible for the portion in Monterey County, while 
the RTC is responsible for the Santa Cruz County portion in partnership with numerous local 
government entities. This Project only addresses a northernmost portion of the facility within Santa 
Cruz County. 

In February 2010, the RTC voted unanimously to request over $20 million in Proposition 116 and 
other transit funds from the California Transportation Commission for the purchase of the Santa 
Cruz Branch Rail Line right-of-way (ROW) and associated rail improvements. The voter-approved 
Proposition 116 (Clean Air and Transportation Improvement Act of 1990 – California Public Utilities 
Code (CPUC) Section 99600 et seq.) stipulates that the rail line be used for “rail projects within Santa 
Cruz County which facilitate recreational, commuter, intercity and intercounty travel.”  

In May 2010, the RTC voted unanimously to purchase 31 miles of the 32-mile Santa Cruz Branch Rail 
Line from Union Pacific for $14.2 million (RTC 2018a). This decision was based on extensive due 
diligence and input at numerous public meetings. In August 2010, the RTC voted unanimously to 
accept conditions imposed by the California Transportation Commission to be able to consider 
approval of the RTC funding request. The conditions included the continuation of freight rail service 
as long as required by the Surface Transportation Board and the institution of recreational 
passenger rail service.  

In January 2011, the California Transportation Commission approved funding for the purchase of 
and improvements to the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line with conditions including that 1) RTC would 
refund the then-value of the funding for purchase and construction, if the RTC ceased to utilize the 
project for the intended public passenger rail purpose, and 2) RTC would add $250,000 in other 
funds for some acquisition costs.  

In February 2011, the RTC unanimously approved the additional funds required to accept the 
funding from and conditions of the California Transportation Commission.  
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On October 12, 2012, the RTC successfully closed escrow, placing title of the Santa Cruz Branch Rail 
Line into public ownership. The Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line serves as the “Coastal Rail Trail spine” of 
the Santa Cruz County portion of the MBSST Network (Figure 1-1).  

1.2.2 Rail Operation and Maintenance 
The federal Surface Transportation Board (STB) requires that there be freight rail service on the 
Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line, and the funding agreements for purchase of the Santa Cruz Branch Rail 
Line require that the RTC be responsible for continuing freight to contract with a rail service for as 
long as it is required by the STB operator.  

In 2012 when RTC purchased the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line, it selected railroad operator Iowa 
Pacific Holdings (known locally as Santa Cruz and Monterey Bay Railway) to operate the Santa Cruz 
Branch Rail Line. In July June 2018, because the Santa Cruz and Monterey Bay Railway did not meet 
contractual obligations, the RTC entered into an agreement with Progressive Rail to provide rail 
operations on the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line and to serve as the common carrier on this line as 
designated by the Surface Transportation Board (STB). 

The RTC owns the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line ROW, minus a “Freight Easement” extending 10 feet 
on either side of the centerline of the tracks and including rights of access along the length of the 
easement. As stated in the deed for the Freight Easement, the easement is for purposes of 
conducting freight rail operations and fulfilling rights and obligations as a common carrier freight 
railroad under applicable federal laws and regulations. This includes the right to use the property to 
provide freight rail service to all customers on or served from the property, and to operate, use, 
construct, reconstruct, maintain, repair, relocate and/or remove existing and/or future railroad, and 
railroad-related equipment, facilities and transportation systems necessary for and related to freight 
rail operations. The Freight Easement is owned by the common carrier freight operator designated 
by the Surface Transportation Board, and the operator conducts railroad operations subject to an 
“Administration, Coordination and License Agreement” with the RTC.  

RTC’s standard operating procedure for maintenance of the rail ROW includes vegetation control 
twice annually outside of the short-line operator railroad easement. Maintenance within the short-
line operator railroad easement is the responsibility of the short-line operator and includes 
replacement of ties, cleaning of ballast, track repairs, and drainage maintenance, as needed. RTC is 
currently moving forward to implement a capital maintenance program for the rail ROW that 
includes storm damage repair and bridge rehabilitation. 

The northern portion of the Santa Cruz Branch Line between Santa Cruz and Davenport, including 
the Project corridor, is not currently used for regular freight or passenger services. Section 3.5, 
Cultural Resources, includes more information about the history of the rail line. The current rail 
operator may begin operating freight and/or passenger service between Santa Cruz and Davenport 
within the next 3 to 5 years, or sooner. 

1.2.3 MBSST Network Master Plan and EIR 

MBSST Network Master Plan 
The RTC prepared the MBSST Network Master Plan (RTC 2014a) to establish the continuous 
alignment and a set of design standards for the MBSST Network, including a bicycle and pedestrian 
(multi-use) trail along the Coastal Rail Trail spine (RTC-owned rail corridor) and associated spur 
trails, for the length of Santa Cruz County.  
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The trail network was divided into 20 segments, each with independent utility and logical beginning 
and end points, to be built as funding became available. Starting in Davenport and continuing to the 
Santa Cruz/Monterey county line, trail projects are located in or adjacent to the rail corridor and 
serve as the Coastal Rail Trail. The spine is complemented by spur trails or other bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities that connect to coastal access points or other desirable destination points. 

The planning process for the MBSST Network Master Plan involved extensive stakeholder interviews 
and public workshops. The following discussion provides the timeline and milestones of the MBSST 
Network Master Plan and Master Plan EIR process. 

In October 2011, the RTC conducted stakeholder interviews, most of which occurred over a three-
day period (October 25, 26, and 27, 2011) at the RTC office. A total of 68 people representing 52 
stakeholder groups were interviewed. The information received ranged from specific trail design 
standards suggestions, alignment ideas, and destination linkages to adjacent land use compatibility 
issues including interface with agricultural lands, safety concerns, and natural resource protection 
needs.  

In December 2011, the first of two workshop series was held on three consecutive evenings in 
North, Mid, and South county locations. Approximately 200 community members attended.  

In November 2012, the second workshop series was held on four consecutive nights in Santa Cruz, 
Davenport, Live Oak, and Watsonville. The goal of the workshop series was to bring the community 
into the Trail Network development early in the process, with the focus on soliciting ideas for new 
alignment opportunities, connection points, and design elements at the same time as reviewing the 
opportunities and constraints that had been identified.  

On November 7, 2013, after a 2.5-year planning and public outreach process, the MBSST Network 
Master Plan was adopted and the Master Plan EIR was certified (with a revision adopted in February 
2014). These documents are available on the RTC website: https://sccrtc.org/projects/multi-
modal/monterey-bay-sanctuary-scenic-trail. All local jurisdictions through which the trail will 
traverse have also adopted the MBSST Network Master Plan, including the cities of Capitola, Santa 
Cruz, and Watsonville, as well as the County of Santa Cruz. It is recognized that the MBSST Network 
will be funded, designed, and constructed in independent segments and that diversions onto the 
on-road street system and away from the rail right-of-way, where it is in existence, may be needed 
for some segments as interim measures to continuous development.  

MBSST Network Master Plan EIR 
The MBSST Network Master Plan EIR (RTC 2013b) is a programmatic EIR,1 prepared to understand 
the environmental impacts of the proposed MBSST Network project at a planning level. The process 
is designed to enable informed decision-making and public participation. As a program-level 
document, the MBSST Network Master Plan EIR focuses on the broad changes to the environment 
that would be expected to result from implementing the MBSST Network project. As individual trail 
segments move forward with implementation and design, it is understood that additional 
environmental review may be required. 

1 A “program EIR” is an EIR that may be prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized as one large project, and are related 
geographically or as logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168). A program EIR is typically a 
planning level document providing a more general level of analysis, whereas a project-level EIR is prepared for a specific project and 
includes more focus and detail (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15161).  

https://sccrtc.org/projects/multi-modal/monterey-bay-sanctuary-scenic-trail
https://sccrtc.org/projects/multi-modal/monterey-bay-sanctuary-scenic-trail
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Since the MBSST Network Master Plan EIR was certified, the following trail projects were approved 
for funding and/or implementation by the RTC and implementing entities, and are moving forward 
with design and environmental review:  

 Segment 5: Davenport and Wilder Ranch (aka North Coast Rail Trail Project)2 in Santa Cruz
County – 7.5 miles

 Segment 7: Coastal Santa Cruz in the City of Santa Cruz3 – 2.1 miles
 Segments 8 and 9: Santa Cruz Beach Boardwalk and Twin Lakes in the City of Santa Cruz and

County of Santa Cruz, respectively4 – 2.2 miles
 Segment 11: Capitola-Sea Cliff in the City of Capitola – approximately 600 feet
 Segment 18: Watsonville Slough Open Space Trails in the City of Watsonville – 1.2 miles

In September 2017, the RTC issued a Notice of Preparation to begin the process of preparing this 
stand-alone, project-level EIR for the Project (MBSST Segment 5). Although this EIR is not formally 
“tiering” from the Master Plan EIR (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15152), it will nevertheless make 
use of relevant information contained in the Master Plan EIR, including applicable mitigation 
measures.  

As described in the beginning of this section, this EIR includes an evaluation at an equal level of 
detail of the RTC’s Proposed Project (Coastal Side), where the trail would be on the coastal side of 
the railroad tracks, and Alternative 1 (Trail Only), where the railroad tracks would be removed and 
the trail would be on the rail track bed.  

The Proposed Project does not include rail service or improvements to the railroad tracks, but does 
include retention of the tracks for consistency with the policies set forth in the adopted MBSST 
Network Master Plan, including Policy 1.2.4, Develop trails in such a way so that future rail transit 
services along the corridor are not precluded (RTC 2014a), agreements and contractual obligations. 

1.2.4 Subsequent Actions 
This section discusses several relevant actions since adoption of the MBSST Network Master Plan 
and Master Plan EIR in 2013.  

Funding 
The Project is receiving funds for design, engineering, environmental review, and construction from 
multiple sources, shown in Table 1-1.  

2 Segment 5 is the Proposed Project being evaluated in this EIR. 
3 Segment 7 has been divided into two phases for implementation. The environmental review is complete for Phase 1 (from Natural 
Bridges Drive to California Street) is complete, and is in process for Phase 2 (California Street to Pacific Avenue). 
4 Segment 8 includes an existing bike lane along Beach Street and an existing path on the San Lorenzo River (SLR) Trestle Bridge. The 
portion on the SLR Trestle Bridge is being advanced ahead of the full project and includes replacement of the existing 4-foot-wide path 
with a 10-foot-wide path. 
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Table 1-1 Segment 5 Project Funding Sources 

Project 
Grants/ 

Public Funds 
Land Trust of 

Santa Cruz Countya Miles 

Wilder Ranch to Panther/Yellowbank Beach 
(Phase 1) 

$813,000c 5.4 

$6,300,000d $3,300,000 

Panther/Yellowbank Beach to Davenport and 
parking lots (Phase 2)b 

$300,000e $700,000 2.1 

CEQA Environmental Review, Technical 
Assistance and Project Management 

$1,110,000 

Segment 5 Totalf $8,523,000 $4,000,000 7.5 
a Land Trust funds have been committed to the RTC’s Proposed Project or a rail-with-trail scenario. The Land Trust has not taken a 
position on trail-only alternatives; therefore; no commitment of funds are currently in place for Alternative 1 (Trail Only) or 
Alternative 3 (Farmers Alternative). 
b Funding for Phase 2 is secured for design, engineering, and environmental review. It does not include construction of the 2.1-mile 
trail segment (Panther/Yellowbank Beach to Davenport) or parking lot improvements at Davenport Beach, Bonny Doon Beach, and 
Panther/Yellowbank Beach. 
c California Coastal Conservancy and RTC Measure D. The California Coastal Conservancy committed $950,000, which was not all 
spent on Segment 5. Therefore, $813,000 was spent on Segment 5, and the balance of the commitment totaling $137,000 is 
provided through Measure D. 
d Federal Lands Access Program (FLAP) funding from the Federal Highway Administration Division 
e Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission – Regional Surface Transportation Program Exchange 
f The total does not include the entirety of Measure D funds that may be available to either match future grants or apply towards 
ongoing maintenance once facilities are built. The Measure D funds reflected cover expenses related to both Phases 1 and 2. 

As shown in Table 1-1, federal funding makes up the bulk of funds for the Project. The $6.3 million 
federal funding was awarded in spring of 2015 via a competitive process. The success of receiving 
the federal funding is largely attributed to the financial contribution from the Land Trust of Santa 
Cruz County. Additional information on the public funds (Measure D), the federal funding, and 
funding deadlines is provided below. 

Santa Cruz County Measure D: Transportation Improvement Expenditure Plan 
In November 2016, Measure D was approved by over two thirds of Santa Cruz County voters. The 
half-cent, 30-year sales tax measure includes funding for transportation projects that provide safer 
routes to schools for local students; maintain mobility and independence for seniors and those with 
disabilities; invest in bicycle and pedestrian pathways and bridges; repave roadways, repair 
potholes, and improve safety on local streets; ease congestion on major roadways; and reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions that causes global warming. The 2016 Measure D Transportation 
Improvement Expenditure Plan (Measure D Expenditure Plan) is available on the RTC website: 
https://sccrtc.org/wp-content/uploads/ExpenditurePlan-voterApproved_8Nov2016.pdf. 

According to the Measure D Expenditure Plan, 17% of the revenues will be allocated for the 
Monterey Bay Sanctuary Scenic Trail, otherwise known as the Coastal Rail Trail, for people walking 
and bicycling along the coast in Santa Cruz County. Funds will be used for trail construction, 
maintenance, operation, management and drainage of the rail and trail corridor and will leverage 
other state and federal grants for completion of the trail network.  

The Measure D Expenditure Plan also states that 8% of the revenues will be used for preservation of 
the Rail Corridor infrastructure and analysis of its future potential use to better serve Santa Cruz 
County residents and visitors. Projects include analysis of possible future transit and other 
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transportation uses of the corridor, and maintaining and repairing the publicly-owned Santa Cruz 
Branch Rail Line. The Measure Revenues do not include funding for any new train/rail service. 

In December 2016, the RTC board reviewed contractual, environmental, financial, legal, schedule, 
and other considerations of rail line uses and reaffirmed the direction in Measure D to expedite the 
analysis of the rail corridor uses.  

As presented in the December 8, 2016 staff report, the RTC considered three possible uses of the 
Santa Cruz Branch Line rail corridor: rail with trail, trail only, and bus rapid transit with trail. For each 
option, the staff report presents the relevant legal considerations, a cost analysis, and general 
timeline for implementation.5  

As presented in the April 6, 2017, staff report, passage of Measure D contains a commitment that 
the RTC conduct analysis (including environmental and economic) to answer community questions 
about possible future uses of the rail corridor, including a “trail only” option. Refer to the April 6, 
2017, RTC Agenda (North Coast Rail Trail Segment of MBSST) (RTC 2017), included in Appendix C.  

Therefore, the RTC is conducting the Unified Corridor Study process, which includes analysis of rail 
corridor uses. Refer to Unified Corridor Study (2017-2018) below for more information. 

Although the RTC would have to address administrative, financial, political, contractual, and legal 
hurdles to remove the railroad tracks throughout the county, the RTC decided to include a “trail 
only” option in the CEQA environmental document for the Project.6 Therefore, it is included as 
Alternative 1 (Trail Only) and analyzed in this EIR at an equal level of detail as the Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side).7 

FHWA FLAP Funding 
The FLAP funding was awarded from the Federal Highway Administration’s Central Federal Lands 
(CFL) Division in Spring 2015. Per a signed agreement with FHWA, all work associated with the 
agreement needs to be completed no later than December 31, 2020, unless amended. As the 
federal partner to RTC, the CFL is responsible for Project design and compliance with federal 
requirements, including the preparation of a separate future environmental document satisfying the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  

CLF initiated Project design in May 2016. In coordination with RTC, CFL completed the following 
activities: 1) held multi-day kick-off and stakeholder meetings, 2) performed field analysis to 
ground-truth previous scoping work, and 3) held additional stakeholder meetings with the State 
Parks, California Coastal Commission, North Coast Farmers, Davenport community, RTC 
Commissioner and County Supervisor Ryan Coonerty, Santa Cruz County Public Works, and City of 
Santa Cruz Water Department. On May 24, 2016, preliminary designs were presented at a public 
open house that was attended by approximately 70 community members.  

5 For more information, refer to the December 8, 2016, RTC Agenda (Options for use of the rail corridor) (RTC 2016) in Appendix C. 
6 Such hurdles do not make such an alternative infeasible per se. Rather, CEQA case law holds that alternatives that would require 
legislative actions or other policy hurdles may sometimes be part of a reasonable range of alternatives in an EIR. (refer to Citizens of 
Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 573 [“the mere fact that an alternative may require legislative action does not 
necessarily justify its exclusion from the EIR”]; Residents Ad Hoc Stadium Committee v. Board of Trustees (1979) 89 Cal.App.3d 274, 286 
[“it is not appropriate to disregard alternatives simply because the alternative . . . may require implementing legislation”] for example). 
7 Such a level of detail is more than is required under CEQA, which normally does not require that alternatives be addressed at the same 
level of detail as a proposed project. (See, e.g., Sierra Club v. City of Orange (2008) 163 Cal.App.4th 523, 546-547 [rejecting the need for 
an “in-depth review” of alternatives, and upholding the use of a “checkbox matrix” as a vehicle for addressing them, citing CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6[d]]. 
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After the May 2016 open house, CFL continued working with RTC on refining Project design by 
investigating the ROW and three alignment options. The options included the trail on the coastal 
side of the tracks, the trail on the inland side of the tracks, and trail with tracks removed. The 
investigation included a very general comparison of the environmental and permitting, safety, 
ROWs, and costs.8  

Since the RTC decided to evaluate a “trail only” option in the CEQA environmental document, CFL 
has determined that the best course of action is to suspend further work on Project design and 
environmental clearance including preparation of the NEPA environmental document, until RTC 
makes a determination on whether the tracks will remain or be removed as it selects the trail 
alignment. CFL continues to provide technical assistance, including preparation of the Project 
alignments being evaluated in this EIR (included in Appendix A). 

Other Relevant Studies 
The following studies have been conducted since the MBSST Network Master Plan was adopted in 
2013. 

Rail Transit Feasibility Study (2015) 
In June 2015, the RTC completed a feasibility study to examine the potential for regularly scheduled 
rail transit service on the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line. Several rail transit service scenarios were 
examined based on different assumptions such as headways, station locations, and train vehicle 
technology. Ridership and cost estimates were generated for each scenario to provide information, 
based on the types of service for which data was available at the time, and what transit service may 
look like on the rail line. However, none of these scenarios were a proposal for rail transit, which is 
not considered a viable option for the foreseeable future. 

The study provided important information about passenger rail service on the Santa Cruz Branch 
Rail Line. It also raised additional questions that need to be considered before the RTC and 
community decide if rail transit should be pursued and if so what characteristics and technologies 
are best suited to the community. To that end, the Expenditure Plan in Measure D has a Rail 
Corridor category that includes 1) protecting and maintaining the ROW, including existing 
infrastructure of the rail line and 2) performing in-depth environmental and economic analysis of 
future transit and other transportation options on the ROW through a transparent public process. 
This is part of the Unified Corridor Investment Study (UCS) currently under preparation and 
described below (RTC 2018b).  

Unified Corridor Investment Study (2017-2018) 
The UCS examines which transportation improvements work together to make the most effective 
use of the community’s north/south transportation corridor, including three parallel routes: 
Highway 1, Soquel/Freedom, and the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line.  

The UCS identifies improvements for travel by auto, transit, bicycle, and walking on these routes, 
and will provide information about how changes to Highway 1, Soquel Freedom, and the Santa Cruz 
Branch Rail Line could impact the community. A key part of the UCS is to provide the community 

8 A summary of CFL’s work through May 2017 is presented in the April 6, 2017, RTC Agenda (North Coast Rail Trail Segment of MBSST) 
(RTC 2017) in Appendix C. 
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with information about future potential uses for the recently acquired rail corridor, consistent 
withas required by Measure D.  

The projects being evaluated in the rail corridor include: 

 Passenger rail and trail
 Passenger rail, freight, and trail
 Bus rapid transit and trail (with freight in Watsonville)
 Trail only

All of the scenarios being evaluated in the UCS include a bicycle and pedestrian trail along the rail 
corridor, but the assumptions for the width of the trail differs. A summary of each of the trail 
projects is provided in the March 15, 2018 RTC Agenda (Unified Corridor Investment Study – Bicycle 
and Pedestrian Trail Information) (RTC 2018c), included in Appendix C.  

On January 17, 2019, the RTC accepted the UCS including the preferred scenario. The Preferred 
Scenario includes protection of the rail line in public ownership for high-capacity public transit use 
by maintaining the rail way tracks and allowing freight and excursion service. The Preferred Scenario 
also envisions continued development of the trail along the rail right-of-way as presented in the 
MBSST Master Plan and EIR. Although the Preferred Scenario provides a recommendation for an 
approach to future transportation investments, the UCS does not approve a project or commit to a 
definite course of action for implementation. 

The UCS is scheduled to be complete in December 2018. The UCS will inform the RTC’s decision on 
the North Coast Rail Trail Project and the selection of a trail alignment. Refer to the RTC website for 
more information about the UCS (https://sccrtc.org/projects/multi-modal/unified-corridor-study). 

Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Plan 
The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is a long-range (22 year) transportation plan for the Santa 
Cruz County area. The plan includes strategies to address the County’s transportation challenges, a 
list of transportation needs, and priorities for limited funds. The RTP is updated every four to five 
years to address new trends, issues, and priorities and to incorporate new federal and state 
regulations. The RTC adopted the current 2040 RTP in June 2018.  

The potential environmental impacts of the 2040 RTP are collectively detailed in one EIR for the 
2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan and its Sustainable Communities Strategy, which encompass 
the three RTPs for Santa Cruz, Monterey, and San Benito counties. The Draft EIR was circulated for 
public review from December 2017 to February 2018 and can be found on the RTC website 
(www.sccrtc.org/2040-rtp) (AMBAG 2017). The Final EIR was certified by AMBAG and RTC in June 
2018 and considered by the RTC following action by AMBAG.  

Local Advocacy Groups 

Trail with Rail 
The Santa Cruz County Friends of the Rail and Trail (FORT) was established in 2002 and worked to 
advocate for the purchase of the trail ROW and to support development of the rail trail. FORT’s 
mission is to promote, support, and enable the development of a rail with trail transportation 
system in Santa Cruz County (FORT 2018; www.santacruztrail.org). 

https://sccrtc.org/projects/multi-modal/unified-corridor-study
http://www.sccrtc.org/2040-rtp
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Trail Only 
During development of trail planning efforts, citizen groups formed to advocate for a “trail only” 
project on the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line. In this scenario, freight service would be abandoned, rail 
transit service would not be implemented, the tracks would be removed, and the pedestrian and 
bicycle path(s) would be located on the railbed. Citizen groups include Trail Now (www.trailnow.org) 
and Santa Cruz County Greenway, formerly Great Santa Cruz Trail Group (www.sccgreenway.org).  

1.3 CEQA Environmental Review Process 
CEQA requires all state and local government agencies to consider the environmental consequences 
of nonexempt projects over which they have discretionary authority before taking action on those 
projects. To identify and disclose the environmental impacts, the lead agency must prepare the 
appropriate environmental documentation (EIR or Negative Declaration). As CEQA lead agency, the 
RTC has decided to prepare a project-specific EIR. Although this EIR is not tiering from the RTC’s 
Master Plan EIR, this project-specific EIR uses relevant information contained in the Master Plan EIR, 
including identification of appropriate and feasible mitigation measures to reduce potentially 
significant impacts. 

CEQA requires agencies to comply with the following objectives and procedures, and comply with 
the process summarized in Figure 1-2 when preparing an EIR.  

 Identify and prevent environmental damage (i.e., significant environmental effects) by
identifying mitigation measures, alternatives, and mitigation monitoring

 Enhance public participation and foster intergovernmental coordination through:
 Publication of the Notice of Preparation (NOP)
 Project scoping
 State Clearinghouse and public review of environmental documents
 Preparation of a Final EIR responding to public input

 Disclose the rationale for agency decision-making through the adoption of findings addressing
the disposition of all significant environmental effects identified in the EIR, and the issuance of
Statements of Overriding Consideration where projects with significant unavoidable
environmental effects are approved

1.3.1 Lead, Responsible, and Trustee Agencies 
The CEQA Guidelines define “lead,” “responsible” and “trustee” agencies. “Lead agency” means the 
public agency which has the principal responsibility for implementing or approving a project. The 
lead agency will determine the appropriate environmental documentation and be responsible for its 
preparation. The RTC is the CEQA lead agency for the Project.  

A “responsible agency” refers to a public agency subject to California law other than the “lead 
agency” with discretionary approval over a project. A “trustee agency” refers to a state agency 
having jurisdiction by law over natural resources affected by a project. As listed in Section 2.7, 
Required Permits and Approvals, responsible and trustee agencies for the Project include:  

 California Coastal Commission
 California Department of Fish and Wildlife

http://www.trailnow.org/
http://www.sccgreenway.org/
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Figure 1-2 The Environmental Review Process 
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 California Department of Transportation
 California Public Utilities Commission Rail Crossing Engineering Section
 California State Parks
 California Regional Water Quality Control Board

In addition to these public agencies subject to California law, the following federal agencies have 
responsibility for considering some aspects of the Project: 

 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

1.3.2 Notice of Preparation 
The purpose of the NOP is to solicit participation from responsible and coordinating federal, state, 
and local agencies and from the public in determining the scope of an EIR.  

The scoping process for this EIR was formally initiated September 13, 2017, with submission of the 
NOP to the State Clearinghouse in compliance with CEQA (State Clearinghouse No. 2017092034) for 
distribution to state agencies. Additionally, a copy of the NOP was sent to 183 federal, state, and 
local agency representatives; 145 members of various organizations; and 1,190 individual members 
of the public who have expressed interest in RTC projects in the past. The NOP was also posted on 
the RTC website. The 30-day NOP review period was from September 13, 2017 to October 16, 2017. 
A copy of the NOP is included in Appendix B. 

1.3.3 Scoping Process 
Scoping refers to the process used to assist the Lead Agency in determining the focus and content of 
an EIR. Scoping solicits input on the potential topics to be addressed in an EIR, the range of project 
alternatives, and possible mitigation measures. Scoping is also helpful in establishing methods of 
assessment and in selecting the environmental effects to be considered in detail. Tools used in 
scoping of this EIR included a distribution of the NOP (described above) and public scoping 
meetings. 

Public scoping meetings were held on September 27, 2017 at Pacific Elementary School in 
Davenport, and September 28, 2017, at the Santa Cruz Police Station Community Room in Santa 
Cruz. Approximately 85 people attended the scoping meetings, based on sign-in sheets provided at 
the meetings. The scoping meetings provided another opportunity for attendees to comment on 
environmental issues of concern and the alternatives that should be discussed in the EIR. 

In response to the NOP and public scoping meeting, the RTC received written comments from nine 
agencies and 132 members of organizations and the public. The comments are included in Appendix 
B. A summary of the agency and public comments, relative to the scope of the environmental
analysis and alternatives to consider, is also provided in Appendix B, Table B-1.

The predominant comments relative to the scope and alternatives are listed below and included in 
Table 1-2, which offers an abbreviated version of the summary in Appendix B, Table B-1.  

 Evaluation of a “third” alternative (Farmers’ Alternative) that would remove the rail and locate
the trail along the same as the Alternative 1 (Trail Only) north of Scaroni Road, and would locate
the trail along Highway 1 (instead of the rail corridor) south of Scaroni Road before returning to
the rail corridor just north of Wilder Ranch
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 Concerns about impacts on agricultural lands and conflicts with agricultural operation
 Concerns about retaining access to existing trails and farm roads
 Concerns about biological resources including listed species, wetlands, and Environmentally

Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA) as defined by California Coastal Commission
 Concerns about inadequate parking, and safety across Highway 1

Table 1-2 Summary of NOP Comments Received 

Commenters Summary of Key Issues and Concerns 
Response/Reference 
to Location of Topic in EIR 

Agencies 

California Coastal Commission Concerns about visual impacts from paved 
lots/fencing (wants visual simulations), 
agricultural access, wildlife movement, 
erosion/stability of bluffs, access to existing 
trails, and adequate parking. Regarding 
alternatives, concerns about hazardous 
materials and grading impacts from track 
removal, and preserving a continuous CA 
Coastal Trail.  

Addressed in Sections 3.1, Aesthetics 
(includes visual simulations), 3.2, 
Agricultural Resources; 3.4, Biological 
Resources, 3.5, Geology/Soils, 3.13, 
Recreation, and 3.14, 
Transportation/Circulation. The 
impacts of Alternative 1 (Trail Only) is 
in Section 3.0, and other alternatives in 
Section 5.0 

California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) 

Traffic Impact Analysis should include 
existing volumes and use counts less than 
two years old; LOS intersection analysis 
where pedestrian traffic would increase, 
especially crosswalk at Davenport Beach; 
and sight distance analysis for Hwy 
1/Pedestrian traffic. 

Addressed in the Transportation Impact 
Analysis (Appendix K) and Section 3.14 
of the Draft EIR. 

Central Coast Regional Water 
Quality Control Board 

Analyze impacts to waters of the state, sea 
level rise, and water quality. 

Addressed in Sections 3.4, Biological 
Resources, 3.7, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions/Climate Change, and 3.9, 
Hydrology and Water Quality. 

City of Santa Cruz Water 
Department 

Design project to ensure no impacts to the 
City’s existing raw water pipeline 

Addressed in Section 2.6, Project 
Construction 

Monterey Bay Air Resources 
District 

Analyze construction dust and include 
standard mitigations; incorporate option 
for future EV charge stations 

Addressed in Section 3.3, Air Quality. 

Santa Cruz County Farm 
Bureau 

Concerns about conflicts with agricultural 
operations, dogs and food safety, public 
safety, increased runoff. Requests 
evaluation of farmers' alternative. 

Addressed in Sections 3.2, Agricultural 
Resources, 3.9, Hydrology/Water 
Quality, and 3.12, Public Safety and 
Services. Section 2.0, Project 
Description, clarifies that no dogs will 
be allowed on the trail.  

Santa Cruz County Office of 
the Agricultural Commissioner 

Concerns about conflicts with agricultural 
operations, pesticide drift, dust, noise, 
odors, vector breeding 

Addressed in Sections 3.2, Agricultural 
Resources, 3.3, Air Quality, 3.11 Noise, 
and 3.4, Biological Resources (vector 
breeding) 

Santa Cruz County Planning Analyze aesthetic impacts from fencing and 
other project components 

Addressed in Section 3.1, Aesthetics. 

US Bureau of Land 
Management 

Supports access to Federal lands including 
Cotoni-Coast Dairies on east side of 
Highway 1 

Highway crossing improvement 
proposed at Davenport but not 
elsewhere, see Section 2.0, Project 
Description. 
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Commenters Summary of Key Issues and Concerns 
Response/Reference 
to Location of Topic in EIR 

US Fish and Wildlife Service Obtain list of all listed species (identified 
CRLF, Tidewater goby, Western snowy 
plover, Marbled murrelet); and conduct 
site assessments and protocol surveys if 
identified, consultation 

Addressed in Section 3.4, Biological 
Resources. 

Individuals and Organizationsa 

Project and Alternatives Request third alternative (Farmers' 
Alternative) be analyzed 

Alternative 3, analyzed in Section 5.0, 
Project Alternatives.  

Project and Alternatives Supports equestrian trail use Equestrians would be prohibited per 
State Park regulations, refer to Section 
2.0, Project Description. 

Aesthetics Concerned about visual impacts of parking 
lots, fencing 

Addressed in Section 3.1, Aesthetics 

Agricultural Resources Concerned about impacts on agricultural 
land and conflicts with agricultural 
operation; conflicts between trail users and 
farm equipment; loitering, trespassing, and 
food safety; and impacts to agricultural 
production and economic viability 

Addressed in Section 3.2, Agricultural 
Resources 

Biological Resources Concerns about impacts to listed species 
and fish passage 

Addressed in Section 3.4, Biological 
Resources 

Biological Resources Concerned about impacts to listed species, 
wildlife movement, wetlands and ESHA; as 
well as vegetation damage in Wilder Ranch 
area 

Addressed in Section 3.4, Biological 
Resources 

Biological Resources Concerns about impacts to wetlands Addressed in Section 3.4, Biological 
Resources 

Cultural Resources Concerned about historic trails Impacts to historic and cultural 
resources addressed in Section 3.5, 
Cultural Resources, and impacts to 
existing trails addressed in Section 
3.13, Recreation 

Geology/Soils Concerned about coastal erosion Addressed in Section 3.6, Geology/Soils 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions/ 
Climate Change 

Concerns about GHG emissions and sea 
level rise 

Addressed in Section 3.7, Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions/Climate Change 

Hazardous Materials Concerns about creosote in railroad ties Addressed in Section 3.8, Hazardous 
Materials 

Noise Concerns about increased access and noise 
issues 

Addressed in Section 3.11, Noise 

Public Safety and Services Concerned about increased access, 
loiterers and trespassers, safety issues and 
criminal activity 

Addressed in Section 3.12, Public Safety 
and Services 

Recreation Concerns about access to beach trails Addressed in Section 3.13, Recreation 

Transportation/Circulation Concerned about inadequate parking, and 
safety of vehicular turns into Davenport lot 
and pedestrians crossing Highway 1 

Addressed in the Transportation Impact 
Analysis (Appendix K) and Section 3.14 
of the Draft EIR. 

a General topic listed in first column. Refer to Appendix B, Table B-1, for additional specific comments as summarized. All the comment 
letters are on file at RTC office in Santa Cruz, California. 
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1.4 EIR Scope and Content 
The scope and content of the EIR is guided by the requirements set forth in the CEQA Guidelines and 
input gathered during the NOP and scoping process identified above. This EIR evaluates the 
potential impacts of the Project in relation to the following environmental topics. 

1. Aesthetics
2. Agricultural Resources
3. Air Quality
4. Biological Resources
5. Cultural Resources
6. Geology/Soils
7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change
8. Hazards and Hazardous Materials
9. Hydrology and Water Quality
10. Land Use and Planning
11. Noise
12. Public Safety and Services
13. Recreation
14. Transportation/Circulation
15. Tribal Cultural Resources
16. Utilities and Services Systems

This EIR addresses the issues referenced above and identifies potentially significant environmental 
impacts, including project-specific and cumulative effects, of the Project in accordance with the 
provisions set forth in the CEQA Guidelines. In addition, this EIR recommends feasible mitigation 
measures, where possible, that would reduce or eliminate significant adverse environmental effects. 

This EIR identifies significant unavoidable impacts, significant irreversible changes in the 
environment, and growth inducement. It includes an analysis of the Proposed Project and Project 
alternatives, as follows: 

 Alternative 1: Trail Only – in Section 3.0, Environmental Impact Analysis
 Alternative 2: Inland Side – in Section 5.0, Project Alternatives
 Alternative 3: Farmers’ Alternative – in Section 5.0, Project Alternatives
 Alternative 4: No Project – In Section 5.0, Project Alternatives

1.5 EIR Organization 
In addition to this section, the EIR contains the following sections. 

 Section 2.0, Project Description, describes the Project in detail.
 Section 3.0, Environmental Impacts Analysis, discusses various resources potentially affected by

the Project, as outlined in the EIR Scope and Content section. Section 3 presents the regulatory
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setting and existing conditions relevant to each environmental topic, and identifies the impacts 
and mitigation measures for each such topic.  

 Section 4.0, Other CEQA-Required Discussions, provides a cumulative analysis, summarizing the
cumulative impacts from Section 3, and discussion of growth-inducing impacts, significant
environmental impacts that cannot be avoided, significant irreversible environmental changes,
and energy effects.

 Section 5.0, Project Alternatives, describes the various alternatives considered and either
dismissed from further analysis or analyzed in this document.

 Section 6.0, Preparers and References, provides a list of preparers of and contributors to the EIR,
and a bibliography.
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2 Project Description 

2.1 Overview 

The Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission (RTC), in cooperation with the Federal 
Highway Administration’s (FHWA) Central Federal Lands Highway Division (CFL), is proposing the 
North Coast Rail Trail Project to be developed along an existing rail corridor parallel to the coastline 
and Highway 1 in northern Santa Cruz County (Figure 2-1 and Figure 2-2). The RTC, which owns the 
rail corridor right-of-way (ROW), is serving as the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) lead 
agency. 

The North Coast Rail Trail Project (Project) would be a new multi-use trail to be shared by bicyclists 
and pedestrians. It would extend approximately 7.5 miles along the rail line from the Wilder Ranch 
State Park parking lot on the south to the Davenport Beach parking area on the north. The Project 
would include a paved path with striping, parallel unpaved path and/or shoulder, fencing, and 
parking improvements with trail connections at three locations along the alignment. The Project 
does not include improvements to other existing spur trails or new spur trails to the bluffs and 
beaches. 

The Proposed Project would place the new multi-use trail on the coastal side of the existing railroad 
tracks, consistent with the Monterey Bay Sanctuary Scenic Trail (MBSST) Network Master Plan, 
described in Section 1.0, Introduction. This section describes the Proposed Project in detail and 
contains the following sections.  

 Project Location
 Project Objectives
 Project Characteristics
 Project Operation and Maintenance
 Project Construction
 Required Permits and Approvals

In addition to the Proposed Project, the RTC is evaluating Alternative 1, a Trail Only scenario, at an 
equal level of detail. Under Alternative 1, the railroad tracks would be removed and the trail would 
be developed directly atop the rail or track bed ballast, which is the groundwork beneath the tracks. 
The Project characteristics described below apply to both the Proposed Project (Coastal Side) and 
Alternative 1 (Trail Only), except as otherwise noted.  

The term “Project” refers to the overall project, with “Proposed Project” referring to the alignment 
on the coastal side of the tracks, and “Alternative 1” referring to the alignment on the rail bed with 
tracks removed. Appendix A includes a set of figures showing the trail alignment for both the 
Proposed Project and Alternative 1. In this report, references to these figures are either “A.PP” for 
Appendix A, Proposed Project, or “A.1” for Appendix A, Alternative 1.  
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Figure 2-1 North Coast Rail Trail Alignment: North (Davenport to Scaroni Road) 
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Figure 2-2 North Coast Rail Trail Alignment: South (Scaroni Road to Wilder Ranch) 
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2.2 Project Location 

The Project would be located in unincorporated northern Santa Cruz County along the Pacific Ocean 
coastline. The 7.5-mile-long Project area limits extend along the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line 
corridor, from the Wilder Ranch State Park parking lot and existing trails on the south to the 
Davenport Beach parking lot on the north (Figure 2-1 and Figure 2-2). The Proposed Project would 
align the trail on the coastal or southwesterly side of State Route 1 (Highway 1) and extend parallel 
to the highway and Pacific Ocean coastline. 

The Project would be constructed predominantly on publicly-owned land, with the alignment within 
or adjacent to the RTC-owned rail corridor and through land owned by the California Department of 
Parks and Recreation (State Parks). A portion of the Proposed Project alignment would extend 
through State Parks land that is leased to farmers, and a small portion of the Proposed Project 
alignment would extend through private property at the southern end near Wilder Ranch. The three 
parking areas proposed for improvements would be developed on California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) ROW, RTC-owned land, and private property in Davenport.  

The entire alignment and three parking areas are in the Coastal Zone and are therefore subject to a 
California Coastal Commission federal consistency determination under the Coastal Zone 
Management Act. 

The Project would extend through undeveloped open space and agricultural land. Some rural 
residences and agricultural support structures are also located along the alignment. The 
unincorporated community of Davenport, with a population of approximately 400, is at the 
proposed northern terminus. Appendix A includes graphics of the entire 7.5-mile alignment and 
parking areas. 

2.3 Project Purpose and Objectives 

The Project purpose is to provide an accessible bicycle/pedestrian path for active transportation, 
recreation, and environmental and cultural education along the existing rail corridor, consistent 
with the MBSST Network Master Plan.  

The Project objectives are based on and consistent with objectives and policies in the adopted 
MBSST Network Master Plan, as well as legal obligations associated with rail line purchase and 
funding sources, as discussed in Section 1.0, Introduction (RTC 2014).  

The Project objectives include the following: 

1. Provide a continuous public trail along the Santa Cruz Branch Line railroad corridor and
connecting spur trails in Santa Cruz County (Master Plan objective 1.1)

2. Provide an ADA-accessible trail, including parking areas with paths to the trail
3. Develop the trail so future rail transportation service along the corridor is not precluded (Master

Plan policy 1.2.4)
4. Maximize ocean views and scenic coastal vistas along a coastal alignment for experiencing and

interpreting the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary (sanctuary), and historical and
agricultural landscapes (Master Plan policy 1.1.2 and 1.1.4, objective 2.1)

5. Maximize safety and serenity for experiencing and interpreting the sanctuary and landscapes by
providing a trail separate from roadway vehicle traffic (Master Plan goal 1)
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6. Minimize trail impacts to private lands, including agricultural, residential, and other land uses
(Master Plan objective 1.5)

7. Minimize trail impacts to sensitive habitat areas and special-status plant and animal species
(Master Plan objective 1.4, policy 1.4.1)

8. Utilize existing built trails, roadways, and other transportation facilities to the fullest extent
possible (Master Plan objective 1.1, policy 1.1.3)

9. Utilize existing lands owned by various government entities, open space groups, and institutions
to develop the trail (Master Plan objective 4.4)

10. Comply with requirements of approving state agencies, including Coastal Commission, Caltrans,
and State Parks

11. Complete Project construction by 2021 2020 to maximize funding for the Project, and meet
current funding obligations (Master Plan objective 4.6, policy 4.6.2 speak to maximizing funding)

2.4 Project Characteristics 

Trail  
The multi-use trail would include an asphalt paved path with unpaved shoulders composed of 
compacted gravel or decomposed granite. The trail alignments for the Proposed Project and 
Alternative 1 are described below and shown in Appendix A.  

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 

TRAIL ALIGNMENT 

The multi-use trail would be located on the coastal side of the existing railroad tracks, except for the 
short portion on the south end of the Project where the trail would utilize the existing sidetracks1 
and Wilder Ranch maintenance road (refer to sheets 9 and 10 in Appendix A.PP).  

In some areas where the railroad tracks extend through a rail cut with slopes on either side, the trail 
would follow the higher grade on the coastal side to minimize cutting into the slope and to provide 
coastal views. These areas, as well as other portions of the trail, would be located on existing farm 
roads, as shown in Appendix A.PP.  

In the north portion of the trail alignment near Shark Fin Cove, two design options are under 
consideration where the corridor is narrow and wetlands are present. Shark Fin Cove Option A 
would extend through the rail cut. Shark Fin Cove Option B would extend along the adjacent farm 
road westerly of the rail cut to avoid wetlands located in the railway cut. Refer to Appendix A.PP, 
Sheets 1 and 2, Station 42+00 to 80+50. 

At the south end of the trail alignment, the Project includes a trail connection to Wilder Ranch. The 
trail connection would extend alongside and on existing paths between the rail corridor and Coast 
Road, and then continue along the coastal side of Coast Road. The alignment was determined in 
coordination with State Parks to be located entirely on fill (previously disturbed land) to minimize 
impacts. The trail delineation along Coast Road, separating the trail from the roadway (e.g., context 

1 The sidetracks are where the railroad parks its unused train cars and are separate tracks parallel to the main track. The sidetracks near 
Wilder Ranch are partially buried but can be seen in a few locations from aerial views.  
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appropriate redwood fencing, cycle track2), would be determined in coordination with State Parks 
and California Coastal Commission. Prior to Coast Road crossing Wilder Creek, the trail would be 
entirely on Coast Road, which is closed to public traffic at this location, and there would be striping 
only to delineate the trail and no new ground disturbance. Refer to Appendix A.PP, Sheet 10, 
Station 409+80.00. 

TRAIL WIDTH  
The typical trail cross-section would be 20 feet wide and would consist of: 

 12-foot-wide paved path with striping to separate northbound and southbound
 6-foot-wide unpaved shoulder on the coastal side of the paved path
 2-foot-wide unpaved shoulder on the inland side of the paved path
 Safety fencing between the trail and tracks

This trail width is based on that identified in the MBSST Network Master Plan3 and is consistent with 
the width identified in the Unified Corridor Investment Study.4 Section 1.0, Introduction, includes 
additional information about these documents. 

Representative cross-sections of the Proposed Project are shown in Figure 2-3a through Figure 2-3c. 
The 12-foot-wide paved path would be consistent throughout the length of the alignment, but the 
width of the 6-foot-wide unpaved shoulder on the coastal side could be reduced to 4 or 2 feet to 
minimize slope cuts and maintain the required distance between the paved trail and railroad tracks. 
The locations of reduced width total approximately 4,400 linear feet. For both design options at 
Shark Fin Cove, the width would be 16 feet total, with 12-foot-wide paved path and 2-foot-wide 
unpaved shoulders on each side; and the total length is approximately 3,900 linear feet. The trail 
connection to Wilder Ranch would be a 10-foot-wide paved path. 

RAIL 

The railroad tracks would remain in place, and would not be improved as part of this Project. In light 
of possible future use of the rail for freight or passenger service, the Proposed Project includes 
safety fencing described under Fencing below.  

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 

TRAIL ALIGNMENT  

In this alternative, the railroad tracks and ties would be removed, and the multi-use trail would be 
constructed atop the rail bed. At the southern end, this alternative would include a spur route from 
the trail to the Wilder Ranch parking lot and trail connection to Wilder Ranch (refer to sheets 9 and 
10 in Appendix A.1). Alternative 1 does not include design options at Shark Fin Cove. 

2 Cycle track has a barrier or buffer (i.e., curb, raised speed bumps, bollards or context appropriate redwood fencing) separating and 
protecting the bike path or lane from vehicular traffic.  
3 The MBSST Network Master Plan includes trail classifications based on the Caltrans Highway Design Manual, Chapter 1000 Bicycle 
Transportation Design, which defines a multi-use paved path that is separated from any street or highway and permits a variety of users 
(including bicyclists, walkers, joggers, wheel chairs, and scooters) as a “Class I bikeway” (Caltrans 2015: 1000-1-15). Based on the design 
criteria for Class I bikeways, the minimum paved width for a two-way bike path shall be 8 feet, 10-foot preferred and 12-foot or more 
preferred where heavy bike volumes and pedestrian traffic is anticipated, with a minimum 2-foot wide paved or unpaved shoulders.  
4The Unified Corridor Investment Study (UCS), which RTC began preparing in Fall 2017, examines which transportation improvements 
work together to make the most effective use of the community’s three north/south transportation corridors, including Highway 1, 
Soquel/Freedom, and the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line. The UCS identifies a 16-20 feet wide trail for the “Trail alongside Rail” scenario in 
the rural area north of Wilder Ranch (RTC 2018).  

https://sccrtc.org/projects/multi-modal/unified-corridor-study


Project Description 

Final Environmental Impact Report (Volume 2, Draft EIR) 2-7

TRAIL WIDTH  
The typical trail cross-section would be 14-feet wide and would consist of: 

 10-foot-wide paved path with striping to separate northbound and southbound,
 4-foot-wide unpaved shoulder on the coastal side of the paved path, and
 No shoulder on the inland side of the paved path.

Representative cross-sections of Alternative 1 are shown in Figure 2-4a through Figure 2-4c. The 
shoulder width may be narrowed or widened depending on terrain and ROW available. The width 
provided allows the trail to remain on the rail bed and in the current ROW. With additional 
disturbance and/or ROW, the shoulders can be widened through some areas. 

The trail only alignment would be narrower than the Proposed Project because of the intent to use 
the existing rail bed, stay within the right-of-way, and minimize the earthwork and associated 
impacts and costs of building retaining walls or making large cut slopes to expand outside the 
existing rail bed. This trail width is consistent with the rail-to-trail option evaluated by the CFL team 
in early 2017 that identified a 14-foot-wide trail with a 10-foot-wide paved path, a 4-foot-wside 
shoulder on the coastal side, and no shoulder on the inland side to remain within current ROW 
limits. The trail width is also consistent with the trail width identified in the RTC’s UCS, which is 
currently underway and identifies a 12-15-foot-wide trail for the trail only scenario in the rural area 
north of Wilder Ranch. Refer to Section 1.0, Introduction, for more information on these studies. 

The trail connection to Wilder Ranch would be a 10-foot-wide paved path, like the Proposed Project. 

RAIL 

As stated above, the railroad tracks and ties would be removed, and the multi-use trail would be 
constructed atop the rail bed. There would be no rail. 

Other Alternatives 2-4 
Section 5.0, Project Alternatives, includes descriptions of Alternative 2 (Inland side) and Alternative 
3 (Farmers’ Alternative), and these alignments are illustrated in Appendix A.2 and Appendix A.3. 
Alternative 4 (No Project) would not involve construction of a new trail; therefore, there is no 
exhibit for this alternative. 

Parking Lots 
The Project includes trail connections from and improvements to three existing parking areas: 
Davenport Beach, Bonny Doon Beach, and Panther/Yellowbank Beach. All three parking areas are 
located on the coastal side of Highway 1, in the Caltrans ROW, in the northern portion of the 
alignment (north of Scaroni Road). Figure 2-2 illustrates these locations, and Sheet 1 in Appendix 
A.PP and Appendix A.1 includes additional details.

There would be no changes to the existing parking lot at Wilder Ranch at the southern end of the 
alignment, where there is already a formal paved lot with 72 standard parking spaces and four 
RV/trailer parking areas. 

The parking lot improvements would be the same for both the Proposed Project (Coastal Side) and 
Alternative 1 (Trail Only), as described below.  
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Figure 2-3a North Coast Rail Trail Representative Cross-Section of Proposed Project 
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Figure 2-3b North Coast Rail Trail Representative Cross-Section of Proposed Project 
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Figure 2-3c North Coast Rail Trail Representative Cross-Section of Proposed Project 
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Figure 2-4a  North Coast Rail Trail Representative Cross-Section of Alternative 1 
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Figure 2-4b  North Coast Rail Trail Representative Cross-Section of Alternative 1 
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Figure 2-4c  North Coast Rail Trail Representative Cross-Section of Alternative 1 
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Davenport Beach Lot and Highway 1 Crossing 
The existing Davenport Beach parking area is unpaved and consists of gravel and compacted soils. It 
is located at the north end of the trail alignment, on the coastal side of the Highway 1/Ocean Street 
intersection in Davenport (refer to Sheet 1 in Appendix A.PP and Appendix A.1). The northern 
portion of the lot is publicly-owned and under Caltrans jurisdiction, and the southern portion of the 
lot is privately-owned. The northern and southern portions together accommodate approximately 
110 parked vehicles (Appendix K, Transportation Impact Analysis, Table 3). 

Under the Project the publicly-owned northern portion of the parking area would be improved with 
paving and the provision of 43 marked parking spaces, a restroom facility, trash/recycling 
containers, bike racks, benches, and path to the trail. The path would be designed to be compliant 
with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) (Figure 2-5). The privately-owned southern portion of 
the existing parking area would remain unpaved and available for informal parking, as allowed by 
the land owner. 

The restroom facility would be a prefabricated structure, with up to two ADA-accessible toilets, 
located on a 12-foot by 18-foot pad. The toilets would be either waterless vault toilets or flush 
toilets that connect to the Davenport water and wastewater system. The waterless version would 
be designed with a 1,000-gallon concrete storage vault that would be periodically emptied with a 
septic truck. The restroom facility would not include a sink, but would include a dispenser for hand 
sanitizer. 

The Project also would include improvements for crossing the Highway 1/Ocean Street intersection, 
currently equipped with flashing yellow caution lights and vehicle speed reduction signage. The 
improvements would be determined in coordination with Caltrans and may include increased 
signage, striping, and lighting upgrades such as a High Intensity Activated Crosswalk (HAWK) beacon 
or rapid flashing beacon.  

Bonny Doon Beach Lot 
The existing Bonny Doon Beach parking area is paved and accommodates approximately 55 parked 
vehicles (Appendix K, Transportation Impact Analysis, Table 3). It is located between the Davenport 
Beach and Panther/Yellowbank Beach lots, approximately 1.0 mile south of Davenport (Refer to 
Sheet 2 in Appendix A.PP and Appendix A.1).  

The Project would include minor expansion of the paved area to accommodate bike racks and 
trash/recycling containers, but would not include additional parking spaces. A path to the trail, likely 
to be composed of aggregate stepping stones with timber encased steps, would be developed 
(Figure 2-6). This path would not be ADA-compliant. There would be no restroom installed at the 
Bonny Doon Beach lot.  

Panther/Yellowbank Beach Lot 
The existing Panther/Yellowbank Beach parking area is also an unpaved gravel and compacted soils 
facility that accommodates approximately 160 parked vehicles (Appendix K, Transportation Impact 
Analysis, Table 3). It is located approximately two miles south of the Davenport Beach lot and five 
miles north of the Wilder Ranch parking lot (Refer to Sheet 3 in Appendix A.PP and Appendix A.1).  

Project improvements would include paving and space striping for 48 vehicles, a restroom facility, 
trash/recycling containers, bike racks, benches, and an ADA-accessible path to the trail (Figure 2-7a 
and Figure 2-7b). The restroom facility would be a prefabricated structure, with up two ADA-  
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Figure 2-5 Davenport Beach Lot and Highway 1 Crossing 
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Figure 2-6 Bonny Doon Beach Lot 
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Figure 2-7a Panther/Yellowbank Beach Parking Lot 
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Figure 2-7b Panther/Yellowbank Beach Parking Lot 
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accessible toilets, located on a 12-foot by 18-foot pad. The toilets would be waterless vault toilets, 
each with at least a 1,000-gallon concrete storage vault. The restroom facility would not include a 
sink, but would include a dispenser for hand sanitizer. 

The proposed improvements would be primarily in the southeastern portion of the existing parking 
lot because of the constrained topography in the northwestern portion, which is narrow and 
elevated above the railroad and Highway 1.  

The Project also proposes improvements for turning into the parking lot from Highway 1. The 
improvements would be determined in coordination with Caltrans and may include a new left turn 
lane from the northbound direction.  

Trail Crossings 
There are currently 2524 crossing locations over the rail alignment along the 7.5-mile-long rail 
corridor, including 16 that are formal paved or unpaved roads for farm vehicles or personal vehicles, 
sevensix that are informal trails used by pedestrians/bicyclists to access the coast, and two that are 
informal roads used by farmers.5 The Project would retain and formalize some crossings and close 
others, as described below, and summarized in Table 2-1 and Figure 2-8a and Figure 2-8b, and 
shown in the Appendix A graphics of each trail alignment. Cross sections of typical crossings are 
shown in Figure 2-9 and Figure 2-10. 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
Of the 2524 existing crossings, the Proposed Project would retain 15 and close 10nine. This plan 
would require collaboration between various stakeholders and therefore could be subject to 
change.  

Of the 10nine crossings to be closed, sevensix are informal crossings created by farmers to access 
operations or by pedestrians and bicyclists in order to access beaches, and three are formal CPUC 
crossings. For all farmer crossings being closed, other adjacent crossings would be formalized to 
maintain farmer access. Of the 15 crossings to be retained, 13 are formal CPUC crossings and would 
be improved with the standard treatments for the Project (e.g., grading, pavement, concrete 
crossing panels, signage) in compliance with CPUC requirements.  

The other two crossings to be retained are informal crossings, located near the proposed Bonny 
Doon Beach and Panther/Yellowbank Beach lots. They would become formalized pedestrian/bicycle 
(non-vehicular) crossings. To formalize crossings, a concrete crossing panel would be inserted 
between the tracks to facilitate traversing the tracks by both bicyclists and farm equipment, and the 
signs and pavement markings would be updated. In addition to the 15 crossing to be improved or 
formalized, two new formal crossings would be constructed. These new crossings are proposed at 
the Davenport Beach and the Wilder Ranch lots. 

At all formal crossings, there would be a break in the fencing that extends between the trail and the 
railroad tracks. Where farm equipment would be allowed access across the trail, there would be 
concrete pavement on the trail to minimize asphalt damage from the equipment. Additional design 
features, such as mud mats for the crossing approaches, may be incorporated to reduce the amount 
of dirt and debris being deposited on the trail. No gates are proposed as part of the Project.  

5 “Formal” crossings are those designated and permitted by the California Public Utility Commission (CPUC), which regulates railroad 
crossings. “Informal” crossings are those utilized by pedestrians and farmers, but not permitted by the CPUC. 
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Table 2-1 Summary of Existing Trail Crossings 
Existing Rail 
Crossing #a Crossing Type2 Proposed Project Alternative 1 

Nearest 
Crossingb

1 Informal Pedestrian Closing Closing 310 N 

2 Informal Pedestrian Closing Closing 1,868 S 

3 Formal CPUC Improving Converting to Trail Crossing 

4 Informal Pedestrian Closing Closing 186 N 

54 Informal Pedestrian Converting to Formal 
Pedestrian-only Crossing 

Converting to Formal Pedestrian Trail 
Crossing 

65 Informal Pedestrian Closing Closing 538 N 

76 Formal CPUC Improving Converting to Trail Crossing 

87 Informal Pedestrian Converting to Formal 
Pedestrian-only Crossing 

Converting to Formal Pedestrian Trail 
Crossing 

98 Formal CPUC Improving Converting to Trail Crossing 

109 Informal Pedestrian Closing Closing 2,051 N 

1110 Formal CPUC Improving Converting to Trail Crossing 

1211 Formal CPUC Improving Converting to Trail Crossing 

1312 Formal CPUC Improving Converting to Trail Crossing 

1413 Formal CPUC Closing Closing 1,185 N 

1514 Formal CPUC Improving Converting to Trail Crossing 

1615 Formal CPUC Improving Converting to Trail Crossing 

1716 Informal Farmer Closing Closing 539 N 

1817 Formal CPUC Improving Converting to Trail Crossing 

1918 Formal CPUC Improving Converting to Trail Crossing 

2019 Formal CPUC Improving Converting to Trail Crossing 

2120 Formal CPUC Closing Closing 1,280 N 

2221 Informal Farmer Closing Closing 751 S 

2322 Formal CPUC Improving Converting to Trail Crossing 

2423 Formal CPUC Closing Closing 546 N 

2524 Formal CPUC Improving Converting to Trail Crossing 
a Existing crossing locations shown in Figure 2-8 and Appendix A  
b For the trails that would be closed, this is the distance (feet) to the nearest trail crossing northward (N) or southward (S) 
from the crossing that would be closed.  
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Figure 2-8a Existing Rail Crossings: North (Davenport to Scaroni Road) 
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Figure 2-8b Existing Rail Crossings: South (Scaroni Road to Wilder Ranch) 
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Figure 2-9 Typical Rail Crossing Public Road 
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Figure 2-10 Typical Rail Crossing Private Road 
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Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
Of the 2524 existing crossings, the same 15 crossings to be retained and improved or formalized for 
the Proposed Project would be converted to trail crossings to enable vehicles and farm equipment 
to cross over the trail where they currently cross over the tracks. The same 10nine crossings 
proposed for closure in the Proposed Project would be closed under Alternative 1. No new formal 
crossings or crossing closures would be required. 

Fencing 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
The Proposed Project would include the installation of fencing between the trail and agricultural 
lands at some locations where a natural or geographic barrier does not exists to prevent trail users 
from exiting the trail and entering agricultural land. In many locations, the trail and rail line would 
be in the existing railway cut, and there is a physical barrier such as a slope and/or dense vegetation 
where pedestrians and bicyclists would not be able to exit the trail. In areas where a physical barrier 
exists, fencing would not be installed. In other locations where agricultural fields are no longer 
active and unobstructed views of the coast are possible, fencing may not be installed. Fencing may 
be installed along the trail edge for safety purposes in areas where there are steep slopes adjacent 
to the trail.  

The Proposed Project also would include fencing on the inland side of the trail to separate trail users 
and the railroad. In accordance with the Federal Railroad Administration guidelines, a 10-foot offset 
from the centerline of the railroad to the edge of the trail would be maintained along the entire 7.5 
miles of the trail. The Federal Railroad Administration may allow an 8-foot-6-inch offset from the 
centerline of the railroad under some circumstances. 

The fencing would be constructed using concrete posts (4 feet 6 inches in height) etched to 
resemble wood, and multiple (5-7) smooth wire strands, similar to what is shown in Figure 2-11. 
Wherever feasible and especially in areas determined to be critical to wildlife movement by a 
qualified biologist, proposed fencing would be modified to be wildlife permeable, which includes 
five (5) wire strands. Options would include split rail fencing or a post and smooth wire fencing of no 
more than four strands, with a maximum height of 3.5 feet, and a slighter larger clearance (18 – 20 
inches) between the bottom wire and the ground. Fencing would be marked to be visible to wildlife. 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
Like the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 would include the installation of fencing between the trail 
and agricultural lands and along the trail edge where there are steep slopes, as described above. 
Fencing would not be required between the trail and railroad tracks because the tracks would be 
removed under Alternative 1.  

Trail Amenities and Features 

Proposed Project and Alternative 1 
The Project would include a variety of trail amenities in the form of benches, bike racks, 
informational and interpretative signs, restrooms, and trash/recycling containers.  
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Figure 2-11 Fencing Design 
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Most of these trail amenities would be located in the three parking lots, as described above. Rest 
areas would be developed at strategic locations along the trail, approximately a half-mile to one 
mile apart depending on terrain and beach access locations. Rest areas would typically include a 
bench, bike rack, signage, and/or trash and recycling containers. There would be restroom facilities 
located at the Davenport Beach lot and the Panther/Yellowbank Beach lot, but not at the Bonny 
Doon Beach lot or along the trail. 

The informational and educational signage would be placed at strategic locations along the trail and 
in the parking lots (e.g., near trail access points and crossings). In accordance with the MBSST 
Network Master Plan (RTC 2014), the exhibits would include information about the Monterey Bay 
National Marine Sanctuary, Natural Bridges State Marine Reserve, coastal resources and sensitive 
species (e.g., California red-legged frog); history of railroads and agriculture; and information 
related to trail use and stewardship (e.g., “leave no trace” education). Additionally, trail entrances 
would be posted with notices of ongoing agricultural activities stating that the trail user agrees to 
trail use at their own risk.  

In order to retain the natural environment and to avoid light and glare impacts, there would be no 
lighting along the trail or at the parking lots. The two restroom facilities may have low level lighting, 
which would likely be small self-contained fixtures with solar-power and motion sensor. The 
highway crossing at Davenport would be lighted for safety, as described under Davenport Beach Lot 
and Highway 1 Crossing, above.  

There would be no landscaping along the trail or in the parking lots. Areas disturbed by construction 
activities would be revegetated with native species. 

2.5 Project Operation and Maintenance 

The following description of Project operation and maintenance applies to both the Proposed 
Project and Alternative 1. 

Trail Users 
The estimated number of trail users is 951 daily on a summer weekend day, with 560 users on the 
southern half (south of Scaroni Road) and 391 users on the northern half (north of Scaroni Road). 
These estimates were generated for the North Coast Rail Trail Transportation Impact Analysis and 
assume a 12 percent increase in the Santa Cruz County population by 2040 (Kimley-Horn 2018). 
Refer to the Transportation Impact Analysis in Appendix K, and in Section 3.14, 
Transportation/Circulation.  

Responsibility 
The trail and parking lots would be operated and maintained by RTC, likely through a contract with a 
private firm, State Parks, County Public Works, County Parks and Recreation, or some combination 
thereof through formal agreements. Funding for maintenance is anticipated to be provided or 
secured by RTC, but may include other sources. Refer to Section 1.0, Introduction, for additional 
detail. Once the operations and maintenance responsibility is determined, a Trail Manager would be 
identified and an Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Plan would be developed, based on the O&M 
Plan included in the MBSST Network Master Plan and additional mitigation measures identified 
herein. As such, the Project O&M Plan is anticipated to include components described herein.  
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Hours and Closures 
Signs would be installed to indicate that the trail is closed at night to support existing agriculture 
adjacent to the trail and protect the public from pesticide spraying necessary for the continued 
viability of agricultural use, and to discourage illegal camping. It is anticipated the restrooms and 
parking lots providing access to the trail would also be closed at night, possibly from 12:00 a.m. to 
5:00 a.m. or from sunset to 8:00 a.m. consistent with State Parks hours. No gates are proposed as 
part of the Project. The exact hours of parking lot, restroom, and trail closure would be determined 
through coordination with State Parks, the Coastal Commission, and Caltrans, as well as through 
consultation with other affected property owners. 

Trail Use and Restrictions 
Following are rules and restrictions for trail use, as identified in the MBSST Network Master Plan and 
by applicable regulations. 

 The ADA-accessible trail is intended for pedestrians and bicyclists. Although electric bicycles
with a rating limited up to 20 miles per hour would be allowed in accordance with California
law (Assembly Bill 1096)6, motorized vehicles would not be allowed. Electronic skateboards
with a rating limited to 20 miles per hour would be allowed as well. Depending on the
volume of users, other speed limits may be imposed and indicated on posted signage.

 Dogs would be prohibited on the trail, consistent with current California State Parks Rules
and Regulations (State Parks 2018).

 Equestrian use would be prohibited in accordance with State Park regulations limiting
equestrian use on State Parks land to the inland side of Highway 1 north of Wilder Ranch
State Park Cultural Complex (State Parks 2018).

Trail and Agricultural Operation Interface 
The 7.5-mile alignment is adjacent to agricultural land for approximately 4.7 miles. Following are the 
planned methods for minimizing conflicts, as identified in the MBSST Master Plan. 

 Trail entrances would be posted with notices of ongoing agricultural activities stating that
the trail user agrees to trail use at their own risk.

 Trail users would be advised that agricultural operations will be occurring and may include
pesticide spraying, agricultural dust and debris, and burning activities in accordance with
state and local laws and ordinances.

Routine Trail Maintenance 
The following list of general maintenance activities for the trail and parking lots is based on those in 
the Master Plan. Any repairs, tree and shrub trimming, and other activities in State Parks property 
would be conducted in coordination with State Parks or with written agreement. 

 Trash/recycling collection and disposal, and waste collection bags restock
 Restroom disposal, cleaning and repair at the Davenport Beach and Panther/Yellowbank

Beach Parking lots

6 According to Assembly Bill 1096, which took effect in January 2016, electric bicycles (e-bikes) are no longer regulated like mopeds, and 
the same rules of the road apply to both e-bikes and human-powered bicycles. E-bikes that go up to 28 mph are not allowed on paths. 
https://b.3cdn.net/bikes/2f0872d06ea26eb2b7_8zm6bi1fc.pdf 

https://b.3cdn.net/bikes/2f0872d06ea26eb2b7_8zm6bi1fc.pdf
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 Tree and shrub trimming, fallen tree removal
 Shoulder grass mowing and weed removal
 Pavement sealing, repaving and pothole repair
 Graffiti removal
 Fence repair and replacement
 Signage repair and replacement
 Pavement marketing refreshment and replacement
 Drainage inspection and cleaning

Additionally, the trail corridor would be inspected for damage and signs of excessive coastal erosion 
and potential inundation following major storm events. If necessary, appropriate actions would be 
taken to minimize the risk to trail users. Such actions could include trail segment closure, structural 
improvements, or trail relocation, for which appropriate environmental review would be conducted. 

Rail Operation and Maintenance 
No rail service is proposed as part of the Project, and there would be no other changes in the 
existing rail corridor as a result of the Project, other than those described above as they relate to 
the implementation of the Proposed Project or Alternative 1.  

As described in Section 1.2.2, Rail Operation and Maintenance, the northern portion of the Santa 
Cruz Branch Line between Santa Cruz and Davenport, including the Project corridor, is not currently 
used for freight or passenger service. However, the current rail operator may begin operating 
freight and/or passenger service between Santa Cruz and Davenport within the next 3 to 5 years, or 
sooner; but this is not certain and the frequency is unknown at this time.  

Rail ROW maintenance would be conducted in accordance with the RTC’s standard operating 
procedures for maintenance of the rail ROW, which includes vegetation control bi-annually outside 
of the short-line operator railroad easement. 

2.6 Project Construction 

The following description of Project construction applies to both the Proposed Project and 
Alternative 1, unless otherwise noted.  

Timing and Duration 
Construction of the Proposed Project is estimated to begin in 2021 planned for the year 2020, and 
would continue for approximately 12 months. This period would accommodate construction of the 
entire alignment, including the trail and parking lots7.  

If the trail is constructed in phases due to funding constraints, the southern portion from Wilder 
Ranch to Panther/Yellowbank Beach (5.4 miles) would be constructed first and require 
approximately eight months. The northern portion from Panther/Yellowbank Beach to Davenport 
(2.1 miles) would be constructed subsequently and require approximately four months.  

7 As described in Table 1-1, Segment 5 Project Funding Sources, funding is secured for construction of Phase 1, from Wilder Ranch to 
Panther/Yellowbank Beach, but not for Phase 2, from Panther/Yellowbank Beach to Davenport and the parking lots. To provide a more 
conservative, worst case analyses of the physical effects, the analyses assume both phases would be constructed during the 12-month 
timeframe in the year 2021 2020.  
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The estimated construction duration of 12 months total is the same for both the Proposed Project 
and Alternative 1. The Proposed Project involves more earthwork than Alternative 1, but Alternative 
1 involves track removal and disposal activity, yielding a similar time to complete construction.  

Construction of Alternative 1 would likely begin after the year 2028 because of the additional time 
required to reverse policy, contractual, and regulatory commitments that the RTC has made 
regarding the use of railroad tracks. These policy commitments are described in Section 1.0, 
Introduction, and in the summary of a December 8, 2016, RTC Staff Report on the subject (Appendix 
K). Additional design would be required, and additional time may be needed to replace funding that 
was secured for a project with a trail alongside the existing rail (refer to Section 1.0, Introduction). 

General Methodology 
In general, construction activities for both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 would include 
excavation of material sources, clearing and grubbing, grading, placement of crushed aggregate 
base and paved surface, revegetation, installation of signs, and other safety related features 
necessary to meet current design practice. A summary of construction information and assumptions 
based on the current design and schedule is provided in Table 2-2.  

The following best management practices would be implementing during project construction to 
reduce in compliance with the Monterey Bay Air Resources District’s Rule 402 (Nuisance) and CEQA 
Guidelines. 

 Prohibit all grading activities during periods of high wind (over 15 mph)
 Water active construction areas as needed based on the activity, soil and wind exposure
 Apply chemical soil stabilizers on inactive construction areas (disturbed lands unused for

four consecutive days)
 Apply native hydro-seed or non-toxic binders to exposed areas after cut/fill operations
 Maintain at least 2-foot freeboard in haul trucks, and cover all trucks hauling dirt, sand, or

other loose materials
 Plant native vegetative ground cover in disturbed areas as soon as possible, in coordination

with mitigation planting requirements identified in this EIR for biological resources
 Cover inactive storage piles

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
There are several locations where additional construction measures (e.g., retaining wall to stabilize 
slope) would be needed, as described below from north to south and shown in Appendix A.PP. 

The existing railway bench would need to be widened by cutting or filling where the bench is not 
wide enough to support the trail. In these locations, retaining walls or fill would be used, depending 
on the steepness of the existing slopes and any sensitive resources in the area. Walls may be 
constructed as soldier pile with timber lagging, mechanically stabilized earth, or segmental precast 
concrete wall systems with a façade with architectural treatments. Where walls or embankments 
can support it, native vegetation would be planted.  

At the eroding bluff near Davenport (refer to Sheet 1 in Appendix A.PP), three different 
construction techniques are being considered to support the trail: creating a slope using wire mesh 
baskets, constructing a retaining wall, or re-establishing the portion of the bluff that has eroded 
through the use of fill. For all three techniques, coastal armoring would need to be established at 
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the base of the slope to minimize or eliminate further erosion that would compromise the trail. The 
construction estimates in Table 2-2 assumes a large reinforced soil slope (RSS) at this location. 

In the north portion of the alignment near Shark Fin Cove where design Options A and B are under 
consideration (refer to Sheets 1 and 2 in Appendix A.PP), Option B would require a combination of 
additional earthwork excavation, retaining walls, and embankment construction with fill to support 
the trail extending onto the adjacent farm road. The construction estimates in Table 2-2 present the 
earth work for both Shark Fin Cove Options A and B.  

At the cove on the north end of Panther/Yellowbank Beach (refer to Sheet 3 in Appendix A.PP), the 
bench would need to be widened in an area of a very steep slope. Options being considered in this 
location include a retaining wall or building up the embankment with fill. The construction estimates 
in Table 2-2 assume a RSS compacted fill embankment at this location. In general, construction 
activities would be within the 20-foot wide trail alignment, but there could be temporary 
disturbance up to 10 feet on either side of the alignment. In constrained or environmentally 
sensitive areas, including areas with active farmland and biologically sensitive areas, construction 
activities outside the 20-foot-wide trail corridor would be minimized and contained to the Proposed 
Project trail alignment to the extent feasible.  

At the south end of the trail alignment, there would be a trail connection to Wilder Ranch. As 
described above, this trail connection would be a 10-foot-wide paved path along an alignment that 
is currently unpaved and paved (refer to Sheet 10 in Appendix A.PP). The east end of this trail 
connection would be entirely on the existing, paved Coast Road, including the portion crossing over 
Wilder Creek. The trail would be delineated with striping only; and there would be no ground 
disturbance, expansion of the bridge, or work outside the roadway. 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
The railroad tracks would be removed, and the multi-use trail would be located on the rail bed. 
Removing the railroad tracks would follow the required Surface Transportation Board requirements 
for abandonment and track removal.8 After the required administrative tasks, the physical elements 
of track removal entail disposing of thousands of railroad ties that were treated with creosote. The 
railroad ties, formally designated as treated wood waste by the California Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC), would be transported and disposed in accordance with the alternative 
management standards established by the Legislature in Assembly Bill 1353 (2004), Treated Wood 
Waste Management in California.  

To reduce the amount of material hauled off-site, the existing ballast material that forms the raised 
rail bed would be leveled and reused as a foundation, below the base material and asphalt. The 
ballast material would be tested for hazardous materials at selected locations. Any contaminated 
ballast reused would be capped with asphalt, or it would not be reused and it would be hauled off-
site for disposal in accordance with DTSC standards. There would be no permanent storage of 
contaminated ballast, ties, or other unregulated hazardous materials on-site or on State Parks 
property. 

At the eroding bluff near Davenport (Refer to Sheet 1 in Appendix A.1), three different construction 
techniques are being considered to support the trail: creating a slope using wire mesh baskets, 
constructing a retaining wall, or re-establishing the portion of the bluff that has eroded through the  

8 Title 49, Subtitle B, Chapter X, Subchapter B, Part 1152 – Abandonment and Discontinuance of Rail Lines and Rail Transportation Under 
49 U.S.C. 10903 
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Table 2-2 Construction Estimates 
Proposed Project 

Construction Information 
Shark Fin Cove 
Option A 

Shark Fin Cove 
Option B Alternative 1 

Construction Duration 12 months 12 months 12 months 

Construction/Alignment Lengtha 7.31 miles 7.31 miles 7.29 miles 

Estimated Total Disturbance Area 37.6 acres 39.1 acres 29.1 acres 
Earthwork Quantitiesb 
Excavation 34,000 cubic yards 44,600 cubic yards 23,000 cubic yards 
Embankment Construction/Fill 32,000 cubic yards 36,000 cubic yards 10,000 cubic yards 
Estimated Importc 
Roadway Aggregate 12,000 cubic yards 12,000 cubic yards 10,200 cubic yards 
Asphalt  3,150 cubic yards 3,150 cubic yards 3,100 cubic yards 
Portland Concrete 290 cubic yards 290 cubic yards 290 cubic yards 

Estimated Export/Wasted 2,000 cubic yards 8,000 cubic yards 13,000 cubic yards 
Estimated Pavement 
Parking Lotse

Trail6 
5,400 square yards 
49,800 square yards 

5,400 square yards 
49,800 square yards 

5,400 square yards 
43,500 square yards 

Excavation/Grading Depth Up to 2 feet (typical)f Up to 2 feet (typical)f Up to 2 feet (typical)f

Fence Posts 6,200 6,700 3,300 
a The linear distance of the trail alignment varies slightly between the Proposed Project and Alternative 1, which has been reflected in 
these calculations. However, in general, the trail distance is identified as approximately 7.5 miles throughout the EIR.  
b The excavation material would be used to construct embankment/fill, and no fill would be imported. For both the Proposed Project 
and Alternative 1, the current estimated earthwork quantities yield a volume of waste identified under “Estimated Export/Waste.”  
c The import materials would be used for paving the trail, parking lots, and access paths from the lots to the trail. These estimates are 
independent of and have no direct correlation to the Earthwork Quantities identified above. 
d This includes the remaining excavation material that is not used for embankment construction/fill.  
e The 5,400 square yards (sy) is the estimated new impervious surface for the new asphalt pavement at the Davenport Beach and 
Panther/Yellowbank Beach parking lots. There is no new pavement proposed at the Bonny Doon Beach lot. 
6 The 49,800 square yards and 43,500 square yards are the estimated new impervious surface for the new paved (asphalt) trail, rounded 
to the nearest 100 square yard.  
f Excavation depth is deeper than typical at the following locations. These are conservative estimates, measured vertically from existing 
ground to bottom of excavation, presented north to south.  

Proposed Project Option A 
Up to 48 feet deep, STA 33+70, Davenport 
Slope failure 
Up to 30 feet deep, STA 63+30, Reinforced Soil 
Slope (RSS)  
Up to 12 feet deep, STA 112+50, general 
excavation  
Up to 34 feet deep, STA 114+70, RSS  
Up to 14 feet deep, STA 285+80, RSS  
Up to 20 feet deep, STA 300+20, RSS  
Up to 20 feet deep, STA 336+30, RSS  
Up to 10 feet deep, STA 285+20, general 
excavation  

Proposed Project, Option B 
Up to 48 feet deep, STA 33+70, 
Davenport Slope failure 
Up to 18 feet deep STA 44+50, general 
excavation 
Up to 14 feet deep STA 60+50, general 
excavation 
Up to 8 feet deep, STA 66+00, general 
excavation 
Up to 12 feet deep, STA 112+50, 
general excavation  
Up to 34 feet deep, STA 114+70, RSS  
Up to 14 feet deep, STA 285+80, RSS  
Up to 20 feet deep, STA 300+20, RSS  
Up to 20 feet deep, STA 336+30, RSS  
Up to 10 feet deep, STA 285+20, 
general excavation  
Up to 13 feet deep, STA 397+00, 
general excavation 

Alternative 1 
Up to 18 feet deep, STA 40+50, cut slope 
on the inland side 
Up to 7 feet deep, STA 65+00, cut slope on 
the inland side 
Up to 9 feet deep, STA 95+50, cut slope on 
the inland side  
Up to 9 feet deep, STA 145+50, cut slope 
on the inland side  
Up to 9 feet deep, STA 155+90, cut slope 
on the inland side 

Source: The construction information is provided by Federal Highway Administration’s Central Federal Lands Highway Division based on 
current design and schedule.
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use of fill. For all three techniques, coastal armoring would need to be established at the base of the 
slope to minimize or eliminate further erosion that would compromise the trail. Like the Proposed 
Project, the construction estimates in Table 2-2 assume a large reinforced soil slope (RSS) at this 
location.  

In the area on either side of Shark Fin Cove, the Alternative 1 alignment would remain on the 
railbed; therefore, there would be no Shark Fin Cove Options A and B.  

At the cove on the north end of Panther/Yellowbank Beach (refer to Sheet 3 in Appendix A.1), the 
bench would need to be widened in an area of a very steep slope. Construction techniques being 
considered in this location include a retaining wall and building up the embankment with fill. Like 
the Proposed Project, the construction estimates in Table 2-2 assume a RSS compacted fill 
embankment at this location. 

In general, construction activities would be within the 14-foot wide trail alignment, but there could 
be temporary disturbance up to 10 feet on either side of the alignment. In constrained or 
environmentally sensitive areas, construction activities outside the 14-foot-wide trail corridor would 
be minimized and contained to the Alternative 1 alignment to the extent feasible.  

At the south end of the trail alignment, the trail connection to Wilder Ranch would be the same as 
that described for the Proposed Project (refer to Sheet 10 in Appendix A.1). 

Parking Lots 
The improvements at the Davenport Beach and Panther/Yellowbank Beach parking areas would 
consist of grading, asphalt concrete paving, drainage improvements, Highway 1 entrance 
improvements, striping, identification of designated accessible parking stalls, and the installation of 
a prefabricated restroom facility, as described in Section 2.4, Project Characteristics under “Parking 
Lots”.  

The parking lots have not been fully designed as of this writing. The stormwater drainage facilities 
would comply with runoff water quality requirements. Parking lot drainage design would likely 
include a small catch basin at the Davenport Beach lot, and the use of bioswales at 
Panther/Yellowbank Beach lot.  

At the Bonny Doon Beach parking area, which is already paved, the improvements would be limited 
to improving the connection to the trail, most likely with aggregate stepping stones with timber 
encased steps. 

Drainage Crossings 
There are nine locations where the trail would cross an identified drainage. At these locations, an 
RSS would likely be constructed to support the trail (and, in some locations, the adjacent farm 
access road) and to protect the drainage. These locations are shown on the trail alignment graphics 
for the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 in Appendix A.PP and A.1, respectively. 

Stormwater Drainage 
In general, stormwater would surface flow from the new paved trail to the adjacent unpaved 
pervious areas. To improve drainage along the proposed trail, small culverts ranging in diameter 
from 18 inches to 30 inches would be installed and/or replaced at approximately 30 locations within 
ditches along the existing rail bench. All of the culvert replacements would be along the existing 
railroad bench within ditches. In some locations, these smaller culverts would be installed 
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perpendicular to the Project alignment to allow stormwater runoff to pass beneath the trail bed to 
maintain existing overland flow patterns. 

Utility Relocations and Installations 
There are existing gas, electric, telecommunication, potable water, irrigation water, and sanitary 
sewer utilities in some locations within the rail corridor and in the project vicinity, including the City 
of Santa Cruz’ raw water pipeline that generally parallels Highway 1. Project construction may 
require relocation of these utilities, but not the City’s water supply system. The RTC and CFL would 
coordinate with utility providers during final design.  

Furthermore, new utility facilities may be constructed to service toilets at the Davenport parking 
area. It is anticipated that relocated utilities would be similar in type, appearance, width, and height 
to existing facilities, or as amended to conform to latest industry standards. New utilities would also 
likely be similar in type, appearance, and dimensions. 

Construction Staging 
Construction, equipment staging, and stockpiling would take place on existing disturbed areas along 
the rail corridor or in areas on State Park lands. Some staging may require a Right of Entry Permit 
from State Parks.  

All equipment and materials would be stored, maintained, and refueled in designated portions of 
the staging areas in accordance with permit requirements. As such, there would be no staging in 
areas with sensitive biological resources or adjacent to drainages or wetlands. Furthermore, there 
would be no staging from productive agricultural land.  

2.7 Required Permits and Approvals 

The following permits and approvals would be required to implement the Proposed Project: 

 Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission – CEQA document certification and
Project approval

 California Coastal Commission – Federal Consistency Determination
 California Department of Fish and Wildlife – Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement
 California Department of Transportation – approval to construct in right-of-way and

encroachment permit
 California Public Utilities Commission Rail Crossing Engineering Section – new public rail crossing

approval and GO88-B Permit to modify an existing crossing
 California State Parks – Right of Entry permit and possible easement or Operating Agreement9

 California Regional Water Quality Control Board – Section 401 Water Quality Certification,
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit , Construction General
Permit/Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan

 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers – Section 404 permit
 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service – Section 7 consultation under the Endangered Species Act and

incidental take authorization

9 In some locations along the Proposed Project alignment, additional property rights would need to be secured that would include 
agreements with State Parks. The Alternative 1 trail alignment is in the RTC ROW with the exception of the Wilder Ranch connection. 
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In addition to the approvals listed above, the following approvals would be required to implement 
Alternative 1. 

 Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission – approval of abandonment of rail
tracks

 Surface Transportation Board – approval for abandonment of freight service
 California Transportation Commission- Proposition 116 and State Transportation Improvement

Program funding reimbursement or approval

As described in Section 1.2, Project Background, and Section 2.1, Overview, the Project is receiving 
federal funding through the Federal Lands Access Program (FLAP). As the federal implementing 
agency and partner to RTC, the CFL is responsible for Project design and compliance with federal 
requirements, including the preparation of a separate future environmental document satisfying the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Additionally, CFL would obtain a Federal Consistency 
Determination from the California Coastal Commission rather than a Coastal Development Permit. 
Otherwise, the Project would obtain all state-required permits. 

The CFL, California Coastal Commission, RTC, County of Santa Cruz Planning Department, and 
County Counsel all determined that the federal Project is exempt from local land use regulations 
(Previsch 2017). However, the RTC would coordinate with County offices as the Project moves 
forward, including, but not limited to, the County Agricultural Commissioner, County Planning, and 
County Environmental Health Services. 
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3 Environmental Impact Analysis 

Section 2.0, Project Description, includes a description of physical and operational features of the 
proposed multi-use trail. The recreation and active transportation facility would be shared by 
bicyclists and pedestrians, and would extend approximately 7.5 miles along the existing rail corridor 
from the Wilder Ranch State Park parking lot on the south to the Davenport Beach parking area on 
the north. The Project would include a paved path with striping, parallel unpaved path and shoulder, 
educational signage, and parking improvements with access paths to the multi-use trail at three 
locations along the alignment. 

This section is divided into sections for the following environmental or resource topics based on the 
scoping process described in Section 1.0, Introduction. 

1. Aesthetics
2. Agricultural Resources
3. Air Quality
4. Biological Resources
5. Cultural Resources
6. Geology/Soils
7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change
8. Hazards and Hazardous Materials
9. Hydrology and Water Quality
10. Land Use and Planning
11. Noise
12. Public Safety and Services
13. Recreation
14. Transportation/Circulation
15. Tribal Cultural Resources
16. Utilities and Service Systems
17. Effects Found to be Less than Significant

Approach to Project Analysis 
This section includes the environmental impact analysis for the Proposed Project (Coastal Side) and 
Alternative 1 (Trail Only) at an equal level of detail, as described in Section 1.0, Introduction. The 
Project alternatives developed during the scoping process, as well as the No Project alternative, are 
evaluated in Section 5.0, Project Alternatives.  

As described in Section 1.0, this analysis includes relevant information from the Monterey Bay 
Sanctuary Scenic Trail (MBSST) Master Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (Santa Cruz County 
Regional Transportation Commission [RTC] 2013) and additional information specific to the Project. 
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Regulatory Setting and Existing Conditions 
In each resource sub-section, the Regulatory Setting discussion describes applicable plans, policies, 
and regulations; the Existing Conditions discussion describes the existing or baseline conditions for 
the resources in the study area. The study area varies depending on the resources. The study area is 
the same as the Project alignment for some resources; it is larger for other resources such as air 
quality and transportation.  

Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
The Methodology and Significance Thresholds discussion for each environmental topic describes the 
methodology used to identify potential impacts and the criteria used to determine the significance 
of those potential impacts. A “significant effect” is defined by the State CEQA Guidelines §15382 as 

“…a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions 
within the area affected by the project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient 
noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance. An economic or social change by itself 
shall not be considered a significant effect on the environment, but may be considered in 
determining whether the physical change is significant.” 

For each potential impact, one of the following significance determinations is made and presented 
in bold. 

No Impact. The Proposed Project or any Project alternative would have no adverse effect at all 
on environmental conditions or would have a beneficial effect by reducing the severity existing 
environmental problems or hazards. 

Less than Significant. An impact that may be adverse, but does not exceed the identified 
significance threshold levels and does not require mitigation measures. Although CEQA does not 
require the formulation or adoption of mitigation measures for less than significant effects, the 
RTC, in approving Proposed Project or any Project alternative, could formulate conditions of 
approval that could further lessen the environmental effect. 

Less than Significant with Mitigation. An impact that can be reduced to below the significance 
threshold level with the adoption of identified mitigation measures. The identification of an 
impact that would require mitigation would require the RTC to adopt findings pursuant to 
section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines as part of its process for approving either the Proposed 
Project or any Project alternative that would also cause such impacts. 

Significant and Unavoidable. An impact that cannot be reduced to below the threshold level 
even with the adoption of any recommended mitigation measures. The identification of a 
significant and unavoidable impact would require the RTC to adopt a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations pursuant to Section 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines, if the RTC chooses to approve 
the Proposed Project or any Project alternative that would also result in such impacts. 

The thresholds used to determine the significance of a potential impact differ based on the 
environmental topic and largely follow Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. Appendix G 
provides a sample Initial Study checklist that includes a number of factual inquiries for each required 
environmental topic. Notably, lead agencies are under no obligation to use these inquiries in 
fashioning thresholds of significance (Save Cuyama Valley v. County of Santa Barbara (2013) 213 
Cal.App.4th 1059, 1068.) Rather and with few exceptions, “CEQA grants agencies discretion to 
develop their own thresholds of significance.” Even so, it is a common practice for lead agencies to 
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use the language from the inquiries set forth in Appendix G to fashion thresholds. The RTC has done 
so in this EIR, as described under the “Significance Thresholds” discussion in each sub-section of this 
section. 

In the Impact Analysis, the threshold is presented first, followed by the potential impacts associated 
with that threshold. For each potential impact, a discussion of the Proposed Project is followed by a 
discussion of Alternative 1. Each discussion concludes with the significance determination (in bold) 
and any required mitigation measures. In most cases, identified mitigation measures apply to both 
the Proposed Project and Alternative 1. If any mitigation measures apply exclusively to either the 
Proposed Project or Alternative 1, it is indicated in parentheses at the end of the mitigation measure 
statement. In cases where the mitigation measure for an impact could have a significant 
environmental impact in another issue area, this impact is discussed and evaluated as a secondary 
impact.  

Many of the mitigation measures identified for Project impacts were originally discussed in the 
Master Plan EIR (refer to Appendix D [RTC 2013]). As a program-level EIR, the Master Plan EIR 
focuses on the broad changes to the environment that would be expected to result from 
implementation of the entire 50-mile MBSST Network. Accordingly, the mitigation measures 
identified in the Master Plan EIR are necessarily broad and general. Therefore, to ensure the 
measures effectively mitigate potential impacts of the Project (Segment 5 of the 20-segment MBSST 
Network), the analysts have considered whether the Master Plan EIR mitigation measures, by 
themselves, are sufficient to address the site-specific impacts of Segment 5, as identified in this 
document. In many instances, the analysts have either proposed refinements, additional detail, or 
other changes to the Master Plan EIR mitigation measures, or they have proposed new additional 
mitigation measures to complement those taken from the Master Plan EIR. In individual sections, 
footnotes identify the Master Plan mitigation measures that have been included verbatim or that 
have been refined or modified to address site-specific concerns associated with Segment 5. New 
mitigation measures do not have footnotes. 

Approach to Cumulative Impacts 
The cumulative impact analysis for each issue area is presented in Section 4.0, Other CEQA Required 
Discussions. The term “cumulative impacts” refers to “two or more individual effects which, when 
considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental 
impacts” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15355). 

A cumulative impact can result from the combination of two or more individually significant 
impacts, or the combination of two or more impacts that are individually less than significant but 
constitute a significant change in the environment when considered together. To analyze a 
proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts, CEQA requires the lead agency to identify 
past, present, and probable future projects in the vicinity of the proposed project, summarize their 
effects, identify the incremental contribution of the proposed project to any significant cumulative 
impacts occurring in the project region, and recommend mitigation measures as appropriate (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15130[b]). Mitigation measures should focus on any cumulatively considerable 
incremental contribution from the proposed project or alternative to any significant cumulative 
effect created by the past, present, and probable future projects, together with the proposed 
project or alternative (CEQA Guidelines Section 15130[a][3]; see also CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.2[a][4]). 

For each resource topic, Cumulative impacts were determined in the following manner. 
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1. Determine whether there is a significant cumulative impact under future conditions with the
Project. If yes, then

2. Determine if the Project would or would not make a cumulatively considerable (i.e., significant)
contribution to the identified significant cumulative impact

The cumulative impacts for all the resource topics are summarized in the Cumulative Analysis in 
Section 4.0, Other CEQA Required Discussions, which includes additional information on the 
methodology.  

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
At the beginning of each resource sub-section, a summary table provides the impacts and mitigation 
measures for the Proposed Project and Alternative 1. The Executive Summary at the beginning of 
this EIR summarizes all impacts and mitigation measures. 
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3.1 Aesthetics 
Visual or aesthetic resources are generally defined as the natural and built features of the landscape 
that can be seen. The combination of landform, water, and vegetation patterns represents the 
natural landscape features that define an area’s visual character, as opposed to built features such 
as buildings, roads, utility structures, and ornamental plantings that reflect human or cultural 
modifications to the landscape. These natural and built landscape features, or visual resources, 
contribute to the public’s experience and appreciation of the environment. Depending on the extent 
to which a project’s presence would alter the perceived visual character and quality of the 
environment, visual or aesthetic impacts may result. This section presents a discussion of existing 
visual resources along the project corridor and an evaluation of potential impacts of the Proposed 
Project and Alternative 1 on those resources. A summary of the potential impacts is presented in 
Table 3.1-1. 

Table 3.1-1 Summary of Project Impacts on Aestheticsa 

Impact 
Significance 
Before Mitigation Mitigation 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

AES-1. The Project would have a temporary adverse 
effect on scenic views during construction and would 
alter foreground views of coastal resources as a 
result of parking lot improvements. 

Less than 
Significant 

None required Less than 
Significant 

AES-2. The Project would not have a substantial 
adverse effect on scenic resources.  

Less than 
Significant 

None required Less than 
Significant 

AES-3. The proposed armoring of the coastal bluffs at 
Davenport Beach could degrade the visual character 
and quality of the area. 

Potentially 
Significant 

AES-3 Less than 
Significant 

AES-4. Public use of the proposed trail and parking 
lots could result in litter and graffiti that have an 
adverse effect on visual quality. 

Potentially 
Significant 

AG-3(c) Less than 
Significant 

AES-5. Potential new lighting at restrooms and the 
Davenport highway crossing could adversely affect 
nighttime views. 

Less than 
Significant 

None required Less than 
Significant 

a The impacts and mitigation apply to both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 unless otherwise noted. 

3.1.1 Existing Conditions 

Regional Setting 
The Project area is located in unincorporated northern Santa Cruz County along the Pacific Ocean 
coastline. The trail alignment is a part of a rural coastal plain, that extends northward from the City 
of Santa Cruz in Santa Cruz County to the City of Half Moon Bay in San Mateo County, which is 
characterized by agricultural fields, natural open space, and small unincorporated communities 
interspersed along Highway 1. 
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Project Corridor Setting 

Visual Character 
The 7.5-mile Project area is part of the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line corridor, which is parallel to and 
southwest of Highway 1 between the unincorporated community of Davenport on the north and 
Wilder Ranch State Park on the south. Both built and natural features are contributing elements to 
the corridor’s visual character. Similar to the regional setting, the corridor setting is characterized by 
agricultural fields, natural open space and rural residential structures. These foreground features 
are backed by dramatic views of the Pacific Ocean to the south and forested ridgelines to the north 
of the corridor. Figure 3.1-2 through Figure 3.1-5 include photographs taken in December 2017 of 
existing conditions in the corridor, including important built and natural features. Figure 3.1-1a and 
Figure 3.1-1b show the locations where these photographs were taken.  

Built features and modifications to the natural environment near the corridor include the railroad 
line itself, the graded railroad corridor, agricultural structures, paved and unpaved parking areas, 
Highway 1, and unpaved trails between the highway and coastal bluffs (hereinafter called coastal 
bluff trails). As described in Section 3.13, Recreation, these California Coastal Trails are part of the 
Coast Dairies property, which is part of Wilder Ranch State Park. 

As shown in photographs 2, 5, and 7, the linear metal rails, wooden railroad ties, and rock ballast 
serve as dominant features in the corridor. Portions of the corridor are below-grade with steep 
embankments on either side, especially at the Davenport parking lot (refer to Photograph 2) and 
Panther/Yellowbank Beach. Other portions of the corridor are raised above-grade on an 
embankment, such as at Davenport Beach and Bonny Doon Beach (refer to Photograph 4). The 
southern portion of the corridor (south of Scaroni Road) is largely at-grade with surrounding 
agricultural fields and natural open space (refer to photographs 6 and 7). Embankments bounding 
the rail corridor are covered with shrubs and ruderal vegetation, with occasional rock outcroppings. 
In addition, industrial structures at the Davenport Cement Plant, as well as other residential and 
commercial structures in the Davenport community, are prominent background features in the 
northern section of the corridor (see background of Photograph 4). Davenport itself is backed by 
substantial groves of eucalyptus trees, forming a prominent visual feature of the community. 

Several parking areas on the coastal side of Highway 1 provide public access to unpaved trails that 
cross the corridor and lead to coastal recreation areas in Wilder Ranch State Park and the Coast 
Dairies property, especially at Davenport, Bonny Doon Beach, Panther/Yellowbank Beach, Four Mile 
Beach, and Wilder Ranch State Park. While the parking lots at Bonny Doon Beach and Wilder Ranch 
State Park are paved (refer to Photograph 3), the other parking areas have an unpaved, compacted 
dirt surfaces (refer to Photograph 1). Refer to Section 3.14, Transportation/Circulation, and 
Appendix K, Transportation Impact Analysis [Kimley-Horn 2018] for more information on existing 
parking conditions.  

Highway 1, which generally has two lanes in the Project area, is located adjacent to the rail corridor 
for approximately three miles from Davenport to Coast Road, and within approximately 0.2 mile of 
the southern 2 miles of the corridor. Eroded informal trails cut steeply down the embankment from 
the Davenport parking lot to the rail corridor. Other social and formal trail crossings are located at 
Shark Fin Cove, Bonny Doon Beach, Four Mile Beach, and Wilder Ranch State Park.  

Natural features also strongly contribute to the corridor’s visual character. The rail corridor is 
surrounded by a varied landscape of natural open space, coastal bluffs, beaches, and agricultural 
lands. Between Davenport and Panther/Yellowbank Beach, the landscape consists mainly of rugged 
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Figure 3.1-1a Corridor Photo Locations: North (Davenport to Scaroni Road) 
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Figure 3.1-1b Corridor Photo Locations: South (Scaroni Road to Wilder Ranch) 
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Figure 3.1-2 Corridor Photos: Davenport Area 

Photograph 1. Unpaved parking lot at northern end of the proposed trail in Davenport, 
looking northwest from the shoulder of Highway 1 

Photograph 2. Northern end of rail corridor below steep embankment, looking 
northwest 
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Figure 3.1-3 Corridor Photos: Shark Fin Cove to Bonny Doon Beach 

Photograph 3. Shark Fin Cove, looking southwest from rail corridor 

Photograph 4. Bonny Doon Beach parking lot on Highway 1 looking northwest, with rail 
corridor above the embankment to the left 
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Figure 3.1-4 Corridor Photos: Scaroni Road toward Four Mile Beach 

Photograph 5. Rail corridor adjacent to Highway 1 at Scaroni Road crossing, looking 
northwest 

Photograph 6. Shoulder of Highway 1 southeast of Scaroni Road, looking west toward 
rail corridor 
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Figure 3.1-5 Corridor Photos: Four Mile Beach to Wilder Ranch State Park 

Photograph 7. Rail corridor at crossing with unpaved trail to Four Mile Beach, looking 
northwest 

Photograph 8. Southern end of Project alignment, looking south from parking lot at 
Wilder Ranch State Park
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coastal bluffs, coves at the outlets of streams, and beach strands (e.g., Photograph 3 of Shark Fin 
Cove). South of Panther/Yellowbank Beach, where the coastline is farther from the rail corridor, the 
primary surrounding land uses are cultivated fields and parkland with natural vegetation (e.g., 
Photographs 6 and 8). The rail line itself, while a manmade feature, also has a natural character in 
places because the corridor is not currently maintained. Ruderal vegetation and wildflowers often 
grow between the railroad ties, and a sand dune has encroached on and covers the rail bed 
immediately south of Bonny Doon Beach. The corridor has a high overall degree of visual quality 
because of its proximity to natural and agricultural resources. 

Scenic Resources and Vistas 
The primary scenic resources in Santa Cruz County are ocean views, agricultural fields, wooded 
forests, open meadows, and mountain hillside views, according to the County’s General Plan (Santa 
Cruz 1994). Near the rail corridor, scenic resources include beaches, coves, coastal bluffs, rock 
outcroppings, natural vegetation, and agricultural fields. 

Several segments of the rail corridor and coastal bluff trails provide expansive views of the coastline. 
Especially scenic vistas include beaches with enclosing coastal bluffs at Davenport Beach, Shark Fin 
Cove, Bonny Doon Beach, Panther/Yellowbank Beach, and Four Mile Beach. The isolated rock 
offshore at Shark Fin Cove, for which the cove is named, is an iconic feature visible from the 
corridor, as shown in Photograph 3 in Figure 3.1-3. These scenic resources are currently visible to 
pedestrians and bicyclists using seven informal trails that cross the rail corridor and terminate at the 
coast.  

Agricultural fields are visible adjacent to much of the corridor, especially south of 
Panther/Yellowbank Beach. Scattered Monterey cypress trees and other vegetation along the 
corridor also serve as scenic resources. In addition, scenic rock outcroppings reveal the underlying 
geologic strata in places where the corridor is flanked by steep embankments. The Bonny Doon 
Beach parking lot provides views of Santa Cruz Mudstone outcroppings facing the rail corridor, as 
shown in Photograph 4 in Figure 3.1-3. 

While Santa Cruz County has no state-designated scenic highways, Caltrans lists Highway 1 as 
eligible for state designation as scenic highway throughout the county (Caltrans 2017). The County 
also designates Highway 1 and Bonny Doon Road as scenic roadways in the vicinity of the rail 
corridor. Scenic vistas available to travelers on Highway 1 in this area include agricultural fields, 
natural vegetation in open space areas, and coastal bluffs. Most of the rail corridor is not visible 
from the perspective of travelers on Highway 1 because it is raised above or sunk below the 
roadway’s grade, and intervening trees, shrubs, and herbaceous plants obstruct direct views. 

Light and Glare 
Existing lighting near the corridor is minimal, limited to residences and businesses in and near 
Davenport. The headlights of motor vehicles traveling on Highway 1 produce light and glare. The rail 
corridor itself does not currently contribute to night lighting or daytime glare in the Project vicinity.  

3.1.2 Regulatory Setting 
This section describes the state and local plans, policies, and laws relevant to aesthetics resources 
for the Project.  
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State 

California Coastal Act 
The California Coastal Act, enacted in 1976, establishes procedures for the review of proposed 
developments in the coastal zone and policies for the protection of coastal resources and public 
access to the coastline. The following Coastal Act regulations in the Public Resources Code pertain to 
aesthetics.  

SECTION 30251 
The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a resource of 
public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and 
along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be 
visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and 
enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. New development in highly scenic areas, such as 
those designated in the California Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the 
Department of Parks and Recreation and by local government, shall be subordinate to the character 
of its setting. 

SECTION 30253 
New development shall do all of the following: 

(a) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard

(b) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to
erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area or in any way require
the construction of protective devices that would substantially alter natural landforms along
bluffs and cliffs

(c) Be consistent with requirements imposed by an air pollution control district or the state Air
Resources Board as to each particular development

(d) Minimize energy consumption and vehicle miles traveled

(e) Where appropriate, protect special communities and neighborhoods that, because of their
unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for recreational uses

Local 

Section 2.7, Required Permits and Approvals, notes that because the Project is being implemented 
by the federal government, local land use authority is preempted such that local policies and 
regulations do not directly apply to the Project. Thus, the local requirements described below do 
not apply to the Project, but are being considered in this EIR because potential inconsistencies with 
these requirements may indicate an underlying physical effect. However, the focus of this analysis 
will be on underlying environmental effects, rather than strict compliance with County regulations. 

Santa Cruz County General Plan 
The Conservation and Open Space Element of the Santa Cruz County General Plan includes 
objectives and policies to protect visual resources (Santa Cruz 1994). As noted previously, because 
the Project is being implemented by the federal government, local land use authority is preempted 
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such that local policies and regulations do not apply directly to the Project (Previsch 2017). 
Nevertheless, key policies pertaining to visual resources are listed below for informational purposes: 

 Policy 5.10.2, Development within Visual Resource Areas. Recognize that visual resources of
Santa Cruz County possess diverse characteristics and that the resources worthy of protection
may include, but are not limited to, ocean views, agricultural fields, wooded forests, open
meadows, and mountain hillside views. Require projects to be evaluated against the context of
their unique environment and regulate structure height, setbacks and design to protect these
resources consistent with the objectives and policies of this section.

 Policy 5.10.3, Protection of Public Vistas. Protect significant public vistas as described in policy
5.10.2 from all publicly used roads and vista points by minimizing disruption of landform and
aesthetic character caused by grading operations, timber harvests, utility wires and poles, signs,
inappropriate landscaping and structure design. Provide necessary landscaping to screen
development which is unavoidably sited within these vistas.

 Policy 5.10.4, Preserving Natural Buffers. Preserve the vegetation and landform of natural
wooded hillsides which serve as a backdrop for new development. Also comply with policy 8.6.6
regarding protection of ridgetops and natural landforms.

 Policy 5.10.5, Preserving Agricultural Vistas. Continue to preserve the aesthetic value of
agricultural vistas. Encourage development to be consistent with the agricultural character of
the community. Structures appurtenant to agricultural uses on agriculturally designated parcels
shall be considered to be compatible with the agricultural character of surrounding areas.

 Policy 5.10.6, Preserving Ocean Vistas. Where public ocean vistas exist, require that these
vistas be retained to the maximum extent possible as a condition of approval for any new
development.

 Policy 5.10.7, Open Beaches and Blufftops. Prohibit the placement of new permanent
structures which would be visible from a public beach, except when allowed on existing parcels
of record, or for shoreline protection and for public beach access. Use the following criteria for
allowed structures:

(a) Allow infill structures (typically residences on existing lots of record) where compatible with
the pattern of existing development.

(b) Require shoreline protection and access structures to use natural materials and finishes to
blend with the character of the area and integrate with the landform.

In addition, Policy 5.10.10 designates scenic roads and highways in the County, and requires that 
public vistas from these roads be afforded the highest level of protection. Refer to Section 4.1.1(b) 
(Scenic Highways) for a list of designated scenic roads and highways in the County. Policy 5.10.16 
additionally designates the Bonny Doon sandstone formations as Coastal Special Scenic Areas.  

Santa Cruz County Municipal Code 
Chapter 13.20.130 (Design criteria for Coastal Zone developments) of the Santa Cruz County 
Municipal Code outlines design criteria for projects sited anywhere in the Coastal Zone. Criteria 
relevant to the Project include: 

1. Visual Compatibility. All new development shall be sited, designed, and landscaped to be
visually compatible and integrated with the character of surrounding neighborhoods or areas.
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2. Minimum Site Disturbance. Grading, earth moving, and removal of major vegetation shall be
minimized. Developers shall be encouraged to maintain all mature trees over 6 inches in
diameter except where circumstances require their removal, such as obstruction of the building
site, dead or diseased trees, or nuisance species. Special landscape features (rock outcroppings,
prominent natural landforms, tree groupings) shall be retained.

3. Ridgeline Development. Structures located near ridges shall be sited and designed not to
project above the ridgeline or tree canopy at the ridgeline. Land divisions that would create
parcels whose only building site would be exposed on a ridgetop shall not be permitted.

4. Landscaping. When a landscaping plan is required, new or replacement vegetation shall be
compatible with surrounding vegetation and shall be suitable to the climate, soil, and ecological
characteristics of the area. The County’s adopted landscape criteria shall be used as a guide.

5. Fences, walls, and hedges. Fences, walls and hedges shall be sited and designed so that they do
not block significant public views and so that they do not significantly adversely impact
significant public views and scenic character.

Section 13.20.130(C) further defines design criteria for projects located in designated rural scenic 
resource areas, including: 

1. Location of Development. Development shall be located, if possible, on parts of the site not
visible or least visible from the public view. Development shall not block views of the shoreline
from scenic road turnouts, rest stops or vista points.

2. Site Planning. Development shall be sited and designed to fit the physical setting carefully so
that its presence is subordinate to the natural character of the site, maintaining the natural
features (streams, major drainage, mature trees, and dominant vegetative communities).
Screening and landscaping suitable to the site shall be used to soften the visual impact of
development in the viewshed.

3. Signs. Signs shall minimize disruption of the scenic qualities of the viewshed.
a. Materials, scale, location and orientation of signs shall harmonize with surrounding

elements.
b. Directly lighted, brightly colored, rotating, reflective, blinking, flashing or moving signs are

prohibited.
c. Illumination of signs shall be permitted only for state and County directional and

informational signs, except in designated commercial and visitor serving zone districts.
d. In the Highway 1 viewshed, except within the Davenport commercial area, only Caltrans

standard signs and public parks, or parking lot identification signs, shall be permitted to be
visible from the highway. These signs shall be of natural unobtrusive materials and colors.

Section 13.20.130(D) defines design criteria for projects located on blufftops and visible from 
beaches, including: 

1. Blufftop Development. Blufftop development and landscaping (e.g., decks, patios, structures,
trees, shrubs) in rural areas shall be set back from the bluff edge a sufficient distance to be out
of sight from the shoreline, or if infeasible, not visually intrusive. In urban areas of the viewshed,
site development shall conform to subsections (C)(2) and (3) of this section.

2. Beaches. The scenic integrity of open beaches shall be maintained:
a. No new permanent structures on open beaches shall be allowed, except where permitted

pursuant to Chapter 16.10 (Geologic Hazards) or 16.20 SCCC (Grading Regulations).
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b. The design of permitted structures shall minimize visual intrusion, and shall incorporate
materials and finishes which harmonize with the character of the area. Natural materials are
preferred.

3.1.3 Methodology and Significance Thresholds 

Methodology 
The assessment of impacts to scenic vistas, scenic resources, and visual character involves 
qualitative analysis that is inherently subjective in nature. Different viewers react to viewsheds and 
aesthetic conditions differently. Visual or aesthetic resources generally are defined as both the 
natural and built features of the landscape that contribute to the public’s experience and 
appreciation of the environment. Depending on the extent to which a project’s presence would 
alter the perceived visual character and quality of the environment, a visual or aesthetic impact may 
occur.  

This analysis compares existing visual conditions in the vicinity of the Project area to those 
anticipated after implementation of the proposed trail. The Project area was observed and 
photographed along with its surrounding context. The County of Santa Cruz General Plan was 
reviewed for policy instruction relative to visual resources and design policy, though these policies 
were considered for informational purposes only, and not in the determination of significance. 

To demonstrate the visual change caused by the Proposed Project and Alternative 1, visual 
simulations have been created at two viewpoints on the Project corridor: Bonny Doon Beach and 
Highway 1 at Scaroni Road. Figure 3.1-6 shows the locations of these two viewpoints. The visual 
simulations are based on a computer-generated 3D model of the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 
at each selected location. The process for generating these images began with photographs taken 
from the selected viewing locations. Geographic metadata for each photograph was recorded in 
order to recreate the same perspective in the 3D model. Using drawings and assumptions for each 
alternative alignment based on the MBSST Network Master Plan, a digital terrain model and a 3D 
wireframe of the Project was generated in 3D modeling software. The original photos and 
wireframe model were then combined in Adobe Photoshop, whereby the photographs were 
adjusted to fit the 3D model exactly. The Project features were then rendered in Photoshop using 
images and textures that represent the finished project. 

Supported by these photo simulations, the visual impact analysis considers mitigating design 
guidelines in the MBSST Network Master Plan that would be incorporated into the trail alignments. 
Such design features include open visibility trail fencing; landscaping; a uniform sign design and logo 
theme; the use of dark sky-compliant lighting at restrooms; and daily maintenance. If substantial 
impacts are still anticipated after compliance with required design guidelines, mitigation is 
identified.  

For the Proposed Project’s design option near Shark Fin Cove, called Shark Fin Cove Options A and B 
(Appendix A.PP, Sheets 1 and 2), the impacts would be the same and thus no distinction between 
the design options is made in the text. Alternative 1 does not include this design option. 

Significance Thresholds 
The introduction in Section 3.0 states that the significance thresholds used in this analysis are based 
on Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, which provides a sample Initial Study checklist that 
includes a number of factual inquiries related to the subject of aesthetics and the other  
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Figure 3.1-6 Photo Simulation Locations 
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environmental topics. Thus, the letters and thresholds presented below correspond with the 
questions in the Appendix G Initial Study checklist.  

For purposes of this EIR, a significant impact would occur if implementation of the Proposed Project 
or Alternative 1 would result in any of the following conditions. 

A. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista
B. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings

and historic buildings within a state scenic highway
C. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site or its surroundings
D. Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime

views in the area

In applying these criteria, the RTC is concerned only with visual impacts from public views and not 
from private views, which is common industry practice. The RTC has discretion to make this 
distinction, and does so because requiring mitigation for impacts to purely private views would give 
private landowners a kind of power over land uses on adjacent or nearby properties that they do 
not enjoy under California law (refer to Mira Mar Mobile Community v. City of Oceanside [2004] 119 
Cal.App.4th 492-493, quoting Wolford v. Thomas [1987 190 Cal.App.3d 347, 358, for the proposition 
that “California landowners do not have a right of access to air, light and view over adjoining 
property”). 

3.1.4 Project Impact Analysis 

Threshold A: Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista 

Impact AES-1 THE PROJECT WOULD HAVE A TEMPORARY ADVERSE EFFECT ON SCENIC VIEWS DURING 
CONSTRUCTION AND WOULD ALTER FOREGROUND VIEWS OF COASTAL RESOURCES AS A RESULT OF PARKING 
LOT IMPROVEMENTS. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
The Proposed Project would be constructed in an area with highly scenic coastal views. Highway 1, 
which is eligible for state designation as a scenic highway, provides scenic views of agricultural 
fields, natural open space, coastal bluffs, and beaches near and across the rail corridor. The existing 
coastal bluff trails accessible from Highway 1 provide similar views in the area. 

Construction Phase 
During the anticipated 12-month construction period, the Proposed Project would temporarily 
degrade scenic views from Highway 1 and existing coastal bluff trails. Construction equipment and 
materials stored at staging areas within the rail corridor or on adjacent state Park lands could be 
visible as foreground features from these public viewpoints. Construction activity at the Davenport, 
Bonny Doon Beach, and Panther/Yellowbank Beach parking lots on the shoulder of Highway 1 would 
be particularly visible to motorists and bicyclists along the highway. In Davenport, for instance, 
proposed paving of the existing unpaved parking lot on the coastal side of Highway 1 and 
installation of a restroom facility and crossing improvements at the Highway 1/Ocean Street 
intersection, would be directly visible from Highway 1 and commercial properties on the highway’s 
inland side. Grading and earth-moving activities for construction of the trail also would be visible 
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from public viewpoints where the corridor is visible from Highway 1 and where it intersects existing 
coastal bluff trails. More importantly, trail construction may require the temporary closure of 
intersecting recreational trails that provide public access to scenic coastal resources, such as Four 
Mile Beach, Davenport Beach, and Bonny Doon Beach. This would result in a temporary loss of the 
most convenient routes providing public access from parking locations on Highway 1 to scenic vistas 
until existing trails could be reopened. Nevertheless, because of the short-term nature of 
construction, this initial phase of the Proposed Project would have a less than significant impact on 
scenic vistas. No mitigation is required. 

Operational Phase 
After construction, the trail would substantially improve access to scenic vistas near the Proposed 
Project. Currently, public scenic views near the corridor are available to motorists on Highway 1 and 
from existing coastal bluff trails between the highway and the coast. The Proposed Project would 
add a 7.5-mile trail segment that offers many proximate views of scenic coastal resources such as 
Davenport Beach, Shark Fin Cove, Bonny Doon Beach, Panther/Yellowbank Beach, and Four Mile 
Beach. Because the 7.5-mile rail corridor parallels the coastline at a closer distance than Highway 1, 
it would provide more extended and high-quality scenic views for pedestrians and bicyclists than 
existing views from Highway 1. Portions of the Proposed Project alignment are situated, however, 
below grade and would not provide expansive scenic views. 

The proposed trail and associated fencing would not substantially obstruct coastal and agricultural 
views across the rail corridor, as viewed from Highway 1. First, intervening topography and 
vegetation already block most of the rail corridor from the view of motorists on Highway 1. The 
corridor is largely above or below the roadway’s grade and obstructed from view by trees, shrubs, 
and herbaceous vegetation. The segment of Highway 1 by Bonny Doon Beach, as shown in 
Photograph 4 on Figure 3.1-3, is representative of areas where the Proposed Project corridor is 
raised on an embankment that blocks coastal views from the perspective of motorists. Another 
segment of Highway 1, near Scaroni Road, is representative of areas where existing vegetation 
completely blocks coastal views. As shown in the photo simulation of the Proposed Project in Figure 
3.1-7, the proposed trail (especially fencing) would be visible to motorists, but would not affect 
coastal views that are already obstructed by dense trees and shrubs between the rail corridor and 
agricultural lands. 

Proposed fencing on the coastal and inland sides of the trail also would be placed and designed to 
minimize obstruction of scenic views. Fencing on the coastal side would be installed primarily 
adjacent to agricultural areas, and the parts of the corridor that provide scenic views of the 
coastline are primarily adjacent to natural open space and coastal bluffs (e.g., Davenport Beach, 
Shark Fin Cove, Bonny Doon Beach). Figure 3.1-8 shows a photo simulation of the Proposed Project 
at Bonny Doon Beach, where no fencing would be constructed on the coastal side to preserve scenic 
views of the beach. Fencing on the coastal side also may not be placed in locations where 
agricultural fields are no longer active and unobstructed views of the coast are possible. 
Furthermore, consistent with the MBSST Network Master Plan, both coastal and inland fencing 
would be designed to allow open visibility of the surrounding landscape. The fencing would consist 
of concrete posts up to 4 feet, 6 inches in height, with wood grain texturing and several strands of 
horizontal wire spaced at 5-to-17-inch intervals. This open fence design would maintain access to 
scenic vistas through the corridor.  
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Figure 3.1-7 Proposed Project Photo Simulations: Highway 1 at Scaroni Road 

Existing westward view of the rail corridor from the shoulder of Highway 1 to the 
southeast of Scaroni Road 

Visual simulation of the Proposed Project from the shoulder of Highway 1 to the 
southeast of Scaroni Road, with proposed fencing visible from the roadway 

Note: Visual simulations are shown for informational purposes and do not represent final trail design. 
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Figure 3.1-8 Proposed Project Photo Simulations: Bonny Doon Beach 

Existing westward view of the rail corridor at Bonny Doon Beach, near crossing with 
existing informal trail between parking lot and the beach 

Visual simulation of the Proposed Project at Bonny Doon Beach 

Note: Visual simulations are shown for informational purposes and do not represent final trail 
design.  
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The Proposed Project would improve and formalize most existing informal trails that cross the rail 
corridor and provide scenic vistas of coastal resources. However, the Proposed Project does not 
include formalizing or paving any existing coastal bluff trails that extend from the rail corridor to the 
bluffs and beaches. Of the 2524 existing trail crossings, the Proposed Project would retain 15 and 
close tennine, as shown in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0, Project Description. Thirteen of the trail 
crossings to be retained are already designated and permitted by the California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC). These crossings would be improved with standard treatments such as grading, 
pavement, concrete crossing panels, and signage. Two other crossings to be retained are currently 
informal crossings, located near the Bonny Doon Beach and Panther/Yellowbank Beach parking lots, 
and these would be formalized as pedestrian-only crossings. In addition, two new formal crossings 
would be constructed at the Davenport Beach and Wilder Ranch parking lots. Despite the closure of 
tennine informal pedestrian trail crossings, most existing trail crossings would be retained and 
improved. 

Proposed parking lot improvements would alter foreground views from Highway 1. At the 
Davenport Beach parking lot, a new restroom facility on a 12-foot by 18-foot pad would slightly 
obstruct westward views from Highway 1 near Ocean Street. Motorists on Highway 1 currently have 
westward views of the Pacific Ocean across this parking lot. However, the small proposed restroom 
building would be located at the northern edge of the parking lot, where it would not substantially 
obstruct scenic ocean views. Similarly, a new restroom facility at the Panther/Yellowbank Beach 
parking lot would minimally obstruct existing ocean views from Highway 1. Proposed surface 
improvements at the Bonny Doon Parking lot (e.g., bike racks, trash/recycling containers) would not 
affect existing scenic views from Highway 1 of rock outcroppings at the southern end of the lot. 
Therefore, parking lot improvements associated with the Proposed Project would not adversely 
affect scenic vistas. 

In summary, the Proposed Project would not introduce structures or other features that would 
block scenic public views, would retain existing informal trails that provide scenic coastal views, and 
improve pedestrian and bicyclist access to scenic vistas without substantially obstructing scenic 
views available to motorists on Highway 1. Therefore, the Proposed Project would have a less than 
significant long-term impact on scenic vistas. No mitigation is required. 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 

Construction Phase 
Similar to the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 would involve construction activity for a 12-month-
period, causing temporary degradation of scenic views by visible construction equipment, grading 
and earth movement, and paving of parking lots near Highway 1. This alternative would have a 
smaller disturbance area and would require less earthwork than would the Proposed Project; 
however, the removal of railroad tracks, ties, and other materials would require substantially more 
export of construction materials via truck trips on Highway 1. While the Proposed Project would 
involve export of an estimated 2,000 cubic yards of material, Alternative 1 would involve export of 
an estimated 13,000 cubic yards. As described above for the Proposed Project and summarized 
here, construction of Alternative 1 would temporarily close informal trails that cross the corridor 
and provide scenic coastal views.  

As with the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 construction-period impact on scenic vistas would be 
less than significant because of its temporary nature. No mitigation is required. 
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Operational Phase 
Similar to the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 would improve public access to scenic vistas by adding 
a 7.5-mile trail segment with views of coastal resources, agricultural fields, and natural open space 
areas. Figure 3.1-9 and Figure 3.1-10 show photo simulations of Alternative 1 along Highway 1 near 
Scaroni Road and at Bonny Doon Beach, respectively. The trail and associated fencing for Alternative 
1 would have a similar visual effect as would the Proposed Project from the perspective of motorists 
on Highway 1 and pedestrians on informal trails to the coast. However, because the railroad tracks 
would be removed, fencing would not be required to separate the trail from rail use. This reduction 
in fencing would result in incrementally less obstruction of scenic views from Highway 1 and 
informal trails in the area than would the Proposed Project. For example, it is not expected that 
Alternative 1 would require either inland or coastal fencing near an existing informal trail crossing at 
Shark Fin Cove, which would preserve existing scenic views of the coast as shown in Figure 3.1-3. As 
for the Proposed Project, fencing would only be located in agricultural areas and would have an 
open design to minimize view obstruction. This alternative also would preserve existing informal 
trails that provide scenic vistas and would not include parking lot improvements that could 
substantially obstruct scenic vistas from Highway 1. Therefore, Alternative 1 would have an 
incrementally less adverse effect on scenic vistas as would the Proposed Project. The impact on 
scenic vistas would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.  

Threshold B: Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings and historic buildings within a state scenic highway 

Impact AES-2 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT HAVE A SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE EFFECT ON SCENIC 
RESOURCES. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
The Proposed Project would not be constructed in a state scenic highway or damage resources 
including, but not limited to, mature trees, rock outcroppings, agricultural lands or historic buildings 
in a state scenic highway. As described below and for Impact AES-1, the Proposed Project would not 
have a substantial adverse effect on scenic resources visible from Highway 1 or other public 
viewpoints.  

The Proposed Project would be constructed in a rail corridor with scenic mature trees and other 
vegetation, and scenic rock outcroppings. Scattered Monterey cypress trees and other vegetation 
along the corridor serve as scenic resources. The trail would generally be 20 feet wide, with a 12-
foot-wide paved path, a 6-foot-wide unpaved shoulder on the coastal side, and a 2-foot-wide 
unpaved shoulder on the inland side. In areas with limited space, the paved portion of the path 
would be narrowed to 8-feet-wide. The existing railroad tracks would remain in place adjacent to 
the inland side of the trail.  

Because trees, shrubs, and herbaceous plants grow close to the rail line in parts of the corridor, 
some vegetation removal would be required before trail construction. Dominant vegetation 
communities in and adjacent to the corridor include willow thickets, coastal scrub, disturbed 
agricultural fields, and cattail wetlands (USDOT 2017). Scattered Monterey cypress trees and 
eucalyptus groves are also prominent features in the Proposed Project corridor. It is anticipated that 
trail construction would require some tree removal. However, the Proposed Project would be 
constructed in an already disturbed rail corridor, rather than in natural open space, which would 
minimize the loss of vegetation and natural open space. As discussed under Impact AES-1, most of  
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Figure 3.1-9 Alternative 1 Photo Simulations: Highway 1 at Scaroni Road 

Existing westward view of the rail corridor from Highway 1 to the east of Scaroni 
Road 

Visual simulation of Alternative 1 from the shoulder of Highway 1 to the east of 
Scaroni Road, with proposed fencing visible from the roadway

Note: Visual simulations are shown for informational purposes and do not represent final trail design. 
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Figure 3.1-10 Alternative 1 Photo Simulations: Bonny Doon Beach 

Existing westward view of the rail corridor at Bonny Doon Beach, near crossing with 
existing informal trail between parking lot and the beach 

Visual simulation of Alternative 1 at Bonny Doon Beach 

Note: Visual simulations are shown for informational purposes and do not represent final trail 
design.  
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the rail corridor is blocked from the perspective of Highway 1 by intervening topography and 
vegetation located on the inland side of the rail line. Therefore, the removal of vegetation during 
construction would not have a substantial adverse effect on views of scenic resources from Highway 
1, as the tree removal would not be visible.  

The proposed trail also would improve public access to and views of scenic rock outcroppings. These 
outcroppings reveal the underlying geologic strata in places where the corridor is flanked by steep 
embankments. For example, the rock outcropping at Bonny Doon Beach is currently visible from the 
parking lot on Highway 1 and the coastal bluff trail leading from the parking lot. A new trail along 
the rail line would provide additional public views of this scenic feature. As discussed in Section 3.5, 
Cultural Resources, no historic buildings occur in or near the Project alignment.  

The Proposed Project would require the loss of approximately 1.4 acres of existing cropland 
adjacent to the coastal side of the rail line. This acreage consists of several strips of agricultural land 
parallel to Highway 1 between Scaroni Road and Coast Road, shown in Figure 3.2-4a and Figure 3.2-
4b in Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources. Agricultural land is a scenic resource in Santa Cruz County 
and contributes to scenic views available from the segment of Highway 1 near the Project corridor, 
especially to the south of Panther/Yellowbank Beach. However, the removal of narrow strips of 
agricultural land on the coastal side of the proposed trail would not substantially alter existing 
public views. The vast majority of cultivated fields adjacent to the Project corridor visible from 
Highway 1 would remain intact. Motorists and bicyclists on Highway 1 would retain scenic views of 
these agricultural resources.  

Therefore, the Proposed Project would have a less than significant impact on scenic resources. 
Refer to Impact AES-1 for a more detailed analysis of the Proposed Project’s impact on scenic vistas 
available from Highway 1, which would also be less than significant. 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
Like the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 would not be constructed in a state scenic highway nor 
would it damage resources including, but not limited to, mature trees, rock outcroppings, 
agricultural lands or historic buildings in a state scenic highway; and would not have a substantial 
adverse effect on scenic resources that are visible from Highway 1 or other public viewpoints. The 
impact of Alternative 1 would be similar to that described above for the Proposed Project. 

Alternative 1 would involve removal of the existing rail line and placement of a new trail on that 
alignment. Although the rail line is not currently maintained and vegetation encroaches on it in 
places, the alignment of Alternative 1 would entail less vegetation removal than the Proposed 
Project. It is expected that fewer mature, scenic trees would be removed under Alternative 1 to 
clear room for the trail. Similar to the Proposed Project, the removal of scenic vegetation would not 
be substantially visible from Highway 1, the nearest scenic roadway. As discussed in Section 3.2, 
Agricultural Resources, Alternative 1 would not convert active agricultural land. As with the 
Proposed Project, this alternative also would improve public access to and views of rock 
outcroppings on the corridor.  

Therefore, Alternative 1 would further reduce the Proposed Project’s already less than significant 
impact on scenic resources. 
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Threshold C: Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site or its 
surroundings 

Impact AES-3 THE PROPOSED ARMORING OF THE COASTAL BLUFFS AT DAVENPORT BEACH COULD 
DEGRADE THE VISUAL CHARACTER AND QUALITY OF THE AREA. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT 
WITH MITIGATION; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
The Proposed Project would be constructed in an area with a high degree of visual quality because 
of the corridor’s proximity to scenic coastal resources, agricultural fields, and forested slopes and 
ridgelines. The following analysis discusses the Proposed Project’s effects on visual character and 
quality during the construction and operational phases. 

Construction Phase 
During the anticipated 12-month construction period for the Proposed Project, activities associated 
with vegetation removal, grading, slope reinforcement, paving, and installation of trail amenities 
would affect visual character in the corridor. As discussed under Impact AES-1, construction 
equipment and materials stored at staging areas along the corridor could be visible as foreground 
features to motorists on Highway 1 and pedestrians and bicyclists on several existing unpaved trails 
that cross the corridor. Grading and earth-moving activities for construction of the trail also would 
be visible from these public viewpoints. Across the 7.5-mile corridor, grading activity would disturb 
an estimated 37.6 acres, with approximately 32,000 cubic yards of soil to be excavated and 23,000 
cubic yards of soil to be imported as fill material for embankments.  

Construction activity at the Davenport, Bonny Doon Beach, and Panther/Yellowbank Beach parking 
lots on the coastal side of Highway 1 would be particularly visible to motorists and other viewer 
groups along the highway. Paving activity in the Davenport Beach parking lot, construction of a 
restroom facility, and crossing improvements at the Highway 1/Ocean Street intersection would be 
directly visible from Highway 1 and from commercial and other uses in Davenport on the highway’s 
inland side.  

These temporary construction activities, where visible from public viewpoints, would degrade the 
scenic character of the Project corridor. Because of the temporary and short duration of 
construction, the impact on the visual character and quality of the rail corridor and surrounding area 
would be less than significant. No mitigation is required. 

Operational Phase 
Once constructed and in use, the proposed parking lot improvements, trail, and slope stabilization 
would alter the visual character of the Proposed Project area over the long term. The most visible 
changes from public viewpoints would be the proposed parking lot improvements at the Davenport 
Beach lot and Panther/Yellowbank Beach lot.  

The existing unpaved parking areas at Davenport Beach (Figure 3.1-2, Photograph 1) and 
Panther/Yellowbank Beach would be paved and include new trash/recycling containers, bike racks, 
benches, access path to the proposed trail, and restroom facility in a prefabricated structure on a 
12-foot by 18-foot pad. The asphalt pavement and restroom building in particular would change the
visual character from an unpaved, informal/rustic parking area to a more formal lot with less rural
character. These visual changes would be visible to users of the parking lot, motorists on the
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adjacent Highway 1, and residents, workers and visitors in Davenport. However, as discussed under 
Impact AES-1, parking lot improvements would not substantially affect existing scenic views of 
coastal resources from Highway 1 at either location because new restroom facilities would 
minimally obstruct existing ocean views. 

Installation of a new 7.5-mile trail on the coastal side of the rail line would have a minor effect on 
the visual character of the rail corridor and adjacent lands. The trail would generally be 20 feet wide, 
with a 12-foot-wide paved path, a 6-foot-wide unpaved shoulder on the coastal side, and a 2-foot-
wide unpaved shoulder on the inland side. In areas with limited space, the paved path would be 
narrowed to 8-feet-wide. The existing railroad tracks would remain in place adjacent to the inland 
side of the trail.  

As described under Impact AES-2, some vegetation removal would be required before trail 
construction. However, the Proposed Project would be constructed in an already disturbed rail 
corridor rather than in natural open space, which would minimize the loss of vegetation and natural 
open space. The loss of vegetation in the corridor and addition of a paved trail also would not 
substantially alter the corridor’s appearance from the primary public viewpoint in the area, Highway 
1, because of intervening topography and vegetation, as discussed under Impact AES-1. In addition, 
as described in Section 2.0, Project Description, areas disturbed by construction activities would be 
revegetated with native species in accordance with recommendations made by a qualified biologist.  

As discussed under Impact AES-1, fencing associated with the proposed trail would not substantially 
alter coastal and agricultural views across the Project corridor because of intervening topography 
and vegetation on the inland side of the existing rail line. In addition, consistent with the MBSST 
Network Master Plan, fencing on the coastal and inland sides of the trail would be designed to allow 
open visibility of the surrounding landscape. As simulated in Figure 3.1-8 at Bonny Doon Beach, this 
open fence design would maintain access to scenic vistas through the corridor, and the wood-grain 
etching on concrete posts would be compatible with surrounding natural and agricultural resources. 
Therefore, the proposed fencing would not substantially degrade visual quality.  

Cut-and-fill and slope stabilization required for trail construction also would affect the corridor’s 
visual character. The existing railway bench would need to be widened through cutting or filling 
where the bench is not wide enough to support the trail. In these locations, retaining walls or fill 
would be used, depending on the steepness of the existing slopes and any sensitive resources in the 
area. As described in Section 2.0, Project Description, walls would be designed to blend into the 
environment to the greatest extent feasible; and where walls or embankments are able to be 
vegetated, native vegetation would be planted. In some areas where the corridor extends through a 
cut (i.e., high slopes on either side), the trail would follow the higher grade on the coastal side when 
possible to minimize cutting into the slope and to provide coastal views, where there is adequate 
room. These design features for the rail bed and adjacent slopes would minimize visual changes 
from re-contouring of the existing grade.  

At the eroding bluff near Davenport, slope stabilization would be visible from the coastal bluff trail 
that crosses the corridor from Highway 1 to Davenport Beach and from the beach itself. This 
stabilization would involve either a retaining wall or added fill on the embankment. Because of an 
intervening embankment, these potential structures would not be substantially visible from the 
perspective of motorists on Highway 1. However, the coastal armoring would introduce an artificial 
structure that alters the natural appearance of the bluffs facing Davenport Beach, which would be 
visible to beachgoers. Therefore, cut-and-fill and slope stabilization could have a substantial adverse 
effect on visual character or quality. 
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The Proposed Project would also involve installation of trail amenities in the form of benches, bike 
racks, trash/recycling containers, and informational and interpretive signs. As described in Section 
2.0, Project Description, most of these trail amenities would be located in the three parking lots. 
Amenities along the trail would typically include a bench, bike rack, and trash/recycling containers. 
New signs would be installed both in the parking lots adjacent to Highway 1 and would not be large 
enough to obstruct existing scenic views of coastal resources or to substantially alter the existing 
visual character. Although trail users could deface signage, temporarily degrading visual quality in 
the area, routine maintenance would include graffiti removal and repair and replacement of 
signage. Therefore, new signage would not have a long-term adverse effect on visual character or 
quality. 

The Proposed Project would facilitate an increase in the level of public use of scenic coastal 
resources, as people access the 7.5-mile trail and connect to the coastal bluff paths. As described in 
Section 2.0, Project Description, and discussed in Section 3.14, Transportation/Circulation, it is 
estimated that 951 people would use the trail on a given summer weekend day. Trail users such as 
bicyclists and pedestrians would be visible from public viewpoints on Highway 1 and the intersecting 
coastal bluff paths. However, the expected increase in visitors to the Project corridor would not 
exceed the existing level of use of nearby coastal trails in Wilder Ranch State Park, including Coast 
Dairies (refer to Table 5 in Appendix K, Transportation Impact Analysis [Kimley-Horn 2018]). 
Therefore, the addition of people would not adversely affect visual character or quality. 

Consistent with the findings of the MBSST Network Master Plan EIR for this trail segment, the 
Proposed Project, including the new trail and relatively minor structural improvements, would in 
large part be visually compatible with the coastal bluff and agricultural character of the vicinity. 
However, armoring of the coastal bluff at Davenport Beach would alter its natural appearance. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project features could substantially degrade existing character or quality 
and would have a potentially significant long-term impact.  This impact of the Proposed Project 
would be less than significant with mitigation. Implementation of Mitigation Measure AES-3, 
described below, would reduce the adverse visual effect on coastal bluffs. 

Mitigation Measure AES-3: Minimize Artificial Appearance of Coastal 
Armoring 
At the eroding coastal bluff near Davenport, armoring to stabilize the base of the slope shall be 
designed to minimize its artificial appearance. The color and texture of armoring materials shall be 
visually compatible with the appearance of the surrounding coastal bluff. These design features 
shall be included in the final plan set prior to the initiation of construction.  

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 

Construction Phase 
Similar to the Proposed Project, construction of Alternative 1 would temporarily affect visual 
character because of vegetation removal, grading, slope reinforcement, paving, and structure 
installation. These temporary construction activities, where visible from public viewpoints, would 
degrade the scenic character of the Project area. Refer to the impact discussion above for the 
Proposed Project. 

Although Alternative 1 would have a smaller disturbance area and would require less earthwork 
than the Proposed Project, the removal of railroad tracks, ties, and other materials would require 
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substantially more export of construction materials via truck trips on Highway 1. While the Proposed 
Project would involve export of an estimated 2,000 cubic yards of material, Alternative 1 would 
involve export of an estimated 13,000 cubic yards. Because of the temporary and short duration of 
construction, the impact on the visual character and quality of the rail corridor and surrounding area 
would be less than significant. No mitigation is required. 

Operational Phase 
Alternative 1 would introduce the same trail amenities, parking lot improvements, and slope 
stabilization, and thus have a similar long-term visual effect as the Proposed Project. Refer to the 
impact discussion above for the Proposed Project.  

New pavement and restrooms at improved parking lots would be visible to users of the parking lot 
and to motorists on the adjacent Highway 1. However, as discussed under Impact AES-1, parking lot 
improvements would not substantially affect existing scenic views of coastal resources from 
Highway 1. As discussed under Impact AES-2, Alternative 1 would involve less vegetation removal 
and grading activity than would the Proposed Project because the new trail would occupy the 
existing rail bed. This alternative would also involve less fencing because none would be required to 
separate the trail from rail use.  

Figure 3.1-9 and Figure 3.1-10 show photo simulations of Alternative 1 at Highway 1 by Scaroni 
Road and at Bonny Doon Beach, the same two locations from which photo simulations of the 
Proposed Project were developed for Figure 3.1-7 and Figure 3.1-8, demonstrating the visual effects 
of the new trail and associated fencing. Because the railroad tracks would be removed, fencing 
would not be required to separate the trail from rail use. This reduction in fencing would result in 
incrementally less obstruction of coastal views from Highway 1 and informal trails in the area than 
would the Proposed Project. As shown in Figure 3.1-10, Alternative 1 would involve trail 
improvements on top of an embankment at Bonny Doon Beach that would not be substantially 
visible from Highway 1. These viewpoints represent typical public views across the rail corridor near 
scenic beaches and agricultural fields. Despite the trail’s visibility of from nearby segments of 
Highway 1, it would not substantially alter the appearance of the rail corridor.  

Similar to the Proposed Project, coastal armoring at the eroding bluffs near Davenport would 
introduce an artificial structure that alters the natural appearance of the bluffs, which would be 
visible to beachgoers. Therefore, cut-and-fill and slope stabilization would have a potentially 
significant impact on visual character or quality. 

This impact of Alternative 1 would be less than significant with mitigation. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure AES-3, as described above, would reduce the adverse visual effect on coastal 
bluffs. 
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Mitigation Measure AES-3: Minimize Artificial Appearance of Coastal 
Armoring 

Impact AES-4 PUBLIC USE OF THE PROPOSED TRAIL AND PARKING LOTS COULD RESULT IN LITTER AND 
GRAFFITI THAT HAVE AN ADVERSE EFFECT ON VISUAL QUALITY. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT 
WITH MITIGATION; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
As discussed in Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources, public use of the new trail could result in litter, 
particularly where there are insufficient numbers of trash/recycling receptacles exist along the trail. 
Unintentional littering could also occur if litter deposited by trail users in trash/recycling receptacles 
is carried by winds onto adjacent lands. As described in Section 2.0, Project Description, the 
Proposed Project would include trash/recycling containers at each of the Davenport Beach, 
Panther/Yellowbank Beach, and Bonny Doon parking lots and rest areas along the trail, which would 
be located approximately 0.5 mile to 1 mile apart. As noted in Section 3.16, Utilities and Service 
Systems, this equates to a total of 23 trash and recycling cans along the trail length, each of which 
would be emptied at least once per week. In accordance with MBSST Master Plan design 
requirements, the trash/recycling containers would include animal-proof lids that would also serve 
to limit the potential for litter to be carried by wind onto adjacent properties. A Trail Manager 
would be identified by the RTC for this segment of the trail who would be responsible for 
trash/recycling disposal, fence/barrier repair and replacement, and repair and replacement of 
signage.  

The presence of trash/recycling containers would limit littering to some extent. However, some 
litter – whether intentionally or unintentionally released – would enter adjacent areas. The 
presence of litter that is visible from public viewpoints on the new trail and other publicly accessible 
trails that cross the rail corridor could have an adverse effect on visual quality. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure AG-3(c), as detailed in Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources, would require that 
the Trail Manager ensure regular collection of solid waste from the trash/recycling receptacles. This 
measure also would require that the Trail Manager be responsible for the collection of litter along 
the trail within a reasonable time period. Implementation of this measure would minimize the 
adverse effect of litter on visual quality.  

As discussed under Impact AES-3, public use of the trail could also result in defacement of trail 
amenities like signage, including graffiti. During a site visit to the Project corridor on December 8, 
2017, graffiti and stickers were observed on an existing sign at the entrance to the coastal bluff trail 
to Shark Fin Cove. It is assumed that the increase in public use of the trail under the Proposed 
Project could lead to additional graffiti on existing and new signage. This activity could temporarily 
degrade visual quality in the area. However, routine trail maintenance would include graffiti 
removal and repair and replacement of signage, avoiding a long-term adverse effect on visual 
character or quality.  

Therefore, this impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant with mitigation. 
Mitigation Measure AG-3(c) in Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources, would reduce the impact by 
requiring regular litter removal along the trail.  
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Mitigation Measure AG-3(c): Regularly Remove Solid Waste and Litter during 
Operation 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
Similar to the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 would introduce public activity on a new trail that 
could result in littering and graffiti along the trail. Routine trail maintenance would include graffiti 
removal and trash/recycling collection. However, some litter would enter adjacent farmland and 
could have an adverse effect on visual quality. Refer to the impact discussion above for the 
Proposed Project. 

As with the Proposed Project, this impact of Alternative 1 would be less than significant with 
mitigation. Mitigation Measure AG-3(c) in Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources, would reduce the 
impact by requiring regular litter removal along the trail. 

Mitigation Measure AG-3(c): Regularly Remove Solid Waste and Litter during 
Operation 
Refer to Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources. 

Threshold D: Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area 

Impact AES-5 POTENTIAL NEW LIGHTING AT RESTROOMS AND THE DAVENPORT HIGHWAY CROSSING 
WOULD NOT SUBSTANTIALLY ADVERSELY AFFECT NIGHTTIME VIEWS (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN 
SIGNIFICANT; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
The Proposed Project would involve no lighting along the trail or at the adjacent parking lots, except 
possibly low-level lighting on the restroom facilities at the Davenport Beach and 
Panther/Yellowbank Beach parking lots. In addition, the pedestrian crossing of Highway 1 at Ocean 
Street, which currently has flashing yellow lights, may be upgraded to a High Intensity Activated 
Crosswalk (HAWK) beacon, a rapid flashing beacon, or a similar lighted fixture.  

These minor light sources along a 7.5-mile trail would have a minimal effect on existing lighting 
conditions in the rural vicinity and the Davenport area, which already includes numerous lighting 
sources associated with town uses in Davenport, rural residences, and agricultural out-buildings. 
Furthermore, the MBSST Network Master Plan would require the use of dark sky-compliant lighting 
for trail facilities like restrooms. This style of lighting minimizes the release of light upwards into the 
atmosphere or outward past the intended projected path in part through the use of full cut-off 
luminaires to illuminate the restrooms. Such lighting would reduce the potential for nighttime 
lighting to obscure views of the night sky or otherwise affect nighttime views in the trail vicinity.  

Additional public use of Highway 1 and its parking lots by trail visitors also could incrementally 
increase glare from car windows and headlights. However, closure of the parking lots providing 
access to the trail from 10:00 p.m. to 6:00 a.m. would reduce the incidence of glare from headlights. 
Although the windows and metal on construction equipment during construction could also 
increase glare, this effect would be minimal relative to existing glare from vehicles traveling on 
Highway 1 and using the parking lots to access beaches. Therefore, the Proposed Project would 
have a less than significant impact related to light and glare. No mitigation is required.  
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Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
The potential light and glare impacts of Alternative 1 would be the same as for the Proposed 
Project. Refer to the discussion above. Therefore, Alternative 1 would have a have a less than 
significant impact related to light and glare. No mitigation is required. 
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3.2 Agricultural Resources 
This section describes the environmental and regulatory setting for agricultural resources, the 
effects on agricultural resources that could result from the Project, and the mitigation measures 
identified to reduce potentially significant effects. Table 3.2-1 presents a summary of Project 
impacts on agricultural resources.  

Table 3.2-1 Summary of Project Impacts on Agricultural Resourcesa 

Impact 
Significance 
Before Mitigation Mitigation 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

AG-1. The Project would not convert a substantial 
amount of Important Farmland to non-agricultural 
use 

Less than 
Significant  

AG-1 (Optional for 
Proposed Project) 

Less than 
Significant  

AG-2. The Project would not conflict with existing 
zoning for agricultural use 

Less than 
Significant 
(Proposed Project) 
No Impact 
(Alternative 1) 

None Required Less than 
Significant 
(Proposed Project) 
No Impact 
(Alternative 1) 

AG-3. Trail users could adversely affect agricultural 
operations  

Potentially 
Significant 

AG-3(a), AG-3(b), 
AG-3(c), AG-3(d), 
AG-3(e) 

Less than 
Significant 

AG-4. The Project could temporarily disrupt utilities 
during construction and require the permanent 
relocation of some farm-related infrastructure. 

Potentially 
Significant 

AG-4(a), AG-4(b) Less than 
Significant 

AG-5. Agricultural operations could adversely affect 
trail users, which may result in conflicts with 
agricultural operations 

Potentially 
Significant 

AG-3(b), AG-3(e), 
AG-5, HAZ-1 
(recommended) 

Less than 
Significant 

a The impacts and mitigation apply to both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 unless otherwise noted. 

3.2.1 Existing Conditions 

Overview of Agriculture in Santa Cruz County 
Agriculture has historically played an important role in Santa Cruz County, and it continues to 
continue as a major economic sector. In 2016, Santa Cruz County’s gross agricultural production 
totaled $637.3 million (Santa Cruz County Agricultural Commissioner 2016). The top 10 revenue 
crops that were produced in the County in 2016 included strawberries, raspberries, nursery stock, 
blackberries, miscellaneous vegetables, cut flowers and cut greens, lettuce, brussels sprouts, apples, 
and livestock and animal products. The most common crop types (by acreage) in Santa Cruz County 
include strawberries, raspberries, apples, and lettuce.  

In 2013, agricultural activities directly and indirectly provided approximately 11,000 jobs in Santa 
Cruz County (Santa Cruz County Agricultural Commissioner 2013). Direct employment in agriculture 
amounts to 4.5 percent of all jobs in the County.  

The California Department of Conservation (DOC) identifies and designates important farmlands 
throughout the state as part of its Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP). The FMMP 
rating system classifies farmland according to the following criteria: 
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 Prime Farmland. Farmland with the best combination of physical and chemical features able to 
sustain long term agricultural production. This land has the soil quality, growing season, and 
moisture supply needed to produce sustained high yields. These are Class I and Class II soils 

 Farmland of Statewide Importance. Farmland similar to Prime Farmland but with minor 
shortcomings, such as greater slopes or less ability to store soil moisture. Land must have been 
used for irrigated agricultural production at some time during the four years prior to the 
mapping date 

 Unique Farmland. Farmland of lesser quality soils used for the production of the state’s leading 
agricultural crops. This land is usually irrigated, but may include non-irrigated orchards or 
vineyards as found in some climactic zones in California 

 Farmland of Local Importance. Land of importance to the local agricultural economy as 
determined by each county's board of supervisors and a local advisory committee 

 Grazing Land. Land on which the existing vegetation is suited to the grazing of livestock. This 
category was developed in cooperation with the California Cattlemen's Association, University 
of California Cooperative Extension, and other groups interested in the extent of grazing 
activities. The minimum mapping unit for Grazing Land is 40 acres 

 Urban and Built-Up Land. Land occupied by structures with a building density of at least 1 unit 
to 1.5 acres, or approximately 6 structures to a 10-acre parcel. This land is used for residential, 
industrial, commercial, construction, institutional, public administration, railroad and other 
transportation yards, cemeteries, airports, golf courses, sanitary landfills, sewage treatment, 
water control structures, and other developed purposes 

 Other Land. Land not included in any other mapping category. Common examples include low 
density rural developments; brush, timber, wetland, and riparian areas, not suitable for 
livestock grazing; confined livestock, poultry or aquaculture facilities; strip mines, borrow pits; 
and water bodies smaller than 40 acres. Vacant and nonagricultural land surrounded on all sides 
by urban development and greater than 40 acres is mapped as Other Land 

“Important Farmland” includes those areas designated as Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, or Unique Farmland under the FMMP. In total, Santa Cruz County has approximately 
13,688 acres of Prime Farmland, 2,404 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance, and 3,554 acres 
of Unique Farmland (DOC 2014). The majority of this Important Farmland is located in the southeast 
portion of the county, in the Pajaro River Valley surrounding Watsonville. 

Santa Cruz County has a large concentration of organic farms. There are more than 100 organic 
growers in Santa Cruz County with over 4,000 acres in organic crops. These crops represent 
approximately 18 percent (6,859 acres) of total agricultural land and have an estimated 
value of over $115.5 million (Santa Cruz County Agricultural Commissioner 2016). 

History of Agriculture in the North Coast Region 
The North Coast region of Santa Cruz County, defined as the area north of the City of Santa Cruz to 
the San Mateo County line and west of China Grade Road and Empire Grade Road, has a long history 
of agricultural production. The region’s coastal and upland terrains have been ideal for grazing herds 
of dairy cows since the 19th century, with two land owners, Coast Dairies & Land Company and the 
Wilder family, leasing land to operate dairy farms in the region since the mid-1800s.  

By the mid-1900s, the region remained under agricultural production with livestock grazing, apple 
orchards, and the cultivation of Brussels sprouts being the predominant agricultural uses (Ashbaugh 
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1973). By 1969, however, the Wilder Ranch closed due to economic pressure as property taxes 
exceeded farm income. Shortly thereafter, several development plans including residential 
subdivisions were proposed for the Wilder Ranch and Coast Dairies properties (California Coastal 
Commission 2012; California Department of Parks and Recreation 2017).  

In 1972, the City of Santa Cruz and County of Santa Cruz simultaneously submitted plans for the 
North Coast area, with conflicting visions. The City adopted a sub-area plan for Wilder Ranch 
outlining residential development, while the County adopted a Parks, Recreation and Open Space 
General Plan that identified the North Coast as a place for recreation (Ashbaugh 1973). Later that 
year, the passage of the California Coastal Act and the formation of the California Coastal 
Commission tipped the scales toward preservation of the coastlands, making development in the 
north coast area of Santa Cruz County more difficult. In 1974, following the passage of the California 
Coastal Act, the former Wilder Ranch was purchased by the state of California for preservation 
purposes, forming the new Wilder Ranch State Park.  

In 1988, the state received $776 million in general obligation bonds as a result of Proposition 70, 
which continued the state’s open space preservation efforts. The resulting Public Resource Code 
(PRC) 5907.K allocated $1,000,000 of these funds for acquisition of conservation easements in Santa 
Cruz County on commercially viable agricultural lands in the coastal terrace north of Santa Cruz.  

In 1998, the 7,000-acre Coast Dairies & Land Company property around Davenport was purchased 
by Save the Redwoods League and deeded to the Trust for Public Lands. In 2006, 407 acres of the 
property along the coast was donated to the state Parks Department, creating the Coast Dairies 
portion of Wilder Ranch State Park. Refer to Section 3.13, Recreation, for additional history and 
detail regarding the Coast Dairies property and Cotoni-Coast Dairies National Monument. 

Today, the North Coast area of Santa Cruz County remains in agricultural production. The majority 
of lands west of Highway 1, from Santa Cruz to Davenport – including those along the Project 
corridor, are publicly owned and operated by private farmers under conservation easements. There 
are also a limited number of privately-owned farmed properties. 

Project Corridor Agriculture 

Existing Farmland 
The 7.5-mile-long Project corridor extends along the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line corridor, from the 
Wilder Ranch State Park parking lot and existing trails on the south to the Davenport Beach parking 
lot on the north (Figure 2-1 and Figure 2-2 in Section 2.0, Project Description). The trail alignment 
runs adjacent to agricultural land for approximately 4.7 miles of the 7.5-mile length of the trail, or 
approximately 62.7 percent of the alignment. Crops produced along the alignment include 
pumpkins, berries, kiwis, artichokes, broccoli, cauliflower, peas, Brussels sprouts, celery, beets, 
leeks, citrus, radicchio, herbs and edible flowers (Swanton Berry Farm 2018; Jacobs Farm 2018; 
Rodoni Farms 2015). Farming occurs primarily on State Parks land under agricultural ground leases 
between the Department of Parks and Recreation and agricultural operators. Some farming also 
occurs within the RTC-owned rail corridor right-of-way (ROW) without agreement between the RTC 
and agricultural operators.  

Figure 3.2-1a and Figure 3.2-1b depict the FMMP classifications near the Project corridor, and Table 
3.2-2 lists the acreage of each FMMP designation in the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 
alignments. These demonstrate that land adjacent to the alignment is primarily made up of FMMP- 



Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission 
North Coast Rail Trail 

 
3.2-4 

designated Other Land, followed by Farmland of Statewide Importance, Prime Farmland, and 
Grazing Land.  

The Proposed Project alignment contains a total of 7.0 acres of Important Farmland (including Shark 
Fin Cove Option A) and 7.6 acres of Important Farmland (including Shark Fin Cove Option B), 
compared to 4.2 acres for Alternative 1.  

Table 3.2-2 FMMP Designations in the Project Corridor 

Designation 

Acres 

Proposed Project 

Alternative 1 
Shark Fin Cove  

Option A 
Shark Fin Cove  

Option B 

Prime Farmland 2.0 2.6 0.7 

Farmland of Statewide Importance 4.4 4.4 3.0 

Unique Farmland 0.6 0.6 0.6 

Farmland of Local Importance 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Grazing Land 2.0 1.9 1.3 

Urban and Built-Up Land 0.2 0.2 0.5 

Other Land 9.1 8.7 6.8 

Total1 18.4 18.4 12.8 

Important Farmland Total 7.0 7.6 4.2 
a The Proposed Project acreage is higher than the Alternative 1 acreage because the Proposed Project includes improvements to 
existing rail crossings that fall outside the trail ROW. This results in a larger disturbance area than would occur for Alternative 1. 
Important Farmland includes Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, and Unique Farmland. 

Farm Infrastructure 
Farm infrastructure typically includes irrigation and drainage systems, farm access roads that often 
surround the farmed parcels, storage structures such as silos and barns, power distribution systems, 
and residences. Agricultural land adjacent to the Project corridor include all of these types of 
infrastructure, while some irrigation systems components (water lines and pump houses), farm 
access roads, and power lines are located in or immediately adjacent to the Project alignment itself.  

Approximately 3.4 miles (47 percent) of the Proposed Project alignment is along existing farm roads 
adjacent to the rail line (Short 2018).1 In addition, numerous farm roads in the North Coast area 
cross the existing rail line. Existing rail crossings are shown in Figure 2-8 and listed in Table 2-1 in 
Section 2.0, Project Description. Of the 2524 crossings, 16 are formal2 paved or unpaved roads used 
by farm vehicles; sevensix are informal trails used for pedestrian/bicycle access to the beaches or 
coastal bluffs; two are informal crossings used by farm vehicles.  

                                                      
1 In their NOP comment letter, the North Coast Farmers (2017) stated that 3.9 miles of existing farm roads are located immediately 
adjacent to the existing rail line. However, there was no source provided for this information. A review of the Proposed Project alignment 
by the engineer designing the Project indicated a distance of 3.4 miles (Short 2018). This was based on a review of project drawings in GIS 
format that defined farm access roads to include any dirt road that connects fields and/or runs parallel to the edge of a farm field, over 
which the Proposed Project would lie. 
2 “Formal” crossings are those designated and permitted by the California Public Utility Commission, which regulates railroad crossings. 
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Figure 3.2-1a North Coast FMMP Designations: North (Davenport to Scaroni Road) 

 



Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission 
North Coast Rail Trail 

 
3.2-6 

Figure 3.2-1b North Coast FMMP Designations: South (Scaroni Road to Wilder Ranch) 
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Existing agricultural roads in the Project vicinity are used by large farm equipment (ring rollers, land 
planes, plows, tractors, and pesticide trailers), farm trucks, and personal vehicles. According to the 
North Coast Farmers, farm vehicle trips at some existing rail crossings can exceed 300 trips per day 
(North Coast Farmers 2017). This figure has not been independently verified by the RTC. 

Pesticide Use 
Pesticides are an important component of integrated pest management programs used by 
agricultural operations, for both organic and conventional farming. The term pesticide covers a wide 
range of compounds including insecticides, fungicides, herbicides, rodenticides, plant growth 
regulators, and others. Properly applied, pesticides contribute to higher agricultural yields and 
improved product quality by controlling weeds, insects, and plant pathogens. In addition, herbicides 
reduce the amount of labor, machinery, and fuel used for mechanical weed control.  

Pesticide Use Records (PUR) for the North Coast area from November 2012 to November 2017 were 
obtained from the Agricultural Commissioner’s office and are included herein as Appendix E (Santa 
Cruz County Agricultural Commissioner 2017a). These records show that pesticides were applied 
4,242 times over this five-year period, with approximately 95 percent of these being ground 
applications. Over half of pesticide applications between 2012 and 2017 occurred during the three-
month period of July, August, and September, and 88 percent occurred between May and October. 
Over 140 different pesticides were applied during this period.  

The only fumigant applied in the North Coast area during this period was Telone II, which comprises 
approximately 4.8 percent of the area’s pesticide application between 2012 and 2017. Telone II is a 
multi-purpose liquid fumigant for pre-plant treatment of soil to control plant parasitic nematodes3 
and symphylans,4 and to help manage certain soil borne diseases in cropland (Dow AgroSciences 
2012). Telone II’s active ingredient is 1,3-dichloropropene (1,3-D), a restricted use pesticide due to 
high acute inhalation toxicity and carcinogenicity. Telone II is applied to conventional (non-organic) 
brussels sprouts along the Project corridor during the late spring and early summer with nearly 55 
percent of the applications occurring in May and over 88 percent occurring between March and 
June (Santa Cruz County Agricultural Commissioner 2017a; refer to Appendix E). Application of 
Telone II and other agricultural pesticides must be in accordance with the pesticide label. Specific 
regulations pertaining to pesticide application are discussed in Section 3.2.2, Regulatory Setting, 
below. The potential health effects of 1,3-D are discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials. 

Pesticide exposure occurs through ingestion, inhalation, and dermal contact. Volatilization is the 
process in which a substance evaporates and disperses in vapor. Pesticide volatilization, or pesticide 
drift, is the movement of pesticide vapors through air. The extent of volatilization that occurs 
following application of a pesticide is influenced by the properties of the pesticide, the properties of 
the soil, meteorological conditions, and agricultural methods (EPA 2017).  

Pesticide drift can transfer pesticides off-site as droplets, dust, or vapors, leading to accidental 
exposure to people, animals, plants, and property. The National Pesticide Information Center 
recommends avoiding pesticide application while there is fog hanging in the air (National Pesticide 
Information Center 2017). Fog conditions are conducive to pesticide drift, as vapor with pesticide 
can move offsite like fog or with fog and be deposited offsite (North Dakota State University 2017). 

                                                      
3 Nematodes are microscopic, whitish to transparent, unsegmented worms 
4 Symphylans are white, centipede-like soil anthropods 
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3.2.2 Regulatory Setting 

Federal 
There are numerous federal regulations outlining the responsibilities of agricultural producers to 
ensure food safety. The CFR Title 21 Part 112 outlines the standards for growing, harvesting, 
packing, and holding produce for human consumption. Key relevant provisions include the 
requirement that producers take appropriate measures to minimize the risk of serious adverse 
health consequences or death from the use of, or exposure to, covered produce (Section 112.11); 
that operators make visitors aware of policies and procedures to protect covered produce and food 
contact services from contamination by people and take all steps reasonably necessary to ensure 
that visitors comply with such policies and procedures, and make toilet and hand-washing facilities 
accessible to visitors (Section 112.33); and that operators provide personnel with adequate, readily 
accessible toilet facilities, including those readily accessible to growing areas during harvest 
activities, and that toilet facilities be designed, located, and maintained to prevent contamination of 
covered produce, food contact surfaces, and water distribution systems (Section 112.129). 

The Food Safety Modernization Act (FSMA) of 2011 granted the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) 
new authorities to regulate the way foods are grown, harvested, and processed. Under FSMA, the 
FDA is mandated to establish science-based, minimum standards for the safe growing, harvesting, 
packing, and holding of produce on farms to minimize contamination that could cause serious 
adverse health consequences or death. On January 29, 2018, the United States Department of 
Agriculture (USDA) published Sect. 105 Standards for Produce Safety of the FSMA. This update to 
the FSMA sets standards for the food safety in production of ground crops. Farmers are required 
under this law to monitor water and soil quality, assess fields for the signs of domestic and wild 
animal intrusions, and take all necessary measures to identify and not harvest produce that is likely 
contaminated. At a minimum this requires farmers to visually examine the growing area and all 
covered produce.5 Additional assessment may be required during the growing season and, if 
evidence of contamination exists, measures would then be taken to avoid the harvesting of 
contaminated crops. An example of these measures includes placing flags to mark contaminated 
areas. However, FSMA does not require farmers to exclude animals from outdoor growing areas, 
destroy animal habitat, or clear borders around growing or drainage areas (FDA 2017, USDA 2017).  

The Organic Foods Production Act of 1990 authorized a National Organic Program to be housed 
within the USDA Agricultural Marketing Service (AMS). The National Organic Program is the 
regulatory program responsible for developing national standards for organically-produced 
agricultural products. The USDA organic seal is used to assure consumers that a product has met the 
organic standards established by the NOP.  

State 

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 
The DOC’s FMMP monitors the conversion of the state’s farmland to and from agricultural use. 
County-level data is collected and a series of maps are prepared that identify eight classifications 
and uses based on a minimum mapping unit size of 10 acres. The program also produces a biennial 
report on the amount of land converted from agricultural to non-agricultural use. The program 
                                                      
5 “Covered produce” refers to crops listed in 21 CFR Section 112.1(b), including fruits and vegetables such as berries, kiwis, artichokes, 
broccoli, cauliflower, peas, brussels sprouts, celery, leeks, citrus, and herbs, all of which are grown in the North Coast area. 
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maintains an inventory of state agricultural land and updates the Important Farmland Series Maps 
every two years. The FMMP is an informational service only and does not constitute state regulation 
of local land use decisions.  

Under the FMMP, agricultural land is rated according to several variables, including soil quality and 
irrigation status with Prime Farmland being considered the most optimal for farming practices. The 
FMMP classifications are described further in Section 3.2.1, Existing Conditions, above. Figure 3.2-1a 
and Figure 3.2-1b depict the FMMP classifications near the Project corridor, and Table 3.2-2 lists the 
acreage of each FMMP designations in the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 alignments.  

California Land Conservation Act of 1965 (Williamson Act) 
The California Land Conservation Act of 1965—commonly referred to as the Williamson Act—
enables local governments to enter into contracts with private landowners for the purpose of 
restricting specific parcels of land to agricultural or related open space use. In return, landowners 
receive property tax assessments that are much lower than normal because they are based upon 
farming and open space uses as opposed to full market value of the land. Local governments receive 
an annual subvention of forgone property tax revenues from the state via the Open Space 
Subvention Act of 1971. Participation in this program is voluntary, requiring 100 contiguous acres of 
agricultural land under one or more ownerships to file an application for agricultural preserve 
status. After an agricultural preserve has been established, the land in the preserve is automatically 
restricted to agricultural and agriculturally compatible uses, and the landowners may enter into a 
Williamson Act land use contract. The land may also be subject to agricultural rezoning.  

After a contract has expired, the landowners may remove the subject property from an agricultural 
preserve. Prior to the expiration of a contract, a landowner also has the option to petition to cancel 
the contract. Contract cancellation requires the landowner to pay a substantial fee as outlined in the 
California Government Code §§ 51280-51287.  

In 2011, there were 169 parcels of land under Williamson Act contracts in Santa Cruz County 
(County of Santa Cruz 2011, 2017). The majority of parcels under Williamson Act contracts are 
located in the southeast and in the North Coast regions of the County. Approximately 19,892 acres 
of land in the North Coast area are enrolled in Williamson Act contracts, equating to approximately 
27 percent of North Coast land. Figure 3.2-2 depicts land under Williamson Act contracts near the 
northern half of the Project corridor (there are no Williamson Act lands near the southern half of 
the corridor). As the figure shows, Williamson Act lands in the vicinity are located east of Highway 1, 
and therefore do not overlap with the Proposed Project or Alternative 1 alignments. 

California Right to Farm Act 
The California Right to Farm Act (California Civil Code Section 3482.5) details that a farming activity 
cannot be a public nuisance if all of the following factors are met: 

 The activity is in support of the production of an agricultural commodity 
 The agricultural activity is commercial in nature 
 The activity is conducted “in a manner consistent with proper and accepted customs and 

standards as established and followed by similar agricultural operations in the same locality” 
 The farming activity must have been in operation for at least three years 
 The farming activity was not a nuisance at the time it began 
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Figure 3.2-2 North Coast Williamson Act Contracts: North (Davenport to Scaroni Road) 
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The California Right to Farm Act does not require best management practices; rather it allows 
adherence to accepted customs and practices. In addition, the statute specifically states that the Act 
prevails over any contrary provision of a city or county ordinance or regulation, but does allow cities 
and counties to require disclosures be given to prospective home buyers that a dwelling is situated 
in near an agricultural operation. 

California Organic Food and Farming Act 
The California Organic Food and Farming Act (COFFA) was signed by the governor in 2016. COFFA 
updated California’s State Organic Program (SOP) fee schedule and streamlined the organic 
registration process. The SOP supports the National Organic Program. COFFA ensures that SOP 
processes stay up to date and aligned with National Organic Program processes. By reducing the 
fees and paperwork associated with organic registration, COFFA supports organic farmers and 
facilitates growth of organic agriculture in California. 

Pesticide Application  
The California Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR) is charged with protecting human health 
and the environment by regulating pesticide sales and use, and by fostering reduce-risk pest 
management. DPR regulates pesticides under a comprehensive program that encompasses 
enforcement of pesticide use in agricultural and urban environments. DPR oversees a multi-tiered 
enforcement infrastructure and is vested by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency with primary 
responsibility to enforce federal pesticide laws in California. DPR directs and oversees the County 
Agricultural Commissioner’s office, which carries out and enforces pesticide and environmental laws 
and regulations locally, including enforcement for the Department of Consumer Affairs' Structural 
Pest Control Board. Many DPR programs stress a least-toxic approach to pest management and 
promote risk reduction through information, encouragement, incentives, and community-based 
problem solving (DPR 2013). 

California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 3 Section 6762(c) (Field Work during Pesticide Application) 
prohibits any person, other than the persons making the pesticide application, to enter or remain in 
a treated area of field during pesticide application. Furthermore, this section defines “exclusion 
zones” as follows:  

1 If the pesticide is applied for outdoor production, the application exclusion zone is defined as 
follows: 6  

A The area that extends 100 feet horizontally from the application equipment in all directions 
during application when the pesticide is applied by any of the following methods: aerially; 
air blast; as a fumigant, smoke, mist, or fog; or as a fine spray using a spray. 

B The area that extends 25 feet horizontally from the application equipment in all directions 
during application when the pesticide is applied in a manner not specified in (1)(A) and is 
sprayed from a height of greater than 12 inches from the soil or planting medium using at 
least a medium spray. 

C There is no application exclusion zone when the pesticide is applied in a manner other than 
those in subsections (1)(A) and (1)(B). 

                                                      
6 The application exclusion zone is defined as the area surrounding the application equipment that must be free of all persons other than 
appropriately trained and equipped handlers during pesticide applications. 

https://www.epa.gov/pesticides
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The California Food and Agriculture Code requires documentation and reporting of pesticide use for 
agricultural and non-agricultural use. Section 12972 requires that the use of any pesticide by any 
person be in such a manner as to prevent substantial drift into non-target areas. Article 15 of the 
Pesticide Contamination Prevention Act prohibits use of pesticides known to contaminate 
groundwater supplies, and includes specific provisions allowing the DPR to monitor groundwater 
contamination in rural agricultural areas.  

Santa Cruz County 

Agricultural Commissioner’s Office 
The Santa Cruz County Agricultural Commissioner conducts outreach and provides some oversight 
to agricultural production in the County. The Agricultural Commission is divided into two 
departments consisting of the Agricultural Department and the Weights and Measures Department. 
The Agricultural Department conducts a majority of the outreach and assembles the annual Crop 
Report, in addition to certifying producers for farmers’ markets, overseeing nursery inspections, and 
oversight of the County’s Organic Program. The Weights and Measures Department primarily 
oversees agricultural manufacturing in the County and end-product measuring at locations, such as 
grocery stores. Requirements for pesticides and organic producers entail participation and oversight 
from CalEPA, the County Agricultural Commissioner, and the California Department of Food and 
Agriculture, which has oversight of all agricultural products. 

Santa Cruz County General Plan 
The Santa Cruz County General Plan (1994) provides a framework for development and growth in 
the County. The Conservation and Open Space Element of the Santa Cruz County General Plan 
includes objectives and policies to protect agricultural resources. For example, Objective 5.13 
recognizes agricultural as a priority land use and favors preserving and promoting agriculture on 
designated commercial agricultural lands.  

As noted previously, because the Project is being implemented by the federal government, local 
land use authority is preempted such that local policies and regulations do not directly apply to the 
Project. However, key agricultural policies pertinent to the Proposed Project are listed below for 
informational purposes: 

 Policy 5.13.20, Conversion of Commercial Agricultural Lands. Consider development of 
commercial agricultural lands to non-agricultural uses only under the following circumstances:  
 It is determined that the land is not viable for agriculture and that it is not likely to become 

viable in the near future (See Policy 5.13.21) 
 Findings are made that new information has been presented to demonstrate that the 

conditions on the land in question do not meet the criteria for commercial agricultural land 
 The conversion of such land will not impair the viability of, or create potential conflicts with, 

other commercial agricultural lands in the area 

 Policy 5.13.21 Determining Agricultural Viability. Require a viability study conducted in 
response to an application which proposes to convert agricultural land to non-agricultural land 
to include, but not be limited to, an economic feasibility evaluation which contains at least:  

 An analysis of the grow revenue from the agricultural products grown in the area for the 
five years immediately preceding the date of filing the application 
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 An analysis of the operational expenses, excluding the cost of land, associated with the 
production of agricultural products grown in the area for the five years immediately 
preceding the date of filing the application 

 An identification of the geographic area used in the analyses. The area shall be of sufficient 
size to provide an accurate evaluation of the economic feasibility of agricultural uses for the 
land stated in the application 

Recommendations regarding viability shall be made by the Agricultural Policy Advisory 
Commission based on evaluation of the viability study and the following criteria: parcel size, 
sizes of adjacent parcels, degree of non-agricultural development in the area, inclusion of the 
parcel in utility assessment districts, soil capabilities and topography, water availability and 
quality, and proximity to other agricultural use 

 Policy 5.13.23 Agricultural Buffers Required. Require a 200-foot buffer area between 
commercial agricultural and non-agricultural land uses to prevent or minimize potential land use 
conflicts, between either existing or future commercial agricultural and non-agricultural land 
uses 

Santa Cruz County Municipal Code 
Chapter 16.50 (Agricultural Land Preservation and Protection) of the Santa Cruz County Municipal 
Code (commonly referred to as the Right-to-Farm Ordinance) is intended to support and encourage 
continued agricultural operations in the county and to forewarn prospective purchasers and 
residents of property adjacent to agricultural operations of the necessary sounds, odors, dust and 
hazardous chemicals that may accompany agricultural operations. Accordingly, no agricultural 
activity, operation, or facility or appurtenances thereof shall be or become a nuisance, public or 
private, if it has been conducted and maintained for commercial purposes, and in a manner 
consistent with proper and accepted customs and standards as established and followed by similar 
agricultural operations, and in a manner consistent with all applicable federal, state, and local laws, 
regulations, permits and approvals, and the conditions thereof, after it has been in operation for 
more than three years if it was not a nuisance when it began. 

Additionally, Section 16.50.095 defines when a 200-foot agricultural buffer setback is required. 
Pursuant to Section 16.50.095(B), all development for habitable uses within 200 feet of the property 
line of any parcel containing Type 1, Type 2, or Type 3 commercial agricultural land shall:  

1. Provide and maintain a 200-foot buffer setback between Type 1, Type 2 or Type 3 commercial 
agricultural land and nonagricultural uses involving habitable spaces, including dwellings, 
habitable accessory structures and additions thereto; and commercial, industrial, recreational, 
or institutional structures, and their outdoor areas designed for public parking and intensive 
human use, except that if an existing legal dwelling already encroaches within the 200-foot 
buffer setback, proposed additions thereto, habitable accessory structures or private 
recreational facilities, none exceeding 1,000 square feet in size, shall be exempt from this 
subsection so long as they encroach no further than the existing dwelling into the buffer setback 
and an appropriate vegetative and/or other physical barrier for all existing and proposed 
development, as determined necessary, either exists or is provided and maintained. For the 
purposes of this section, outdoor areas designed for intensive human use shall be defined as 
surfaced ground areas or uncovered structures designed for a level of human use similar to that 
of a habitable structure. Examples are dining patios adjacent to restaurant buildings and private 



Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission 
North Coast Rail Trail 

 
3.2-14 

swimming pools. The 200-foot agricultural buffer setback shall incorporate vegetative or other 
physical barriers as determined necessary to minimize potential land use conflicts.  

2. Provide and maintain a buffer setback distance of at least 200 feet where the subdivision of land 
results in residential development at net densities of one or more dwelling units per acre 
adjacent to Type 1, Type 2, Type 3 commercial agricultural land, with vegetative screening or 
other physical barriers as appropriate.  

3. Comply with SCCC 16.50.090(C) and/or 14.01.407.5 pertaining to recording deed notices of 
adjacent agricultural use. Such deed notice shall contain a statement acknowledging the 
required permanent provision and maintenance of the agricultural buffer setbacks and any 
required barriers (e.g., fencing or vegetative screening).  

Although the Project would not include habitable structures, due to the intensive human use 
associated with the proposed multi-use trail, the County of Santa Cruz considers a recreation trail to 
qualify as requiring a 200-foot buffer setback from Type 1, Type 2 or Type 3 commercial agricultural 
land (McDaniel 2018a, b). Local regulations do not apply to the Project, however, due to federal pre-
emption, but the above local requirements are being considered in this EIR because potential 
inconsistencies with these requirements could be indicative of an underlying physical effect. The 
focus of this analysis will be on underlying environmental effects, however, rather than the Project’s 
strict compliance with County regulations. 

Zoning Regulations 
Santa Cruz County’s Zoning Ordinance identifies specific zoning districts in the county and 
development standards that apply to each district. The County’s agricultural zoning districts include 
Agriculture (A), Commercial Agriculture (CA), and Agricultural Preserve (AP). The A zoning district 
provides for noncommercial agricultural uses, such as family farming and animal raising, and allows 
limited commercial agricultural activities on the small amount of agricultural land remaining in the 
county that is not designated as commercially suitable but that still constitutes a productive natural 
resource. The purposes of the CA zoning district are to preserve the commercial agricultural lands in 
Santa Cruz County that are a limited and irreplaceable natural resource, and to protect their 
economic integrity. The AP zoning district permits commercial agricultural uses for agricultural and 
open lands under an agricultural preserve contract. The AP designation is used as an overlay to 
indicate parcels with Williamson Act agricultural preservation or open space contracts, or similar 
preservation easements. In addition, the County specifies a residential agriculture district. The 
Residential Agriculture (RA) zoning district permits both single-family residential and small-scale, 
secondary-use commercial agricultural uses. 

Zoning designations near the trail corridor are shown in Figure 3.2-3a and Figure 3.2-3b. The 
majority of the Project corridor is zoned Public and Community Facilities (PF), but the Proposed 
Project alignment contains approximately 0.6 acre zoned CA. The Alternative 1 alignment does not 
contain any land zoned for agricultural purposes.  

State Parks Agricultural Leases 
The State of California, acting by and through the Department of Parks and Recreation (CDPR), 
leases land to farmers in Santa Cruz County. Such leases allow farmers to engage in specified 
agricultural activities over a number of years. Farmers pay rent and fees to CDPR and agree to 
various responsibilities and conditions related to stewardship of the land. In addition to terms 
stipulated by the lease agreement, additional standard practices have developed over time. Several  
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Figure 3.2-3a North Coast Zoning Designations: North (Davenport to Scaroni Road) 
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Figure 3.2-3b North Coast Zoning Designations: South (Scaroni Road to Wilder Ranch) 
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practices related to protecting the public from pesticide exposure have been informally agreed-
upon by leasing farmers, including the following: 

 Establishment of 50-foot buffers between public trails and agricultural lease lands sufficient to 
protect trail users  

 Timing pesticide applications to prevent impacts to the recreating public in accordance with 
Department of Pesticide RegulationProhibition of pesticide spraying during public hours (8:00 
a.m. to sunset on State Parks trails)  

 Display of temporary signs when spraying within areas leased from CDPR (Spohrer 2018) 

3.2.3 Methodology and Significance Thresholds 

Methodology 
The potential impacts to agricultural lands for the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 were 
evaluated using both quantitative and qualitative methods. Geographic information systems (GIS) 
and ArcGIS software were used as a tool to evaluate project impacts. Spatial data, including the DOC 
FMMP, were used by GIS analysts to identify Important Farmland (i.e., Prime Farmland, Farmland of 
Statewide Importance, and Unique Farmland) for Santa Cruz County. Santa Cruz County zoning 
designations were also included in the spatial data analysis. 

To calculate the direct permanent conversion of Important Farmlands to non-agricultural use, the 
acreage in the Project footprint was quantified and identified as being permanently converted to 
recreational use. The Project footprint includes all Project features, including the trail, parking lots, 
access paths from the lots to the trail, and crossing improvements (e.g., mud mads). Conversion of a 
substantial amount of Important Farmland to a non-agricultural use would be a permanent 
depletion of the resource and is considered a significant impact.  

Significance Thresholds 
The introduction in Section 3.0 states that the significance thresholds used in this analysis are based 
on Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, which provides a sample Initial Study checklist that 
includes a number of factual inquiries related to the subject of agriculture, as well as the other 
environmental topics. Thus, the letters and thresholds presented below correspond with the 
questions in the Appendix G Initial Study checklist. Section 3.0 also notes, however, that, with few 
exceptions, “CEQA grants agencies discretion to develop their own thresholds of significance. (Save 
Cuyama Valley v. County of Santa Barbara (2013) 213 Cal.App.4th 1059, 1068.) Here, the RTC has 
used its discretion to modify the checklist by using more specific language that better reflects local 
agricultural conditions. 

For purposes of this EIR, a significant impact would occur if implementation of the Proposed Project 
or Alternative 1 would result in any of the following conditions. 

A.  Convert a substantial amount of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use 

B.  Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract 

E. Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could 
result in conflicts with agricultural operations or conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use 
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The Appendix G Initial Study checklist also includes questions that are not applicable to the Project, 
including the loss of forest land and conflicts with forest land and timberland zoning. Therefore, the 
following checklist items are excluded from the above list and analysis below, and 
additional discussion can be found in Section 3.17, Effects Found to be Less than Significant.  

C.  Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land or timberland 

D.  Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use 

Potential health and safety impacts resulting from pesticide drift and other pesticide applications 
are discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials.  

3.2.4 Project Impact Analysis 

Threshold A: Convert a substantial amount of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to 
non-agricultural use 

Impact AG-1 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT CONVERT A SUBSTANTIAL AMOUNT OF IMPORTANT 
FARMLAND TO NON-AGRICULTURAL USE. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS 
THAN SIGNIFICANT) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
Figure 3.2-1a and Figure 3.2-1b depict the FMMP classifications near the Project corridor, and Table 
3.2-2 lists the acreage of each FMMP designation in the Proposed Project alignment. As shown 
therein, the Proposed Project corridor with Shark Fin Cove Option A contains 2.0 acres of Prime 
Farmland, 4.4 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance, and 0.6 acre of Unique Farmland, for a 
total of 7.0 acres of Important Farmland. Shark Fin Cove Option B contains 2.6 acres of prime 
farmland for a total of 7.6 acres of Important Farmland. The areas of Farmland of Statewide 
Importance and Unique Farmland would remain the same for both options.7  

The Proposed Project would include land clearing, grading, and construction of a 7.5-mile multi-use 
trail made up of a 12-foot wide paved path with a parallel unpaved path and shoulder. These 
improvements would directly convert 7.0 to 7.6 acres of Important Farmland in the Proposed 
Project alignment to a non-agricultural use.  

In locations where the alignment would follow existing farm roads, construction of the proposed 
multi-use trail may necessitate the widening of an existing farm road or creation of a new farm road 
adjacent to the trail to provide continued access for farming equipment. The new farm roads would 
reduce the land available for planting. While construction of new farm roads would reduce the land 
area available for planted crops, farm access roads are considered an agricultural use as they 
directly support agricultural operations. Therefore, conversion of planted crops to farm roads 
outside of the Proposed Project alignment would not constitute a conversion to non-agricultural use 
resulting from the Proposed Project. Such indirect conversion is not included in the analysis herein. 
Impacts to farm roads are further discussed in Impact AG-4, below. 
                                                      
7 These acreages are based on the Proposed Project footprint and underlying FMMP mapping designations without accounting for 
underlying land use. Therefore, they include farm access roads, unfarmed open space, areas within the existing rail corridor, and some 
active cropland. 
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Indirect conversion of farmland could occur as a result of compliance with pesticide regulations. As 
discussed in the Regulatory Setting, state regulations require a 100-foot exclusion zone between 
most types of pesticide application and all persons, other than appropriately trained and equipped 
pesticide handlers (CCR Title 3 Section 6762(c)). This exclusion zone would not prevent operators 
from spraying within 100 feet of the trail, but would require them to pause spraying when trail users 
are passing through the exclusion zone. As a result of increased public access and the need to 
maintain applicable exclusion zones, some farmers may voluntarily avoid spraying pesticides or even 
cultivating the portions of their property closest to the trail. This would have the effect of 
incrementally lowering the crop yield, or removing some areas from active production. However, as 
with reductions in land available for planting due to new or relocated farm access roads, reduced 
crop yield and/or fallowing of a portion of the cropland would not be considered a conversion to 
non-agricultural use. In addition, fallowing is a typical agricultural practice and the decision to fallow 
agricultural land is based on a number of factors, such that affected acreage cannot be definitively 
estimated. For these reasons, secondary effects of farm road construction and pesticide exclusion 
zones are not included in the calculation of Important Farmland conversion.  

While there is no identified numeric threshold for what is considered a substantial conversion of 
Important Farmland, 7.0 to 7.6 acres of conversion over 7.5 miles of total project disturbance would 
not meet the definition of substantial. As described in the Regulatory Setting, the Williamson Act 
requires 100 contiguous acres of agricultural land under one or more ownerships to file an 
application for agricultural preserve status. The Important Farmland acreage within the Proposed 
Project footprint is less than eight percent of this size requirement. In addition, the minimum 
mapping unit size for the FMMP is 10 acres. The Important Farmland within the Proposed Project 
footprint is therefore too small to be mapped by the FMMP if it was part of a single property or 
ownership. Furthermore, this amount of Important Farmland represents approximately 40 percent 
of the total Project Footprint, and approximately 0.04 percent of Important Farmland in Santa Cruz 
County. 

Due to the linear nature of the Proposed Project, the areas designated as Important Farmland are 
non-contiguous and widely dispersed along a 7.5-mile corridor. As a result, the areas that would be 
converted fall within several agricultural operations and are subject to separate agricultural ground 
leases between the Department of Parks and Recreation and agricultural operators. Specifically, the 
Important Farmland that is actively farmed (totaling 1.4 to 1.5 acres, as discussed below and shown 
in Figure 3.2-4a through Figure 3.2-4c) is spread over five different parcels and RTC-owned public 
ROW. Approximately two thirds of this land is within RTC-owned ROW, with the remaining 0.5 acre 
dispersed among five different parcels. The most actively farmed land that would be converted on 
any single parcel is 0.3 acre. Thus, conversion of any single area of Important Farmland along this 
corridor would be insubstantial and would not create a financial hardship resulting in the loss of the 
entire operation.  

Lastly, the intent of preserving Important Farmland is to retain areas with a soil quality, growing 
season, and moisture supply to allow for ongoing agricultural production. One consideration for the 
feasibility of new or ongoing agricultural production is current and future planned use of the land. 
Despite the FMMP-Important Farmland designation, the areas that would be converted to non-
agricultural use are within an existing rail corridor and portions of the areas contain existing rail 
facilities, infrastructure, or agricultural access roads, and are therefore unlikely to be cultivated in 
the near future. Areas within the Proposed Project footprint that are both designated as Important 
Farmland and actively farmed are limited. As shown in Figure 3.2-4a through Figure 3.2-4c, only 1.4 
to 1.5 acres of the trail alignment designated as Important Farmland would be located where crops 
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currently exist. The Proposed Project would therefore convert a maximum of 1.5 acres of land that 
is both used for agricultural production and designated Important Farmland. Some of these areas 
are within RTC-owned ROW and being farmed without a formal agreement by the RTC; the RTC, via 
the MBSST Master Plan and other agreements, intends to utilize this corridor for public benefit. 
Therefore, even portions of the Important Farmland that are actively farmed may not be feasibly 
farmed in the future.  

Based on the analysis presented above, direct conversion of Important Farmland – whether 
including all designated Important Farmland or only those areas actively farmed – would not be 
considered substantial. 

In summary, the Proposed Project alignment includes approximately 7.0 to 7.6 acres of FMMP-
designated Important Farmland to trail use, of which 1.4 to 1.5 acres are used for agricultural 
production. This is not a substantial amount of Important Farmland conversion. Therefore, this 
impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant. However, given the importance of 
this resource to the community, it is recommended that Mitigation Measure AG-1 be implemented 
to offset the loss of Important Farmland that is actively farmed within the Proposed Project 
footprint. If the RTC adopts this measure, it shall become part of the Project’s mitigation monitoring 
and reporting program, but it is not required to reduce the impact to a less than significant level.  

Mitigation Measure AG-1: Implement Agricultural Land Conservation 
Measures 
Prior to issuance of any grading permits, the RTC shall provide that for every 1.0 acre of FMMP 
Important Farmland (Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Statewide Importance) in 
the Project corridor that is permanently converted from active agriculture to non-agricultural use as 
a result of trail development, 1.0 acre of land of comparable agricultural productivity shall be 
preserved in perpetuity. Said 1:1 mitigation shall be satisfied through one or more of the following: 

a. Granting a perpetual conservation easement(s), deed restriction(s), or other farmland 
conservation mechanism(s) to the County or qualifying land management entity,8 such as the 
Land Trust of Santa Cruz County, for the purpose of permanently preserving agricultural land. 
The required easement(s) area or deed restriction(s) shall, therefore, total a minimum of 1.4 
acres of FMMP Important Farmland. The land covered by said off-site easement(s) or deed 
restriction(s) shall be located in Santa Cruz County 

b. Making an in-lieu payment to a qualifying entity, such as the Land Trust of Santa Cruz County, to 
be applied toward the future purchase of a minimum of 1.4 acres of FMMP Important Farmland 
in Santa Cruz County, together with an endowment amount as may be required. The payment 
amount shall be determined by the qualifying entity or a licensed appraiser 

c. Making an in-lieu payment to a qualifying entity, such as the Land Trust of Santa Cruz County, to 
be applied toward a future perpetual conservation easement, deed restriction, or other 
farmland conservation mechanism to preserve a minimum of 1.4 acres of FMMP Important 
Farmland in Santa Cruz County. The amount of the payment shall be equal to 110 percent of the 
amount determined by the qualifying entity or a licensed appraiser 

d. Any combination of the above 

                                                      
8 A qualifying entity would be an incorporated land conservancy that has demonstrable ability to purchase, hold, and manage agricultural 
conservation easements and that possesses accreditation from the Land Trust Alliance. 
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Figure 3.2-4a Cropland Underlying Proposed Project Alignment 
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Figure 3.2-4b Cropland Underlying Proposed Project Alignment 
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Figure 3.2-4c Cropland Underlying Proposed Project Alignment 
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Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
Because Alternative 1 would remove the existing railroad tracks and construct the multi-use trail on 
the existing rail bed, this alternative alignment contains less Important Farmland than the Proposed 
Project. As shown in Table 3.2-2, the Alternative 1 alignment contains 0.7 acre of Prime Farmland, 
3.0 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance, and 0.6 acre of Unique Farmland, for a total of 4.2 
acres of Important Farmland. This is an approximately 40 percent reduction in total Important 
Farmland compared to the Proposed Project. As described above, Proposed Project conversion of 
Important Farmland would not be considered substantial. Because this alternative would result in 
less direct Important Farmland conversion, the impact would similarly be less than significant. No 
mitigation is required.  

Because Alternative 1 would be located along the existing rail line, it would not cross any active 
farmland. Therefore, the optional Mitigation Measure AG-1 above would not be recommended for 
Alternative 1 as the measure focuses on minimizing impacts to actively farmed areas.  

Threshold B: Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract 

Impact AG-2 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT CONFLICT WITH EXISTING ZONING FOR AGRICULTURAL USE 
(PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT; ALTERNATIVE 1: NO IMPACT) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
As discussed previously and depicted in Figure 3.2-3a and Figure 3.2-3b, the Proposed Project 
corridor includes approximately 0.6 acre zoned CA by the County of Santa Cruz. CA zoned lands are 
specifically reserved for commercial agricultural pursuits such as the cultivation of crops, 
commercial raising of animals for grazing and livestock, and apiculture. Permitted uses and 
structures on CA zoned lands are limited to those associated with commercial agriculture 
production. 

Santa Cruz County Code Section 13.10.312 (Uses in Agricultural Districts) allows some recreational 
activities in the CA zoning districts, subject to a public hearing by the Zoning Administrator. 
However, this recreational use is limited to “playfields not involving permanent structures or 
paving” and the use is not allowed in the Coastal Zone. Recreational trails are not explicitly allowed 
or permitted in the CA zone. 

While the Proposed Project would construct a multi-use trail in a small area zoned for commercial 
agriculture, this potential inconsistency with the County zoning code would not be considered a 
physical effect on the environment. Physical effects associated with converting Important Farmland 
or active cropland to nonagricultural use are discussed in Impact AG-1. Direct and indirect impacts 
to agriculture resulting from conflicts between trail users and active agriculture are discussed in 
Impact AG-3.  

As described in Section 3.2.2, Regulatory Setting, there are no existing Williamson Act contracts in 
the North Coast area on the west side of Highway 1, and thus, the Project would not conflict with a 
Williamson Act contract, as none are located along the proposed or alternative alignments. In 
addition, because the Proposed Project is a federal project, local zoning ordinances do not apply. 
Thus, strictly speaking, the Proposed Project would not require a zoning amendment, and would not 
conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use. 

This impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant. 
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Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
Because Alternative 1 would be located atop the existing rail alignment, it more closely aligns with 
existing zoning designations for the former railroad use – namely, Special Use (SU) and PF. Because 
Alternative 1 would not be located on land currently designated for agricultural use, it would not 
conflict with this zoning, and impacts would be reduced when compared to the Proposed Project. 
Furthermore, like the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 would not conflict with a Williamson Act 
contract, as none are located along the proposed or alternative alignments. Because this is a federal 
project, local zoning ordinances do not apply.  

Alternative 1 would result in no impact related to conflicts with zoning for agricultural use. 

Threshold E: Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or 
nature, could result in conflicts with agricultural operation or conversion of farmland 
to non-agricultural use 

Impact AG-3 TRAIL USERS COULD ADVERSELY AFFECT AGRICULTURAL OPERATIONS (PROPOSED 
PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH 
MITIGATION) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
The interface of trail users and agricultural operations could result in several types of land use 
conflicts, affecting both agricultural resources and trail users. The analysis below focuses on the 
potential impact of trail users on adjacent agricultural operations. Impacts of agricultural operations 
on trail users are addressed in Impact AG-5. 

Construction-Related Conflicts  
During construction of the Proposed Project, construction equipment and activities may disrupt 
agricultural operations. For example, construction vehicles and equipment staging could restrict 
access to farmland, if placed in or adjacent to existing farm access roads along the existing rail line. 
Particularly during harvest periods, when agricultural activity is at its peak, construction vehicles and 
personnel within or adjacent to active cropland may hamper these activities. Vegetation clearance 
and grading activities could result in erosion of topsoil, with the potential for sedimentation on 
adjacent agricultural properties. Construction-related erosion impacts are addressed in Section 3.9, 
Hydrology and Water Quality. 

The presence of construction personnel could also generate conflicts related to trespassing, 
littering, and food safety. These issues are discussed below as they pertain to operation of the 
proposed trail; however, these effects could similarly occur during construction.  

Mitigation is required to limit the extent of these construction phase conflicts.  

Trespassing 
Development adjacent to farmland can induce a range of adverse impacts on continued farm 
operations. Direct physical impacts could include vandalism to farm equipment and theft of 
products, as well as soil compaction which can damage crop potential. Trespassing by trail users 
could occur, particularly on isolated stretches of the Proposed Project corridor where security may 
be minimal. Such trespassing could occur by trail users seeking an informal shortcut to coastal bluffs 
or nearby beaches, or trail users attracted to growing crops.  



Environmental Impact Analysis 
Agricultural Resources 

 
Final Environmental Impact Report (Volume 2, Draft EIR) 3.2-27 

The Proposed Project would include the installation of fencing along the coastal side of the trail, 
where there is no existing natural barrier between active agricultural fields and the multi-use trail 
(as described in Section 2.4, Project Characteristics). In many locations, the trail and rail line would 
be within the existing railway cut, where slope and/or dense vegetation acts as a physical barrier 
such that pedestrians and bicyclists would not be able to exit the trail.  

Because fencing would be installed between the trail and most active agricultural areas where 
natural barriers do not already exist, many would-be trespassers would be dissuaded from entering 
farmland. However, at 4.5-feet tall and comprised of smooth wire strands (refer to Figure 2-11 in 
Section 2.0, Project Description), the fence would be scalable for the determined trespasser. 
Nevertheless, given the presence of fencing, trespassing and associated direct impacts to farmland 
would be a relatively infrequent occurrence. It can still be anticipated, however, that some trail 
users may trespass and the potential for vandalism, theft, or other direct impacts to adjacent 
farmland could still occur. Therefore, mitigation is required, to further reduce potential trespassing.  

Littering 
The Proposed Project could result in litter, particularly where insufficient numbers of trash/recycling 
receptacles are provided along the trail. Unintentional littering could occur if litter deposited by trail 
users in trash or recycling receptacles is carried by winds onto adjacent lands.  

The Proposed Project would include trash and recycling containers at each of the three proposed 
parking lots, at both restroom facilities, and at each rest area, located approximately every 0.5-mile 
to 1-mile (refer to Section 2.4, Project Characteristics). As noted in Section 3.16, Utilities and Service 
Systems, this would result in a total of 12 to 23 trash cans provided along the trail length, each of 
which would be emptied regularly in accordance with the required Operations and Maintenance 
(O&M) Plan. In accordance with MBSST Master Plan design requirements, the trash cans would 
include wildlife-proof lids that would also limit the potential for trash deposited in the receptacles 
to be carried by wind onto adjacent properties. 

The presence of trash and recycling containers would limit littering to some extent. However, some 
litter, whether intentionally or unintentionally released, could enter adjacent farmland. Therefore, 
mitigation is required to remove litter released onto adjacent properties.  

Food Safety 
As noted in Section 2.5, Project Operation and Maintenance and consistent with current California 
State Parks Rules and Regulations, dogs and horses would be prohibited on the trail. However, some 
users would be expected to bring dogs on the trail, either knowingly or unwittingly. If prohibited 
dogs depart the trail alignment and enter the adjacent agricultural areas, direct impacts to crops 
could occur through soil compaction, crop consumption, or bodily waste deposit. It is also possible 
that equestrians would bring horses on the trail, although this may be limited due to lack of staging 
facilities and distance from accessible stables. 

Human waste on farmed areas is also a potential concern. This would be limited to some extent by 
fencing, as described above. In addition, the Proposed Project includes two restroom facilities: one 
at the Davenport Beach parking lot and one at the Panther/Yellowbank Beach parking lot. Both 
restrooms would be situated at the northern portion of the trail (north of Scaroni Road). Existing 
restrooms are also located at the Wilder Ranch State Park parking lot at the southern terminus of 
the trail. The longest distance between restroom facilities would be approximately 5.3 miles, when 
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trail users would travel between Panther/Yellowbank Beach and Wilder Ranch State Park. The 
potential for trespassing and human defecation would be highest in this area. 

Both canine and human waste would have the potential to contaminate crops, resulting in safety 
and liability concerns. Exposure of crops to fecal matter could result in contamination with 
foodborne pathogens such as E. coli, Listeria, and Salmonella.9 Specific growers linked to an 
outbreak of E. coli or other diseases could be held liable. Increased liability insurance and/or costs 
associated with liability- and safety-related claims may result in indirect impacts to agriculture. 
While economic effects of a project are not treated as significant effects on the environment under 
CEQA, the potential physical changes caused by the economic change may be [CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15131(a)]. In this case, if the economic factors listed above would cause an agricultural 
operation to no longer be profitable, the operator may choose to end the operation. Alternatively, if 
sanitation problems are found by regulatory agencies, the agencies could require a shutdown of 
farm operations and culling of the crop (North Coast Farmers 2017). This would constitute a 
substantial economic hardship for farming operations. Agricultural operators may choose to 
discontinue agricultural use on their property as a result of these hardships. The potential for 
discontinued use would constitute a physical condition resulting partially from Proposed Project 
operations. Therefore, mitigation is required to food safety-related impacts to the extent feasible. 

Because agricultural properties adjacent to the Proposed Project alignment are currently zoned for 
agricultural production, future non-agricultural development would not be permitted. As such, any 
discontinuance of agricultural activity would entail fallowing of agricultural land rather than a 
conversion to another use, without fundamental regulatory policy changes. Fallowing of agricultural 
fields is a typical agricultural practice and occurs regularly throughout the County and State. Such a 
practice can be seen as an integral fluctuation pattern observed in agricultural land use, and 
therefore would not constitute a significant environmental effect under CEQA. Nevertheless, 
because of the potential for economic hardship and resulting discontinued agricultural production, 
mitigation is identified to limit public health and associated liability-related concerns to the extent 
feasible. 

Nuisance Complaints 
Urban development adjacent to agriculture commonly results in nuisance-related complaints about 
existing farming operations. Typical nuisance complaints relate to dust, odors, noise, and pesticide 
spraying, and are most common from residential development adjacent to farmland. Transitory trail 
users enter and leave agricultural areas of their own accord and are more likely, therefore, to accept 
short-term nuisances. Nevertheless, given the extent of agriculture along the Proposed Project 
alignment (4.7 miles, or approximately 62.7 percent of the trail) and the potentially large number of 
trail users (described in Section 3.14, Transportation/Circulation), some nuisance complaints would 
be expected. The impacts of agricultural operations on trail users are addressed under Impact AG-5. 

Chapter 16.50 (Agricultural Land Preservation and Protection) of the Santa Cruz County Municipal 
Code (commonly referred to as the Right-to-Farm Ordinance) is intended to support and encourage 
continued agricultural operations in the county, in part by defending agriculture against nuisance 
complaints. The ordinance does this by requiring that notification and disclosure statements be 
required for real property transfer to forewarn prospective purchasers and residents of property 
adjacent to agricultural operations of the necessary sounds, odors, dust and hazardous chemicals 
                                                      
9 An outbreak of E. coli in late 2017 infected 25 people across 15 states, with nine hospitalizations and one death (Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention 2018). The source of the outbreak was identified as leafy greens. 
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that may accompany agricultural operations. The required notification states that “The County of 
Santa Cruz will not consider an agricultural practice to be a nuisance if implemented in accordance 
with federal, state, and local law” [County Code Section 16.50.090(A)]. These notifications are not 
specifically required for multi-use trails. In addition, local regulations do not directly apply to the 
Proposed Project due to federal preemption, and the protections granted by the Right-to-Farm 
Ordinance do not directly apply to the Proposed Project.  

Because nuisance complaints are expected to occur due to the Proposed Project alignment adjacent 
to active agriculture and because the County’s Right-to-Farm Ordinance does not apply to the 
Proposed Project, mitigation is required to limit nuisance complaints against North Coast farming 
operations. 

Mitigating Project Design Features 
As discussed above and in Section 2.0, Project Description, the Proposed Project contains several 
design features that would help minimize conflicts between trail users and agricultural operations. 
Those already discussed include placement of fencing between active farmland and the multi-use 
trail where natural barriers do not exist, placement of 12-23 trash/recycling receptacles along the 
trail alignment including in parking areas, and the prohibition of dogs and horses. In addition to 
these features, the Project would include signage at trail entrances in accordance with the MBSST 
Network Master Plan. Trail entrances would be posted with notices of ongoing agricultural activities, 
stating that the trail user agrees to trail use at his or her own risk. These notices would advise trail 
users that agricultural operations will be occurring and may include pesticide spraying, agricultural 
dust and debris, and burning activities in accordance with state and local laws and ordinances.  

The MBSST Network Master Plan calls further for historic and educational interpretive exhibits to be 
placed along the trail at strategic locations offering a variety of information. Examples given in the 
Master Plan include the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary; the history of railroads, lumber, 
and other coastal-dependent industries; climate and habitat; and farming. These exhibits intend to 
educate visitors and residents about the Sanctuary, agriculture, current issues and stewardship, and 
to take advantage of the unique opportunity offered by the MBSST Network to physically connect 
the communities in Santa Cruz County to one another and create ties to its culture and history (RTC 
2014). Agricultural-themed displays would serve to educate the public about potential nuisances 
associated with active farming operations.  

Finally, consistent with MBSST Master Plan requirements, a Trail Manager would be identified by 
the RTC for this segment of the trail. The Trail Manager would be responsible for trash/recycling 
disposal, fence/barrier repair and replacement, and repair and replacement of signage. Funding for 
the Trail Manager and associated operations would be provided or secured by the RTC.  

The MBSST Master Plan EIR identified this impact as potentially significant and required three 
mitigation measures to reduce the impact to a less than significant level (RTC 2013). One of those 
measures (Master Plan Mitigation Measure AG-3(b), Landscape Coordination) required the use of 
native and indigenous species for landscaping along the trail. As the Project would not include 
landscaping, this mitigation measure does not apply and is not included herein. Other mitigation 
measures from the Master Plan EIR have been incorporated into the mitigation measures identified 
below (Mitigation Measures AG-3(b) and Mitigation Measure AG-5), under Impact AG-5. Further 
detail is provided in a footnote associated with each of those measures. Other measures included 
below are new to the Project, based on current site- and project-specific information.  
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Summary 
As outlined above, the Proposed Project could negatively impact adjacent agricultural operations by 
placing trail users in proximity to active farmland. Trail users may impact agriculture through 
trespassing, littering, and generating food safety-related concerns. Although they would not result 
in conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use, these potential impacts could negatively impact 
and be considered in conflict with agricultural operations. Implementation of Mitigation Measures 
AG-3(a) through AG-3(e) would reduce conflicts between trail users and agricultural operations, 
thereby limiting the potential for negative effects. This impact of the Proposed Project would be less 
than significant with mitigation.  

Mitigation Measure AG-3(a): Implement Measures to Reduce Construction-
Related Conflicts with Agricultural Operations 
The following measures shall be implemented during construction to reduce potential conflicts 
between construction-related activities and agricultural operations: 

 Staging areas shall not be placed in or directly adjacent to active agricultural areas and access to 
staging areas shall not block or inhibit access to existing farmland or farm access roads 

 Where feasible, construction adjacent to agricultural areas shall not occur during peak harvest 
periods, typically in the fall months (Branon 2018) 

 When construction activities must occur during agricultural harvest (for example, to avoid 
nesting bird season), reasonable access to farmland, as determined by the RTC or CFL in 
consultation with the North Coast Farmers, shall be maintained; while precise timing cannot be 
specified, the RTC or CFL would endeavor to consult with the Farmers as early as feasible in the 
development of the construction schedule 

 The construction contractor shall designate a contact for construction-related complaints. 
Contact information shall be provided to agricultural operators adjacent to the rail line, and 
shall be posted at construction staging areas. The contractor shall respond to complaints in a 
timely manner 

These measures shall be included in final design plans and implemented by the construction 
contractor. The RTC or its designee shall review plans to confirm inclusion of these measures and 
conduct spot-check monitoring during construction to ensure compliance.  

Mitigation Measure AG-3(b): Install No Trespassing Signs Prior to Operation10  
Signs clearly indicating “No Trespassing” shall be installed at key locations, to be identified by the 
RTC or CFL in consultation with the North Coast Farmers. The signs shall specify the legal 
ramifications for trespassing on adjacent properties. The Trail Manager shall be responsible for 
ensuring the signs are properly maintained and shall replace signs when they are removed or 
damaged such that they are no longer legible. 

                                                      
10 This measure is a modified version of Mitigation Measure AG-3(a) (Notice of Agricultural Activities) from the Master Plan EIR (RTC 
2013). The new measure (MM AG-3(b) herein) satisfies the prior measure while providing more project-specific detail. 
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Mitigation Measure AG-3(c): Regularly Remove Solid Waste and Litter during 
Operation 
Once the trail is open for public use, the Trail Manager shall ensure that solid waste is collected 
from each of the 23 proposed trash receptacles twice-weekly, or more often as needed to ensure 
that the trash and recycling receptacles located along the trail and in the three parking lots do not 
overflow. The frequency shall be determined by the Trail Manager and may vary seasonally, with 
more frequent collection in the summer months when the trail is busy. Trash/recycling receptacles 
located in the parking lots may require more frequent collection than the receptacles along the trail 
alignment.  

The Trail Manager shall be responsible as well for collecting litter along the trail. If litter leaves the 
trail ROW, the Trail Operator shall ensure that the litter in the vicinity of the trail that is reasonably 
attributed to trail use is removed within a reasonable time frame. Access to agricultural fields for 
the purpose of litter removal shall be coordinated with on-site agricultural operators, taking into 
account pesticide/fumigant restrictions and the goal of minimizing soil compaction or direct contact 
with crops. The Trail Manager shall not enter adjacent agricultural fields without express permission 
by the agricultural operator. All solid waste and recyclable materials shall be properly disposed.  

Additionally, the Trail Manager shall identify garbage, feces, and trampling associated with human 
activity, including homeless/transient encampments, and report such activity to the County Sheriff 
and State Parks. 

Mitigation Measure AG-3(d): Post Notices to Promote Food Safety prior to 
Operation 
Prior to the trail opening for public use, the RTC shall post notices of ongoing agricultural activities 
along the trail alignment, at least every mile, in addition to posting notices at the trail entrances. 
The location of the notices posted along the trail shall be identified by the RTC in consultation with 
the North Coast Farmers. The following information shall be added to the notices, at minimum: 

 A reminder that dogs and horses are prohibited on the trail, consistent with State Parks 
regulations 

 Notice that trail users are required to use restroom facilities in consideration of food hygiene 
issues on adjacent agricultural lands, and provide the location of the restroom facilities at the 
Davenport Beach, Panther/Yellowbank Beach, and Wilder Ranch parking lots. 

Mitigation Measure AG-3(e): Install Agricultural Interpretive Exhibits prior to 
Operation 
Prior to the trail opening for public use, the RTC shall install agricultural interpretive exhibits at key 
locations along the trail to highlight specifically the importance of agriculture in the North Coast 
area, consistent with MBSST Master Plan Design Guidelines. The signs shall be intended to educate 
trail users about the history of North Coast agriculture, typical agricultural practices, and other 
information determined appropriate in consultation with the North Coast Farmers. The displays 
shall explain that not all materials applied in nearby agricultural fields are pesticides, but rather may 
be fertilizers or soil amendments. At least five exhibits shall be placed along the trail in proximity to 
agricultural operations, and shall be installed in coordination and compatible with other 
interpretative information (e.g., Sanctuary/coastal education signage).  
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Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
As described for the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 could result in several types of land use 
conflicts from the interface of trail users and agricultural operations. This discussion focuses on the 
potential impact of trail users on adjacent agricultural operations. Impacts of agricultural operations 
on trail users are addressed in Impact AG-5, below. 

Under Alternative 1, the existing railroad tracks would be removed and the multi-use trail would be 
constructed on the existing track bed. Because the existing tracks are farther inland from existing 
agricultural operations than the Proposed Project alignment, this alternative would place trail users 
farther away from agricultural land and operations. The centerline of Alternative 1 is between 12 
feet and 15 feet east of the centerline of Proposed Project, except near the Wilder Ranch State Park 
parking lot, where Alternative 1 would be closer to agriculture (approximately 50 feet from planted 
crops, compared to 120 feet for the Proposed Project). 

For the majority of the alignment, Alternative 1 is approximately 25 to 30 feet east of the Proposed 
Project and, therefore, is generally farther from active agricultural areas. As described in Section 
3.14, Transportation/Circulation, the same number of trail users would utilize Alternative 1 as the 
Proposed Project. Alternative 1 trail users would still have the potential to negatively impact 
agricultural operations through trespassing, littering (whether intentionally or unintentionally 
released), and causing food safety and liability-related concerns. Nuisance complaints would also be 
expected. Therefore, despite the somewhat increased distance from agriculture, this impact of 
Alternative 1 would be less than significant with mitigation, similar to the Proposed Project. 
Mitigation Measures AG-3(a) through AG-3(e), described above, would be required to reduce 
conflicts between trail users and agricultural operations. 

Mitigation Measure AG-3(a): Implement Measures to Reduce Construction-
Related Conflicts with Agricultural Operations 

Mitigation Measure AG-3(b): Install No Trespassing Signs Prior to Operation  

Mitigation Measure AG-3(c): Regularly Remove Solid Waste and Litter during 
Operation 

Mitigation Measure AG-3(d): Post Notices to Promote Food Safety prior to 
Operation 

Mitigation Measure AG-3(e): Install Agricultural Interpretive Exhibits prior to 
Operation 

Impact AG-4 THE PROJECT COULD TEMPORARILY DISRUPT UTILITIES DURING CONSTRUCTION AND 
REQUIRE THE PERMANENT RELOCATION OF SOME FARM-RELATED INFRASTRUCTURE. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS 
THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
Each farm in the North Coast area maintains a system of on-site utilities needed for operations, such 
as irrigation systems (e.g., ditches, drains, pipelines, and wells) and power supplies. The Proposed 
Project could temporarily disrupt these utilities during construction activities, and may require the 
permanent relocation of utility infrastructure in some areas. Utility disruptions could jeopardize 
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farm productivity. For example, if irrigation infrastructure is cut off for a prolonged period, growers 
would be unable to water their crops, resulting in a reduced yield or complete loss of the crop. In 
some locations, power lines providing service to adjacent agricultural properties may encroach into 
the rail ROW. While less detrimental to farming than loss of irrigation or access, temporary 
disruptions caused by power line relocation would still be problematic for farm operators. 

Farm access roads are another type of farm infrastructure that may be impacted by the Proposed 
Project. Approximately 3.4 miles of the Proposed Project alignment, shown in detail in Appendix 
A.PP, extends along existing farm roads (Short 2018).11 Another approximately 2.0 miles of the trail 
would be located in areas that are too narrow to accommodate both large farm equipment and the 
Proposed Project (North Coast Farmers 2017). In these areas, construction of a multi-use trail would 
eliminate existing farm access roads, thereby necessitating the creation of a new farm road adjacent 
to the trail to provide continued access for farming equipment. It is worth noting that some of these 
existing farm access roads are located on RTC-owned ROW, and are therefore encroachment onto 
publically owned land. Regardless, if new roads are not developed in a timely fashion, farm 
operators would have trouble accessing and tending to their crops. Potential impacts associated 
with crop conversion as a result of new farm access road development are discussed under Impact 
AG-1 above. 

As noted under Farm Infrastructure, there are 2524 existing crossings of the rail line along the 
Proposed Project corridor. Of these, 18 are used by farm vehicles.12 Farm vehicles that use these 
crossings include both rubber tire and track-mounted tractors, with the largest vehicle being a 19-
foot wide ring roller (North Coast Farmers 2017). Table 2-1 in Section 2.0, Project Description, 
summarizes Proposed Project changes to rail crossings. As shown therein, three formal California 
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) crossings and the two informal farm vehicle crossings would be 
closed. The remaining formal CPUC crossings, all of which are used by farm vehicles, would be 
improved. As shown in Figure 2-9 and Figure 2-10 in Section 2.0, Project Description, improvements 
would include grading and installing pavement and concrete crossing panels, signage, and mud mats 
at the crossing approaches. Mud mats and cattle guards would limit the amount of soil, mud, and 
other debris carried onto the trail by farm vehicles. As currently proposed, these crossings would 
not include gates.  

The elimination of five existing crossings would represent an inconvenience for farm workers, 
sometimes requiring longer travel distances to access property on the other side of the trail, and 
lengthening the time of each crossing as workers stop to look for pedestrians and bicyclists. In 
addition, some of the farm equipment crossing at these locations is wide and cumbersome, and 
would need adequate width to successfully cross in these areas. Increased travel times for farm 
workers and alterations to the width of trail crossings would not result in the conversion of 
agriculture to non-agricultural use, but it could be considered a conflict with agricultural operations 
and would be considered a significant impact based on the established thresholds. Mitigation 
Measure AG-4(b) contains design recommendations to address equipment movement functionality. 
Potential conflicts between trail users and farm equipment at these crossings are addressed in 
Impact T-5 in Section 3.14, Transportation/Circulation.  

                                                      
11 In their NOP comment letter, the North Coast Farmers (2017) stated that 3.9 miles of existing farm roads are located immediately 
adjacent to the existing rail line. However, there was no source provided for this information. A review of the Proposed Project alignment 
by the engineer designing the project indicated a distance of 3.4 miles (Short 2018). This was based on a review of project drawings in GIS 
format, and defined farm access roads to include any dirt road that connects fields and/or runs parallel to the edge of a farm field, over 
which the Proposed Project would lie. 
12 Sixteen as “formal” CPUC crossings and two as informal crossings.  
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This impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant with mitigation. Mitigation 
Measures AG-4(a) and AG-4(b) would reduce this impact to a less than significant level by 
minimizing farm utility disruptions, ensuring that agricultural operators are not responsible for the 
cost of relocating utilities or constructing new farm access roads, and designing crossings that are 
functional for agricultural equipment. 

Mitigation Measure AG-4(a): Relocate Farm Utilities Affected by Trail 
Construction13 
The RTC shall be responsible for the actual and reasonable costs to disconnect, dismantle, remove, 
reassemble, and reinstall agricultural utilities and infrastructure (including, but not limited to, 
irrigation system components, farm access roads, and power supplies) which was installed originally 
pursuant to legal entitlements to occupy or use the affected land (e.g., leases, contracts, 
agreements) in or immediately adjacent to the trail ROW. Utilities shall be relocated in a timely 
manner to avoid service disruptions.  

Mitigation Measure AG-4(b): Design and Maintain Trail Crossings to 
Accommodate Farm Equipment and Restrict Access14 
The FHWA CFL shall design trail crossings to accommodate farm equipment. This shall include the 
following: 

 Crossings shall accommodate farm equipment measuring 19-foot in width, and shall be paved 
with a surface that can withstand tractor grousers 

 Gates shall be installed at entrances to each crossing to prevent access to farmlands by trail 
users. The gates shall include lock system to ensure access by agricultural operators, the Trail 
Manager, State Parks personnel, and emergency first responders 

 The Trail Manager shall be responsible for clearing excessive soil, mud, and other debris carried 
onto the trail by farm vehicles, as needed to ensure safe crossing by pedestrians and bicyclists 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
As described above for Proposed Project, each farm in the North Coast area maintains a system of 
onsite utilities needed for operations, and constructing the trail could temporarily disrupt these 
utilities and may require the permanent relocation in some areas. Utility disruptions could 
jeopardize farm productivity, which would be considered a conflict with agricultural operations.  

The Alternative 1 trail alignment would be located on the existing track bed, which is generally 
farther from active agricultural areas than the Proposed Project trail alignment. Because of this 
increased distance and the presence of historic rail facilities within the Alternative 1 footprint, this 
alternative would be less likely to interfere with existing agricultural irrigation systems than the 
Proposed Project.  

                                                      
13 This mitigation is a refinement of Mitigation Measure AG-1(a) (Placement of Fencing) from the MBSST Master Plan EIR (RTC 2013). The 
prior measure required that fencing be placed to allow continued access by farm equipment. The proposed fencing for this segment of 
the MBSST has been analyzed herein, and a project- and site-specific analysis determined that Mitigation Measure AG-4(a) (Relocate Farm 
Utilities Affected by Trail Construction) is a more appropriate mitigation to ensure continued access to agricultural areas.  
14 This mitigation is a refinement of Mitigation Measure AG-1(a) (Placement of Fencing) from the MBSST Master Plan EIR (RTC 2013). As 
with MM AG-4(a), the analysis herein has determined that Mitigation Measure AG-4(b) (Design and Maintain Trail Crossings to 
Accommodate Farm Equipment and Restrict Access) is a more appropriate mitigation to ensure continued access to agricultural areas.  
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In some locations, power lines providing service to adjacent agricultural properties may encroach 
into the rail ROW. While less detrimental to farming than loss of irrigation or access, temporary 
disruptions caused by power line relocation would still be problematic for farm operators. The 
potential impact to utilities would be reduced with implementation of Mitigation Measure AG-4(a), 
which would relocate farm utilities affected by trail construction. Similarly, because the Alternative 
1 trail alignment would be within the existing rail line, it does not follow existing farm access roads 
and thus would not result in the removal of existing and construction of new farm access roads.  

As with the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 would result in the closure of five existing rail crossings 
currently used by farm vehicles. The remaining 15 existing rail crossings would be converted to trail 
crossings under this alternative. The design would be similar to the Proposed Project (with 
pavement and concrete crossing panels, signage, and cattle guards where appropriate), but the 
crossings would be shorter, as they would cross the trail only (and not a trail and rail line, as for the 
Proposed Project). Because this alternative would eliminate the same crossings as the Proposed 
Project, it would result in the same inconveniences to farm operators. In addition, the same design 
considerations would be needed to ensure functional access by farm vehicles. As such, Mitigation 
Measure AG-4(b) would apply to Alternative 1.  

In summary, the overall impact of Alternative 1 would be less than that of the Proposed Project, but 
would still result in potentially significant impacts that would be less than significant with 
mitigation. Mitigation Measures AG-4(a) and AG-4(b), described above, are required to minimize 
farm utility disruptions, ensure agricultural operators are not responsible for the cost of relocating 
utilities installed originally pursuant to legal entitlements to occupy or use the affected land, and 
ensure trail crossings are functional for agricultural equipment. 

Mitigation Measure AG-4(a): Relocate Farm Utilities Affected by Trail 
Construction 

Mitigation Measure AG-4(b): Design and Maintain Trail Crossings to 
Accommodate Farm Equipment and Restrict Access 

Impact AG-5 AGRICULTURAL OPERATIONS COULD ADVERSELY AFFECT TRAIL USERS, WHICH MAY 
RESULT IN CONFLICTS WITH AGRICULTURAL OPERATIONS (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH 
MITIGATION; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
The interface of trail users and agricultural operations could result in several types of land use 
conflicts, affecting both agricultural resources and trail users. The analysis below is focused on the 
potential impact of adjacent agricultural operations on trail users. Impacts of trail users on 
agricultural operations are addressed in Impact AG-3, above. 

Strictly speaking, the analysis of impacts on trail users is not required by CEQA. In California Building 
Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369, 377 (CBIA I), 
the California Supreme Court held that “agencies subject to CEQA generally are not required to 
analyze the impact of existing environmental conditions on a project’s future users or residents.” 
The court did not hold, however, that CEQA never requires consideration of the effects of existing 
environmental conditions on the future occupants or users of a proposed project. “[W]hen a 
proposed project risks exacerbating those environmental hazards or conditions that already exist, 
an agency must analyze the potential impact of such hazards on future residents or users. In those 
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specific instances, it is the project’s impact on the environment—and not the environment’s impact 
on the project—that compels an evaluation of how future residents or users could be affected by 
exacerbated conditions.” (Id. at pp. 377-378 [italics added].) When the case was remanded from the 
Supreme Court down to the Court of Appeal, the latter body noted that, for a public project, a lead 
agency could choose to disregard these limitations on the scope of CEQA analysis, and could 
voluntarily address the effects of preexisting environmental hazards of project users. (California 
Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (2016) 2 Cal.App.5th 
1067, 1082-1083 (CBIA II).) The RTC chooses do so here. 

The use of pesticides on adjacent row crops and the suspension of dust from operation of farm 
equipment could present adverse health concerns and nuisance complaints from trail users 
unaccustomed to agricultural practices. Potential health effects associated with exposure to 
agricultural pesticides are discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. This analysis 
focuses on the potential for such complaints to result in impacts to agricultural resources.  

The Santa Cruz County Agricultural Commissioner’s office is responsible for issuing pesticide 
spraying permits and regulating the use of pesticides and other agricultural chemicals. As the 
regulating and enforcement entity for the County, the Agricultural Commissioner’s office would not 
place additional restrictions upon the agricultural operators as a result of the Proposed Project as 
long as pesticides and other agricultural chemicals are applied in compliance with the label, worker 
safety requirements, weather conditions, drift restrictions, and all other safety requirements 
pursuant to federal, state, and local laws. As described in Section 3.2.2, Regulatory Setting, these 
existing regulations require a 100-foot exclusion zone between most pesticide applications and all 
persons other than appropriately trained and equipped pesticide handlers (CCR Title 3 Section 
6762(c)). This exclusion zone would ensure that pesticides used adjacent to the Proposed Project 
alignment not be applied within 100 feet of trail users. 

As discussed in Section 3.2.1, Existing Conditions, the only fumigant currently being applied in the 
North Coast area is Telone II, a restricted use pesticide due to high acute inhalation toxicity and 
carcinogenicity (Dow AgroSciences 2012). Application of Telone II is prohibited within 100 feet of 
any occupied structure, and this exclusion buffer zone must be maintained for seven days following 
application (Santa Cruz County Agricultural Commissioner 2017b). Currently, there are no buffer 
restrictions for transient uses (i.e., pedestrians on a trail), but the Agricultural Commissioner’s office 
anticipates that future state-mandated regulations for Telone II may include transient buffers 
(Hidalgo 2018a, b). However, because such regulations are not in place as of this writing, no buffer 
zone is assumed. However, aAn exclusion zone of 100 feet is assumed for Telone II, consistent with 
exclusion zones for other pesticides applied in the North Coast region, but additional buffer distance 
is not assumed because more stringent buffer restrictions are not currently in place.15 

Where the Proposed Project runs adjacent to active agricultural operations, the distance between 
the edge of the trail (i.e., the coastal-side shoulder) and active cropland would range between 
0.0 feet where the trail directly abuts or would convert active farmland, to approximately 140 feet 
where the trail deviates from the rail line near Wilder Ranch State Park. As discussed under Impact 
AG-4, where the trail directly abuts agricultural operations, it is anticipated that new farm roads 
may be created to provide continued access for farming equipment. Typical farm roads in the area 
are approximately 10 to 20 feet wide. Thus, for the purpose of this analysis, it is assumed that the 

                                                      
15 A buffer zone is an area extending horizontally from a treated field where entry into the zone is prohibited or restricted for a certain 
period (e.g., for seven days following application). An application exclusion zone is an area extending horizontally 100 feet from the 
application equipment in all directions during an application; once application has ceased, there is no exclusion zone (Sanford 2018). 
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smallest buffer distance between the edge of the trail and planted cropland would be 10 feet. At 
this distance, regardless of whether agricultural operators follow all restrictions on the pesticide 
label, trail users may be exposed to pesticides. The potential for exposure would increase in 
instances where trail users may trespass onto adjacent agricultural property after pesticides have 
been applied. The health effects of pesticide exposure are further discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards 
and Hazardous Materials. Liability concerns, as discussed previously, could also result in indirect 
impacts to agricultural operators.  

It should be noted that while ongoing agricultural operations could impact trail users, these impacts 
are not unique to the Project. Agricultural operations in the region often result in nuisance impacts 
to adjacent urban development, and such impacts are typically of a greater magnitude than 
expected with regard to trail users. Homeowners typically note conflicts with adjacent agricultural 
operations more frequently than transitory trail users, who enter and leave agricultural areas of 
their own accord, and therefore are more likely to accept short-term odor and noise nuisances.  

As discussed under Impact AG-3, fencing would be installed between the trail and most active 
agricultural areas (where natural barriers do not already exist). In addition, trail entrances would be 
posted with notices of ongoing agricultural activities stating that the trail user agrees to trail use at 
his/her own risk. These notices would advise trail users that agricultural operations will be occurring 
and may include pesticide spraying, agricultural dust and debris, and burning activities in 
accordance with state and local laws and ordinances. Mitigation Measure AG-3(b) would strengthen 
these notices by clearly indicating “No Trespassing” at key locations, and Mitigation Measure AG-
3(e) would ensure that proposed interpretive exhibits educate trail users about the history and 
importance of North Coast agriculture. These measures would restrict access to agricultural areas 
and inform trail users of the likelihood of pesticide application on adjacent crops. In so doing, these 
measures would reduce pesticide exposure by restricting access and educating trail users about the 
need to perform typical agricultural functions.  

This impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant with mitigation. In the unlikely 
event that an individual is exposed to pesticide applications, such exposure would be brief and 
adherence to pesticide handling and application labeling on adjacent agricultural properties would 
minimize the exposure potential for future trail users. Mitigation Measures AG-3(b) and AG-3(e), 
described above, and Mitigation Measure AG-5, below, would limit the potential for pesticide 
exposure, and thus the potential for trail users to file complaints against agricultural operators such 
that this impact would be less than significant. In addition, Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 is 
recommended to further limit the potential for pesticide exposure and reduce associated health 
impacts. 

Mitigation Measure AG-3(b): Install No Trespassing Signs Prior to Operation  

Mitigation Measure AG-3(e): Install Agricultural Interpretive Exhibits Prior to 
Operation 

Mitigation Measure AG-5: Establish Pesticide Spray Notification Procedures 
and Install Temporary Warning Signage along Trail  
The RTC shall establish notification procedures whereby agricultural operators adjacent to the 
Project alignment notify the Agricultural Commissioner and/or Trail Manager at least 24 hours prior 
to application of pesticides of primary concern within 100 feet of the trail. The Trail Manager shall 
develop the list of pesticides of primary concern in consultation with the Agricultural Commissioner 
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and shall include on the list those pesticides most likely to impact public health. The Trail Manager 
shall update the list annually based on PURs, latest state and federal pesticide regulations, and 
Agricultural Commissioner recommendations. 

Upon notification, the Trail Manager or their designee shall place temporary signage on the trail in 
the vicinity of pesticide application. The signs shall be placed in a location highly visible to trail users, 
and shall indicate the type of pesticide being applied, the duration of application activities, the 
potential health hazards associated with exposure to the pesticide, and that trail users enter at their 
own risk. The notice shall additionally include the web address to the National Pesticide Information 
Center (http://npic.orst.edu/). 

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: Amend Agricultural Leases to Provide Pesticide 
Spraying Limitations  
Refer to Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
As described above for the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 could result in several types of land use 
conflicts from the interface of trail users and agricultural operations. This discussion focuses on the 
potential impact of adjacent agricultural operations on trail users. Impacts of trail users on 
agricultural operations are addressed in Impact AG-3, above. 

Under Alternative 1, the impacts of agricultural operations on trail users would be similar to that 
described above for the Proposed Project. However, because the existing tracks are farther inland 
from existing agricultural operations than the Proposed Project alignment, Alternative 1 would place 
trail users farther away from agriculture, thus the potential for conflict would be somewhat less.  

The centerline of Alternative 1 is between 12 feet and 150 feet east of the centerline of Proposed 
Project, except near the Wilder Ranch State Park parking lot, where Alternative 1 would be closer to 
agriculture (approximately 50 feet from planted crops, compared to 120 feet for the Proposed 
Project). For the majority of the alignment, Alternative 1 is approximately 25 to 30 feet east of the 
Proposed Project, and is therefore generally farther from active agricultural areas. As described in 
Section 3.14, Transportation/Circulation, the same number of trail users would utilize Alternative 1 
as the Proposed Project. Alternative 1 trail users would still have the potential to be exposed to 
pesticides, and the potential for nuisance complaints would remain. Therefore, despite the 
somewhat increased distance from agriculture, the impact of Alternative 1 would be less than 
significant with mitigation, similar to the Proposed Project. Mitigation Measures AG-3(b) and AG-
3(e), and AG-5, described above, would be required to limit the potential for pesticide exposure. It 
should be noted, however, that due to the increased distance between the Alternative 1 alignment 
and active agriculture, fewer notifications under Mitigation Measure AG-5 would be expected. In 
addition, Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 is recommended to further limit the potential for pesticide 
exposure and reduce associated health impacts. 

Mitigation Measure AG-3(b): Install No Trespassing Signs Prior to Operation  

Mitigation Measure AG-3(e): Install Agricultural Interpretive Exhibits prior to 
Operation 
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Mitigation Measure AG-5: Establish Pesticide Spray Notification Procedures 
and Install Temporary Warning Signage along Trail 

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: Amend Agricultural Leases to Provide Pesticide 
Spraying Limitations  
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3.3 Air Quality 
This section describes existing regional air quality, outlines the regulatory framework applicable to 
air quality management, and evaluates impacts related to criteria pollutant emissions as a result of 
Project construction and operation. Table 3.3-1, below, presents a summary of potential impacts 
related to air quality. 

Table 3.3-1 Summary of Project Impacts Related to Air Qualitya 

Impact 
Significance 
Before Mitigation Mitigation 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

AIR-1. The Project would not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the adopted MBARD AQMP. 

Less than 
Significant 

None required Less than 
Significant 

AIR-2. The Project would not violate any air quality 
standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation. 

Less than 
significant 

None required Less than 
significant 

AIR-3. The Project would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 
which the region is designated non-attainment. 

Less than 
significant 

None required Less than 
significant 

AIR-4. The Project would not expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 

Less than 
significant 

None required Less than 
significant 

AIR-5. The Project would not create objectionable 
odors affecting a substantial number of people. 

Less than 
significant 

None required Less than 
significant 

a The impacts apply to both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 unless otherwise noted. 

3.3.1 Existing Conditions 

Climate and Topography 
The Project corridor is located in the North Central Coast Air Basin (NCCAB). The NCCAB is composed 
of Monterey, Santa Cruz, and San Benito counties and covers an area of more than 5,100 square 
miles. The air basin features varied vegetation, climate, and geography and includes portions of 
several mountain ranges: the Santa Lucia and Gabilan ranges in Monterey and San Benito counties, 
the southern portion of the Santa Cruz Mountains in Santa Cruz County, and the Diablo Range in the 
eastern half of San Benito County. The coastal terraces in the Santa Cruz area, the flat plains 
surrounding Watsonville, Salinas, and King City, and the southern Santa Clara Valley are markedly 
defined by these mountain ranges. The topography of the Project area is dominated by Ben Lomond 
Mountain ridgeline, which lies east of the Project alignment and trends roughly northwest to 
southeast, parallel to the coastline. 

The Pacific High pressure cell, a semi-permanent high pressure cell in the eastern Pacific Ocean, is 
the controlling factor in the climate of the NCCAB. In the summer, the high-pressure cell is dominant 
and causes persistent west and northwest winds over the entire California coast. Air descends from 
the Pacific High, and warms and dries as it descends, resulting in generally sunny skies and dry 
weather (NOAA 2018). The relatively cooler temperature of the Pacific Ocean creates a layer of cool 
air directly over the ocean. This stable temperature inversion of warm air over a cooler coastal layer 
of air creates an onshore air current that passes over cool ocean waters to bring fog and relatively 
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cool air into the coastal valleys. The warmer aloft air acts as a lid that inhibits vertical air movement 
and allows air pollutants to concentrate in the lower level. 

The generally northwest-southeast orientation of mountainous ridges tends to restrict and channel 
the summer onshore air currents. Surface heating in the interior portion of the Salinas and San 
Benito valleys creates a weak low pressure that intensifies the onshore air flow during the afternoon 
and evening. 

In the fall, the surface winds become weak, and the marine layer grows shallow, dissipating 
altogether on some days. The airflow is occasionally reversed in a weak offshore movement, and the 
relatively stationary air mass is held in place by the Pacific High pressure cell, which allows 
pollutants to build up over a period of a few days. It is most often during this season that north or 
east winds develop, transporting pollutants from either the San Francisco Bay area or the Central 
Valley into the NCCAB. 

During the winter, the Pacific High migrates southward and has less influence on the NCCAB. Air 
frequently flows in a southeasterly direction out of the Salinas and San Benito Valleys, especially 
during night and morning hours. The general absence of deep, persistent inversions and occasional 
storm systems usually result in good air quality for the basin as a whole in winter and early spring.  

In the Project area, average annual temperatures in degrees Fahrenheit are relatively stable and 
range from winter lows in the upper 30s to summer highs in the middle 70s (WRCC 2018). The total 
average annual precipitation is approximately 30.7 inches, with the majority of rainfall occurring 
from November through March. 

Air Pollutants of Primary Concern 
The federal and state Clean Air acts mandate the control and reduction of certain air pollutants. 
Under these acts, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and the California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) have established ambient air quality standards for certain “criteria 
pollutants.” considered harmful to public health and the environment. Ambient air pollutant 
concentrations are affected by the rates and distributions of corresponding air pollutant emissions, 
and by the climactic and topographic influences discussed above. The primary determinant of 
concentrations of non-reactive pollutants (such as carbon monoxide and particulate matter) is 
proximity to major sources. Ambient CO levels in particular usually closely follow the spatial and 
temporal distributions of vehicular traffic. A discussion of primary criteria pollutants is provided 
below. 

Ozone 
Ozone is a colorless gas with a pungent odor. Most ozone in the atmosphere is formed as a result of 
the interaction of ultraviolet light, reactive organic gases (ROG), and oxides of nitrogen (NOx). ROG 
(the organic compound fraction relevant to ozone formation, and sufficiently equivalent for the 
purposes of this analysis to volatile organic compounds, or VOC1) is composed of non-methane 
hydrocarbons (with some specific exclusions), and NOx is made of different chemical combinations 
of nitrogen and oxygen, mainly NO and NO2. A highly reactive molecule, ozone readily combines 
with many different components of the atmosphere. Consequently, high levels of ozone tend to 
exist only while high ROG and NOx levels are present to sustain the ozone formation process. Once 

                                                      
1 ROG is equivalent to VOC per MBARD Rule 101, 2.32 
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the precursors have been depleted, ozone levels rapidly decline. Because these reactions occur on a 
regional rather than local scale, ozone is considered a regional pollutant. 

Carbon Monoxide 
Carbon monoxide (CO) is an odorless, colorless, gas. CO causes a number of health problems 
including fatigue, headache, confusion, and dizziness. The incomplete combustion of petroleum 
fuels in on-road vehicles and at power plants is a major cause of CO. CO is also produced during the 
winter from wood stoves and fireplaces. CO tends to dissipate rapidly into the atmosphere; 
consequently, violations of the state CO standard are generally associated with major roadway 
intersections during peak hour traffic conditions. Localized carbon monoxide “hotspots” can occur 
at intersections with heavy peak hour traffic. Specifically, hotspots can be created at intersections 
where traffic levels are sufficiently high such that the local CO concentration exceeds the federal 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) of 35.0 parts per million (ppm) or the state AAQS of 20.0 
ppm. 

Nitrogen Dioxide 

Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) is a by-product of fuel combustion, with the primary source being motor 
vehicles and industrial boilers and furnaces. The principal form of nitrogen oxide produced by 
combustion is nitric oxide (NO), but NO reacts rapidly to form NO2, creating the mixture of NO and 
NO2 commonly called NOX. Nitrogen dioxide is an acute irritant. A relationship between NO2 and 
chronic pulmonary fibrosis may exist, and an increase in bronchitis in young children at 
concentrations below 0.3 parts per million (ppm) may occur. Nitrogen dioxide absorbs blue light and 
causes a reddish brown cast to the atmosphere and reduced visibility. It can also contribute to the 
formation of PM10 and acid rain. 

Particulate Matter 
Suspended particulate matter (airborne dust) consists of particles small enough to remain 
suspended in the air for long periods. Fine particulate matter includes particles small enough to be 
inhaled, pass through the respiratory system, and lodge in the lungs, with resultant health effects. 
Particulate matter can include materials such as sulfates and nitrates, which are particularly 
damaging to the lungs. Health effects studies resulted in revision of the Total Suspended Particulate 
(TSP) standard in 1987 to focus on particulates that are small enough to be considered “inhalable,” 
(i.e., 10 microns or less in size [PM10]). In July 1997, a further revision of the federal standard added 
criteria for PM2.5, reflecting recent studies that suggested that particulates less than 2.5 microns in 
diameter are of particular concern. 

Federal and state standards have been established for ozone, CO, NO2, sulfur dioxide (SO2), lead, 
and fine particulates (PM10 and PM2.5). Table 3.3-2 summarizes the current federal and state 
standards for each of these pollutants. The primary sStandards listed below have been set at levels 
intended to protect public health. California standards are generally more restrictive than federal 
standards. Depending on whether the standards are met or exceeded, the local air basin is classified 
as in “attainment” or in “nonattainment.” 
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Table 3.3-2 Current Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards 
Pollutant Averaging Time Federal Primary Standards California Standard 

Ozone 1-Hour − 0.09 ppm 

8-Hour 0.070 ppm 0.070 ppm 

Carbon Monoxide 8-Hour 9 ppm 9.0 ppm 

1-Hour 35 ppm 20.0 ppm 

Nitrogen Dioxide Annual 0.053 ppm 0.030 ppm 

1-Hour 0.1 ppm 0.18 ppm 

Sulfur Dioxide 24-Hour 0.14 ppm 0.04 ppm 

3-Hour 0.5 ppm − 

1-Hour 0.075 ppm 0.25 ppm 

PM10 Annual − 20 µg/m3 

24-Hour 150 µg/m3 50 µg/m3 

PM2.5 Annual 12 µg/m3 12 µg/m3 

24-Hour 35 µg/m3 − 

Lead 30-Day Average − 1.5 µg/m3 

3-Month Average 0.15 µg/m3 − 

ppm = parts per million 

µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 

Source: CARB 2016 

Current Air Quality 
The Monterey Bay Air Resources District (MBARD) consists of all three counties in the NCCAB, 
including Santa Cruz County; therefore, the Project alignment is under the jurisdiction of the 
MBARD. MBARD is responsible for air monitoring, permitting, enforcement, long-range air quality 
planning, regulatory development, education and public information activities related to air 
pollution in the NCCAB. MBARD monitors ambient air quality in the NCCAB at monitoring stations 
located in Salinas, Hollister, Carmel Valley, Santa Cruz, Scotts Valley, Watsonville, and Davenport. 
MBARD monitors air pollutant levels to assure that air quality standards are met and, if they are not 
met, to develop strategies to meet the standards. As indicated above, depending on whether or not 
the standards are met or exceeded, the air basin is classified as being in “attainment” or in “non-
attainment,” respectively. Table 3.3-3 summarizes the federal and state attainment status for 
criteria pollutants. 
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Table 3.3-3 North Central Coast Air Basin Attainment Status 
Pollutant Averaging Time California Standards Federal Standards 

Ozone (O3) 1 Hour Nonattainment - 
transitional 

No federal standard 

8 Hour Attainment 

Respirable Particulate Matter 
(PM10) 

Annual Arithmetic Mean 
Nonattainment 

No federal standard 

24 Hour Unclassified1 

Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) Annual Arithmetic Mean Attainment Attainment 

24 Hour No state standard 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 8 Hour 
Unclassified 

Unclassified/Attainment 

1 Hour 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) Annual Arithmetic Mean No state standard Attainment 

1 Hour Attainment No federal standard 

Lead Calendar Quarter No state standard Attainment 

30 Day Average Attainment No federal standard 

Rolling 3-month Average No state standard Attainment 
1 Unclassified; indicates data are not sufficient for determining attainment or nonattainment. 

Attainment = Meeting air quality standards 

Nonattainment = Exceeding air quality standards 

Source: CARB 2015, USEPA 2017 

As shown in Table 3.3-3, the NCCAB is in attainment or unclassifiable status for all federal AAQS. For 
state AAQS, the NCCAB is currently in nonattainment status for respirable particulate matter (PM10), 
and transitional nonattainment status for ozone. An area is designated transitional nonattainment 
if, during a single calendar year, the state standard is not exceeded more than three times at any 
monitoring location within the district. 

Table 3.3-4 summarizes the annual air quality data for Santa Cruz County for the most recent years 
available at MBARD’s Davenport and Soquel Avenue monitoring stations. The Davenport station, 
located at Marine View and Center Avenue in Davenport, is the closest station to the Project 
corridor. However, ozone and particulate matter were not monitored at the Davenport station. The 
Soquel Avenue station, located at 2544 Soquel Avenue in Santa Cruz, is the closest station to Project 
corridor that monitors these pollutants. The data collected at the MBARD-operated stations is 
shown in Table 3.3-4. 
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Table 3.3-4 Ambient Air Quality Data 
Pollutant Monitoring Station 2014 2015 2016 

Ozone, ppm - Worst Hour Soquel Avenue 0.076 0.076 0.064 

Number of days of state exceedances (>0.09 ppm) 0 0 0 

Ozone, ppm – Worst 8-hour Average Soquel Avenue 0.068 0.060 0.057 

Number of days of federal/state exceedances (>0.07 ppm) 0 0 0 

Particulate Matter <10 microns, µg/m3 Worst 24 Hours Soquel Avenue 21a − − 

Number of samples of state exceedances (>50 µg/m3) 0 − − 

Number of samples of federal exceedances (>150 µg/m3) 0 − − 

Particulate Matter <2.5 microns, µg/m3 Worst 24 Hours Soquel Avenue 15.7 20.5 12.7 

Number of days federal exceedances 0 0 0 

Nitrogen Dioxide, ppm – Worst Hour Davenport 0.028b − − 

Number of days of state exceedances (>0.18 ppm) 0 − − 

Carbon Monoxide, ppm – Worst 8 hour Davenport 0.64 − − 

Number of days federal/state exceedances (>9.0 ppm) 0 − − 

Sulfur Dioxide, ppm – Worst 24 Hours Davenport 0.004c − − 

Number of days of state exceedances (>0.04 ppm) 0 − − 
a Data from 2011. No data for PM10 is available from any monitoring station in Santa Cruz County after 2011. 
b Data from 2012. No data for NO2 or CO is available from any monitoring station in Santa Cruz County after 2010. 
c Data from 2009. No data for SO2 is available from any monitoring station in Santa Cruz County after 2009. 

Source: CARB 2017a 

Given that the NCCAB is designated as nonattainment for ozone and PM10, these are the primary 
pollutants of concern for the NCCAB. As indicated in Table 3.3-4, there were no Federal or State 
ozone exceedances in 2014, 2015, or 2016. The State and Federal standards for PM10 and the 
Federal standards for PM2.5 were also not exceeded in 2014, 2015, or 2016. 

Sensitive Receptors 
Certain population groups are more sensitive to air pollution than others, in particular, children, the 
elderly, and acutely ill and chronically ill persons, especially those with cardio-respiratory diseases. 
As described in the MBARD’s 2008 CEQA Guidelines, a sensitive receptor is defined as: any 
residence, including private homes, condominiums, apartments, and living quarters; education 
resources such as preschools and kindergarten through grade twelve (K-12) schools; daycare 
centers; and health care facilities such as hospitals or retirement and nursing homes. As an active 
transportation corridor, the Project corridor is not itself considered a sensitive receptor. 

Scattered rural residences are located along the Project corridor, including the farm building 
complexes identified by location along the Project Corridor, from north to south below. The 
distances are estimated based on aerial images from the building closest to the Project that could 
be a residence (Appendix A). Points of geographic reference (e.g., Panther/Yellowbank Beach) have 
been provided for reference, in addition to the specific graphic in Appendix A. 
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 Farm building complex located north of Panther/Yellowbank Beach, on the east side of Highway 
1: approximately 245 feet from the Proposed Project alignment, and approximately 170 feet 
from the Alternative 1 alignment (refer Sheet 3 of Appendix A.PP and Appendix A.2). 

 Farm building complex located south of Panther/Yellowbank Beach: approximately 60 feet from 
the Proposed Project alignment, and approximately 75 feet from the Alternative 1 alignment 
(Refer to Sheet 4 of Appendix A.PP and Appendix A.1). 

 Farm building complexes along Coast Road: as close as approximately 30 feet from the Proposed 
Project alignment, and approximately 50 feet from the Alternative 1 alignment (Refer to Sheet 5 
of Appendix A.PP and Appendix A.1) 

 Farm building complexes near Old Dairy Gulch, north of Wilder Ranch: approximately 40 to 100 
feet from the Proposed Project alignment, and approximately 60 to 80 feet from the Alternative 
1 alignment (Refer to Sheet 10 of Appendix A.PP and Appendix A.1) 

3.3.2 Regulatory Setting 

Federal 

Clean Air Act and National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
The Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1970 is the comprehensive federal law that regulates air emissions from 
stationary and mobile sources. The CAA authorizes the USEPA to establish National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS) to protect public health and public welfare and to regulate emissions of 
hazardous air pollutants. Current NAAQS are listed in Table 3.3-2.  

The USEPA has classified air basins (or portions thereof) as being in “attainment,” “nonattainment,” 
or “unclassified” for each criteria air pollutant, based on whether or not the NAAQS have been 
achieved. If an area is designated unclassified, it is because inadequate air quality data were 
available as a basis for a nonattainment or attainment designation. Table 3.3-3 lists the attainment 
status of the NCCAB for the criteria pollutants. The NCCAB is in attainment or unclassified for all 
criteria pollutants. 

The CAA was amended in 1990 to better address hazardous air pollutants (HAP) (Title III). Title III 
offers a comprehensive plan for achieving significant reductions in emissions of HAPs from major 
sources. It includes a list of 189 toxic air pollutants of which emissions must be reduced. The USEPA 
maintains and updates a list of source categories including (1) major sources emitting 10 tons per 
year of any one, or 25 tons per year of any combination, of those pollutants; and (2) area sources 
(smaller sources, such as dry cleaners). As required by Title III, the USEPA developed Maximum 
Achievable Control Technology (MACT) standards. MACT standards use the HAP emissions of the 
best-performing industry sources to set the “MACT floor”, which becomes the minimum standard 
that an industry must at least meet in order to comply with the CAA. 

State 

California Clean Air Act and California Ambient Air Quality Standards 
As a part of the California Environmental Protection Agency, CARB is responsible for the 
coordination and administration of both federal and state air pollution control programs in 
California. The federal CAA allows states to adopt ambient air quality standards and other 
regulations provided that they are at least as stringent as federal standards. The California Clean Air 
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Act (CCAA) became effective in 1989 and requires all areas of the state to attain the state ambient 
air quality standards at the earliest practicable date. To that end, California has adopted ambient 
standards (California Ambient Air Quality Standards or CAAQS) that are equal to or stricter than the 
federal standards for six criteria air pollutants. The California ambient air quality standards are listed 
in the Table of Standards in Section 70200 of Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations, and 
provided in Table 3.3-2 above. Similar to the federal CAA, areas have been designated as 
attainment, nonattainment, or unclassified with respect to the state ambient air quality standards. 
The NCCAB is currently in state nonattainment status respirable particulate matter (PM10) and in 
transitional nonattainment status for ozone. 

Tanner Air Toxics Act and Air Toxics Hot Spots Information and Assessment Act 
California regulates TACs primarily through the Tanner Air Toxics Act (AB 1807—Tanner Act) and the 
Air Toxics Hot Spots Information and Assessment Act of 1987 (AB 2588—Hot Spots Act). The Tanner 
Act sets forth a formal procedure for CARB to designate substances as TACs. This includes research, 
public participation, and scientific peer review before CARB designates a substance as a TAC. The 
Hot Spots Act requires that existing facilities that emit toxic substances above specified levels 
1) prepare a toxic emission inventory, 2) prepare a risk assessment if emissions are significant (i.e., 
10 tons per year or on the Air District's Hot Spots Risk Assessment list), 3) notify the public of 
significant risk levels, and 4) prepare and implement risk reduction measures. 

Risk Reduction Plan to Reduce Particulate Matter Emissions from Diesel‐
Fueled Engines and Vehicles 
In September 2000, CARB approved the Risk Reduction Plan to Reduce Particulate Matter Emissions 
from Diesel‐Fueled Engines and Vehicles (CARB 2000). The plan outlines a comprehensive and 
ambitious program that includes the development of numerous control measures aimed at 
substantially reducing emissions from new and existing on‐road vehicles (e.g., heavy‐duty trucks 
and buses), off‐road equipment (e.g., graders, tractors, forklifts, sweepers, and boats), portable 
equipment (e.g., pumps), and stationary engines (e.g., stand‐by power generators). CARB has 
adopted several regulations that will reduce diesel emissions from in‐use vehicles and engines 
throughout California. In some cases, the particulate matter reduction strategies also reduce smog‐
forming emissions such as NOX. As an ongoing process, CARB reviews air contaminants and identifies 
those that are classified as TACs. CARB also continues to establish new programs and regulations for 
the control of TACs, including diesel particulate matter, as appropriate. 

Air Quality and Land Use Handbook 
In 2005, CARB’s Community Health Program made available the Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: 
A Community Health Perspective to serve as a general reference guide for evaluating and reducing 
air pollution impacts associated with new projects that go through the land use decision-making 
process (CARB 2005). The recommendations in the handbook are voluntary and do not constitute a 
requirement or mandate for either land use agencies or local air districts.  

In April 2017, CARB published a technical advisory (Strategies to Reduce Air Pollution Exposure Near 
High-Volume Roadways: Technical Advisory) to supplement the handbook (CARB 2017b). It is 
intended to provide planners and other stakeholders involved in land use planning and decision-
making with information on scientifically based strategies to reduce exposure to traffic emissions 
near high-volume roadways in order to protect public health and promote equity and 
environmental justice. 
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Regional  
MBARD regulates air quality in the NCCAB and is responsible for attainment planning related to 
criteria air pollutants and for district rule development and enforcement. It also reviews air quality 
analyses prepared for CEQA assessments and has published the CEQA Air Quality Guidelines 
document (last revised February 2008) for use in evaluation of air quality impacts (MBARD 2008). 
The purpose of the MBARD Guidelines is to assist in the review and evaluation of air quality impacts 
from projects that are subject to CEQA. The MBARD Guidelines are an advisory document intended 
to provide lead agencies, consultants, and Project proponents with uniform procedures for 
assessing potential air quality impacts and preparing the air quality section of environmental 
documents. The MBARD Guidelines are also intended to help these entities anticipate areas of 
concern from the MBARD in its role as a lead, commenting and/or responsible agency for air quality. 

According to the MBARD Guidelines, during construction an impact would occur if the project would 
cause a violation of PM10 AAQS at nearby or upwind of sensitive receptors, based on if the project 
would emit more than 82 lbs/day of PM10. Ozone impacts during construction would potentially 
occur if the project would use equipment that is not “typical construction equipment” such as such 
as dump trucks, scrapers, bulldozers, compactors and front-end loaders. Construction projects using 
typical construction equipment are accommodated in the emission inventories of federally and 
state-required air plans and would not have a significant impact. 

During operation, a project is considered to have a significant impact if it would: 

 Generate direct (area source or stationary) plus indirect (operational or mobile) emissions of 
either ROG or NOX that exceed 137 pounds (lbs)/day 

 Generate on-site emissions of PM10 exceeding 82 lbs/day 
 Generate direct emissions of CO exceeding 550 lbs/day 
 Generate direct emissions of SOX exceeding 150 lbs/day 

The MBARD Guidelines state that the 82 lbs/day threshold for construction emissions of PM10 is the 
threshold for both individual and cumulative impacts on local air quality. Projects that are 
inconsistent with the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), described below, would result in a 
significant cumulative impact related to ozone emissions. A project is consistent with the AQMP if it 
is consistent with the growth assumptions in the AQMP, and is therefore accommodated in the 
emissions inventories.  

For impacts related to CO, the MBARD Guidelines indicate that any of the following traffic effects 
should be assumed to generate a significant CO impact, unless CO dispersion modeling 
demonstrates otherwise: 

 Intersections or road segments that operate at LOS D or better that would operate at LOS E or F 
with the project's traffic 

 Intersections or road segments that operate at LOS E or F where the volume-to-capacity (V/C) 
ratio would increase 0.05 or more with the project's traffic 

 Intersections that operate at LOS E or F where delay would increase by 10 seconds or more with 
the project's traffic 

 Unsignalized intersections which operate at LOS E or F where the reserve capacity would 
decrease by 50 or more with the project's traffic (This criterion is based on the turning 
movement with the worst reserve capacity) 
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 Project would generate substantial heavy-duty truck traffic or generate substantial traffic along 
urban street canyons or near a major stationary source of CO  

In accordance with the California Clean Air Act, MBARD has developed an AQMP (MBARD 2017). The 
focus of the plan is achieving the 8-hour ozone standard in the region. The plan includes an updated 
air quality trends analysis; emissions inventory that includes the latest information on stationary, 
area, and mobile emission sources; and mobile source programs. 

Local 
The Conservation and Open Space Element of the Santa Cruz County General Plan and Local Coastal 
Program provides a list of policies and programs intended to improve the air quality of the NCCAB 
(County of Santa Cruz 1994). Section 2.7, Required Permits and Approvals, notes that because the 
Project is being implemented by the federal government, local land use authority is preempted such 
that local policies and regulations do not directly apply to the Project. However, key programs and 
policies from the General Plan pertinent to the Project are provided below for informational 
purposes.  

 Policy 5.18.1. Ensure new development projects are consistent at a minimum with the 
Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District [now MBARD] Air Quality Management Plan 
and review such projects for potential impact on air quality 

 Policy 5.18.7. Emphasize bicycles and pedestrian modes of transportation rather than 
automobiles 

 Program E. Encourage lesser polluting transportation alternatives through the construction of 
bikeways and the provisions of public transit 

3.3.3 Methodology and Significance Thresholds 

Methodology 
The analysis of air quality impacts associated with the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 follows 
the guidance and methodologies recommended in the MBARD Guidelines and in Appendix G of the 
State CEQA Guidelines.  

The Project’s construction and operational criteria pollutant emissions are estimated using the 
California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2) based on 1) construction 
assumptions provided by the Project engineer, such as the anticipated construction equipment, 
schedule and earth movement (Short 2018); and 2) trip generation estimates from the North Coast 
Rail Trail EIR Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) (Kimley-Horn 2018, refer to Appendix K).  

The analysis of operational emissions evaluates the significance of criteria pollutant emissions that 
would result from the net increase in vehicle trips to the trail access points in the three parking lots. 
That is, emissions that result from visitors to the parking lots for public beach access are assumed to 
continue and are not evaluated as part of the Project’s potential air quality impact. Instead, such 
existing emissions are treated as part of the environmental baseline.  

The carbon monoxide hot spot analysis utilizes the results of the traffic analysis and level of service 
screening levels in the MBARD Guidelines to determine whether an impact would occur. The 
Project’s potential odor impacts are also evaluated based primarily on the MBARD Guidelines and 
the CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook (MBARD 2008, CARB 2005). Potential impacts are 
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determined by comparing the identified increases with existing or baseline conditions. However, to 
determine if the Project would conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 2012-2015 AQMP, 
the Project is compared to growth assumptions in the County of Santa Cruz General Plan, in 
accordance with the MBARD Guidelines.  

For the Proposed Project’s design option near Shark Fin Cove (Appendix A.PP, Sheets 1 and 2), the 
discussion for each impact indicates any differences between Shark Fin Cove Option A and Shark Fin 
Cove Option B. Alternative 1 does not include these design options. 

Significance Thresholds 
The introduction in Section 3.0 describes the significance thresholds used in this analysis are based 
on Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, which provides a sample Initial Study checklist that 
includes a number of factual inquiries related to the subject of air quality and the other 
environmental topics. For air quality, CEQA Appendix G states that “where available, the significance 
criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution control district may be 
relied upon” in making significance determinations. Thus, the RTC uses the MBARD Guidelines.  

For purposes of this EIR, a significant impact would occur if implementation of the Proposed Project 
or Alternative 1 would result in any of the following conditions. 

A. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the adopted MBARD AQMP 

B. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation. During construction, an impact would occur if the Project would cause a violation of 
PM10 AAQS at nearby or upwind of sensitive receptors, based on whether the Project would: 
1. Emit greater than 82 lb/day of PM10 if located nearby or upwind of sensitive receptors (note: 

projects which require minimal earthmoving on 8.1 or more acres per day or grading and 
excavation on 2.2 or more acres per day are likely to exceed this threshold) 

2. Use equipment that is not “typical construction equipment” as specified in the MBARD 
Guidelines. Examples of typical construction equipment are dump trucks, scrapers, 
bulldozers, compactors and front-end loaders. Examples of non-typical equipment and 
grinders, and portable equipment. The MBARD does not identify quantitative thresholds for 
other criteria pollutants during construction. Construction projects using typical 
construction equipment are accommodated in the emission inventories of federally and 
state-required air plans and would not have a significant impact 

During operation, an impact would occur if the Proposed Project or Alternative 1 would: 
1. Generate direct (area source or stationary) plus indirect (operational or mobile) emissions 

of either ROG or NOX that exceed 137 lbs/day 
2. Generate on-site emissions of PM10 exceeding 82 lbs/day 
3. Generate direct emissions of CO exceeding 550 lbs/day 
4. Generate direct emissions of SOX exceeding 150 lbs/day 

C. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the Project 
region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard 
(including releasing emissions that exceed qualitative thresholds for ozone precursors--the 
MBARD Guidelines state that the 82 lbs/day threshold for construction emissions of PM10 is the 
threshold for both individual and cumulative impacts on local air quality. Projects that are 
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inconsistent with the AQMP would result in a significant cumulative impact related to ozone 
emissions) 

D. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. For impacts related to CO, 
the MBARD Guidelines indicate that the following traffic effects should be assumed to generate 
a significant CO impact, unless CO dispersion modeling demonstrates otherwise: 
1. Intersections or road segments that operate at LOS D or better that would operate at LOS E 

or F with the project's traffic, or 

2. Unsignalized intersections which operate at LOS E or F where the reserve capacity would 
decrease by 50 or more with the Project’s traffic, based on the turning movement with the 
worst reserve capacity. 

E. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people 

3.3.4 Project Impact Analysis 

Threshold A: Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the adopted MBARD AQMP? 

Impact AIR-1 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT CONFLICT WITH OR OBSTRUCT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 
ADOPTED MBARD AQMP. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN 
SIGNIFICANT) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
According to MBARD Guidelines, a project would conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
AQMP for the NCCAB if it is inconsistent with the growth assumptions included in the AQMP, in 
terms of population, employment, or regional growth in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) (MBARD 
2008). The Proposed Project does not contain a residential or commercial component and would 
therefore not increase the residential population or employment in the area. Construction of the 
Proposed Project would generate temporary employment opportunities, but jobs created by this 
additional activity would likely be filled by the existing workforce in Santa Cruz County or 
immediately surrounding areas. No direct growth inducement is expected to result from Proposed 
Project implementation. 

The increased recreational opportunities associated with the Proposed Project would attract trail 
users from Santa Cruz County and outside the county that would result in increased vehicular traffic 
to the Project area, particularly on weekends. As noted in Section 3.14, Transportation/Circulation, 
the Project would generate 300 new vehicle trips to the area per day. Some of these additional trips 
may be made by Santa Cruz County residents and residents of surrounding counties who are 
currently driving to other locations for recreational purposes (RTC 2013), such that total countywide 
daily trips may not increase by 300 trips per day. Additionally, the trail would not induce new 
residential growth that would result in vehicle trips for recreational purposes that were not 
accounted for in regional VMT projections modeled by the Association of Monterey Bay Area 
Governments (AMBAG). 

The AQMP outlines strategies for reducing vehicle-related emissions of ozone precursors. Unlike 
previous versions of the AQMP that focused on alternative modes of transportation and reducing 
vehicle miles traveled, the 2012-2015 AQMP mobile source programs focus on direct emissions 
reduction. Programs include roundabout design and construction and the application of adaptive 
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traffic signal control at intersections, incentives for purchase or lease of electric vehicles, funding for 
electric vehicle infrastructure, and voluntary accelerated vehicle retirement programs for older 
vehicles. These programs focus on the choices of individual consumers. Implementation of the 
Proposed Project is not related to consumer vehicle choice and the Proposed Project would have no 
impact on implementation of the AQMP mobile source programs. As part of the proposed MBSST 
Network, the Proposed Project would improve the regional bicycle and pedestrian network, which 
would encourage the use of bicycles, which could lead to greater bicycle use in general in the 
regional mode split. The Project area is not identified as an area for Electric Vehicle (EV) 
infrastructure in the regional EV infrastructure program (AMBAG 2013); however, Mitigation 
Measure GHG-1 would support this program by providing additional EV infrastructure. Therefore, 
the Proposed Project supports the emissions reduction goals of the AQMP. 

This impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant because the Proposed Project 
would be consistent with AQMP growth assumptions and emissions reduction goals. There would be 
no difference in impact between Shark Fin Cove Options A and B. No mitigation is required. 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
The impacts of Alternative 1 would be the same as described above for the Proposed Project. 
Alternative 1 would not result in any population growth and would support the emissions reduction 
goals of the AQMP.  

Therefore, as with the Proposed Project, impacts of Alternative 1 related to air quality plans would 
be less than significant. No mitigation is required. 

Threshold B: Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected 
air quality violation 

Impact AIR-2 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT VIOLATE ANY AIR QUALITY STANDARD OR CONTRIBUTE 
SUBSTANTIALLY TO AN EXISTING OR PROJECTED AIR QUALITY VIOLATION. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN 
SIGNIFICANT; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
The Proposed Project has the potential to generate criteria pollutant emissions during construction 
and operation. Construction and operational impacts are addressed separately below. 

Construction 
Construction of the Proposed Project would result in the temporary generation of air pollutants 
from operation of heavy construction equipment and generation of fugitive dust in the construction 
area. Construction of the Proposed Project would take place within an approximately 12-month 
period. As shown in Table 2-2 in Section 2.6, Project Construction, the Proposed Project would 
disturb 37.6 acres. Table 3.3-5 summarizes the major construction activities that would be required 
for the Proposed Project and compares Shark Fin Cove Options A and B. The summary includes the 
duration of each activity, and any import or export of material that would be required. The major 
construction activities are listed in chronological order and are assumed to occur consecutively 
(Short 2018). Detailed construction modeling assumptions, including construction fleet for each 
activity, is available in Appendix F. 
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Table 3.3-5 Proposed Project Construction Assumptions 

Major Construction Activity Durationa 

Material Import or Export  

Shark Fin Cove Option A Shark Fin Cove Option B 

Clearing, Grubbing, and Conserving 
Topsoil 

15 days None None 

Excavation, Embankment, and RSS 
Construction 

30 days 2,000 CY soil export 8,000 CY soil export 

Drainage Installation 15 days None None 

Road Base Construction 16 days 12,000 CY roadway aggregate 
importb 

12,000 CY roadway 
aggregate importb 

Concrete Installation (curb, 
sidewalks, drive pads) 

10 days 290 CY Portland concrete import 290 CY Portland concrete 
import 

Asphalt Construction and Bathroom 
Installation 

22 days 3,150 CY asphalt concrete 
import 

3,150 CY asphalt concrete 
import 

Unpaved Shoulder Construction 26 days See note2 See note2 

Placing Topsoil, Seeding, Mulching 15 days None None 

Fencepost Painting 15 days None None 
a Days refers to working days. Five working days per seven calendar days is assumed. 
b 12,000 CY of roadway aggregate would be required for road base and unpaved shoulder construction. Haul trips required for each 
phase for import are provided in the TIA (Kimley-Horn 2018). 

Source: Short 2018 

Maximum daily emissions levels associated with construction of the Proposed Project are shown in 
Table 3.3-6 (Shark Fin Cove Option A) and Table 3.3-7 (Shark Fin Cove Option B). MBARD has only 
adopted a quantitative threshold for PM10 emissions during construction; however, emissions from 
the other criteria pollutants are also provided for informational purposes. 
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Table 3.3-6 Estimated Construction Daily Maximum Air Pollutant Emissions (lbs/day) – 
Shark Fin Cove Option A 

Construction Phase VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Clearing, Grubbing, and Conserving Topsoil 4 36 28 <1 4 2 

Excavation, Embankment, and RSS Construction 5 57 39 <1 17 9 

Drainage Installation <1 4 6 <1 1 <1 

Road Base Construction 2 36 13 <1 11 5 

Concrete Installation (curb, sidewalks, drive pads) 1 14 8 <1 5 1 

Asphalt Construction and Bathroom Installation 5 56 33 <1 5 2 

Unpaved Shoulder Construction 2 24 12 <1 7 2 

Placing Topsoil, Seeding, Mulching 4 38 26 <1 2 1 

Fencepost Painting 73 2 2 <1 <1 <1 

Maximum Daily Emissions 73 57 39 <1 17 9 

MBARD Threshold − − − − 82 − 

Significant Impact? − − − − No − 

Emission quantities are rounded to the nearest whole number. Exact values are provided in Appendix F 

Source: CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2 

Table 3.3-7 Estimated Construction Daily Maximum Air Pollutant Emissions (lbs/day) – 
Shark Fin Cove Option B 

Construction Phase VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Clearing, Grubbing, and Conserving Topsoil 4 36 28 <1 4 2 

Excavation, Embankment, and RSS Construction 6 66 40 <1 18 10 

Drainage Installation <1 4 6 <1 1 <1 

Road Base Construction 2 36 13 <1 11 5 

Concrete Installation (curb, sidewalks, drive pads) 1 14 8 <1 5 1 

Asphalt Construction and Bathroom Installation 5 56 33 <1 5 2 

Unpaved Shoulder Construction 2 24 12 <1 7 2 

Placing Topsoil, Seeding, Mulching 4 38 26 <1 2 1 

Fencepost Painting 75 2 2 <1 <1 <1 

Maximum Daily Emissions 76 66 40 <1 18 10 

MBARD Threshold − − − − 82 − 

Significant Impact? − − − − No − 

Emission quantities are rounded to the nearest whole number. Exact values are provided in Appendix F 

Source: CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2 

As shown in Table 3.3-6 and Table 3.3-7, the Proposed Project (either option) is estimated to 
generate a maximum of 18 lbs/day of PM10 during construction, well below MBARD’s threshold of 
82 lbs/day. Although not anticipated, even if the two highest PM10 generating activities (excavation 
and road base installation) were to occur simultaneously in different areas of the trail alignment, 
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total PM10 emissions would not exceed 29 lbs/day, which is still 65 percent below the applicable 
threshold. 

MBARD does not identify quantitative thresholds for other criteria pollutants during construction. 
Construction projects using typical construction equipment such as dump trucks, scrapers, 
bulldozers, compactors and front-end loaders that temporarily emit precursors of ozone [i.e., 
volatile organic compounds (VOC) or oxides of nitrogen (NOx)], are accommodated in the emission 
inventories of State- and federally-required air plans and would not have a significant impact on the 
attainment and maintenance of ozone AAQS. However, a project that would use non-typical 
equipment would have the potential to result in a significant impact related to emissions of VOCs or 
NOx. The Proposed Project would employ typical construction equipment. It would not require any 
non-typical construction equipment or techniques that have not been accounted for in the NCCAB 
emissions inventories. Additionally, when compared to the MBARD thresholds for operational 
emissions (refer to Table 3.3-8 below), Project construction emissions would not exceed any 
threshold.  

Further, as described in Section 2.6 under General Methodology, the following best management 
practices would be implemented during project construction to reduce in compliance with the 
Monterey Bay Air Resources District’s Rule 402 (Nuisance) and CEQA Guidelines. 

 Prohibit all grading activities during periods of high wind (over 15 mph) 
 Water active construction areas as needed based on the activity, soil and wind exposure 
 Apply chemical soil stabilizers on inactive construction areas (disturbed lands unused for 

four consecutive days) 
 Apply native hydro-seed or non-toxic binders to exposed areas after cut/fill operations 
 Maintain at least 2-foot freeboard in haul trucks, and cover all trucks hauling dirt, sand, or 

other loose materials 
 Plant native vegetative ground cover in disturbed areas as soon as possible, in coordination 

with mitigation planting requirements identified in this EIR for biological resources 
 Cover inactive storage piles 

The Proposed Project would result in a less than significant impact related to maximum daily criteria 
pollutant emissions during construction. Because the emissions would be below the applicable 
health-based significance thresholds, and because there are no residences or other population 
clusters adjacent to the areas where construction would be occurring, no adverse health effects 
would occur. The emissions of regional pollutants such as VOC and NOx (ozone precursors) are too 
small to result in any measureable change in ambient air pollutant concentrations anywhere within 
the region, and there are no known methodologies that can feasibly ascertain the ultimate locations 
of additional ozone formation associated with these precursor emissions. (Also see discussion of 
Impact AIR-4.) No mitigation is required. 

Operation 
Operation of the Proposed Project would generate criteria pollutant emissions from vehicle trips to 
and from the trail. While the project consists of a new pedestrian and bicycle facility, which may be 
used as a form of active transportation, the Project would also be expected to generate new 
vehicular trips from trail users accessing the trail at one of the three existing parking lots, which 
would be improved as part of the Proposed Project. There would be no difference in operation 
between Shark Fin Cove Option A and Option B. The analysis below applies to both options. 
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As noted in Section 3.14, Transportation/Circulation, and explained above in under Impact AIR-1, 
the Proposed Project would result in a net increase of 300 new vehicle trips per day. The estimated 
criteria pollutant emissions from this increase in new vehicle trips per day are compared to the 
MBARD thresholds in Table 3.3-8, indicating the net increase in vehicular emissions from the 
Proposed Project would be well below MBARD thresholds. 

Table 3.3-8 Estimated Operational Daily Maximum Air Pollutant Emissions (lbs/day) 
Construction Phase VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Vehicular Emissions 1 4 11 <1 3 1 

MBARD Threshold 137 137 550 150 82 − 

Significant Impact? No No No No No No 

Emission quantities are rounded to the nearest whole number. Exact values are provided in Appendix F. 

Source: CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2 

In summary, the Proposed Project (under either Shark Fin Cove Option A or B) would not result in 
criteria pollutant emissions during construction or operation that would exceed the MBARD 
thresholds and violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected 
air quality violation. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. No mitigation is required. 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
The impacts of Alternative 1 would be similar to, but less than, the Proposed Project because of 
differences in construction and required ground disturbance. Alternative 1 would result in a total 
disturbance area of 29.1 acres, compared to 37.6 acres for the Proposed Project. The reduced 
disturbance area results from placing the trail on the existing rail bed, which would not need to be 
widened and stabilized to the extent of the Proposed Project, and the width of the trail.  

Total construction duration would be the same as the Proposed Project, but Alternative 1 would 
require track removal that would result in additional export compared to the Proposed Project 
(13,000 CY compared to 8,000 CY for the Proposed Project). Less earthmoving equipment would be 
required during track removal compared to excavation. However, disposal of treated wood waste 
(TWW) and potentially contaminated soil would require disposal in specialized facilities, as 
described further in Section 3.16, Utilities and Service Systems. For the purpose of the air quality 
analysis, it is assumed that the TWW (approximately 3,000 CY) would be disposed of at Corinda Los 
Trancos Landfill located in Half Moon Bay, approximately 35 miles from the Project. It is 
conservatively estimated that 50 percent of the soil from railway bench excavation (approximately 
5,000 CY) would be contaminated and disposed at Forward Landfill, approximately 80 miles away. 
The remaining 5,000 CY of soil are assumed to be hauled 20 miles, which is the CalEEMod default 
trip length assumed for all other Project export. Alternative 1 would require an excavator and loader 
for track removal, and the Proposed Project would also require a dozer, grader, and compactor for 
the Proposed Project. The construction schedule and material movement requirements for 
Alternative 1 are provided in Table 3.3-9. Estimated construction emissions for Alternative 1 are 
provided in Table 3.3-10. 
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Table 3.3-9 Alternative 1 Construction Assumptions 
Major Construction Activity Durationa Material Import or Export (cubic yards) 

Clearing, Grubbing, and Conserving Topsoil 15 days None 

Track Removal 16 days 13,000 CY track and soil export 

Embankment and RSS Construction 14 days None 

Drainage Installation 15 days None 

Road Base Construction 16 days 10,200 CY roadway aggregate importb 

Concrete Installation (curb, sidewalks, drive pads) 10 days 290 CY Portland concrete import 

Asphalt Construction and Bathroom Installation 22 days 3,100 CY asphalt concrete import 

Unpaved Shoulder Construction 26 days See noteb 

Placing Topsoil, Seeding, Mulching 15 days None 

Fencepost Painting 15 days None 
a Days refers to working days. Five working days per seven calendar days is assumed. 
b A total of 10,200 CY of roadway aggregate would be required for road base and unpaved shoulder construction. Haul trips required 
for each phase for import are provided in the TIA (Kimley-Horn 2018, Appendix K). 
Source: Short 2018 

Table 3.3-10 Alternative 1 Construction Daily Maximum Air Pollutant Emissions (lbs/day) 
Construction Phase VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Clearing, Grubbing, and Conserving Topsoil 3 30 27 <1 1 1 

Track Removal 1 13 15 <1 4 1 

Embankment and RSS Construction 5 52 38 <1 15 9 

Drainage Installation <1 4 6 <1 <1 <1 

Road Base Construction 2 33 12 <1 10 5 

Concrete Installation (curb, sidewalks, drive pads) 1 12 8 <1 4 1 

Asphalt Construction and Bathroom Installation 5 49 35 <1 4 2 

Unpaved Shoulder Construction 1 23 12 <1 3 1 

Placing Topsoil, Seeding, Mulching 4 32 25 <1 1 1 

Fencepost Painting 50 2 2 <1 <1 <1 

Maximum Daily Emissions 50 52 38 <1 15 9 

MBARD Threshold − − − − 82 − 

Significant Impact? − − − − No − 

Emission quantities are rounded to the nearest whole number. Exact values are provided in Appendix F. 

Source: CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2 

As shown in Table 3.3-10, Alternative 1 would not exceed the threshold of 82 lbs/day of PM10 during 
construction. Maximum daily emissions of all pollutants would be reduced compared the Proposed 
Project, except for emissions of PM2.5 that would be the same as the Proposed Project.  

Following construction, operation of Alternative 1 would be the same as the Proposed Project 
because the estimated total number of visitors and net increase in vehicle trips would be the same. 
As a result, emissions associated with vehicle trips to and from the Alternative 1 alignment would be 
the same as the Proposed Project.  
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In summary, Alternative 1 would not result in criteria pollutant emissions during construction or 
operation that would exceed the MBARD thresholds and violate any air quality standard or 
contribute substantially to an existing or project air quality violation. Therefore, this impact would 
be less than significant. Because the emissions would be below the applicable health-based 
significance thresholds, and because there are no residences or other population clusters adjacent 
to the areas in which construction would be occurring, no adverse localized health effects would 
occur. The emissions of regional pollutants such as VOC and NOx (ozone precursors) are too small to 
result in any measureable change in ambient air pollutant concentrations anywhere within the 
region, and there are no known methodologies that can feasibly ascertain the ultimate locations of 
additional ozone formation associated with these precursor emissions. (Also see discussion of 
Impact AIR-4.) No mitigation is required.  

Threshold C: Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which 
the Project region is designated non-attainment 

Impact AIR-3 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT RESULT IN A CUMULATIVELY CONSIDERABLE NET INCREASE OF 
ANY CRITERIA POLLUTANT FOR WHICH THE REGION IS DESIGNATED NON-ATTAINMENT. (PROPOSED PROJECT: 
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
The NCCAB is in non-attainment of the state PM10 standard and transitional nonattainment of the 
state ozone standard. Regarding construction impacts, the MBARD Guidelines state that the 82 
lbs/day threshold for construction emissions of PM10 is the threshold for both individual and 
cumulative impacts on local air quality, since the background concentration reflects the collective 
contribution of PM10 from nearby sources.  

As shown in Table 3.3-6 and Table 3.3-7, the Proposed Project’s potential PM10 emissions during 
construction would not exceed 82 lbs/day during any major construction activity for either design 
option. As described under Impact AIR-2, the Proposed Project would not require any construction 
practices that would not be considered typical and that would not be accounted for in the MBARD 
cumulative emissions inventories for ozone. Thus, the Proposed Project would not result in 
cumulatively considerable impact during construction. 

Following construction, projects that are inconsistent with the AQMP would result in a significant 
cumulative impact. As described in Impact AIR-1 above, the Proposed Project would be consistent 
with the AQMP. Thus, a cumulatively considerable net increase in ozone emissions would not occur. 
This impact of the Proposed Project (under either Shark Fin Cove Option A or B) would be less than 
significant. Because the emissions would be below the applicable health-based significance 
thresholds, and because there are no residences or other population clusters adjacent to the areas 
in which construction would be occurring, no adverse localized health effects would occur. The 
emissions of regional pollutants such as VOC and NOx (ozone precursors) are too small to result in 
any measureable change in ambient air pollutant concentrations anywhere within the region, and 
there are no known methodologies that can feasibly ascertain the ultimate locations of additional 
ozone formation associated with these precursor emissions. (Also see discussion of Impact AIR-4.) 
No mitigation is required.  
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Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
The impacts of Alternative 1 related to cumulatively considerable emissions of PM10 and ozone 
would be similar to those of the Proposed Project. The PM10 emissions during construction would 
not exceed 82 lbs/day during any major construction activity; construction would not require any 
atypical construction practices; and Alternative 1 would be consistent with the AQMP (see Impact 
AIR-1). Therefore, the impact of Alternative 1 would be less than significant. No mitigation is 
required. 

Threshold D: Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations 

Impact AIR-4 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT EXPOSE SENSITIVE RECEPTORS TO SUBSTANTIAL POLLUTANT 
CONCENTRATIONS. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
There are several residences, considered sensitive receptors, located along the Proposed Project 
corridor. The distance to the Proposed Project alignment is described under Sensitive Receptors in 
Section 3.3.1.  

For the Proposed Project alignment, under either Shark Fin Cove Option A or B, the closest sensitive 
receptors are farm houses located approximately 30 to 40 feet from the alignment on Coast Road 
and near Old Dairy Gulch. As such, Proposed Project construction activities would occur near 
sensitive receptors and potentially expose these receptors to short-term criteria pollutant 
emissions.  

The pollutant of primary concern during construction is diesel particulate matter. However, as 
shown in Table 3.3-6 and Table 3.3-7, construction-related emissions associated with the Proposed 
Project would be minimal, as indicated by compliance with the PM10 threshold. Emissions of PM10 
would be well below the MBARD threshold during all construction activities. The MBARD threshold 
for PM10 is established for regional compliance with the state and federal AAQS, which are intended 
to protect public health. Because the proposed project is below the applicable MBARD threshold, it 
would not contribute to regional long-term health impacts related to non-attainment of the AAQS.  

The MBARD has not established thresholds for the remaining pollutants; however, construction 
emissions are minimal. The NCCAB is not in non-attainment for any other criteria pollutants. The 
Project’s short-term, temporary, and minimal construction emissions would not result in any 
regional non-attainment of any pollutant that could result in health impacts. 

As discussed in Section 3.3.1, the criteria pollutants also have the potential to result in health 
impacts at the time of exposure, such as headaches or throat irritation. However, individual 
exposure levels and individual reactions to exposure to pollutant emissions from the Project cannot 
be feasibly determined. As previously described, the concentration of criteria pollutants at any given 
time depends on a variety of factors, including ambient traffic levels and other emissions sources, 
weather conditions that affect pollutant formation and dissipation, and time of day or year. 
Additionally, concentrations of ozone precursors at the project site do not indicate levels of ozone 
exposure at the project site because ozone is not necessarily formed at the site, as NOx and VOC 
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may be carried away before forming ozone (USEPA 2018)2. The exception for determining short-
term health impacts is CO emissions from vehicle congestion, which are addressed below. 

Proposed Project construction emissions are well below the applicable threshold for PM10, which 
indicates minimal construction emissions. Additionally, Proposed Project construction zone would 
be primarily linear. An individual existing receptor would be exposed to Proposed Project 
construction for only a few days during each construction activity. For example, as shown in Table 
3.3-5, the longest construction phase would be Excavation, Embankment, and RSS Construction, 
which would occur over 30 working days (approximately 1.5 months). Construction activities would 
begin at the northern end of the alignment and work south over the approximately 7.3 miles, 
completing all phase activities before starting the next phase. Assuming construction would cover 
about the same number of miles each day (approximately 0.25 mile per day), so that construction 
would only be within 0.25 mile of an individual receptor for approximately three days during the 
longest phase of construction as construction approaches and passes by the receptor. Non-linear 
areas where construction may occur for longer than average periods of time, such as the parking 
lots or slope stabilization areas, are located at least 200 feet away from the nearest receptors. 
Short-term health impacts as a result of project construction would not be anticipated. 

Following construction, the Proposed Project would not include any stationary sources or air 
pollutants, such as an exhaust pipe at a factory, which is a fixed emissions source. As such, the 
potential for the Proposed Project to contribute to a CO hotspot is the primary concern for sensitive 
receptors during operation of the Proposed Project.  

As discussed in Section 3.14, Transportation/Circulation, the worst approach of each of the four 
intersections included in the traffic study area3 would operate at a LOS F under Year 2035 and Year 
2040 conditions, with or without the Proposed Project. Because these intersections would operate 
at an unacceptable LOS with or without the Proposed Project, the applicable screening criteria for 
determining whether the project would result in a potential CO hotspot impact is the reserve 
capacity screening criteria for unsignalized intersections. In accordance with the MBARD CEQA 
Thresholds, a significant CO impact would potentially occur if project-generated traffic would 
decrease the reserve capacity by 50 percent or more, with Proposed Project traffic based on the 
worst reserve capacity turning movement. Roadway capacity refers to the maximum hourly number 
of vehicles a roadway can accommodate under acceptable conditions (Federal Highway 
Administration 2007).  

Reserve capacity for the Proposed Project was estimated using the capacities and volume to 
capacity ratios, with and without the Proposed Project, at each intersection for the Year 2035 and 
Year 2040 scenarios, which are provided in Appendices D and E of the TIA (Kimley-Horn 2018; 
Appendix K) The traffic volume in each scenario was subtracted from the identified roadway 
capacity to determine the reserve. Table 3.3-11 compares the reserve capacities at each 
intersection, with and without the Proposed Project, based on this data. As shown therein, the 
Proposed Project would not result in a more than 50 percent decrease in reserve capacity at any 
study area intersection. The maximum decrease would be 47 percent at the intersection of Highway 
1 and the Davenport Beach Driveway under the Year 2040 Scenario. The Proposed Project would 
not exceed the MBARD screening criteria for determining whether a project would result in a 

                                                      
2 USEPA. 2018. Report on the Environment – Ozone Concentrations. Available at https://cfpub.epa.gov/roe/indicator_pdf.cfm?i=8 
Accessed January 7, 2019. 
3 Highway 1/Davenport Beach Driveway, Highway 1/Bonny Doon Beach North Driveway, Highway 1/Bonny Doon Beach South Driveway, 
Highway 1/Panther/Yellowbank Beach Driveway. 

https://cfpub.epa.gov/roe/indicator_pdf.cfm?i=8
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potential CO hotspot impact at unsignalized intersections. No modeling is required to determine 
whether significant CO emissions would occur. The Proposed Project would not result in a significant 
impact related to a CO hotspot. 

As shown in Table 3.3-8, Project operational emissions of all criteria pollutants would be minimal 
compared to the MBARD thresholds. The Project would not significantly contribute to potential 
regional health impacts related to AAQS non-attainment. Additionally, because the Project 
emissions result from vehicle emissions, emissions would not occur entirely at the project site. 
Individual pollutant exposure would also vary throughout the day as vehicles arrive and depart the 
site. As previously described, individual exposure or response cannot be feasibly determined. 
However, as the Project emissions are minimal and would be spread out across the region, short-
term adverse health effects are not anticipated. At present, there are no known methodologies that 
can feasibly ascertain the ultimate locations of additional ozone formation associated with the 
emissions of ozone precursors such as VOC and NOx. 

Table 3.3-11 Reserve Capacity With and Without Proposed Project 

Intersection 

Year 2035 Scenario Year 2040 Scenario 

No Project 
Reserve 

Capacitya 

Plus Project 
Reserve 

Capacitya 
Percent 
Change 

No Project 
Reserve 

Capacitya 

Plus Project 
Reserve 

Capacitya 
Percent 
Change 

Highway 1/ 
Davenport Beach Driveway 

9.6 6.5 -32% 6.6 3.5 -47% 

Highway 1/ 
Bonny Doon Beach North Driveway 

-31.3 -35.7 -14% -33.3 -37.7 -13% 

Highway 1/ 
Bonny Doon Beach South Driveway 

51.4 59.4 16% 42.4 49.4 17% 

Highway 1/ 
Panther Beach South Driveway 

16.4 13.1 -20% 11.4 8.0 -30% 

a Capacities are rounded to nearest tenth. 

Source: Kimley-Horn 2018 (Appendix K) 

The Proposed Project (under either Shark Fin Cove Option A or B) would not result in any stationary 
sources of emissions, or significantly contribute to a potential CO hotspot, or result in emissions of 
other pollutants at levels that could reasonably be determined to result in health effects. and, 
tTherefore, the Proposed Project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. This impact would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.  

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
There are several residences, considered sensitive receptors, located along the Alternative 1 
corridor, and the distance to the Alternative 1 alignment is described under Sensitive Receptors in 
Section 3.3.1. As with the Proposed Project, the closest sensitive receptors to the Alternative 1 
alignment are farm houses located on Coast Road and near Old Dairy Gulch. Exposure of these 
sensitive receptors to criteria pollutants during construction would be slightly reduced under 
Alternative 1 compared to the Proposed Project, because maximum daily emissions would be 
reduced compared to the Proposed Project (refer to Impact AIR-2). Additionally, the closest 
receptors would be approximately 50 feet from the construction area under Alternative 1, 
compared to 30 feet under the Proposed Project.  
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Following construction, traffic volumes with and without Alternative 1 would be the same as the 
Proposed Project, and impacts related to CO hotspots would be the same. Refer to the discussion 
above for the Proposed Project, under Operation. 

Alternative 1 would not result in any stationary sources of emissions, or significantly contribute to a 
potential CO hotspot, or result in emissions of other pollutants at levels that could reasonably be 
determined to result in health effects. and, tTherefore, Alternative 1 would not expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. This impact would be less than significant. No 
mitigation is required. 

Threshold E: Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people 

Impact AIR-5 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT CREATE OBJECTIONABLE ODORS AFFECTING A SUBSTANTIAL 
NUMBER OF PEOPLE. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
Operation of heavy equipment during construction has the potential to result in odors from diesel 
construction equipment exhaust. However, as shown in Table 3.3-6 and Table 3.3-7, emissions of 
sulfurous gases (SOx), the main source of odors from construction equipment, would be extremely 
limited for either design option (MBARD 2008).  

Additionally, due to the linear nature of the Project and rural character of the Project area, very few 
existing receptors would be located within a few hundred feet of the active construction area on 
any given day. As discussed under Impact AIR-4, individual receptors within one quarter mile of 
construction activities would therefore not be exposed to construction equipment exhaust for more 
than three consecutive days during any construction phase. 

Following construction, the Project would accommodate pedestrians and cyclists, who typically do 
not generate odors. Consistent with current California State Parks rules and regulations, both dogs 
and equestrian use would be prohibited in the Proposed Project alignment. As a result, odors from 
animal waste would not be expected.  

The new restroom facilities at the Davenport Beach and Panther/Yellowbank Beach parking lots 
would potentially generate sewage odors. However, the restrooms would be enclosed, regularly 
maintained, and emptied where waterless tanks are installed. Refer to Section 3.16, Utilities and 
Service Systems, for a discussion of the frequency of tank cleanout, and the less than significant 
impact determination. Additionally, the nearest receptors to the Davenport Beach parking lot are 
the commercial uses located approximately 100 feet north of the parking lot, across Highway 1. The 
Panther/Yellowbank Beach parking lot is fairly isolated, with no nearby receptors.  

Therefore, the Proposed Project (under either Shark Fin Cove Option A or B) would not create 
objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. The impact would be less than 
significant. No mitigation is required.  

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
Potential odor impacts related to construction and operation of Alternative 1 would be similar to 
the Proposed Project because a similar construction fleet would be required, and operation of the 
trail and restrooms would be the same under this alternative. Refer to the discussion above. 
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Alternative 1 would not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. The 
impact would be less than significant. No mitigation is required. 
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3.4 Biological Resources 
This section evaluates potential impacts relating to biological resources in and around the Project 
corridor. This analysis is based on observations made during a series of surveys between December 
2017 and June 2018, and a review of available literature and data for known and potentially 
occurring biological resources. This section includes an analysis of sensitive habitats, including 
wetlands and “other waters1”, and sensitive plants and wildlife that may be impacted by the 
Proposed Project and Alternative 1. Table 3.4-1 presents a summary of potential impacts related to 
biological resources. The analysis was conducted by qualified biologists2 with Ecosystems West 
Consulting Group (Refer to Section 6.1, List of Preparers), and supporting documentation is included 
in Appendix G. 

Table 3.4-1 Summary of Project Impacts on Biological Resourcesa 

Impact 
Significance 
Before Mitigation Mitigation 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

BIO-1. The Project could adversely affect sensitive fish 
species (tidewater goby, central California coast coho 
salmon, and central California coast steelhead), and 
critical habitat, and coho Essential Fish Habitat (EFH), 
through habitat modification in the creeks that 
intersect the alignments 

Potentially 
Significant 

BIO-8(a,c,d), 
BIO-9(a,b) 

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 

BIO-2. The Project would adversely affect CRLF and 
CRLF Critical Habitat, and interfere with CRLF 
movement and dispersal. 

Potentially 
Significant 

BIO-2,  
BIO-8(a,c,d), 
BIO-9(a,b) 

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 

BIO-3. The Project could adversely affect Santa Cruz 
black salamander, if present, and western pond turtle  

Potentially 
Significant 

BIO-2,  
BIO-8(a,d),  
BIO-9(a) 

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 

BIO-4. The Project would adversely affect sensitive and 
native nesting bird species during construction and 
operation. 

Potentially 
Significant 

BIO-2, BIO-4, 
BIO-8(a,c,d) 
BIO-9(a,b) 

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 

BIO-5. Project construction could adversely affect 
sensitive bat species that may use coast live oak 
woodland adjacent to the alignment. 

Potentially 
Significant 

BIO-2, BIO-5, 
BIO-8(d) 

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 

BIO-6. The Project would adversely affect San Francisco 
Dusky-footed woodrat 

Potentially 
Significant 

BIO-2, BIO-6,  
BIO-8(a,d) 

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 

BIO-7. The Project would interfere with wildlife 
movement. 

Potentially 
Significant 

BIO-2,  
BIO-8(a,c,d), 
BIO-9(a,b),  
AG-3(c) 

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 

BIO-8. The Project would result in adverse effects to 
sensitive natural communities and Coastal Act ESHA 

Potentially 
Significant 

BIO-8(a,b,c,d), 
BIO-9(a,b) 

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 

BIO-9. The Project would result in adverse effects to 
palustrine emergent wetlands and aquatic/riverine 
habitats. 

Potentially 
Significant 

BIO-8(a,c,d), 
BIO-9(a,b) 

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 

a The impacts and mitigation apply to both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 unless otherwise noted 

                                                      
1 Areas that are inundated for sufficient duration and depth to exclude growth of hydrophytic vegetation, such as lakes and ponds, or 
convey water, such as streams, are considered “other waters.” 
2A qualified biologist shall have a minimum of five years of academic training and professional experience in biological sciences and 
related resource management activities with a minimum of two years conducting surveys for each species that may be present within the 
Study Area. The biologists who evaluated the Study Area possessed considerably more experience with biological resources, CDFW and 
USFWS standards and protocols, have been authorized on previous projects, and are trained and recognized experts on specific resources. 
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3.4.1 Existing Conditions 

Regional Biological Setting 
The Project study area is situated along a series of flattened terraces abutting the Pacific Ocean at 
the base of the coastal foothills making up the Santa Cruz Hydrologic Area (HA) and Davenport 
Hydrologic Sub-Area (HSA) of the Big Basin Watershed (Refer to Section 3.3, Hydrology and Water 
Quality). This portion of the Pacific Ocean is part of the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary, as 
well as the Natural Bridges State Marine Reserve south of Four Mile Beach. 

The North Coast area is characterized by rural residential development, agriculture, and open space 
with areas of naturalized vegetation typical of the northern Santa Cruz County coastline. A series of 
named and unnamed streams originate in the immediate coastal foothills and support dense 
riparian vegetation in wide arroyos and coastal canyons. Other significant natural vegetation 
communities of the region include coastal scrub, willow scrub, emergent wetlands, coast live oak 
forest, coniferous forest, coastal dune, coastal prairie, and non-native grassland.  

Project Corridor Biological Setting (Study Area) 

Overview  
The immediate Project corridor supports a mosaic of unique habitat types and biological resources. 
The northern terminus of the Project originates in the small unincorporated community of 
Davenport, immediately northeast (inland) from Davenport Beach. From this point, the Project 
corridor traverses elevated coastal terraces and bluffs, extending between a series of sandy beaches 
and rocky, intertidal landforms with distinctive visual character defined by sheer mudstone cliffs, 
sea stacks, and exposed reef.  

The steeps slopes and naturalized areas along the edges of coastal terraces primarily support native 
coastal scrub, and the nearly vertical embankments along the rail corridor contain a patchwork of 
dense, arborescent arroyo willow and poison oak scrub. As the Project corridor extends south of 
Davenport, many coastal terraces formerly in agricultural production are fallow currently and have 
developed naturalized vegetation types similar to surrounding undisturbed coastal bluffs, open 
space, and the steep vegetated embankments forming the rail corridor.  

Numerous streams cross the study area in densely vegetated arroyos supporting coastal lagoons, 
anadromous fisheries, and valuable wildlife movement corridors.  

Approaching Wilder Ranch State Park at the southern terminus of the study area, the Project 
corridor moves further inland from the coast and the surrounding landscape divides into expansive 
agricultural parcels. In addition to agriculture, Wilder Ranch State Park contains scenic open space 
accessed by a network of publicly accessible trails and dirt roads.  

Literature Review and Field Survey 
To obtain baseline knowledge of the biological resources along the Project corridor, qualified 
biologists reviewed existing information and conducted field surveys during winter 2017 and spring 
2018.  

The biologists reviewed the following previous relevant studies and information sources prior to 
conducting their winter 2017 and spring 2018 field surveys: 
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 Monterey Bay Sanctuary Scenic Trail (MBSST) Network Master Plan Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR), Final EIR (RTC 2013a, 2013b), and Final EIR Addendum (RTC 2014) 

 Preliminary Draft Biological Evaluation and Preliminary Draft Biological Assessments (FHWA 
2017a, 2017b, and 2017c)  

 Wetlands and Waters of the U.S., and Riparian Areas Delineation Report (FHWA 2016)  
 Federally-listed, proposed, and candidate species, and designated critical habitat, and Essential 

Fish Habitat (EFH), from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) (2018a, 2018b, 2018c) and from 
published Federal Registers, including an official species list for the project (Appendix G.1) 

 State-listed endangered, threatened and rare plants (CDFW 2018a) and animals (CDFW 2018b) 
 CDFW Natural Communities (CDFW 2018c) 
 California Native Plant Society’s (CNPS) Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California 

(Tibor 2001, CNPS 2018) 
 Soil Survey of Santa Cruz County (Soil Survey Staff NRCS USDA 2018) 
 Local and regional floras (Thomas 1960; Munz and Keck 1973; Hickman 1993; Baldwin et al. 

2012) 
 Birds of Conservation Concern (USFWS 2008a) 
 CDFW list of special animals (CDFW CNDDB 2018) 
 CDFW Species of Special Concern (Bolster 1998, Shuford and Gardali 2008, Moyle et al. 2015, 

Thompson et al. 2016, CDFW 2018d, CDFW CNDDB 2018) 
 CDFW Fully Protected Animals (CDFW CNDDB 2018) 
 Western Bat Working Group (WBWG 2017) 
 Records and maps of occurrences of special-status species and sensitive natural communities 

for the USGS 7.5-minute Año Nuevo, Big Basin, Castle Rock Ridge, Davenport, Felton, Franklin 
Point, and Santa Cruz quadrangles maintained by the California Natural Diversity Data Base 
(CNDDB) of California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) (CDFW 2018e) and by the 
Biogeographic Information and Observation System (CDFW 2018f) 

 CDFW California Wildlife Habitat Relationships (CWHR) Online (CDFW CWHR 2018).  
 eBird database (eBird 2018) 
 California Herps (Nafis 2018) 
 Experts on specific local biological resources 

Based on this information, the biologists compiled a list of special-status plants (Appendix G.2a) and 
wildlife species (Appendix G.3a) with potential to occur along the proposed alignments and in the 
vicinity3. Appendix G.2b includes a list of all vascular plant species observed during 2018 surveys. 
Appendix G.3b includes narratives for sensitive wildlife species that are known or have potential to 
occur.  

The biologists conducted field reconnaissance surveys to 1) confirm the accuracy and completeness 
of available information from the preliminary draft biological assessments and biological evaluation 

                                                      
3 Following CNDDB and other standard survey protocols, the biologists reviewed distribution information for sensitive species to 
determine which species would have the potential to occur in or near the alignments and which species could be eliminated from 
consideration, based on vegetation and habitat types in the alignments and surroundings, locations of known occurrences, dispersal 
distances (for wildlife), and professional knowledge of the region and local sensitive species. 



Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission 
North Coast Rail Trail 

 
3.4-4 

(FHWA 2017a, 2017b, 2017c) and wetland and riparian area delineation (FHWA 2016); and 2) 
identify gaps in the data that would require further survey.  

Subsequently, the biologists conducted field surveys of the study area4 to do the following: 

 Characterize habitat types, including sensitive habitats  
 Supplement the existing draft wetland delineation  
 Conduct a focused rare plant survey 
 Assess the alignment for common and sensitive wildlife species and potential habitat (Appendix 

G.3 lists sensitive wildlife species with potential to occur; Appendix G.4 lists bird species 
observed by habitat 

 Evaluate the alignment and surroundings for known and potential California red-legged frog 
(CRLF) (Rana draytonii) habitat 

 Conduct a preliminary assessment of wildlife movement along and across the alignments 

The biologists walked the Project corridor and examined both the Proposed Project and Alternative 
1 trail alignments on multiple occasions, utilizing the intuitive control method5 for rare plant 
surveys, and focusing on known and potential habitat for sensitive wildlife resources. The biologists 
noted the presence of sensitive natural resources, potential habitat and habitat features, and 
wildlife sign in field journals and documented occurrences using resource-grade GPS with sub-meter 
accuracy and with photo-documentation. 

During May and June 2018, a qualified plant ecologist identified all vascular plant species in 
identifiable condition to species or infraspecific taxon, regardless of their regulatory status 
(Appendix G.2b). The identifications were facilitated by the use of keys and descriptions (Thomas 
1960, Munz and Keck 1973, and Baldwin et al. 2012). The timing of the assessment was adequate 
for identification of the special-status plant species listed in Appendix G.2a.  

Following the field surveys, the biologists characterized and mapped all habitat types occurring on 
the site, and recorded data on physiognomy, dominant and characteristic species, topographic 
position, slope, aspect, substrate conditions, hydrologic regime, and evident disturbance for each 
habitat type. Classification of the habitat types on the site is based on field observations and the 
generalized plant community classification schemes (Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf 2009, CDFW 2018c, 
Holland 1986). 

The existing draft wetland and riparian delineation (FHWA 2016) was supplemented by using 
protocols outlined in the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Wetlands Delineation Manual 
(Environmental Laboratory 1987) and the Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland 
Delineation Manual: Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region, Version 2.0 (USACE 2010). The 
USACE defines three criteria to delineate wetlands: (1) hydrophytic vegetation, (2) wetland 
hydrology, and (3) hydric soils. Because the proposed alignment occurs in the Coastal Zone, 
wetlands utilizing the Coastal Zone’s one parameter criteria were also identified and mapped in the 
field using resource-grade GPS technology.  

                                                      
4 The study area was determined to be the Proposed Project alignment, Alternative 1 alignment, and a buffer of approximately 200 feet 
on the coast side of the Proposed Project alignment and 100 feet on the inland side of the Alternative 1 alignment, where the study area 
abuts Highway 1 over the majority of the alignment. The biologists also evaluated aquatic habitats, such as creeks and stock ponds on the 
coast side of the alignment, where accessible. 
5 Intuitive control method is a complete survey of habitat with the highest potential for supporting rare plants and a lesser survey of those 
areas less likely to support rare plants. 
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The trail alignments were evaluated for the sensitive wildlife species listed in Appendix G.3a 
including invertebrates, fish, amphibians, reptiles, birds, and mammals.  

For invertebrates, the biologists identified potential habitat, if present, in, or immediately adjacent 
to the trail alignments during the reconnaissance surveys. On March 18, 2018, Dr. Richard Arnold, 
entomologist, visited three locations, identified during the earlier surveys, to survey for Ohlone tiger 
beetle (Cicindela ohlone). Dirt roads and trails, grassy areas, and areas with sparse brush cover were 
surveyed by hiking and visual observation to search for both adults and larvae of the Ohlone tiger 
beetle. The survey was conducted when both life stages were active at a nearby known occurrence 
location (Moore Creek Open Space). 

For fish species, based on distribution information of tidewater goby (Eucyclogobius newberryi), 
coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch) and steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss), a fisheries biologist 
evaluated the occupied creeks that intersect the trail alignments to determine if the project had the 
potential to impact these species or their habitat. Potential and known sensitive amphibian and 
reptile habitat was evaluated to determine if suitable habitat features were present.  

For CRLF, the biologists identified and mapped known and potential aquatic features near the trail 
alignments, evaluated the surroundings for upland and dispersal habitat, and documented 
observations of all CRLF life stages. 

For bird species, avian biologists conducted a bird survey to determine which birds might utilize the 
Project corridor, made a bird list of all bird species observed (Appendix G.4), noted breeding 
behavior, and documented nest sites. Additionally, the trail alignments were assessed for potential 
burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) and bank swallow (Riparia riparia) habitat, and the 2016 nest 
site of American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum) (FHWA 2016c) was evaluated for nest 
fidelity. For the western snowy plover (Charadrius nivosus nivosus), biologists spoke with C. Eyester, 
avian ecologist, to obtain up to date occurrence and breeding information (Pers. Comm 2018). A 
comprehensive breeding bird survey was not conducted because nest sites for most avian species 
are dynamic and nest locations vary from year to year. 

Finally, the assessment included an evaluation of potential habitat for sensitive mammals. For San 
Francisco dusky-footed woodrat (Neotoma fuscipes annectens), the trail alignments examined for 
houses, woodrat sign, and activity; and all observations were documented using GPS. With regard to 
bat roost habitat, trees were examined and documented for bat roost features, such as senescent 
limbs, hollows, crevices, holes, and furrowed bark or sign, such as guano. Biologists consulted P. 
Heady, bat biologist, to determine which species would be likely to occur within potential habitat 
along the alignments (Pers. Comm. 2018). Wildlife movement along the alignment was assessed by 
looking for and documenting observations of individuals and sign including trails, tracks, and/or 
scat. 

Floristic Inventory and Habitat Characterization 
As a result of the methodology described above, a total of 208 species of vascular plants were 
observed within the Study Area. A complete species list of plants encountered during the focused 
special-status plant surveys is presented in Appendix G.2b. Of these species, 94 of these are 
identified as native to the Study Area, while the remaining 114 species are considered either 
introduced or naturalized. No special-status plant species were observed in 2018 during focused 
rare plant surveys. 

Fifteen predominant habitat types were identified in the study area. Each type is discussed in 
greater detail below. Figure 3.4-1a through 3.4-1f illustrate the extent of habitat types and  
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Figure 3.4-1a Study Area Habitat Types 
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Figure 3.4-1b Study Area Habitat Types 
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Figure 3.4-1c Study Area Habitat Types 
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Figure 3.4-1d Study Area Habitat Types 
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Figure 3.4-1e Study Area Habitat Types 
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Figure 3.4-1f Study Area Habitat Types 
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terrestrial vegetation communities in the study area. Table 3.4-2 shows acreages for each of these 
communities in the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 trail alignments, as well as the larger study 
area.  

Vegetation classification was based on A Manual of California Vegetation, Second Edition (Sawyer et 
al. 2009) and Preliminary Descriptions of the Terrestrial Communities of California (Holland 1986); 
but has been modified as needed to accurately describe the existing habitats observed on-site, 
including habitat types not presented in the literature (e.g., ruderal) and areas not supporting 
naturally occurring vegetation (e.g., sandy beach, developed/landscaped).  

Table 3.4-2 Habitat Types in the North Coast Rail Trail Study Area 
  Proposed Project  

Habitat Type 
Study Area 

(acres) 

Shark Fin Cove 
Option A 

(acres) 

Shark Fin Cove 
Option B 
(acres) 

Alternative 1 
(acres) 

Coastal Scruba 61.02 3.01 3.11 0.72 

Coast Live Oak Forest 1.58 0.26 0.26 0.00 

Arroyo Willow Scrub 15.54 2.26 1.57 0.32 

Arroyo Willow Riparian 
Forest 23.84 0.32 0.32 0.05 

Palustrine Emergent 
Wetland 5.15 0.20 0.19 1.43 

Aquatic 1.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Coastal Dune 1.71 0.08 0.08 0.02 

Sandy Beach/Mudstone 7.50 0.01 0.01 0.00 

Non-native Grassland 8.93 0.22 0.22 0.00 

Non-native Forest 2.71 0.00 0.00 0.08 

Iceplant 0.73 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Agriculture 77.65 1.00 1.00 0.00 

Fallow Agriculture 32.98 0.24 0.38 0.00 

Developed/Landscaped 59.85 10.27 10.94 10.72 

Ruderal 43.59 2.52 2.40 1.11 

Total 344.08 20.39 20.48 14.45 
aThere are five distinct vegetation alliances within this habitat type. 

COASTAL SCRUB 
The coastal scrub habitat type in the study area is typified by low to moderate sized woody shrubs 
with mesophilic leaves and small diameter flexible branches. These shrubs are often relatively short-
lived with a shallow root structure and typically occur in shallow, often rocky soils. Due to marine 
influence, soils tend to be higher in concentration in salts than more inland areas. Coastal scrub 
tends to persist as a climax seral state in areas with cool, mesic microclimates and persistent fog. 
Growth habits of dominant shrubs range from prostrate to arboreal. Along the Project corridor, this 
habitat type corresponds to a phase of northern coastal scrub habitat type (Holland 1986) and 
various vegetation alliances depending on dominant species composition (Sawyer et al. 2009, CDFW 
2018c), including Artemisia californica, Baccharis pilularis, Rubus, and Toxicodendron diversilobum. 
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These vegetation alliances are described in detail below, within the broader coastal scrub habitat 
type, including specific dominant species associations in each alliance.  

Structure and composition of coastal scrub is variable along the Project corridor. Differing relative 
cover of native and non-native species often corresponds to disturbance regimes, proximity to 
urbanized development (e.g., roads, trails, structures), microclimate, topographic position, and 
edaphic (soil) properties (Barbour et al. 2007). In general, areas dominated by coastal scrub are 
dense with mostly closed canopy, but openings consist of a diverse mix of native and non-native 
grasses and forbs. Hydrophytic plants occur in mesic areas of coastal scrub where moisture is 
persistent at or near the ground surface for extended periods of times.  

The coastal scrub alliances described below provide habitat for a range of wildlife species, offering 
varied food sources, in some cases nearly impenetrable cover from predators, and shelter. The 
habitats near the trail alignments are almost always adjacent to hydration points in the intersecting 
creeks and ditch wetlands along the corridor, and to open areas such as agricultural fields or bluffs. 
Habitat mosaics and reliable water sources increase the habitat value of these coastal scrub habitats 
for wildlife. Numerous bird species were observed using the coastal scrub bordering the alignments 
for foraging and nesting. Appendix G.4 lists bird species observed during 2018 surveys by habitat.  

Coastal scrub is a preferred habitat for small mammals, such as brush rabbit (Sylvilagus bachmani) 
and ground squirrel (Otospermophilus beecheyi). Numerous San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat 
houses were documented along the alignment. Skunks (Mephitis mephitis) may use the coastal 
scrub for cover. Coast range fence lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis bocourtii) was also observed in this 
habitat. 

Artemisia californica Alliance 

The Artemisia californica Alliance is dominated by California sage but otherwise shares many 
similarities and species composition with other coastal scrub assemblages in the study area. Coastal 
scrub dominated by California sage is typically found along steep embankments along the rail 
corridor and on steep coastal bluffs. Soils are typically shallower and aspects drier than other coastal 
scrub communities in the study area and usually found on the margins of the coastal scrub Alliances 
described below (Barbour et al. 2007). Common associates include lizard tail (Eriophllyum 
stachaedifolium), coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis), and poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum) 
interspersed with annual and perennial forbs including paintbrush (Castilleja affinis ssp. affinis), 
mugwort (Artemisia douglasiana), California manroot (Marah fabacea), and morning glory 
(Calystegia purpurata). 

Baccharis pilularis Alliance 

In the study area, the Baccharis pilularis Alliance primarily describes areas that are in a relatively 
early successional state and recovering from recent disturbance, including agriculture. In general, 
these areas are dominated by a monospecific overstory of coyote brush interspersed with 
opportunistic weedy grasses and forbs, including Bermuda buttercup (Oxalis pes caprae), Italian 
thistle (Carduus pycnocephalus), black mustard (Brassica nigra), wild radish (Raphanus sativus), 
brome grasses (Bromus diandrus, B. hordeaceus). This habitat type often intergrades with the Rubus 
Alliance (described below) where Pacific blackberry growth form is typically a spreading woody vine. 
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Rubus Alliance 

The Rubus Alliance is dominated by dense thickets of Pacific blackberry and shares many similarities 
the Baccharis Pilularis Alliance described above. This habitat type is generally found in areas with 
evidence of recent disturbance and tends to persist in mesic areas with poorly drained soils. 
Common associates include weedy grasses and forbs including Italian ryegrass (Festuca perennis), 
cutleaf geranium (Geranium dissectum), bur clover (Medicago polymorpha), prickly ox tongue 
(Helminthotheca echioides), and poison hemlock (Conium maculatum). This habitat type is limited 
within the study area occurring mostly near the public parking area for Wilder Ranch State Park. 

Toxicodendron diversilobum Alliance 

The Toxicodendron diversilobum Alliance is characterized by areas dominated almost entirely by 
poison oak, typically in a mosaic with other scrub types and non-riparian willow scrub thickets. This 
habitat type mostly occurs on the steep embankments along the rail corridor northwest of Laguna 
Creek to Davenport Beach. Areas dominated by poison oak are common on moister aspects, which 
likely facilitates a reduction in other xerophytic shrubs. Common associates include coyote brush, 
arroyo willow, and coffeeberry (Frangula californica), as well as forbs such as bee plant 
(Scrophularia californica), stinging nettle (Urtica dioica), California manroot, and poison hemlock. 

Mixed Coastal Scrub Alliance 

The Mixed Coastal Scrub Alliance is defined as areas that are co-dominant with two or more of the 
other coastal scrub alliances in the study area. These areas are comprised of relatively even mixed 
stands of coyote brush, California sage, poison oak, lizard tail, and Pacific blackberry. Structurally, 
these areas are similar to other coastal scrub types, but are most common on flatter, well-drained 
terraces and upper coastal bluff slopes. Canopy height is typically short (<4 feet) and dense with 
widely scattered openings that support an array of native and non-native grasses. 

COAST LIVE OAK FOREST 
In the study area, coast live oak forest closely corresponds to the Quercus agrifolia Alliance and 
Quercus agrifolia/Toxicodendron diversilobum Association (Sawyer et al. 2009, CDFW 2018c), and to 
the central coast phase of the coast live oak forest type (Holland 1986). The overstory is comprised 
entirely of coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia) with a dense herbaceous understory dominated by the 
non-native, weedy vines cape ivy and English Ivy (Hedera helix). Other common understory 
associates include red elderberry (Sambucus racemosa), poison oak, Pacific blackberry, stinging 
nettle, and poison hemlock.  

Coast live oak woodland in the study area is limited and fragmentary, occurring only in several small 
areas. The most notable stand occurs close to the Proposed Project trail alignment, immediately 
adjacent on the coastal side of the railroad tracks south of the northern terminus of Scaroni Road. 
The coast live oak forest is situated on a steep embankment above the lower extent of Majors 
Creek. Because this section of the creek is culverted as it passes below State Route 1 (Highway 1) 
and the rail corridor, this area is not considered to be riparian habitat. Within this narrow zone, the 
overstory canopy is mostly closed. Furthermore, due to the influence of marine air and persistent 
wind, the oaks are somewhat stunted with a multi-trunk, windblown (ocean spray) growth habitat. 

Another notable patch of coast live oak forest occurs on the steep embankments immediately 
northwest of the freshwater marsh and lagoon at Laguna Creek. In this area, the canopy ranges 
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from closed to mostly open and supports a significant infestation of cape ivy that covers the ground, 
as well as the trunks and limbs of many of the mature trees.  

The fragments of coast live oak forest along the alignment at Majors Creek and Laguna Creek are 
dense mature forests, rich in habitat features, such hollows, crevices, pealing bark, and multiple 
tiers of branches and a dense understory. Insectivorous, cavity-nesting, and ground-nesting birds 
are likely to use this habitat. 

Majors Creek flows in a culvert under the alignment and immediately downstream, then daylights 
when the landscape flattens and transitions to riparian vegetation, approximately 120 feet 
downstream of the alignment. Laguna Creek spreads out in a vast riparian system below the oaks 
that line the northern embankment. The creeks provide nearby hydration points for wildlife species. 
Both of these locations are likely to support foliage-roosting and cavity-roosting bat species that 
roost in trees and hunt over water. Biologists observed numerous San Francisco dusky-footed 
woodrat nest houses along the alignment in the oak woodland, especially arboreal nest houses.  

ARROYO WILLOW SCRUB 
This habitat type corresponds to the Salix lasiolepis alliance and association (Sawyer et al. 2009, 
CDFW 2018c), and to a dryland phase of the Central Coast riparian scrub (Holland 1986). Arroyo 
willow scrub consists of areas dominated almost entirely by dense thickets of arroyo willow, with a 
relatively undeveloped understory of herbs and sub-shrubs. These areas likely developed under 
historically wet hydrologic conditions, most likely due to persistent runoff from adjacent agricultural 
irrigation. However, in many areas contemporary hydrology is lacking as the majority of adjacent 
coastal bluffs and terraces, particularly in the northern reach of the study area, are no longer used 
for agriculture.  

In the study area, arroyo willow scrub is located primarily along the steep embankments on either 
side of rail corridor, extending from Scaroni Road in the south to Davenport Beach in the north. 
Arroyo willow is typically a small- to medium-sized tree or arborescent shrub with multiple trunks 
from the base. Areas supporting this habitat type range from dense, monospecific stands to mixed 
assemblages of arroyo willow, poison oak, pacific blackberry, stinging nettle, and California bee 
plant.  

Arroyo willow scrub along the alignment provides similar habitat features for wildlife as the coastal 
scrub described above (with the arborescent to arboreal canopy offering taller stature for perching 
and nesting bird species), and as the arroyo willow riparian forest described below. The biologists 
observed bushtits and Bewick’s wrens building nests in this habitat type. 

ARROYO WILLOW RIPARIAN FOREST 
Over most of the study area, riparian vegetation corresponds to the central coast arroyo willow 
riparian forest habitat type (Holland 1986), although Holland does not recognize this type north of 
Monterey County, and the Salix lasiolepis Alliance (Sawyer et al 2009, CDFW 2018c). Tree-sized 
arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis) dominates this riparian forest habitat type. Shining willow (Salix 
lucida ssp. lasiandra), alder (Alnus sp.), and American dogwood (Cornus sericea ssp. sericea) are 
commonly associated riparian trees. The arborescent to arboreal canopy is typically dense and often 
impenetrable, although openings of various sizes occur locally. The native woody vine Pacific 
blackberry is abundant and often very dense in the understory. The invasive, non-native vine cape-
ivy (Delairea odorata) is also prevalent. Few other understory species occur except in relatively open 
areas. Dense thickets of poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum) are localized in openings. 
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Along the streams that intersect the alignment, the riparian vegetation is ecologically rich and 
supports a suite of wildlife species, including insects, amphibians, birds and mammals. Sierran 
treefrog (Pseudacris sierra) and California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii) are known to occur in 
these habitats, as well as other amphibian species such as salamanders and newts. Numerous 
migratory and resident bird species utilize the riparian habitats adjacent to the alignment (Appendix 
G.4). Riparian habitats provide a dense multi-tiered canopy with diverse foraging, roosting, 
sheltering, and/or nesting habitat for birds and are important stopover sites for migratory bird 
species. The riparian vegetation provides cover from predators and insulating properties that shelter 
wildlife species from the sun and prevailing weather patterns. Foliage-roosting bat species may 
roost in these habitats and hunt over the adjacent water bodies. 

The riparian vegetation also buffers adjacent aquatic habitats contributing shade, food, and sources 
of nutrients to the gulches, creeks, and lagoon and aquatic wildlife species. Structurally, downed 
trees and willow mats create scour pools and log jams that are important for birds, fish, amphibians, 
and aquatic insects. 

PALUSTRINE EMERGENT WETLAND 
Wetlands are those areas that transition between aquatic and terrestrial systems, where surface 
water is at a depth and duration sufficient to promote the development of hydric soils and a 
preponderance of hydrophytic wetland vegetation. In the study area, emergent freshwater wetland 
types include ditch wetlands, seasonal wetlands, and freshwater marsh vegetation along the 
margins of lentic (still to slow-moving) water bodies. There are several functional types of emergent 
wetlands in the study area including ditch wetlands, seasonal wetlands, and freshwater marsh. 
These features are formally classified by the USFWS National Wetlands Inventory and palustrine 
emergent freshwater wetlands may be inundated temporarily, seasonally or semi-permanently 
(National Wetlands Inventory mapping codes: PEMA, PEMC, PEMF) (USFWS 2018d). 

Ditch wetlands are located in manmade ditches and swales immediately adjacent to either side of 
the existing railroad tracks, and occasionally connect directly to larger natural drainages intersecting 
the study area. The majority of these features were constructed as drainage channels to prevent 
inundation and damage to the railway. In most areas, these features are lined with 8- to 16-inch of 
baserock/aggregate and lack evidence of hydric soil development, but support periodic to persistent 
standing water and hydrophytic vegetation. Plant species composition varies depending on standing 
water depth and duration, substrate and proximity to agriculture and other development. Many 
ditches are sparsely vegetated with annual grasses and forbs including watercress (Nasturtium 
officinale), rabbitfoot grass (Polypogon monspeliensis), willowherb (Epilobium ciliatum), and hyssop 
loosestrife (Lythrum hyssopifolium). Deeper features with persistent standing water tend to support 
larger, perennial freshwater marsh species including Arroyo willow, California bulrush 
(Schoenoplectus californica), cattail (Typha sp.), spreading rush (Juncus effusus), flat sedge (Cyperus 
eragrostis), and water parsley (Oenanthe sarmentosa). The majority of ditch wetlands immediately 
adjacent to existing agricultural operations are actively irrigated with runoff from adjacent fields 
often conveyed directly into the ditches by culverts and corrugated pipes. The majority of crop 
irrigation occurs after the cessation of seasonal rains; therefore, these ditches remain hydrated for 
longer than would be the case under natural conditions. The resultant late-season wet conditions 
support a higher percentage of perennial, obligate wetland plants (including bulrush, cattail, and 
willows) than would occur normally.  

Seasonal wetlands are characterized by shallow depressional topography, with inundation or 
saturation only occurring during the rainy season. These features are typically dominated by annual 
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grasses and forbs, many of which occur in both wetlands and upland habitats. In general, seasonal 
wetlands in the study area contain a high percentage of non-native, weedy species including Italian 
ryegrass (Festuca perennis), curly dock (Rumex crispus), scarlet pimpernel (Lysimachia arvensis), and 
rabbitfoot grass. In the study area, seasonal wetlands are uncommon and limited primarily to 
relatively flat areas adjacent to the existing railroad tracks. The most prominent seasonal wetland is 
located inland from the tracks in a flattened area immediately north of Four Mile Beach.  

Freshwater marsh habitat beyond the channelized ditches is limited primarily to areas with year-
round standing water along the margins of natural and man-made ponds. These areas are 
dominated entirely by emergent wetland vegetation including cattails, bulrush, flat sedge, seep 
monkeyflower (Mimulus guttatus), marsh pennywort (Hydrocotle ranunculoides), and smartweed 
(Polygonum amphibium). Several ditch features, including those in the vicinity of Shark Fin Cove and 
Laguna Beach, share similar vegetative structure and composition to a natural freshwater marsh 
due to the depth and duration of ponding in these features. 

Wetlands along the trail alignments provide habitat for a rich ecological suite of wildlife species 
including invertebrates, amphibians, and numerous birds. As aquatic environments, they provide 
hydration points for birds and other wildlife species as well as breeding and non-breeding habitat 
for amphibians, such as those listed in the riparian habitat description above. Algae, insect larva, 
and other invertebrates are important amphibian and avian food sources. Wetland emergent 
vegetation is an essential habitat feature for wildlife, providing structure for perches, roosts, and 
nests; cover and shelter from predators; and insulation for the wetland environment from both heat 
and cold.  

AQUATIC 
Aquatic habitat is composed of natural and man-made open bodies of water. Natural water bodies 
include various perennial and intermittent streams crossing the study area, originating inland in the 
coastal foothills and terminating in the Pacific Ocean. Named streams crossing the trail alignments 
from north to south include San Vicente Creek, Liddell Creek, Laguna Creek, Majors Creek, Baldwin 
Creek, Lombardi Gulch, and Old Dairy Gulch. Wilder Creek is located in the study area at the 
southern terminus of the Trail Connection to Wilder Ranch. Many of these stream courses have 
been manipulated, and flow is conveyed beneath the roadways and the rail corridor via tunnels and 
culverts.  

The study area also includes a portion of a large, semi-natural lagoon immediately southeast of Four 
Mile Beach and numerous agricultural irrigation reservoirs. The majority of these reservoirs are 
filled year-round, but several are allowed to dry periodically or, in areas where agricultural 
operations have ceased, have been removed from active use and only fill temporarily from seasonal 
precipitation.  

The streams that intersect the trail alignments and their respective lagoons and estuaries support 
invertebrates, fish, amphibians, and shorebirds. Together with the riparian habitat that borders 
them, these features offer important habitat values to wildlife species, providing water and food 
sources for birds and mammals, as well as shade and cover. Aquatic habitats in the area moderate 
the Mediterranean climate of the region, allowing wildlife to adjust to seasonal and climatic 
fluctuations. 
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COASTAL DUNE 
Coast dune habitat in the study area is limited to a small area immediately southeast of Bonny Doon 
Beach, where aeolian sand deposits have partially covered the existing railroad tracks. This habitat 
type corresponds to northern foredunes (Holland 1986), and to the Ambrosia chamissonis 
Association of the Abronia latifolia-Ambrosia chamissonis Alliance (Sawyer et al. 2009, CDFW 
2018c). At this location, beach bur (Ambrosia chamissonis) is the sole dominant and sand verbena 
was not observed. Foredunes are composed of sandy deposits in relatively protected areas that 
allow for the establishment of persistent, stabilizing herbaceous vegetation. Desiccating, salt-
bearing winds, limited soil nutrients, and well-drained conditions tend to support a unique mix of 
specially adapted perennial grasses and annual forbs. In the study area, the coastal dune complex is 
protected from the adjacent coastal terrace by the escarpment forming the rail corridor. Sand is 
deposited regularly from Bonny Doon Beach due to prevailing wind patterns.  

The coastal dune habitat is dominated by beach bur with an assortment of low growing grasses and 
forbs including sea rocket (Cakile maritima), purple ragwort (Senecio elegans), beach primrose 
(Camissonia cherianthifolia ssp. cherianthifolia), sweet alyssum (Lobularia maritima), American 
dune grass (Elymus mollis), and ripgut brome.  

Although limited in size, the coastal dune habitat increases the habitat values of the area by 
diversifying the vegetation, and thus cover and food sources available to wildlife species, especially 
birds and small mammals (Russell et al 2009). The coastal dune is part of the overall mosaic of 
habitats that make up the North Coast area of Santa Cruz County. Coastal dune also provides 
foraging habitat for gulls, shore birds and small mammals, and when less fragmented, nesting 
habitat for snowy plover and other birds. 

SANDY BEACH/MUDSTONE 
Sandy beaches are unvegetated landforms abutting the Pacific Ocean. This habitat type is composed 
of fine to moderate grained particulates formed from weathered decomposed rock (e.g., granite), 
pebbles, and shells. Beaches typically form in areas along the coast where waves and currents 
deposit and rework sediments.  

Santa Cruz mudstone is prominent along the northern coast of Santa Cruz County and was created 
during the late Miocene through settling of fine grained silt, clay, and silicate remnants of 
prehistoric diatoms. The thick, cemented sedimentary rock was formed through lithification of 
particulate diatomaceous matter. Tectonic stresses cause folding and faulting, giving mudstone the 
characteristic striation and ridges observed on many nearshore formations and outcrops (Phillips 
1983). Along the coast, the mudstone formation is exposed at or very near the surface, and 
contributes to the unique assemblage of vegetation communities and habitat types observed in the 
study area.  

Gulls and shore birds utilize the beaches for foraging and roosting. A rookery for eastern Pacific 
harbor seal (Phoca vitulina richardii) is located along the North Coast, and this species may utilize 
secluded beaches as haul-out locations. 

Cliff-nesting birds, such as peregrine falcon and white-throated swift, utilize the mudstone cliffs for 
nesting. Cormorants (Phalacrocorax spp.), western gull (Larus occidentalis), and pigeon guillemot 
(Cepphus columba) may also nest or roost on the mudstone cliffs.  



Environmental Impact Analysis 
Biological Resources 

 
Final Environmental Impact Report (Volume 2, Draft EIR) 3.4-19 

NON-NATIVE GRASSLAND 
The non-native grassland habitat type corresponds to the Bromus alliance (Sawyer et al 2009, CDFW 
2018c) and to a phase of the non-native grassland type (Holland 1986). In the study area, the most 
common association of this grassland type is Bromus-Avena with a lesser component of the Bromus-
Mixed herbs (CDFW 2018c). Non-native grassland commonly occurs on terraces formerly supporting 
agriculture. Due to repeated tilling and soil manipulation, the native seed bank is largely displaced. 
As a result, grassland habitat in the study area is composed primarily of weedy, non-native annual 
grasses and forbs, including ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus) soft chess (Bromus hordeaceus), wild 
oats (Avena barbata, A. fatua), foxtail barley (Hordeum murinum ssp. leporinum), Italian ryegrass 
(Festuca perennis), brome fescue (Festuca bromoides), filaree (Erodium botrys; E. cicutarium), wild 
radish (Raphanus sativus), sheep sorrel (Rumex acetosella), and smooth cat’s ear (Hypochaeris 
glabra). In general, a large percentage of plant species identified in this habitat type are listed as 
invasive weeds with “moderate to high ecological impacts” by the California Invasive Plant Council 
(Cal-IPC 2018).  

A number of common bird species utilize non-native grassland to forage for invertebrates and/or 
seeds, such as Brewer’s blackbird (Euphagus cyanocephalus), mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), 
American crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos), sparrow (Zonotrichia sp), and red-winged blackbird 
(Agelaius phoeniceus) (Appendix G.4). Small mammals, such as Botta’s pocket gopher (Thomomys 
bottae), ground squirrel, and California meadow vole (Microtis californicus) commonly occur in 
grasslands along with lizards such as coast range fence lizard. These species in turn provide prey for 
garter snake (Thamnophis sp.), gopher snake (Pituophis catenifer catenifer), northern harrier [Circus 
hudsonius (previously cyaneus)] and other raptors, along with bobcat (Lynx rufus) and coyote (Canis 
latrans). Kildeer (Charadrius vociferous), mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), western meadowlark 
(Sturnella neglecta), song sparrow (Melospiza melodia), and northern harrier may utilize grasslands 
for nesting. 

NON-NATIVE FOREST 
Non-native forest is made up of planted and volunteer conifers and blue gum eucalyptus. This 
habitat type is relatively uncommon and typically supports small, monospecific stands of Monterey 
pine (Pinus radiata), Monterey Cypress (Cupressus macrocarpa), and blue gum eucalyptus 
(Eucalyptus globulus) groves. In their native range, both Monterey Pine and Monterey cypress are 
CNPS List 1B.2 special-status species. The Swanton/Año Nuevo region is the nearest native stand of 
Monterey pine, and native Monterey cypress is restricted entirely to the Monterey peninsula and 
Del Monte Forest. Outside of their native range, both species are considered invasive by the 
California Invasive Plant Council (Cal-IPC 2018). Blue gum eucalyptus trees are able to rapidly grow 
from seed or can re-sprout following disturbance (cutting, fire, etc.) to an existing tree. Understory 
vegetation is often sparse due to litter accumulation and possible allelopathic effects of oils found in 
eucalyptus leaf and root exudates. Blue gum eucalyptus trees are an exotic species and rated as a 
“moderately invasive” by the California Invasive Plant Council (Cal-IPC 2018). 

Non-native trees in the study area provide roosting and nesting habitat for a number of common 
bird species listed in Appendix G.4, as well as habitat for San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat and 
squirrels. 
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ICEPLANT 
Iceplant habitat is a monoculture of invasive Carpobrotus edulis, a native of South Africa originally 
introduced as an ornamental cultivar and for dune stabilization (D’Antonio et al. 1993). Patches of 
iceplant are relatively widespread on North Coast beaches and sandy coastal bluffs adjacent to the 
study area. There is one occurrence mapped in the study area at Davenport Beach. Iceplant is a mat-
forming succulent perennial, sending out horizontal shoots that can develop roots at the nodes, 
forming dense, monospecific stands. Ground cover ranges from entire to patchy with small 
unvegetated sandy openings. Birds may forage for insects in iceplant, and iceplant may provide 
habitat for native and non-native rodent species. 

AGRICULTURAL FIELD 
Much of the land adjacent to the study area, primarily the southern half of the Project corridor, is 
used presently to grow row crops including Brussels sprouts, artichokes, and culinary herbs. Refer to 
Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources, for additional information.  

The majority of these agricultural fields have been cultivated actively for decades. Present 
management includes dry season irrigation, herbicide application, and tilling with heavy machinery. 
As a result, these areas have marginal habitat value and do not support naturalized vegetation or 
sensitive plant communities. 

Agricultural fields are likely to support invertebrate- and seed-eating bird species, as well as ground-
nesting bird species such as those listed in Appendix G.4 and under the non-native grassland section 
above. Small mammals [such as Botta’s pocket gopher, mice (Peromyscus sp.), and moles (Scapanus 
sp.] commonly occur in agricultural fields and buffers along with common lizard species. Agricultural 
fields are also likely to support higher trophic-level wildlife species that prey on small mammals and 
reptiles, as described in the grasslands habitat section above. Agricultural practices can result in 
injury or mortality of wildlife species and agricultural fields lack abundant resources for wildlife. 
Therefore, in the overall landscape of the study area and surroundings, agricultural fields increase 
fragmentation and deter wildlife movement.  

FALLOW AGRICULTURAL FIELD 
Fallow agricultural land primarily occurs in areas that have been recently removed from agricultural 
operations on flat to gently sloped coastal terraces. This habitat type shares many similarities to 
ruderal habitat and disturbed non-native grassland, and is dominated by weedy opportunistic 
species. Commonly occurring species include black mustard, wild radish, poison hemlock, Bermuda 
buttercup, Italian thistle, prickly ox tongue, filarees, and ripgut brome. If undisturbed, it is expected 
that these areas will ultimately transition to coastal scrub habitat as shrub species begin to colonize. 

The larger contiguous area has potential to support an array of wildlife. Typical wildlife species 
found in fallow agriculture habitat are similar to those listed under the Non-Native Grassland and 
Agricultural Field sections above. 

DEVELOPED/LANDSCAPED 
Developed areas include the railbed and tracks, active roads, maintained trails, agricultural 
infrastructure, private residences, parking areas, and other areas with anthropogenic influences 
(i.e., human activity) that do not support naturalized vegetation. Maintained landscaping surrounds 
existing residences along Coast Road and staff facilities at Wilder Ranch. Developed and landscaped 
areas are extensive in the study area. 
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Developed habitats along the trail alignments provide habitat for opportunistic wildlife species, 
including coast range fence lizard, common bird species (Appendix G.4), pocket gopher, brush 
rabbits, western gray squirrel (Sciurus griseus), and skunks that use power poles and lines, farm 
roads and walkways, buildings, landscaping, and gardens. 

RUDERAL 
Ruderal areas are not described by Holland (1986), Sawyer et al. (2009), or the CDFW (2018). 
Ruderal habitat consists of highly disturbed, weedy areas immediately adjacent to existing urban 
and agricultural infrastructure or along dirt access roads throughout the property. Ruderal 
vegetation consists of aggressive, colonizing species such as mallow (Malva spp.), pineapple weed 
(Matacaria discoidea), bur clover (Medicago polymorpha), wild radish, black mustard, and filarees. 
In many instances, ruderal habitat is in a relatively stable seral state due to repeated, ongoing 
disturbance and is not likely to develop into more ecologically valuable habitat types. In some 
instances, ruderal habitat in the study area may ultimately transition to grassland or coastal scrub 
habitats where ongoing disturbance regimes are permanently removed. Ruderal habitat is primarily 
located along active roads and trails, adjacent to active agricultural fields, and close to developed 
areas. 

Wildlife species accustomed to disturbed environments, such as those listed under the developed 
habitat type above, are likely to occur in ruderal environments. 

Sensitive Habitats 
Sensitive habitats are generally considered by federal, state, or local agencies as those habitats that 
support special-status plants and wildlife; provide important habitat values for wildlife; represent 
areas of unusual, limited distribution, or regionally restricted habitat types; show a decrease in 
acreage globally and/or statewide; and/or support high biological diversity.  

Habitat types considered sensitive include those listed as Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas 
(ESHA) in the California Coastal Zone in regional Local Coastal Programs (LCP) or by the California 
Coastal Act (1976), municipal ordinances, habitats with state rarity rank S1-S3 described as Sensitive 
Natural Communities by California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW 2018c), wetlands and 
other waters subject to Section 401 and 404 of the Clean Water Act, and waters of the state subject 
to the Porter Cologne Water Quality Control Act.  

Special-status species are as follows: those plants and animals listed, proposed for listing, or 
candidates for listing as threatened or endangered by the USFWS or National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA); 
those listed or proposed for listing as rare, threatened, or endangered by the CDFW under the 
California Endangered Species Act (CESA); animals designated as “Species of Special Concern,” “Fully 
Protected,” or “Watch List” by the CDFW; plants with a California Rare Plant Rank of 1 or 2; and/or 
other rare species. 

Figure 3.4-2a through Figure 3.4-2f depict the extent of sensitive habitats and Figure 3.4-3a through 
3.4-3f depict wetlands and other waters in the study area. Table 3.4-3 details regulatory authority 
over these sensitive habitats, focusing on areas that may incur direct and indirect impacts as a result 
of the Proposed Project and Alternative 1. Descriptions of common and sensitive wildlife species 
that may utilize the sensitive habitats listed below are provided in the habitat characterization 
section above. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Western_gray_squirrel
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Figure 3.4-2a Study Area Sensitive Habitat Types 
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Figure 3.4-2b Study Area Sensitive Habitat Types 
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Figure 3.4-2c Study Area Sensitive Habitat Types 
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Figure 3.4-2d Study Area Sensitive Habitat Types 
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Figure 3.4-2e Study Area Sensitive Habitat Types 
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Figure 3.4-2f Study Area Sensitive Habitat Types 
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Figure 3.4-3a Study Area Wetlands and Other Waters 

 



Environmental Impact Analysis 
Biological Resources 

 
Final Environmental Impact Report (Volume 2, Draft EIR) 3.4-29 

Figure 3.4-3b Study Area Wetlands and Other Waters 
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Figure 3.4-3c Study Area Wetlands and Other Waters 
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Figure 3.4-3d Study Area Wetlands and Other Waters 
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Figure 3.4-3e Study Area Wetlands and Other Waters 
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Figure 3.4-3f Study Area Wetlands and Other Waters 
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Table 3.4-3 Sensitive Habitats and Regulatory Authority Considered Under CEQA  

Habitat Type CEQA 
CCC 

ESHA 

County of 
Santa Cruz 
Sensitive 
Habitat 

CDFW 
Sensitive 
Natural 

Community 

Clean 
Water Act 

Section 401 
and 404 

Porter 
Cologne 
Water 

Quality Act 

Coastal scrub x x x x   

Coastal dune x x x x   

Arroyo willow scrub x x x x   

Arroyo willow riparian forest x x x x x x 

Coast live oak forest x x x    

Palustrine emergent wetland x x x x x x 

Aquatic/ Riverine x x x  x x 

Special-status plants and wildlife x x x    

CEQA = California Environmental Quality Act 

CCC = California Coastal Commission 

CDFW = California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

ESHA = Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas 

COASTAL SCRUB 
Coastal scrub is considered ESHA by the County of Santa Cruz Local Coastal Program (LCP) (Santa 
Cruz County 1994) and County of Santa Cruz sensitive habitat (Santa Cruz County Code 16.32). 
Within the study area, alliances that would be considered ESHA include: Artemisia californica, 
Toxicodendron diversilobum, Rubus, and mixed coastal scrub. Within the study, the Baccharis 
pilularis Alliance and Rubus alliances would not be considered ESHA; it they represents an early 
successional seral stages from recent agricultural land use or other disturbances and, other than the 
dominant species, is are comprised almost entirely of invasive and/or non-native grasses and forbs. 

Additionally, certain dominant species alliances and associations are described as sensitive natural 
communities by CDFW (2018c). Within the study area, some of the mixed coastal scrub habitats 
would fall into this category: the Baccharis pilularis -Frangula californica - Rubus spp. 
Associationalliance and the Baccharis pilularis – Eriophyllum staechadifolium Associationalliance. 

In the study area, the structure and composition of coastal scrub varies depending on topography, 
aspect, microclimate, edaphic conditions and levels of past or recent disturbance. Coastal scrub 
provides habitat for nesting bird species and the San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat. 

COASTAL DUNE 
Coastal dune habitat is considered an ESHA and sensitive habitat type by the County of Santa Cruz 
LCP (Santa Cruz County 1994) and Sensitive Habitat Ordinance (Santa Cruz County Code 16.32). The 
Ambrosia chamissonis Association of the Abronia latifolia-Ambrosia chamissonis Alliance is also 
listed as a sensitive natural community by CDFW (2018). This state and regionally restricted habitat 
type is isolated to one location in the study area near Bonny Doon Beach, and it supports a unique 
composition of short-statured perennial forbs and grasses. When less fragmented, coastal dune 
provides nesting habitat for the western snowy plover. 
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ARROYO WILLOW SCRUB 
Arroyo willow scrub is considered an ESHA and sensitive habitat type (as a mesic phase of coastal 
scrub) by the County of Santa Cruz LCP and Sensitive Habitat Ordinance. The Salix lasiolepis Alliance 
is also listed as a sensitive natural community by CDFW. Although evidence of contemporary 
wetland hydrology and hydric soils are lacking in the majority of areas supporting arroyo willow 
scrub, this habitat type is considered a one-parameter wetland by the California Coastal 
Commission. As described in the Habitat Characterization Section above, arroyo willow scrub 
supports numerous bird species and the San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat. 

ARROYO WILLOW RIPARIAN FOREST 
Arroyo willow riparian forest is considered an ESHA and sensitive habitat type by the County of 
Santa Cruz LCP, Sensitive Habitat Ordinance, and Riparian Corridor and Wetlands Protection 
Ordinance (Santa Cruz County Code 16.32). The Salix lasiolepis Alliance is also described as a 
sensitive natural community by CDFW. These areas are also regulated as wetland habitats by the 
California Coastal Commission. Riparian communities are considered sensitive habitat due to their 
value to wildlife, limited distribution, and decreasing acreages statewide. Riparian vegetation is 
valued for wildlife habitat, flood protection, stream bank stabilization, erosion control, and water 
quality related to nutrient and sediment filtration by riparian vegetation.  

Arroyo willow riparian habitat primarily occurs in wide arroyos and coastal canyons supporting 
intermittent and perennial streams, and it provides habitat and movement corridors for a variety of 
common and special-status wildlife species. This habitat’s rich ecological values for wildlife are 
described in the Habitat Characterization Section above. 

PALUSTRINE EMERGENT WETLAND 
The majority of emergent wetland features within the study area are palustrine features including 
all nontidal wetlands dominated by trees, shrubs, persistent emergents, emergent mosses or 
lichens, and all such wetlands that occur in tidal areas where salinity due to ocean-derived salts is 
below 0.5 ppt. Palustrine emergent wetland habitat is considered an ESHA and sensitive habitat by 
the County of Santa Cruz LCP (Santa Cruz County 1994), Sensitive Habitat Ordinance (Santa Cruz 
County Code 16.32), and Riparian Corridor and Wetlands Protection Ordinance (Santa Cruz County 
Code 16.30). Moreover, these areas are subject to federal jurisdiction under the Clean Water Act 
and state regulation under the authority of the Porter Cologne Water Quality Act and California 
Coastal Act. In the coastal zone, only one positive wetland indicator (hydrology, hydric soils, 
hydrophytic plants) are required to identify wetlands. As a result, many of the wetland ditches along 
the rail corridor lacking evidence of hydric soils are identified as wetlands for purposes of analysis in 
this EIR.  

Emergent wetlands support a unique array of specially adapted native and non-native hydrophytic 
grasses and forbs, providing habitat for a variety of common and special-status animals. These are 
described in the habitat characterization section above and include CRLF, and numerous avian 
species. 

AQUATIC/RIVERINE  
Natural aquatic and riverine habitats are considered ESHA and sensitive habitat by the County of 
Santa Cruz LCP, Sensitive Habitat Ordinance, and Riparian Corridor and Wetlands Protection 
Ordinance. Aquatic and riverine habitats are also subject to federal jurisdiction under the Clean 
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Water Act and state regulation under the authority of the Porter Cologne Water Quality Act, 
California Coastal Act, and Sections 1600-1616 of the CFGC [CFGC Code § 1600-1616 (CDFW 2017)]. 

Aquatic habitats include open waters such as lagoons, ponds and agricultural irrigation features. 
Riverine features include a series of named and unnamed creeks crossing the study area. Riverine 
habitats include all wetlands and deep water habitats contained in natural or artificial channels that 
have periodically or continuously flowing water. Substrates generally consist of rock, cobble, gravel 
or sand.  

As described in the habitat characterization section above, aquatic and riverine habitats occupy a 
critical role in the habitat mosaic of the north coast, providing hydration for wildlife species and 
supporting special-status fish, CRLF and western pond turtle (Emys marmorata).  

COAST LIVE OAK FOREST 
Coast live oak fForest is listed as a sensitive habitat type by the County of Santa Cruz Sensitive 
Habitat Ordinance (Santa Cruz County Code 16.32). Coast live oak forest within the Study Area is 
considered ESHA under the Coastal Act because it meets the requirements for ‘especially valuable 
habitat’ (EVH), based on the “special role” of this habitat to support a diversity of wildlife species, 
including the sensitive San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat, a CDFW Species of Special Concern 
(Bolster 1998, CDFW 2018d), and to represent a locally restricted habitat type within the mosaic of 
habitat types comprising the Study Area. This habitat type is not considered an ESHA or CDFW 
sensitive natural community. Along the Project corridor coast live oak forest intergrades with 
adjacent coastal scrub habitat to the southeast and willow riparian habitat to the south, associated 
with the lower reach of Majors Creek. 

Although fragmented, these forests support large mature coast live oak trees and are positioned 
immediately adjacent to riverine, riparian, and scrub habitats, thus representing a locally important 
function in the assemblage of ecotones or edge habitats6. These larger trees also provide habitat 
features for foliage-roosting and cavity-roosting bats and other species, as described in the habitat 
characterization section above. TBecause these habitats support the San Francisco dusky-footed 
woodrat, a CDFW Species of Special Concern (Bolster 1998, CDFW 2018d), they are considered ESHA 
within the study area.  

Special-Status Wildlife Species 
The following sensitive wildlife species are known or have potential to occur within or near the 
study area. Details on occurrence information and life history species narratives for these species 
are provided in Appendix G.3a and Appendix G.3b. 

TIDEWATER GOBY 
The tidewater goby (Eucyclogobius newberryi) is listed as Endangered under the FESA (USFWS 1994) 
and a Species of Special Concern by CDFW (CDFW 2018d, Moyle et al. 2015). The Project corridor 
intersects Laguna Creek and Baldwin Creek, and the estuaries of these creeks are known to support 
the tidewater goby and are within designated critical habitat for the species. The goby in these 

                                                      
6 Edge habitats occur when two or more habitat types abut one another. Edge habitats provide an abundance and variety of food sources 
because they have diverse plant species and microhabitat variability, including cover, shelter, and shade, as well as sun exposure for 
warmth and air flow for circulation. 

https://law.justia.com/citations.html
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creeks have been identified as likely source populations and are considered to be important for 
conserving the genetic diversity of the species (USFWS 2013).  

COHO SALMON 
The central California coast coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch) is listed as Endangered under the 
FESA and CESA (NOAA Fisheries 2012, CDFW CNDDB 2018). All accessible rivers that intersect the 
Project corridor and the adjacent riparian habitat, including San Vicente, Liddell, Laguna, Baldwin, 
and Wilder Creeks, and below the barrier (approximately 0.71 miles upstream of the mouth) at 
Majors Creek, are within critical habitat for the species (NOAA Fisheries 1999, 2012). Coho salmon 
Essential Fish Habitat (EFH)7 includes all water bodies (“streams, lakes, ponds, wetlands, and other 
currently viable water bodies") currently or historically occupied by Pacific Fishery Management 
Council-managed coho salmon, including the hydrologic units along the coast south of San Francisco 
and within the Monterey Bay, up to and including the Pajaro hydrologic unit. Coho salmon EFH also 
includes estuarine and marine areas to 200 nautical miles offshore(NOAA Fisheries 2014). Small 
populations of coho are known to occur in San Vicente Creek and Laguna Creek (CalFish 2012, NOAA 
Fisheries 2016a,b, Spence 2016, Steiner 2018). 

STEELHEAD 
The central California coast steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) is listed as Threatened under the FESA 
(NOAA Fisheries 2006). All accessible creeks that intersect the Project corridor are considered 
critical habitat (NOAA Fisheries 2005). This species is known to occur in San Vicente, Liddell, Laguna, 
Baldwin, and Wilder Creeks, and below the barrier at Majors Creek (CalFish 2011, Steiner 2018). 

CALIFORNIA RED-LEGGED FROG 
The CRLF is listed as threatened under the FESA (USFWS 1996) and is a CDFW Species of Special 
Concern (CDFW 2018d, Thompson et al. 2016). The trail alignments fall within designated critical 
habitat for the CRLF (USFWS 2010). The alignment and surroundings provide breeding and non-
breeding aquatic habitat, hydration points, riparian habitat, as well as upland and dispersal habitat. 
Figure 3.4-4a through Figure 3.4-4c illustrate known and potential CRLF breeding and non-breeding 
aquatic habitat. Egg masses, tadpoles, metamorph, sub-adult, and adult CRLF were observed during 
2018 surveys. There are numerous occurrence records in a variety of habitats along the trail 
alignments, as well as from the surroundings within two miles of the alignments (CDFW 2018e,f, LSA 
2014, Steiner and Laursen 2017).  

Breeding habitat along the trail alignments are located in creeks and lagoons, stock ponds, 
palustrine emergent wetlands, and some irrigated ditch wetlands with water of sufficient duration 
to allow for metamorphosis. During 2018 surveys, egg masses and subsequently, tadpoles and 
metamorphs were observed along an inundated portion of the tracks, identified as a palustrine 
emergent wetland, and in an irrigated ditch wetland adjacent to the alignment. This ditch wetland is 
located approximately 200 feet and 800 feet, respectively, across agricultural fields from two 
agricultural ponds near Highway 1 that are known to support breeding CRLF (CDFW 2018e,f, Steiner 
and Laursen 2017). Sub-adult and adult CRLF were also observed in this ditch wetland. Coastal 
scrub, arroyo willow scrub, non-native grassland, and fallow and active agricultural fields (despite  

                                                      
7 Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) is defined as “those waters and substrate necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to 
maturity” (NOAA Fisheries 2014). 
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Figure 3.4-4a CRLF Habitat 
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Figure 3.4-4b CRLF Habitat 
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Figure 3.4-4c CRLF Habitat 
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the deleterious effects of farming on CRLF, such as pesticides and farming equipment strikes) all 
meet the primary constituent elements for upland and dispersal critical habitat. 

SANTA CRUZ BLACK SALAMANDER 
The Santa Cruz black salamander (Aneides flavipunctatus niger) is a CDFW Species of Special 
Concern (CDFW 2018d, Thompson et al. 2016). This species may occur in or near the alignments in a 
variety of moist habitats. The Santa Cruz black salamander is known to occur in the vicinity of the 
Project, from the University of California Santa Cruz and Bonny Doon (CDFWe,f). 

WESTERN POND TURTLE 
The western pond turtle (Emys marmorata) is a CDFW Species of Special Concern (CDFW 2018d, 
Thompson et al. 2016). The western pond turtle is known to occur at the southern terminus of the 
alignment in Wilder Creek and in adjacent uplands, up to one mile from the creek (ENTRIX 2005). 
Other records document the turtle in Moore Creek and Natural Bridges State Park (CDFW 2018e,f). 
The creeks, lagoons, and ponds in the study area provide potential habitat for the western pond 
turtle. Yellow Bank, Laguna, and Majors Creeks provide pools with suitable basking and foraging 
habitat, and adjacent nesting habitat (ENTRIX 2004).  

VAUX'S SWIFT 
The nesting Vaux’s swift (Chaetura vauxi) is a CDFW Species of Special Concern (CDFW 2018d, 
Shuford and Gardali 2008). Oak woodland at Majors Creeks immediately adjacent to the alignment 
provides potential nesting habitat. EBird lists recent sightings from along the alignment at Majors 
Creek, Four Mile Beach, and Strawberry Beach (eBird 2018). The Santa Cruz Bird Club documents 
nesting in chimneys on the west side of Santa Cruz (Suddjian 2013). 

OLIVE-SIDED FLYCATCHER 
The nesting olive-sided flycatcher (Contopus cooperi) is a CDFW Species of Special Concern (CDFW 
2018d, Shuford and Gardali 2008) and a USFWS Bird of Conservation Concern (USFWS 2008). The 
woodlands and forests adjacent to the creeks, lagoons, and wetlands provide potential nesting 
habitat for this species. eBird documents recent observations of this bird near Laguna Creek, 
Baldwin Creek, and Old Dairy Gulch (eBird 2018). 

OAK TITMOUSE 
The nesting oak titmouse (Baeolophus inornatus) is a USFWS Bird of Conservation Concern (USFWS 
2008). The coast live oak forest and other woodlands adjacent to the alignment provide potential 
nesting habitat for this species. eBird documents the oak titmouse at Baldwin Creek, Old Dairy 
Gulch, and Wilder Ranch State Park (eBird 2018). 

GRASSHOPPER SPARROW 
The nesting grasshopper sparrow (Ammodramus savannarum) is a CDFW Species of Special Concern 
(CDFW 2018d, Shuford and Gardali 2008). Along the alignments, the grasshopper sparrow may 
inhabit active and fallow agricultural fields, agricultural buffers, and non-native grassland. 
Observations are from Lombardi Gulch, Wilder Creek, and Jade Ranch (BioSearch 2008, eBird 2018). 



Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission 
North Coast Rail Trail 

 
3.4-42 

WESTERN SNOWY PLOVER 
The nesting western snowy plover (Charadrius nivosus nivosus) is listed under the FESA as 
Threatened (USFWS 1993), and a USFWS Bird of Conservation Concern (USFWS 2008) and CDFW 
Species of Special Concern (CDFW 2018d, Shuford and Gardali 2008). The beaches and dunes along 
the Project corridor provide potential nesting habitat. Laguna Creek Beach and Wilder Creek Beach 
are designated critical habitat for the species (USFWS 1999). Nesting in Santa Cruz County has 
declined dramatically. One active nest was documented at Laguna Beach in 2018, the first nest since 
2009 (Eyester 2018). eBird lists two winter sightings over the last 10 years (eBird 2018). 

NORTHERN HARRIER 
The nesting northern harrier is a CDFW Species of Special Concern (CDFW 2018d, Shuford and 
Gardali 2008). The northern harrier is known to forage and nest on the north coast bluffs adjacent 
to the Project corridor (eBird 2018, EcoSystems West 2002). Numerous harriers were observed 
during the 2018 field surveys, foraging over the Project corridor and adjacent bluffs. Biologists also 
observed an aerial courtship/territorial display during breeding season (Breckenridge 1935, 
Simmons 1988). 

WHITE-TAILED KITE 
The white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus) is listed by the CDFW as Fully Protected (CDFW CNDDB 2018). 
Tree stands, coastal scrub, and riparian habitats in and adjacent to the Project corridor provide 
potential nesting habitat for the white-tailed kite. The kite may hunt for small mammals and lizards 
over the grasslands, fallow and active agricultural fields, and more open coastal scrub habitats 
adjacent to the Project corridor. Numerous eBird records document the kite in or near the Project 
corridor (eBird 2018), and a white-tailed kite was observed foraging over the bluffs during 2018 field 
surveys. 

PEREGRINE FALCON 
The American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum) is listed as Fully Projected by CDFW 
(CDFW CNDDB 2018). The coastal mudstone cliffs near the alignments provide nesting habitat for 
this species, and the bluffs offer foraging habitat for birds and other prey. During the 2018 field 
surveys, individuals were observed perching and foraging within or near the Project corridor. An 
active nest was identified on a coastal cliff face adjacent to the Project corridor during 2016 surveys 
(FHWA 2017c). A breeding pair and juvenile were also observed in the same location during 2018 
surveys, likely demonstrating nest fidelity. Numerous eBird records document observations of the 
American peregrine falcon near the alignments (eBird 2018). 

BATS 
The western red bat (Lasiurus blossevillii) and the long-legged myotis (Myotis Volans) are listed as 
High Priority by the Western Bat Working Group (2017). The western bat is also a CDFW Species of 
Special Concern (Bolster 1998, CDFW 2018d). The western red bat may roost in the foliage of tree 
canopies in the willow riparian and coast live oak forest habitats along the Project corridor. The 
long-legged myotis may occupy the habitat features present in the coast live oak forest. These 
forest habitats are adjacent to creeks and other water sources that bats use for hydration and 
foraging. These forests are also considered edge habitats, which support an abundance of diverse 
insects. Both of these sensitive bat species have been detected in Moore Creek Preserve and at 
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UCSC (EcoSystems West 2004, Heady 2018). Common bat species, such as California myotis, Yuma 
myotis and big brown bat, are also likely to occur in the oak and riparian habitats (Heady 2018). The 
CFGC protects non-listed bat species and their roosting habitat, including individual roosts and 
maternity colonies. These include CFGC Section 86; 2000; 2014; 3007; 4150, along with several 
sections under Title 14 of California Code of Regulations (CCR). 

SAN FRANCISCO DUSKY-FOOTED WOODRAT 
The San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat is considered a CDFW Species of Special Concern (Bolster 
1998, CDFW 2018d). The coastal scrub, willow scrub, riparian, and coast live oak forest habitats in or 
adjacent to the Project corridor provide optimal habitat for the woodrat with their proximity to 
water sources and because they are edge habitats, with a variety of woodrat food sources. 
Numerous woodrat houses were documented on the ground throughout the denser and lusher 
coastal scrub alliances and both ground and arboreal houses were observed in coast live oak forest, 
willow scrub, and willow riparian habitats. These incidental observations are illustrated in Figure 
3.4-5a through 3.4-5b. In some areas, scrub habitats (such as the poison oak alliance) were so dense 
it was impossible to confirm woodrat presence. These habitats are likely occupied because they 
possess requisite habitat features and the less dense environments immediately adjacent are 
occupied. 

Wildlife Movement 
Corridors for wildlife movement (also dispersal corridors, wildlife corridors, or landscape linkages) 
are features whose primary function is to connect at least two isolated habitat areas (Bond 2003). A 
basic description of the functions of corridors is as follows:  

“Corridors provide avenues along which (1) wide ranging animals can travel, migrate, and meet 
mates…(2) plants can propagate…(3) genetic interchange can occur…(4) populations can 
respond to environmental change…[and] (5) locally extirpated populations can be replaced from 
other areas.” (Beier and Loe 1992) 

Corridors provide for or facilitate the movement of wildlife and plants between two or more 
otherwise disjunct habitats (Lidicker 1999, Hilty et al. 2006). In the urban/open space interface, 
corridors can provide links between different types of habitat areas, including but not limited to 
core habitat areas, supportive natural landscapes or habitat patches, and linear habitats, described 
below. 

Many undeveloped or natural areas serve as core habitats for a variety of plant and wildlife species. 
Core habitat areas support the viability of rare plant or animal populations or they consist of 
exemplary natural communities. Providing functional connectivity between core habitats through 
corridors is essential to sustaining healthy wildlife populations and allowing for the continued 
dispersal of native plant and wildlife species. Within and near the study area, Wilder Ranch State 
Park, the Coast Dairies property, Jade Ranch, and Moore Creek Preserve would be considered core 
habitats. 

Other areas may lack the requisite structural or spatial heterogeneity to be considered core habitat, 
but still provide relictual habitat for rare plants as well as opportunities for wildlife to forage, cover, 
and shelter. These areas may be considered habitat patches or supportive natural landscapes. 
Habitat patches may provide opportunities to manage and enhance rare plant populations. Within 
the study area, the larger patches of coastal scrub that occur adjacent to the riparian habitats, the 
rail corridor, and unpaved roads and trails maintained by State Parks (such as those that traverse  
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Figure 3.4-5a Study Area Woodrat Occurrences 
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Figure 3.4-5b Study Area Woodrat Occurrences 
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the perimeter of the coastal bluffs) would be considered habitat patches. On the coastal bluff 
terraces within State Parks lands, some areas were removed from agriculture (approximately 10 
years ago) and are transitioning to coastal scrub variants, depending on soils. One of these areas 
(just south of Panther Beach) is surrounded by wetlands, increasing local habitat diversity. These 
areas would be considered habitat patches or supportive natural landscapes. More recent fallow 
agricultural fields that are transitioning to coastal scrub may also be considered habitat patches. 

Creeks, drainages, and associated riparian habitats within the study area would be considered linear 
habitats. Riparian corridors and streamside buffers in agricultural or developed landscapes provide 
habitat for native plants, canopy cover, opportunities for foraging, and refuge from predators for 
wildlife species. In addition, riparian corridors and buffers offer plants and wildlife the opportunity 
to disperse (Beier and Loe 1992). In these ways, creeks and creekside buffers serve as both linear 
habitats and corridors. Because riparian corridors support a disproportionate amount of biodiversity 
compared to other landscapes, retaining adequate riparian buffers enhances species richness by 
providing additional habitat with high quality habitat features (Hilty et al. 2006). When riparian 
corridors and buffers serve to link core habitats and habitat patches (and thus allow movement 
between otherwise separate populations), the persistence of wildlife populations increases (Hilty et 
al. 2006).  

Together, linear habitats and habitat patches or supportive natural landscape areas help maintain 
ecological integrity and enhance core habitat. 

Interference to the movement patterns of wildlife are considered significant under CEQA.  

Wildlife Movement Within the Study Area and Larger Regional Context 
Within the study area, the rail bed and adjacent vegetation serves as a local corridor for wildlife 
movement and may function as an important wildlife movement feature within the region. The rail 
corridor is a linear habitat that runs essentially perpendicular to the creeks, drainages, and riparian 
habitats within the study area, thus providing opportunities for wildlife movement between the 
core habitats, habitat patches and linear habitats within the study area and surroundings. 

Observations during the field survey include individual wildlife species and/or their trails; tracks and 
scat in and adjacent to the trail alignments including coyote, fox, black-tailed deer (Odocoileus 
hemionus), raccoon (Procyon lotor), and brush rabbit; raptors foraging over the corridor; and 
numerous resident and wintering bird species. Bobcat (Lynx rufus), opossum (Didelphis marsupialis), 
and skunk are likely to utilize the alignments as well. Sierran chorus frog and California red-legged 
frog are known to use the rail corridor for dispersal and movement (CDFW 2018e,f, LSA 2014, 
Steiner and Laursen 2017). More information about the presence of CRLF along the rail bed is 
provided in Special-Status Wildlife Section above. 

The rail corridor and the immediate surroundings encompass a mosaic of 15 habitat types, providing 
an abundance and diversity of food items, as well as perennial water sources. This assemblage 
supports a suite of trophic levels, from invertebrates to higher order predators. Numerous 
invertebrates, amphibians and reptiles, bird species, and mammals were observed utilizing the 
corridor and surroundings for shelter, foraging, and breeding. Fish are also present in the creeks 
that intersect the rail corridor. The diversity within and adjacent to the rail corridor, along with the 
creeks, drainages, riparian habitats, and upland areas not currently in agriculture, are relatively 
intact natural landscapes compared to the active agricultural fields that occupy a large portion of 
the open space between Davenport and Wilder Ranch. 
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Agricultural fields, developed and ruderal areas, Highway 1, and other busy roadways are 
considered barriers to wildlife movement within the study area and greater surroundings. 
Agricultural and/or developed areas are interspersed between core habitats and habitat patches, 
creating a spatially-fragmented landscape. Agricultural fields lack cover, shelter, hydration, and 
foraging resources and expose wildlife species to anthropogenic affects such as vehicle strikes, 
machinery, and agricultural chemicals. The agricultural fields and developed areas within the study 
area would be considered semi-permeable to wildlife movement (depending on the species) 
because of the factors that either deter movement or result in injury or mortality. 

In the larger setting of the north coast, Highway 1 restricts wildlife movement between the coastal 
foothills inland of the highway and the terraces and bluffs on the coast side of the highway. The 
highway is considered a barrier to wildlife movement because of high rates of injury or mortality 
associated with crossing and because the highway is likely to deter wildlife movement. San Vicente, 
Liddell, Laguna, Baldwin, and Wilder Creeks allow for fish passage and limited wildlife movement 
(smaller species) through culverts beneath Highway 1 and the rail corridor, making the Highway 1 
barrier partially permeable to wildlife movement. The Wilder Ranch culvert also allows for wildlife 
movement under Highway 1. A mountain lion was recently (February and March 2018) documented 
on both sides of this culvert, in Old Dairy Gulch and Wilder Creek, and in Moore Creek, south of the 
alignment. The home range of this individual extends from Majors Creek to Moore Creek (Santa 
Cruz Puma Project 2018). 

The California Essential Habitat Connectivity Project (CEHC) (Spencer et al. 2010) and Critical 
Linkages: Bay Area and Beyond [Science and Collaboration for Connected Wildlands (SCCW)2014] 
assess habitat connectivity on large scales. In assessing habitat connectivity on statewide and Bay 
Area scales, respectively, despite the barrier to wildlife movement posed by Highway 1, these 
research projects identified much of the open space between Davenport and Wilder Ranch as 
landscape blocks (excluding private landholdings, developed areas, and some agricultural fields), as 
follows: 

 Large, relatively natural habitat blocks that support native biodiversity (Spencer et al. 2010) 
 Important to maintaining ecological integrity at the broadest scale (Spencer et al. 2010) 
 Highly permeable to wildlife movement or captured as high quality habitat (SCCW 2014)  
 Essential to maintain or restore functional connectivity among wildlands for all species and 

ecological processes in the greater Bay Area (SCCW 2014) 

Within this larger context, the Project corridor provides functional connectivity between the 
surrounding core habitats, habitat patches, and linear habitats for the following reasons:  

 The creeks, drainages, and riparian habitats between Wilder Ranch State Park and Davenport 
are linear features that provide abundant resources and opportunities for movement between 
Highway and the coast. As described above, some of the creeks (San Vicente, Liddell, Laguna, 
Baldwin, and Wilder Creeks) allow for fish passage and limited wildlife movement through 
culverts beneath Highway 1 and the rail corridor, thus connecting the open spaces of the coastal 
foothills inland from Highway 1 to the open spaces on the coast. The Wilder Ranch culvert also 
provides connectivity between the open spaces on each side of Highway 1. 

 Coastal scrub upland habitat patches serve as supportive natural landscapes between the core 
habitats in Wilder Ranch State Park and across Highway 1. 

 The rail corridor is also a linear feature that runs essentially perpendicular to the creeks and 
drainages, serving as a spatial link between linear features, habitat patches, and core habitats 
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across or through the agricultural fields. The rail corridor supports a diverse ecology relative to 
the adjacent active and fallow agriculture fields and in many locations, the rail corridor is cut 
into the landscape and/or protected from the surrounding landscape with dense vegetation on 
either side of the rail bed, providing cover. An animal may use either the farm road or the rail 
corridor and benefit from the quiet, protected rail bed and adjacent vegetation. Links between 
riparian corridors can be vital for genetic exchange. 

 The rail corridor also allows opportunistic wildlife species to safely access the wild-rural-urban 
interface, such as the agricultural fields adjacent to the Project corridor, and to benefit from the 
additional foraging resources they offer, as described in the Habitat Characterization section 
above. 

The rail corridor and adjacent sensitive habitats provide functional connectivity locally within the 
North Coast habitats as well as within the larger framework of the region to maintain “ecological 
integrity at the broadest scale” (Spencer et al. 2010).  

3.4.2 Regulatory Setting 
Federal, state, and local regulations have been enacted to provide for the protection and 
management of sensitive biological and water resources. Those pertinent to the Project are 
summarized below. 

Federal Regulations 

Federal Endangered Species Act 
The Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) of 1973 (Title 16 United States Code, Section 1531 et 
seq., as amended) provisions protect federally listed Threatened and Endangered species and their 
habitats from unlawful “take.”8 Activities that may result in “take” of federally listed individuals are 
regulated by the USFWS and NOAA Fisheries, with responsibilities roughly divided between 
terrestrial and marine species, respectively, with some exceptions. Listed species are taxa for which 
proposed and final rules have been published in Federal Register (USFWS 2018a, 2018b). Candidate 
species are not afforded any legal protection under FESA but typically receive special attention from 
federal and state agencies during the environmental review process (USFWS 2018c). 

FESA or its implementing regulations do not prohibit take of listed plant species. However, federal 
agencies cannot undertake activities that would jeopardize the continued existence of a threatened 
or endangered plant. In addition, the removal of threatened or endangered plants may be a 
violation of the FESA under certain circumstances, if the action is not in compliance with state law.  

For actions carried out, funded, or authorized by a federal agency, the project proponent initiates 
“Interagency Cooperation” with USFWS under Section 7 of the FESA, which ensures that actions do 
not “jeopardize9 the existence of any listed species.” Consultation under Section 7 may be informal 

                                                      
8 Section 3(18) of the FESA defines “take” to mean to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to 
attempt to engage in any such conduct. Service regulations (50 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 17.3) define “harm” to include 
significant habitat modification or degradation that actually kills or injures wildlife by significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns, 
including breeding, spawning, rearing, migrating, feeding, or sheltering. “Harassment” is defined by USFWS as an intentional or negligent 
action that creates the likelihood of injury to listed species by annoying it to such an extent as to significantly disrupt normal behavioral 
patterns which include, but are not limited to, breeding, feeding, or sheltering. 
9 Under the ESA, “jeopardy” occurs when an action is reasonably expected, directly or indirectly, to diminish a species’ numbers, 
reproduction, or distribution so that the likelihood of survival and recovery in the wild is appreciably reduced. 
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or formal. If formal consultation is determined to be necessary, the USFWS prepares a biological 
opinion on whether the proposed activity will result in jeopardy or is “likely to adversely affect” the 
listed species. With this latter determination, the USFWS issues an “incidental take statement” that 
includes reasonable or prudent measures to minimize take along with the terms and conditions of 
the measures. NOAA Fisheries follows a similar process for the endangered and threatened species 
under their regulatory authority, including anadromous fish. 

Designated “Critical Habitat” for plants or animals, determined and published in the Federal Register 
as a formal rule, receives protection under Section 7 through the prohibition of destruction or 
adverse modification of critical habitat by actions with a federal nexus. 

For actions with no federal nexus, consultation with USFWS or NOAA Fisheries takes place under 
10(a)(1)(B) of FESA. 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
All migratory birds and their nests are federally protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 
1918 (MBTA) (Title 16 United States Code, Section 703-712 as amended; 50 Code of Federal 
Regulations Section 21; and 50 CFR Section 13) (and by California Department of Fish and Game 
Code provisions that support the act). The MBTA makes it unlawful to “take” any migratory bird or 
raptor listed in the 50 CFR Section 10, including their nests, eggs, or products. 

On December 22, 2017, the Department of the Interior (DOI) issued an M Opinion (37050) which 
revised the previous interpretation of the MBTA to conclude that the MBTA’s take prohibitions 
apply “only to affirmative actions that have as their purpose the taking or killing of migratory birds, 
their nests, or their eggs.” 

The UWFWS issued a guidance on M-37050 on April 11, 2018 to “clarify what constitutes prohibited 
take” and which further states, “The take of birds, eggs or nests occurring as the result of an activity, 
the purpose of which is not to take birds, eggs, or nests, is not prohibited by the MBTA.” The 
guidance also distinguishes between “intent to take a bird versus knowing a bird will be taken,” 
finding that “knowledge of the presence of a nest or nests…would not be enough by itself to 
constitute a violation of the [MBTA].” The USFWS Guidance states that the “[USFWS} will continue 
to work with any partner that is interested in voluntarily reducing impacts to migratory birds and 
their habitats” (the emphasis on “voluntary” is added here) (USFWS 2018e). 

Birds of Conservation Concern 
The USFWS Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) (USFWS 2008) was developed to fulfill the mandate 
of the 1988 amendment to the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act [Public Law 100-653 (102 Statute 
3825)] to “identify species, subspecies, and populations of all migratory nongame birds that, 
without additional conservation actions, are likely to become candidates for listing under the FESA” 
and to stimulate coordinated and proactive conservation actions among federal and state agencies 
and private entities. The bird species included on the BCC lists include “nongame birds, gamebirds 
without hunting seasons, and Endangered Species Act candidates, proposed endangered or 
threatened, and recently delisted species” that USFWS considers to be of concern in the U.S. 
because of (1) documented or apparent population declines, (2) small or restricted populations, or 
(3) dependence on restricted or vulnerable habitats. Species on this list fall under the authority of 
Executive Order 13186, “Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds” (Federal 
Register, vol. No, 11, January 17, 2001). 
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Bald Eagle Protection Act 
The Bald Eagle Protection Act of 1940 (16 U.S.C. 668-668d, 54 Stat. 250) as amended, provides for 
the protection of the bald eagle and the golden eagle by prohibiting the taking, possession, and 
commerce of such birds, their eggs, and their nests except under certain specified conditions. In 
addition to immediate impacts, this definition also covers impacts that result from human-induced 
alterations initiated around a previously used nest site during a time when eagles are not present, if, 
upon the eagle's return, such alterations agitate or bother an eagle to a degree that interferes with 
or interrupts normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering habits, and causes injury, death, or nest 
abandonment. 

Executive Order 13112 - Invasive Species 
This order enlists federal agencies to prevent the introduction of invasive species, provide for their 
control and minimize the economic, ecological, and human health impacts that invasive species 
cause. In addition, federal agencies are required, when feasible, to restore native species and 
ecosystems and promote public awareness about invasive species. 

Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. 
Wetlands are defined by the USACE as, “those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or 
ground water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal 
circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil 
conditions. Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas (EPA, 40 CFR 
230.3, and CE 33 CFR 328.3). 

The USACE uses three criteria to delineate wetlands: the presence of (1) hydrophytic vegetation, (2) 
wetland hydrology, and (3) hydric soils. According to the USACE Manual, evidence of at least one 
positive wetland indicator from each parameter must be found in order to make a positive 
determination. 

Areas that are inundated for sufficient duration and depth to exclude growth of hydrophytic 
vegetation, such as lakes and ponds, or convey water, such as streams, are considered “other 
waters.” Along the central California coast, these other waters can include intermittent and 
ephemeral streams, as well as lakes and rivers. Other waters are identified by the presence of an 
ordinary high-water mark10, a defined river or stream bed, or a bank, or by the absence of emergent 
vegetation in ponds or lakes. 

Wetlands and other waters of the U.S., including streams, ponds and lakes, are regulated by the 
USACE and the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) under Sections 401 and 404 of the 
Clean Water Act. 

FEDERAL CLEAN WATER ACT (SECTION 404) 
Under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, the USACE is responsible for regulating the discharge of 
fill material into waters of the U.S. The term “waters” includes wetlands and other waters that meet 
specific criteria as defined in the CFR (EPA, 40 CFR 230.3, and CE 33 CFR 328.3). In general, a permit 
must be obtained before fill can be placed in wetlands or other waters of the U.S. The type of 

                                                      
10 An ordinary high water mark is defined as the natural line on the shore established by fluctuations of water. 

http://www.fws.gov/scripts/exit-to-fed.cfm?link=http://law2.house.gov/uscode-cgi/fastweb.exe?getdoc+uscview+t13t16+6002+0++%28%29%20%20AND%20%28%2816%29%20ADJ%20USC%29%3ACITE%20AND%20%28USC%20w/10%20%28668%29%29%3ACITE&linkname=U.S.%20House%20of%20Representatives
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permit depends on the amount of acreage and the purpose of the proposed fill, subject to discretion 
of the USACE. 

FEDERAL CLEAN WATER ACT (SECTION 401) 
Section 401 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) assigns overall responsibility for water quality protection 
to the State Water Resource Control Board and directs the nine statewide RWQCBs to develop and 
enforce water quality standards within their boundaries. A 401 Certification is required from the 
RWQCB whenever improvements are made within Jurisdictional Waters of the U.S.  

EXECUTIVE ORDER 11990 

Executive Order 11990 (42 FR 26961, 3 CFR, 1977 Comp., p. 121) mandates that federal or federally 
assisted projects and programs minimize the destruction, loss, or degradation of wetlands and avoid 
new construction in wetlands, taking into account public health and safety, maintenance of natural 
systems, and other public interests. 

National Marine Sanctuaries Act  
The National Marine Sanctuaries Act of 1972 is a federal law that directs the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) to create national marine sanctuaries in special ocean areas of 
the United States and develop plans and regulations for their management. NOAA designated the 
Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary (MBNMS) in September 1992, and the MBNMS 
regulations include prohibiting activities such as ocean dumping and wildlife harassment 
(https://montereybay.noaaa.gov/resourcepro/). The Project study area is located adjacent to the 
MBNMS. 

State Regulations 

California Environmental Quality Act 
Based on provisions of Section 15380 of the CEQA Guidelines, plants and animals with the following 
protected status may be addressed in CEQA documents on proposed development projects: 
federally-listed Endangered or Threatened species under the FESA, federal Proposed and Candidate 
species, and species listed by the state of California as Endangered, Threatened, or Rare under the 
CESA or California Native Plant Protection Act (NPPA). 

In addition, under Section 15380(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, a species not included on any list 
recognized by the state “shall nevertheless be considered rare or endangered if the species can be 
shown to meet the criteria” for listing. The CDFW, USFWS, and U.S. Forest Service all maintain 
independent lists of species with designated conservation status that meet the CEQA Guidelines 
criterion for consideration. Based on provisions of Section 15380(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, lead 
agencies, in making a determination of impact significance, typically treat non-listed plant and 
animal species as equivalent to listed species if the non-listed species satisfy the minimum biological 
criteria for listing. In assigning “impact significance” to populations of non-listed species, analysts 
generally consider factors such as population-level effects, proportion of the taxon’s range affected 
by a project, regional effects, and impacts to habitat features. 

https://montereybay.noaaa.gov/resourcepro/
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California Endangered Species Act 
CESA protects native plant and animal species (and their habitats) “in danger of, or threatened with, 
extinction because their habitats are threatened with destruction, adverse modification, or severe 
curtailment, or because of overexploitation, disease, predation, or other factors” (California Fish 
and Game Code [CFGC] 1984, Section 2050-2116). CESA prohibits the “take”11 of state-listed 
endangered, threatened, and candidate species. The CDFW maintains lists of Endangered, 
Threatened, and Rare plants (CDFW 2018a) and Endangered and Threatened animals (CDFW 
2018b), as designated by the California Fish and Game Commission and under the California Native 
Plant Protection Act (NPPA)(1977). The Habitat Conservation Planning Branch of CDFW administers 
the state’s rare species program. In addition to recognizing three levels of endangerment, CDFW can 
afford interim protection to candidate species while the California Fish and Game Commission 
reviews them. Habitat degradation or modification is not expressly included in the definition of 
“take” under the CFGC, but CDFW has interpreted “take” to include the “killing of a member of a 
species which is the proximate result of habitat modification.” 

California Native Plant Protection Act 
The California NPPA (CFGC Section 1900 - 1913) was enacted in 1977 and allows the California Fish 
and Game Commission to designate plants as rare or endangered. The NPPA limits the 
circumstances in which endangered or rare native plants may be taken. Project permitting and 
approval requires compliance with NPPA. 

California Native Plant Society Inventory  
The CNPS prepares and regularly updates an Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of 
California. In general, CDFW qualifies for legal protection under CEQA those plant species on List 1A 
(Plants Presumed Extinct in California), List 1B (Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California 
and Elsewhere) or List 2 (Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California, But More Common 
Elsewhere) of the CNPS Inventory (CNPS 2005, 2018). Species on CNPS List 3 (Plants About Which We 
Need More Information--A Review List), or List 4 (Plants of Limited Distribution--A Watch List) are 
considered to be of lower sensitivity, and generally do not fall under specific federal or state regulatory 
authority. Specific mitigation considerations are not generally required for species in these two 
categories. 

Species of Special Concern 
In addition to lists of designated Endangered, Threatened, and Rare plant and animal species, CDFW 
maintains lists of animal “Species of Special Concern,” most of which are species whose breeding 
populations in California may face complete destruction or extirpation (Bolster 1998, Shuford and 
Gardali 2008, Moyle et al. 2015, Thompson et al. 2016, CDFW 2018d, CDFW CNDDB 2018). Although 
these species have no legal status under the CESA, CDFW recommends considering these species 
during analysis of proposed project impacts to protect declining populations, and to avoid the need 
to list them as threatened or endangered in the future. These species may “be considered rare or 
endangered [under CEQA] if the species can be shown to meet the criteria.” 

                                                      
11 The CESA defines “take” as hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill (CFGC Section 86). 
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California Fish and Game Code and California Code of Regulations 
CFGC protects the active nests and eggs of birds from take, possession, or needless destruction 
(3503), and prohibit the take, possession, or destruction birds of prey (orders Falcinoformes and 
Strigiformes) and their eggs and nests (3503.5). CFGC (Sections 86; 2000; 2002; 2014; 3000-3012; 
4150) and several sections under Title 14 of CCR protect non-listed bat species and their roosting 
habitat, including individual roosts and maternity colonies (14 CCR Section 472). Section 86 of CFGC 
generally defines “take” as “hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, 
capture, or kill.” Other CFGC sections prohibit the willful take, capture, confinement, possession, or 
destruction of particular wildlife species, including bats and other non-game mammals. CCR Title 14 
provisions also prohibit the take of nongame birds and mammals, including bats. 

Fully Protected Species 
The CFGC contains lists of vertebrate species designated as “Fully Protected” (CFGC 3511 [birds], 
4700 [mammals], 5050 [reptiles and amphibians], and 5515 [fish]). This classification was the state's 
initial effort in the 1960s to identify and provide protection to those animals that were rare or faced 
possible extinction. Fully Protected species generally may not be taken or possessed at any time and 
no licenses or permits may be issued for their take except pursuant to an approved Natural 
Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) or for relocation of bird species, the protection of livestock, or 
the collection of those species necessary for scientific research. Impacts on these species are also 
considered under CEQA. 

Western Bat Working Group Lists 
The WBWG maintains a region-by-region matrix of the status of bat species throughout their 
western North American range. Bats that are designated as “High Priority” by the WBWG are 
“imperiled or are at high risk of imperilment” based on available information on distribution, status, 
ecology, and known threats (WBWG 2018). Bats may also be designated as medium-or low-priority. 
These designations are included on CDFW’s Special Animals list of sensitive wildlife species (CNDDB 
2018). High Priority bat species qualify for legal protection under Section 15380(d) of the CEQA 
Guidelines. 

Sensitive Habitats  
Sensitive habitats include CDFW Sensitive Natural Communities (rank of S1 – S3), riparian 
corridors,12 wetlands, and habitats for species that are protected under FESA, CESA, NPPA, or other 
rare species (CDFW 2018c). Sensitive habitats may also include areas of high biological diversity, 
areas providing important wildlife habitat, and vegetation types that are rare or unique to the 
region. CEQA also considers impacts to natural communities identified as sensitive in local and 
regional plans, regulations, and ordinances.  

                                                      
12 A universally accepted definition of riparian habitat is not currently available; however, USFWS defines riparian areas as “plant 
communities contiguous to and affected by surface and subsurface hydrologic features of perennial or intermittent lotic and lentic water 
bodies (rivers, streams, lakes, or drainage ways). Riparian areas have one or both of the following characteristics: 1) distinctively different 
vegetative species than adjacent areas, and 2) species similar to adjacent areas but exhibiting more vigorous or robust growth forms. 
Riparian areas are usually transitional between wetland and upland” (USFWS 2009). See also Riparian Habitats under the Local 
Regulations section. 
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Wetlands and Waters of the State 

CDFW LAKE AND STREAMBED ALTERATION 
Jurisdictional authority of CDFW over relatively permanent bodies of standing or flowing water is 
established under Sections 1600-1616 of the CFGC, which pertains to activities that would disrupt 
the natural flow or alter the channel, bed, or bank of any lake, river, or stream. The CFGC stipulates 
that “an entity may not substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow of, or substantially 
change…the bed, channel, or bank of, any river, stream, or lake” without notifying CDFW, 
incorporating necessary mitigation, and obtaining a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement. Any 
work which takes place below the break in bank would be under the jurisdictional authority of 
CDFW. 

The code defines “entity” to mean “any person, state or local government, or public utility that is 
subject to this chapter” and is not generally taken to refer to federal agencies. If an entity does not 
initially accept the mitigation conditions proposed by CDFW for inclusion in a streambed alteration 
agreement, the matter may be submitted to an arbitration panel under section 1603.  

CDFW has the opportunity to review projects and issue project conditions under CEQA and is also 
responsible for commenting on projects requiring USACE permits under the Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act of 1958. Federal lead agencies may also elect to notify CDFW according to Section 
1602 and comply with the conditions and recommendations issued under this mechanism. 

PORTER COLOGNE WATER QUALITY CONTROL ACT 
The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act (SWRCB 2018) assigns overall responsibility for water quality 
protection to the State Water Resource Control Board, and directs the nine statewide RWQCBs, who 
are tasked to develop and enforce water quality standards within their boundaries. Under California 
state law, “Waters of the State" pertains to “any surface water or groundwater, including saline 
waters, within the boundaries of the state.” As a result, water quality laws and permitting authority 
apply to both surface and groundwater. In the absence of a federal permit requirement, impacts to 
waters of the state, including wetlands, require a Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR) 
authorization from the RWQCB (SWRCB 2018).  

THE WETLANDS RESOURCES POLICY 
The Wetlands Resources Policy of CDFW states that the California Fish and Game Commission will 
strongly discourage development in or conversion of wetlands, unless, at a minimum, project 
mitigation ensures that there will be no net loss of either wetland habitat values or acreage. 

California Coastal Act 
Under the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 and California Coastal Act of 1976, the California 
Coastal Commission is entrusted to review proposed development in the Coastal Zone with the goal 
of protecting and enhancing the coastal environment while allowing utilization and public access for 
coastal zone-dependent uses. When a federal agency serves as the lead for the project, the 
mechanism for Coastal Commission review is through a “consistency determination” in which the 
project would be required to comply with the statues of the Coastal Act with the Local Coastal 
Program providing guidance. 
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Under the Coastal Act, Environmental Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA)13 and wetlands are given 
special protection, with a different set of rules for each. Allowed uses within ESHA are limited to 
those that are resource-dependent; and uses within wetlands are limited to a specific list of 
activities, which includes “nature study” and “similar resource-dependent activities.” (Compare Cal. 
Pub. Resources Act Sections 30240 [ESHA] and 30233 [wetlands].) 

ESHA “shall be protected against any significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses 
dependent on those resources shall be allowed within those areas.” “Development in areas adjacent 
to [ESHA] … shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly degrade those 
areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of those habitat … areas.”  

In Coastal Act wetlands – all areas meeting at least one wetland parameter – a handful of 
specifically authorized uses, including “nature study” and “similar resource-dependent activities,” 
are permitted, but only where there is no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative, and 
where feasible mitigation measures have been provided to minimize adverse environmental 
effects.”  

In Bolsa Chica Land Trust v. Superior Court (1999) 71 Cal.App.4th 493, 514-515, the California Court 
of Appeal held that, where an area in the Coastal Zone is both a wetland and an ESHA, the Coastal 
Act provision governing wetlands (§ 30233) controls, and the provision governing ESHA (§ 30233) 
does not also apply.  

The Coastal Commission has approved several paved multi-use projects located in or adjacent to 
ESHA and wetlands, with identified goals of facilitating public access and protecting sensitive 
resources. In many of these approvals, the Commission determined that the public access, 
recreation, and educational benefits of the project were dependent on their location within the 
natural habitat. Interpretive signs and resource management plans were imperative to successfully 
protecting and enhancing sensitive habitats, while also improving public access in the Coastal Zone.  

Based on the legal standards and Coastal Commission experience described above, the Proposed 
Project (or Alternatives) can achieve consistency with the Coastal Act as follows. Where a proposed 
trail segment would pass through an ESHA, it must be designed to prevent “any significant 
disruption of habitat values.” Where a trail segment would be adjacent to ESHA, it must be “sited 
and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly degrade” the ESHA, and “be compatible 
with the continuance of” the ESHA. Where a trail segment would pass through a wetland, “feasible 
mitigation measures” must be “provided to minimize adverse environmental effects”; and the 
overall trail alternative chosen must be the least environmentally-damaging feasible alternative with 
respect to wetlands effects.  

Marine Life Protection Act 
The Marine Life Protection Act of 1999 directs the state to redesign California’s system of marine 
protected areas (MPAs) to function as a network. The MPAs include state marine reserves, which is 
a state marine parks, and state marine conservation areas. The Project Study area is adjacent to the 
Natural Bridges State Marine Reserve (SMR), which was adopted by the California Fish and Game 
Commission in 2007 and extends from Four-Mile Beach on the north to Natural Bridges State Beach 

                                                      
13 Under the Coastal Act, ESHA is defined as “any area in which plant or animal life or their habitats are either rare or especially valuable 
because of their special nature or role in an ecosystem and which could be easily disturbed or degraded by human activities and 
developments.” ‘Especially valuable habitat’ (EVH) is identified by 1) by its special nature or 2) its special role in the ecosystem.  
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on the south. In the Natural Bridges SMR, it is unlawful to injure, damage, take or possess any living 
geological or cultural marine resources, except under a permit or authorization issued by CDFW. 

Local Regulations 
As stated in Section 2.7, Required Permits and Approvals, because the Project is being implemented 
by the federal government, local land use authority is preempted such that local policies and 
regulations do not directly apply. However, key biological resources policies pertinent to the Project 
are included below for informational and guidance purposes. 

Santa Cruz County General Plan and Local Coastal Program 
The Santa Cruz County General Plan and Local Coastal Program provides the following objectives 
and policies to protect biological resources within the Coastal Zone (Santa Cruz County 1994). 

 Objective 5.1. Biological Resource Protection. To maintain the biological diversity of the County 
through and integrated program of open space acquisition and protection, identification and 
protection of plant habitat and wildlife corridors and habitats, low-intensity and resource 
compatible land uses in sensitive habitats and mitigations on projects and resource extraction to 
reduce impacts on plant and animal life. 
 Policy 5.1.2. Sensitive Habitat Definition. An area is defined as a sensitive habitat if it 

meets one or more of the following criteria: 
(a) Areas of special biological significance as identified by the State Water Resources 

Control Board. 
(b)  Areas which provide habitat for locally unique biotic species/communities, including 

coastal scrub, maritime chaparral, native rhododendrons, and associated Elkgrass, 
mapped grasslands in the Coastal Zone, and sand parkland’ and Special Forests including 
San Andreas Coast Live Oak Woodlands, Valley Oak, Santa Cruz Cypress, indigenous 
Ponderosa Pine, indigenous Monterey Pine and ancient forests. 

(c) Areas adjacent to essential habitats of rare, endangered or threatened species as 
defined by (e) and (f) below. 

(d) Areas which provide habitat for Species of Special Concern as listed by the California 
Department of Fish and Game in Special Animals list, Natural Diversity Database. 

(e) Areas which provide habitat for rare or endangered species which meet the definition of 
Section 15380 of the California Environmental Quality Act. 

(f) Areas which provide habitat for rare, endangered or threatened species as designated 
by the State Fish and Game Commission, United States Fish and Wildlife Service, or 
CNPS. 

(g) Nearshore reefs, rocky intertidal areas, seacaves, islets, offshore rocks, kelp beds, 
marine mammal hauling grounds, sand beaches, shorebird roosting, resting and nesting 
areas, cliff nesting areas and marine, wildlife or educational/research reserves. 

(h) Dune plant habitats 
(i) All lakes, wetlands, estuaries, lagoons, streams and rivers 
(j) Riparian corridors. 
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 Policy 5.1.3. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) Protection. Designate the 
areas described in 5.1.2 (d) through (J) as Environmentally Sensitive Habitats per the 
California Coastal Act and unless other uses are: 

(a) consistent with habitat protection policies and serve a specific purpose beneficial to the 
public; 

(b) it is determined through environmental review that any adverse impacts on the 
resource will be completely mitigated and that there is no feasible less-damaging 
alternative; and 

(c) legally necessary to allow a reasonable economic use of the land, and there is no 
feasible less-damaging alternative.  

 Policy 5.1.6. Development in Sensitive Habitats. Sensitive Habitats shall be protected 
against a significant disruption of habitat values; and any proposed development within 
or adjacent to these areas must maintain or enhance functional capacity of the habitat. 
Reduce in scale, redesign, or if no other alternative exists, deny any project which 
cannot sufficiently mitigate significant adverse impacts on sensitive habitats unless 
approval of project is legally necessary to allow a reasonable use of the land. 

Sensitive Habitat Protection Ordinance 
The County of Santa Cruz Sensitive Habitat Protection ordinance (Section 16.32) is intended to 
“minimize the disturbance of biotic communities which are rare or especially valuable because of 
their special nature or role in an ecosystem, and which could be easily disturbed or degraded by 
human activity.” Sensitive habitats under the Santa Cruz County Code relevant to the Project include 
areas that provide habitat for locally unique biotic species/communities, such as oak woodlands and 
coastal scrub; areas adjacent to essential habitats of rare, endangered or threatened species, or 
other rare species considered under CEQA; dunes, wetlands, lagoons, rivers, and riparian corridors; 
and areas defined as ESHA under the Coastal Act.  

The project is required to mitigate any unavoidable environmental impacts to sensitive habitats. The 
ordinance calls for protection of sensitive habitats “undisturbed by the proposed development 
activity” or on an adjacent parcel through measures such as conservation easements. Additionally, 
restoration “commensurate with the scale of the proposed development” is required for 
degradation of sensitive habitats caused by the project. Exemptions to this ordinance may be 
granted concurrently with authorized riparian exceptions. 

Riparian Corridor and Wetlands Protection Ordinance 
The County of Santa Cruz Riparian Corridor and Wetlands Protection (16.30) limits development 
activities in riparian areas14 and provides buffer/setback requirements15 based on slope and 
vegetation composition. The Santa Cruz County Planning Commission may authorize a riparian 
setback exception on a case by case basis. Exceptions are granted pending an approved application 
stating the applicant’s proposed activities, best management practices (BMP), and measures for 
mitigating impacts to the riparian corridor.  
                                                      
14 The Santa Cruz County Code defines riparian vegetation/woodland as “those plant species/woody plant species that typically occur in 
wet areas along streams or marshes” (Santa Cruz County Code 16.30.030). See also USFWS definition of riparian habitat under the 
Sensitive Habitats section (USFWS 2009). 
15 The ordinance states that a buffer “shall always extend 50 feet beyond the edge of riparian woodland for perennial streams and 20 feet 
beyond the edge of other woody vegetation as determined by the dripline” (Section 16.3.040). 
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3.4.3 Methodology and Significance Thresholds 
The methodology for identifying the biological resources within and adjacent to the Project corridor 
is described above in Section 3.4.1, Existing Conditions.  

The introduction in Section 3.0 states that the significance thresholds used in this analysis are based 
on Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, which provides a sample Initial Study checklist that 
includes a number of factual inquiries related to the subject of biological resources, as well as the 
other environmental topics. Thus, the letters and thresholds presented below correspond with the 
questions in the Appendix G Initial Study checklist. Additionally, Section 15065 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines includes mandatory thresholds relative to biological resources, which have also been 
included below in thresholds (G) through (J). 

For purposes of this EIR, a significant impact would occur if implementation of the Proposed Project 
or Alternative 1 would result in any of the following conditions. 

A. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any 
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans, 
policies, or regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS 

B. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the CDFW or USFWS 

C. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of 
the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means 

D. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of 
native wildlife nursery sites 

E. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance 

F. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan 

G. Substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species 
H. Cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels 
I. Threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, or 
J. Substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare or threatened 

species 

3.4.4 Project Impact Analysis 
In the Project impact analysis, potentially significant impacts are presented in the order of the 
significance thresholds listed above. Mitigation measures have been developed to reduce these 
impacts to a less than significant level. A detailed description of each mitigation measure is provided 
with its corresponding impact statement (i.e. the impact for which it was developed). Some 
mitigation measures reduce the significance of more than one impact and are so referenced in the 
Project impact analysis below. For example, Mitigation Measure BIO-8(a) was developed to mitigate 
Impact BIO-8 and is fully described under the discussion for Impact BIO-8. In addition, Mitigation 
Measure BIO-8(a) serves to mitigate Impact BIO-1 and is referenced (but not fully described) under 
Impact BIO-1. 
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Threshold A: Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on 
any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Threshold D: Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites 

Threshold G: Substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species 

Threshold H: Cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels 

Threshold I: Threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community 

Threshold J: Substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare or 
threatened species 

Impact BIO-1 THE PROJECT COULD ADVERSELY AFFECT SENSITIVE FISH SPECIES (TIDEWATER GOBY, CENTRAL 
CALIFORNIA COAST COHO SALMON, AND CENTRAL CALIFORNIA COAST STEELHEAD) AND CRITICAL HABITAT 
THROUGH HABITAT MODIFICATION IN THE CREEKS THAT INTERSECT THE ALIGNMENTS (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN 
SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) and Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
The Proposed Project and Alternative 1 trail alignments could have an adverse effect on tidewater 
goby, central California coast coho salmon, and central California coast steelhead as a result of slope 
stabilization and other construction activities where the trail alignments cross creeks.  

The tidewater goby is listed as Endangered under the FESA (USFWS 1994) and a Species of Special 
Concern by CDFW (Moyle et al. 2015, CDFW 2018d). The tidewater goby occurs in the estuaries of 
Laguna Creek and Baldwin Creek (ENTRIX 2004) which are designated critical habitat for the species. 

The central California coast coho salmon is listed as Endangered under the FESA (NOAA Fisheries 
2012) and Endangered under the CESA (CDFW CNDDB 2018). All accessible rivers that intersect the 
alignment and the adjacent riparian habitat, including San Vicente, Liddell, Laguna, Baldwin, and 
Wilder Creeks, and limited accessibility at Majors below the barrier (approximately 0.71 miles 
upstream of the mouth), are within critical habitat for the species (NOAA Fisheries 1999). Coho 
salmon EFH includes all water bodies currently or historically occupied by coho salmon along the 
alignment, including these same rivers listed above. Coho salmon EFH also includes estuarine and 
marine areas to 200 nautical miles offshore (NOAA Fisheries 2014). Small populations of coho are 
known to occur in San Vicente Creek and Laguna Creek (CalFish 2012, NOAA Fisheries 2016a,b, 
Spence 2016, Steiner 2018). 

The central California coast steelhead is listed as Threatened under the FESA (NOAA Fisheries 2006). 
All accessible creeks that intersect the alignment are considered critical habitat (NOAA Fisheries 
2005). This fish species is known to occur in San Vicente, Liddell, Laguna, Baldwin, and Wilder 
Creeks, and below the barrier at Majors Creek (CalFish 2011, Steiner 2018). 

Slope stabilization activities are currently proposed for Majors and Baldwin creeks. At the 
intersection of the Project, Majors Creek flows through a culvert that passes under Highway 1 and 
the rail corridor, so impacts to fish habitat associated with this location would be minimal. Slope 
stabilization construction activities would occur below the break in bank at these locations and 
could result in temporary impacts to listed fish species and their critical habitats. Vegetation 
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removal, grading, re-contouring, and proposed slope stabilization construction, such as retaining 
walls, could result in erosion into the creeks, resulting in increased turbidity and sedimentation, 
degrading spawning and rearing habitat conditions for anadromous fish and the tidewater goby. 
Construction-related spills of fuels or other potentially toxic substances could discharge into the 
adjacent streams.  

Arroyo willow riparian forest is designated critical habitat for coho salmon (NOAA Fisheries 1999). It 
buffers aquatic and riverine habitats, contributing shade, food, and sources of nutrients to gulches, 
creeks, and lagoons adjacent to the Project. Structurally, down trees and willow mats create scour 
pools and log jams that are important for sensitive fish and other wildlife species. For a more 
complete description of arroyo willow riparian and aquatic/riverine habitats, refer to the Habitat 
Characterization/Vegetation Communities and Sensitive Habitat sections under 3.4.1. 

During construction, erosion and sediment control measures would be installed and maintained to 
reduce sediment and chemical-laden runoff introductions, as stipulated in Section 157 (Soil Erosion 
and Sediment Control) of the Standard Specifications for the Construction of Roads and Bridges on 
Federal Highway Projects (FP-14), and other project-specific permit requirements. These measures 
would minimize potential impacts to sensitive fish species and their critical habitat.  

Additionally, federal and state agencies that regulate sensitive fish species and work below the 
break in banks may require additional measures to protect sensitive fish species and critical habitat. 
As stated in Section 2.7, Required Permits and Approvals, the Project would require permits from 
the USFWS and CDFW. As part of this process, CFL and RTC would request technical assistance from 
USFWS and NOAA Fisheries and initiate consultation with CDFW to identify additional protective 
measures for sensitive fish species. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-8(a,c,d) and BIO-9 (a,b) identified for potential impacts 
to sensitive natural communities and wetlands (described below), would further reduce the 
potential impacts on sensitive fish species.  

Mitigation Measures BIO-8(a) and BIO-9(a) would minimize construction in sensitive and 
aquatic/riverine habitats. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8(c) outlines the development of a Project-specific Biological Resources 
Mitigation and Management Plan (MMP), which would mitigate temporary disturbance and 
permanent loss of sensitive habitats and mitigate impacts to other sensitive biological resources 
known to occur within the Project corridor. The MMP would include provisions to protect and 
enhance the functions and values of riparian habitats adjacent to the creeks known to support 
sensitive fish species. 

BIO-9(b) would compensate for any losses to wetlands and aquatic/riverine habitats through 
implementation of a wetland mitigation and monitoring plan.  

Mitigation Measure BIO-8(d) includes BMPs to protect water quality, prevent erosion, and protect 
fish habitat during construction. This measure also identifies the preferred construction window for 
sensitive biological resources. Additional measures to protect water quality are identified in Section 
3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, including Mitigation Measures HYD-1(a), Prepare Accidental Spill 
Control Plan and Conduct Environmental Training prior to Construction; HYD-1(b), Maintain Vehicles 
and Equipment during Construction; HYD-1(c) Conduct Design-level Drainage Analysis prior to 
Construction, and Implement Identified Measure to Minimize Runoff during Construction and 
Operation; and HYD-1(d), Prepare Stormwater Control Plan and Operation and Maintenance (O&M) 
Plan.  
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There would be no direct project impacts to marine sources protected under the Monterey Bay 
National Marine Sanctuary and Natural Bridges State Marine Reserve. Potential indirect impacts 
would be avoided and minimized with implementation of the mitigation measures described above.  

Therefore, this impact of both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 would be less than significant 
with mitigation. Mitigation Measures BIO-8(a,c,d) and BIO-9(a,b) are described in detail under 
Impacts BIO-8 and BIO-9, respectively. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8(a): Minimize Construction in Sensitive Habitats 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8(c): Develop Project-specific Biological Resources 
Mitigation and Management Plan for Impacts to Biological Resources 
Resulting from Trail Construction and Operation 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8(d): Implement Best Management Practices during 
Construction 

Mitigation Measure BIO-9(a): Minimize Construction-related Activities in 
Palustrine Emergent Wetlands and Aquatic/Riverine Habitats 

Mitigation Measure BIO-9(b): Develop and Implement Wetland Mitigation 
and Monitoring Plan 

Impact BIO-2 THE PROJECT WOULD ADVERSELY AFFECT CRLF AND CRLF CRITICAL HABITAT, AND 
INTERFERE WITH CRLF MOVEMENT AND DISPERSAL. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION; 
ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
The Proposed Project would have an adverse effect on CRLF and CRLF designated Critical Habitat, 
and interfere with CRLF movement, dispersal and other life events. 

The CRLF is listed as threatened under the FESA (USFWS 1996) and as a Species of Special Concern 
by CDFW (Thompson et al. 2016, CDFW 2018d). The Proposed Project alignment is located within 
Critical Habitat for CRLF (USFWS 2010), and CRLF are known to occur along the Proposed Project 
corridor (LSA 2014, Steiner and Laursen 2017, CDFW 2018e,f). Five life stages of CRLF (egg masses, 
tadpoles, metamorphs, sub-adults, and adults) were observed along the alignment during 2018 
surveys. 

Construction 
The Proposed Project alignment would result in the permanent loss of 0.2 acres of breeding and 
non-breeding aquatic habitat and 6.83 acres of upland/dispersal habitat within CRLF Critical 
Habitat. Construction activities along the alignment, in slope stabilization areas, drainage 
improvement areas, and staging areas would result in additional temporary impacts to 0.34 acres 
of aquatic habitat and up to 8.13 acres of upland and dispersal habitat in CRLF Critical Habitat. 
Work occurring directly in CRLF habitat would temporarily reduce available CRLF habitat. 
Construction activities would degrade CRLF habitat in and adjacent to the construction footprint 
through the introduction of sediment or toxic substances into aquatic and non-aquatic habitat, 
and through vegetation removal and disturbance in upland and dispersal habitats. 
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Construction equipment, grading, earth moving, trail construction, slope stabilization, culvert 
installation (and other drainage improvements) could cause direct injury or mortality to CRLF, as 
well as harassment though increased noise levels, vibrational, and visual disturbances, and barriers 
to movement and dispersal. These activities could interfere with important CRLF life events, 
including movement to breeding habitat, breeding, foraging, dispersal, and movement to non-
breeding habitats. 

Vegetation removal, grading, slope stabilization, and drainage improvements would alter existing 
CRLF habitats and in turn, could permanently impact CRLF movement and dispersal between aquatic 
features.  

The rail corridor and adjacent palustrine wetlands, ditch wetlands, riparian, and moister scrub 
habitats currently serve as breeding and non-breeding habitat for CRLF, as well as providing a 
corridor for CRLF dispersal and movement between these features and the surrounding creeks and 
stock ponds, where breeding is also known to occur. The moister habitats along the trail alignment 
provide hydration, shelter, and food sources with intervening upland and dispersal habitats, such as 
grasslands, active and fallow agricultural fields, and dryer scrub habitats. The diversity of habitat 
types allows CRLF to adjust to changing environmental factors, such as weather and climate, with a 
greater chance of survival. Dispersal and movement between breeding sites is an important part of 
CRLF meta-population dynamics, promoting genetic exchange. 

The greatest permanent losses of CRLF Critical Habitat and greatest potential for take of CRLF are 
along the portions of the trail alignment confined to the relatively narrow rail cut with 
embankments on either side. In these locations, the Proposed Project trail alignment leaves little of 
the rail cut for retaining the aquatic features and arroyo willow or other scrub vegetation that 
currently lines the rail corridor and supports CRLF.  

Regarding Shark Fin Cove Options A and B, the Option A trail alignment would be within the narrow 
rail cut where aquatic features are present, CRLF are more likely to occur, and Option A would result 
in a greater loss of sensitive habitats, and thus have greater impacts than Option B. Option B would 
be along the farm road above the rail cut and thus allow for movement and dispersal of CRLF along 
the existing rail bed, minimizing impacts associated with both construction and operation of the 
trail.  

Along the southern half of the Proposed Project trail alignment, the trail would be located primarily 
on the existing farm road on the coastal side of the rail corridor. Ditch wetlands that support CRLF 
parallel the farm road; however, the farm road and active and fallow farm land on the coastal side 
of the trail are not confined by the rail cut and embankments. These areas provide more 
opportunities for CRLF movement to safely coexist with the Proposed Project alignment and its 
operation. 

During construction, erosion and sediment control measures would be installed and maintained to 
reduce sediment and chemical-laden runoff introductions, as stipulated in Section 157 (Soil Erosion 
and Sediment Control) of the Standard Specifications for the Construction of Roads and Bridges on 
Federal Highway Projects (FP-14), and other project-specific permit requirements. These measures 
would reduce potential impacts to CRLF and their critical habitat. 

Culvert installation and replacement associated with drainage improvement activities could be 
beneficial to CRLF in the immediate area around the improvements by reducing barriers to 
movement and, in the southern half of the alignment, allowing safe passage under the farm roads 
and potentially reducing mortality from vehicle strikes. Conversely, culverts, or other channelized 
passages for wildlife, may also increase CRLF vulnerability to predation. 
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Operation 
The Proposed Project would introduce new recreational users to the area and increase 
recreational access along the alignment for activities such as walking/hiking, bicycle riding, 
surfing, fishing, and day/picnic use. Increased use may result in increased harassment, injury, and 
mortality of CRLF through trampling, bicycle strikes, and interference with CRLF movement, 
dispersal, and other life events, as well as degradation of CRLF Critical Habitat through trampling, 
increased trash, urine and fecal matter, and pollution of aquatic features. On-going maintenance 
activities along the alignment, such as culvert repair and cleaning and trail repair, could also 
cause permanent impacts to CRLF and Critical Habitat. In comparing Shark Fin Cove Design 
Options A and B, impacts associated with operation of the trail would be minimized with Option 
B because the trail alignment would be along the farm road above the rail cut, and thus allow 
for movement and dispersal of CRLF along the existing rail bed. In addition, Option B would 
result in a greater loss of sensitive habitats. 

As described above, culvert installation and replacement associated with drainage improvement 
activities could be beneficial to CRLF in the immediate area around the improvements by 
reducing barriers to movement and, in the southern half of the alignment, allowing safe passage 
under the farm roads, potentially reducing mortality from vehicle strikes.  

As stated in Section 2.7, Required Permits and Approvals, the Project would be required to comply 
with Section 7 of the FESA and all conditions outlined in the USFWS Biological Opinion and 
Incidental Take Permit issued by USFWS through Section 7 Consultation. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-2, BIO-8(a,d), and BIO-9(a) would minimize the 
potential for take of CRLF during construction. Mitigation Measures BIO-8(c) and BIO-9(b) would 
compensate for temporary and permanent losses of aquatic breeding and non-breeding, upland and 
dispersal habitats; allow for conservation of CRLF habitat values, including primary constituent 
elements; and include CRLF movement and dispersal in resource planning documents.  

Therefore, this impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant with mitigation. 
Mitigation Measure BIO-2 is described below. Mitigation Measures BIO-8(a,c,d) and BIO-9(a,b) are 
described under Impacts BIO-8 and BIO-9, respectively. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Conduct Biological Monitoring for CRLF and Other 
Sensitive Wildlife Species 
The RTC/CFL and their construction contractor shall conduct construction monitoring for California 
red-legged frog (CRLF) and other sensitive wildlife species, as specified below. 

 Prior to initiation of construction activities, a USFWS- and CDFW-approved biologist shall 
prepare a construction monitoring plan that identifies all areas to be protected with exclusion 
fencing on a 1:1500 scale map (or similar scale determined to be practicable), and all areas 
requiring monitoring by a USFWS- and CDFW-approved biologist or trained construction 
monitor. 

 Prior to initiation of construction activities, a USFWS- and CDFW-approved biologist shall 
conduct an environmental training for all construction personnel. The training shall include a 
description of CRLF and its habitat, and measures to protect CRLF, and other sensitive wildlife 
species known or with potential to occur in the Project alignments and surroundings (sensitive 
fish species, potential Santa Cruz black salamander and western pond turtle, sensitive and 
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native nesting bird species, potential roosting bats species, and San Francisco dusky-footed 
woodrat).  

 Prior to initiation of construction activities, the construction contractor shall install exclusion 
fencing (solid silt fencing) in specified areas along the project boundaries, 2.0 feet below grade 
and 3.0 feet above grade, with wooden stakes at intervals of not more than 5.0 feet. The fence 
shall be maintained in working order for the duration of construction activities. The USFWS-
approved biologist shall inspect the fence daily and notify the construction foreman when fence 
maintenance is required. The fence shall allow for wildlife passage across the alignment at 
intervals to be determined in conjunction with USFWS and CDFW. 

 If feasible, construction activities shall take place during the dry season between June 15 and 
October 15 November 1, or until the first rain of the season, especially vegetation removal and 
work in or near aquatic features, including ditch wetlands. Only minor activities of no more than 
five days in duration shall be initiated after October 15, and such activities shall only proceed in 
upland areas and when the 10-day forecast predicts a less than 30% chance of precipitation. 

 The USFWS- and CDFW-approved biologist shall be present on-site, to direct and inspect during 
all ground disturbing activities, (including vegetation removal, grading, and exclusion fence 
installation and removal and for all construction activities located in or near aquatic breeding 
and non-breeding habitats including stock ponds, creeks and drainages, riparian habitat, and 
palustrine and ditch wetland features) for CRLF and amphibians that may be found within 
vegetation or sediment. Any vegetation removed shall be placed directly into a disposal vehicle. 
Vegetation shall not be piled on the ground unless later transferred, piece by piece, under the 
direct supervision of a USFWS- and CDFW-approved biologist. 

 Once these activities have been completed, the approved biologist shall conduct daily morning 
inspections of the work area prior to daily construction initiation. The biologist shall check 
underneath any vehicle or heavy equipment that is planned to be moved within the 
construction site for CRLF and amphibians. 

 The USFWS- and CDFW-approved biologist shall train a designated construction monitor who 
shall oversee implementation of all protective mitigation measures when the USFWS-approved 
biologist is not present. This representative shall be trained in the identification of special-status 
amphibians. This representative shall not have the authority to handle special status species. 

 The UFWS- and CDFW-approved biologist and construction monitor shall have the authority to 
stop work that may result in the take of a special status species. 

 At the end of each work day, excavations shall be secured with a cover (preferably) or a ramp to 
prevent wildlife entrapment. 

 All trenches, pipes, culverts or similar structures shall be inspected for animals prior to burying, 
capping, moving, or filling. 

 USFWS- and CDFW-approved biologist shall remove invasive aquatic species such as bullfrogs 
and crayfish from suitable aquatic, if present. 
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Mitigation Measure BIO-8(a): Minimize Construction in Sensitive Habitats 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8(c): Develop Project-specific Biological Resources 
Mitigation and Management Plan for Impacts to Biological Resources 
Resulting from Trail Construction and Operation 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8(d): Implement Best Management Practices during 
Construction 

Mitigation Measure BIO-9(a): Minimize Construction-related Activities in 
Palustrine Emergent Wetlands and Aquatic/Riverine Habitats 

Mitigation Measure BIO-9(b): Develop and Implement Wetland Mitigation 
and Monitoring Plan 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
Alternative 1 would have an adverse effect on CRLF and CRLF critical habitat, and interfere with 
CRLF movement, dispersal and other life events. As described above, CRLF is listed as threatened 
under the FESA (USFWS 1996) and as a Species of Special Concern by CDFW (Thompson et al. 2016, 
CDFW 2018d). Like the Proposed Project, the Alternative 1 trail alignment is located within critical 
habitat for CRLF (USFWS 2010), which are known to occur along the Project corridor (LSA 2014, 
Steiner and Laursen 2017, CDFW 2018e,f). Five life stages of CRLF (egg masses, tadpoles, 
metamorphs, sub-adults, and adults were observed along the alignment during 2018 surveys. 

The construction-related and permanent impacts would be similar to that described for the 
Proposed Project (refer to the discussion above), except as follows:  

Construction of Alternative 1 would result in the permanent loss of 1.43 acres of aquatic habitat and 
0.61 acres of upland/dispersal habitat, and would have additional temporary impacts to 1.28 acres 
of aquatic habitat and 4.41 acres of upland/dispersal habitat in designated CRLF Critical Habitat. 
Because Alternative 1 would be confined entirely to the railbed, permanent loss of upland and 
dispersal habitats are less than for the Proposed Project, but because the palustrine emergent 
wetlands and ditch wetlands are located primarily along the rail bed, impacts to these aquatic 
habitat features are greater by almost an order of magnitude. 

In addition to the losses of aquatic habitat, Alternative 1 could result in increased take of CRLF 
during both construction and operation. Because Alternative 1 is confined to the rail cut, where 
both CRLF and CRLF aquatic habitat are concentrated, construction activities could result in greater 
numbers of take than the Proposed Project. In addition, the narrow portions of the alignment 
restrict options for retaining both sufficient aquatic features and adjacent arroyo willow or scrub 
vegetation to allow for CRLF dispersal and movement in conjunction with trail operations. Thus, the 
impact would be greater compared to the Proposed Project. 

The same mitigation identified for the Proposed Project would be required for Alternative 1. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-2, BIO-8(a,d), and BIO-9(a) would minimize the 
potential for take of CRLF during construction. Mitigation Measures BIO-8(c) and BIO-9(b) would 
compensate for temporary and permanent losses of aquatic breeding and non-breeding, upland and 
dispersal habitats; allow for conservation of CRLF habitat values, including primary constituent 
elements; and include CRLF movement and dispersal in resource planning documents.  
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Therefore, this impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant with mitigation. 
Mitigation Measure BIO-2 is described above. Mitigation Measures Mitigation Measures BIO-
8(a,c,d) and BIO-9(a,b) are described under Impacts BIO-8 and BIO-9, respectively. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Conduct Biological Monitoring for CRLF and other 
Sensitive Wildlife Species 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8(a): Minimize Construction in Sensitive Habitats 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8(c): Develop Project-specific Biological Resources 
Mitigation and Management Plan for Impacts to Biological Resources 
Resulting from Trail Construction and Operation 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8(d): Implement Best Management Practices during 
Construction 

Mitigation Measure BIO-9(a): Minimize Construction-related Activities in 
Palustrine Emergent Wetlands and Aquatic/Riverine Habitats 

Mitigation Measure BIO-9(b): Develop and Implement Wetland Mitigation 
and Monitoring Plan 

Impact BIO-3 THE PROJECT COULD ADVERSELY AFFECT SANTA CRUZ BLACK SALAMANDER, IF PRESENT, AND 
WESTERN POND TURTLE. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN 
SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) and Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
Project construction activities, for both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 trail alignments, 
could have an adverse effect on Santa Cruz black salamander and western pond turtle, if they are 
present. Both species are known to occur in the area but were not observed during the field 
surveys.  

SANTA CRUZ BLACK SALAMANDER 
The Santa Cruz black salamander is a CDFW Species of Special Concern (CDFW 2018d, Thompson et 
al. 2016). This species may occur in or near the alignments in a variety of moist habitats. The Santa 
Cruz black salamander is known to occur in the vicinity of the Project, from the University of 
California Santa Cruz and Bonny Doon (CDFWe,f). 

WESTERN POND TURTLE 
The western pond turtle is a CDFW Species of Special Concern (CDFW 2018d, Thompson et al. 2016). 
The western pond turtle is known to occur at the southern terminus of the alignment in Wilder 
Creek and in adjacent uplands, up to one mile from the creek (ENTRIX 2005). Other records 
document the turtle in Moore Creek and Natural Bridges State Park (CDFW 2018e,f). The creeks, 
lagoons, and ponds in the study area provide potential habitat for the western pond turtle. Yellow 
Bank, Laguna, and Majors Creeks provide pools with suitable basking and foraging habitat, and 
adjacent nesting habitat (ENTRIX 2004). 
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The Santa Cruz black salamander and the western pond turtle are CDFW Species of Special Concern 
(CDFW 2018d, Thompson et al. 2016). The Santa Cruz black salamander may occur in or near the 
alignments in a variety of moist habitats. This species is known to occur at the University of 
California Santa Cruz and Bonny Doon (CDFW 2018e,f). The western pond turtle is known to occur at 
the southern terminus of the alignment in Wilder Creek and in adjacent uplands up to 1.0 mile from 
the creek (ENTRIX 2005). Other records document the turtle in Moore Creek and Natural Bridges 
State Park (CDFW 2018e,f). The creeks, lagoons, and ponds in the study area provide potential 
habitat for the western pond turtle. Occupied habitat for these species would be considered ESHA 
under the Coastal Act. 

Construction activities could result in temporary impacts on potential habitat for these species, in 
the palustrine and ditch wetland features, in the creeks, lagoons, and riparian habitat that intersect 
the alignment, and in adjacent moist uplands. Construction activities may result in degradation of 
potential habitat for these species through erosion, sedimentation, increased turbidity, or the 
discharge of toxic substances into aquatic features. 

Construction equipment, grading, earth moving, trail construction, slope stabilization, culvert 
installation (and other drainage improvements) could cause injury or mortality to the Santa Cruz 
black salamander and western pond turtle, if present. 

During construction, erosion and sediment control measures would be installed and maintained to 
reduce sediment and chemical-laden runoff introductions, as stipulated in Section 157 (Soil Erosion 
and Sediment Control) of the Standard Specifications for the Construction of Roads and Bridges on 
Federal Highway Projects (FP-14), and other project-specific permit requirements. These measures 
would reduce potential impacts to potential special-status amphibian and reptiles. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-2, Bio-8(a,d), and BIO-9(a,) would protect potential 
habitat for black salamander and western pond turtle and minimize incidental take during 
construction activities. Therefore, this impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant 
with mitigation. Mitigation Measure BIO-2 is described above. Mitigation Measures BIO-8(a,d) and 
BIO-9(a) are described under Impacts BIO-8 and BIO-9, respectively. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Conduct Biological Monitoring for CRLF and other 
Sensitive Wildlife Species 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8(a): Minimize Construction in Sensitive Habitats 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8(d): Implement Best Management Practices during 
Construction 

Mitigation Measure BIO-9(a): Minimize Construction-related Activities in 
Palustrine Emergent Wetlands and Aquatic/Riverine Habitats 

Impact BIO-4 THE PROJECT WOULD ADVERSELY AFFECT SENSITIVE AND NATIVE NESTING BIRD SPECIES 
DURING CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION; 
ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION). 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) and Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
Project construction activities, for both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 trail alignments, 
could adversely affect potential nesting Vaux’s swift, olive-sided flycatcher, oak titmouse, 
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grasshopper sparrow, northern harrier, white-tailed kite, peregrine falcon, western snowy plover 
and other native nesting bird species. 

The nesting northern harrier is a CDFW Species of Special Concern (Shuford et al. 2008, CDFW 
2018d), and the American peregrine falcon is Fully Protected by the CDFW (CDFW CNDDB 2018). 
The nesting western snowy plover is listed under FESA as Threatened (USFWS 1993), is a USFWS 
Bird of Conservation Concern (USFWS 2008), and a CDFW Species of Special Concern (CDFW 2018d). 
Each of these three species was observed exhibiting breeding behavior in habitats adjacent to the 
alignment during the 2016 and/or 2018 breeding bird seasons. 

A northern harrier aerial courtship/territorial display over the adjacent bluffs was observed during 
2018 field surveys. This species is known to breed on the north coastal bluffs (EcoSystems West 
2002). Numerous harriers were observed foraging over the alignment. 

An active peregrine nest was identified on a coastal cliff face adjacent to the alignment during 2016 
(FHWA 2017c). This breeding pair displayed nest fidelity by nesting in the same location during the 2018 
breeding season. In addition, peregrine falcons were observed perching and foraging in or near the 
Project corridor during 2018 surveys. Numerous eBird records document observations of the American 
peregrine falcon near the Project corridor (eBird 2018). 

The beaches and dunes along the Project corridor provide nesting habitat for western snowy plover. 
Nesting in Santa Cruz County has declined dramatically over recent years. There was one active nest 
documented at Laguna Beach in 2018, the first nest documented since 2009 (Eyester 2018). eBird 
lists two winter sightings over the last 10 years (eBird 2018). 

The following native nesting birds are CDFW Species of Special Concern (Shuford et al. 2008, CDFW 
2018d): Vaux's swift, olive-sided flycatcher, oak titmouse, and grasshopper sparrow. The olive-sided 
flycatcher and oak titmouse are also USFWS Birds of Conservation Concern (USFWS 2008). The 
white-tailed kite is listed as Fully Protected by the CDFW (CDFW CNDDB 2018). These bird species 
may utilize the habitats along the trail alignments or in the surroundings for nesting activities. A 
white-tailed kite was observed foraging over the bluffs during 2018 surveys.  

During the 2018 field surveys, numerous native bird species were observed in the habitats within 
and adjacent to the trail alignments (Appendix G.4). Bushtits, Bewick's wrens, and mourning doves 
were engaged in nest building activities in arroyo willow and coastal scrub. The field surveys did not 
include a focused breeding bird survey because nest sites for most avian species are dynamic and 
nest locations vary from year to year. With the exception of those birds identified as wintering 
species, the birds listed in Appendix G.4, as well as other native birds, are expected to breed within 
and near the trail alignments. The CFGC protects the active nests and eggs of birds from take, 
possession, or needless destruction (3503), and prohibit the take, possession, or destruction birds of 
prey (orders Falcinoformes and Strigiformes) and their eggs and nests (3503.5). 

Project construction activities during the avian breeding season (February 1 to September 15) may 
disrupt breeding activities, cause nest abandonment or failure, or directly harm or cause mortality 
to nesting birds, eggs, and young located within the alignment and surroundings. The operation of 
the trail within the rail bed may deter and disrupt nesting avian species that currently utilize the 
optimal habitats associated with the sunken rail cuts and embankments, including mature 
vegetation with multi-tiered canopy, cover, palustrine wetlands, and ditch wetlands. 

Temporary and permanent losses of nesting habitat are quantified below to compare impacts to 
nesting birds associated with the Proposed Project (Option A), the Proposed Project (Option B), and 
Alternative 1. Potential nesting bird habitat is based on the sensitive habitats identified in Table 3.4-
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4, under Impact BIO-8, whereby coastal scrub, arroyo willow scrub, arroyo willow riparian, and coast 
live oak forest are considered potential nesting bird habitat. 

The Proposed Project trail alignment would result in the permanent loss of 5.85 acres (Shark Fin 
Cove Option A) or 5.26 acres (Shark Fin Cove Option B) of potential nesting habitat for birds, (refer 
to Table 3.4-5) and there would be temporary impacts to an additional 5.45 acres (Shark Fin Cove 
Option A) and additional 4.25 acres (Shark Fin Cove Option B) of potential nesting habitat. Although 
the amount of permanent and temporary disturbance would be similar under Shark Fin Cove 
Options A and B, because of the location of Option B on the farm road and outside the rail cut, 
impacts to nesting birds associated with construction and operation of the trail would be minimized.  

The Alternative 1 trail alignment would result in the permanent loss of 1.03 acres potential nesting 
habitat and in temporary impacts to an additional 3.74 acres of potential nesting habitat. The loss of 
potential nesting habitat acreage from construction of Alternative 1 is less than the Proposed 
Project, but impacts associated with the operation of Alternative 1 would be greater than the 
Proposed Project, because of the location of Alternative 1 entirely in the railbed, where nesting 
habitat is concentrated. Trail operation of Alternative 1 may deter and disrupt nesting avian species 
that currently utilize the optimal habitats associated with the sunken rail cuts and embankment, 
including mature vegetation with multi-tiered canopy, cover, palustrine wetlands, and ditch 
wetlands. 

Additionally, CDFW may require additional measures to protect nesting avian species. As stated in 
Section 2.7, Required Permits and Approvals, the Project would require permits from CDFW. As part 
of this process, CDFW would identify additional protective measures. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-4, along with Mitigation Measures BIO-2, BIO-8(a,d) and 
BIO-9(a) would protect sensitive and native nesting avian species from potential impacts during 
construction. Mitigation Measure BIO-8(c) would incorporate breeding bird habitat into the Project-
specific Biological Resources MMMP including specific recommendations for sensitive bird species 
known to nest near the alignments (northern harrier, American peregrine falcon, western snowy 
plover), based on recommendations from USFW and CDFW. Mitigation Measure 9(b) would mitigate 
for loss of wetland acreages, which would protect against disruption of habitat values of the mosaic 
of ESHA and wetland in and adjacent to the alignment.  

Therefore, this impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant with mitigation. 
Mitigation Measure BIO-4 is described below. Mitigation Measures BIO-2 is described above under 
Impact BIO-2, and Mitigation Measures BIO-8(a,c,d) and BIO-9(a,b) are described under Impacts 
BIO-8 and BIO-9, respectively. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Conduct Biological Monitoring for CRLF and Other 
Sensitive Wildlife Species 

Mitigation Measure BIO-4: Conduct Breeding Bird Survey and Identify 
Protective Buffers prior to Construction  
The avian breeding season occurs between February 1 and September 15. If feasible, vegetation and 
tree removal activities shall occur between September 15 and November 1 October 15 to avoid 
impacts to breeding birds and other sensitive biological resources, consistent with the preferred 
construction windows identified in Mitigation Measure BIO-8(d). If Project activities are initiated 
during breeding bird season (between February 1 and September 15) or if construction activities 
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lapse for a period of two weeks or more, a qualified wildlife biologist shall conduct avian breeding 
surveys and identify protective measures prior to initiating and/or resuming construction.  

If the biologist identifies breeding birds utilizing the trail alignment and surrounding area, the 
biologist, in consultation with USFWS and/or CDFW, shall establish buffers appropriate to the 
observed nesting species to protect nesting activities from disturbance, based on standard protocols 
such as those outlined in the Nesting Bird Management Plan (PG&E 2015). Sensitive bird species 
that are known to nest adjacent to the trail alignments (northern harrier, American peregrine 
falcon, western snowy plover) shall be given special consideration.  

Mitigation Measure BIO-8(a): Minimize Construction in Sensitive Habitats 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8(c): Develop Project-specific Biological Resources 
Mitigation and Management Plan for Impacts to Biological Resources 
Resulting from Trail Construction and Operation 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8(d): Implement Best Management Practices during 
Construction 

Mitigation Measure BIO-9(a): Minimize Construction-related Activities in 
Palustrine Emergent Wetlands and Aquatic/Riverine Habitats 

Mitigation Measure BIO-9(b): Develop and Implement Wetland Mitigation 
and Monitoring Plan 

Impact BIO-5 PROJECT CONSTRUCTION COULD ADVERSELY AFFECT SENSITIVE BAT SPECIES THAT MAY USE 
COAST LIVE OAK WOODLAND ADJACENT TO THE ALIGNMENT. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH 
MITIGATION; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) and Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
Project construction activities, for both the Proposed Project or Alternative 1 trail alignment, could 
adversely affect sensitive bat species that may use trees in the coast live oak woodland located 
immediately adjacent to the trail alignment at Majors Creek (refer to Sheet 6 in Appendix A.PP and 
A.1). 

The western red bat (Lasiurus blossevillii) and the long-legged myotis (Myotis Volans) are listed as 
High Priority by the Western Bat Working Group (2017). The western bat is also a CDFW Species of 
Special Concern (Bolster 1998, CDFW 2018d). The western red bat may roost in the foliage of tree 
canopies in the mature (arboreal) arroyo willow scrub, riparian and coast live oak forest habitats 
along the alignments (Heady 2018). The long-legged myotis may occupy the habitat features present 
in the coast live oak forest (Heady 2018). Both of these sensitive bat species have been detected in 
Moore Creek Preserve (EcoSystems West 2004, Heady 2018). 

Common bat species, such as California myotis, Yuma myotis and big brown bat are also likely to 
occur in the oak and riparian habitats. The CFGC protects non-listed bat species and their roosting 
habitat, including individual roosts and maternity colonies. These include CFGC Section 86; 2000; 
2014; 3007; 4150, along with several sections under Title 14 of California Code of Regulations. 
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Construction of the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 would require minimal limbing/removal of 
coast live oak trees in the coast live oak forest located at Majors Creek, and may require the 
removal of mature arroyo willows along the alignment. These activities may result in injury or 
mortality of sensitive or common bat species that may roost in these habitats. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-2, BIO-5, and BIO-8(d) would protect potential roosting 
bat species from construction-related impacts. Therefore, this impact of the Proposed Project and 
Alternative 1 would be less than significant with mitigation. Mitigation Measure BIO-5 is described 
below. Mitigation Measure BIO-2 is described above under Impact BIO-2, and Mitigation Measure 
BIO-8(d) is described under Impact BIO-8. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Conduct Biological Monitoring for CRLF and Other 
Sensitive Wildlife Species 

Mitigation Measure BIO-5: Implement Measures to Protect Roosting Bats 
during Construction 
Bat maternity roosting occurs typically between May 1 and September 1, and winter hibernacula 
(shelter occupied during the winter by a dormant animal) for many bat species are found between 
November 1 and February 15. If feasible, the construction contractor shall conduct limbing/tree 
removal operations between September 15 and October 15 November 1 to avoid bat maternity 
roosts and winter hibernacula, as well as other sensitive biological resources. These dates are 
consistent with the preferred construction windows identified in Mitigation Measure BIO-1(a).  

To avoid impacts to resident roosting bats, a qualified biologist shall conduct a pre-construction 
survey for bats prior to trimming, limbing, or tree removal during all months as follows: 

 A qualified biologist shall determine if bats are utilizing the site for roosting. For any trees/snags 
that could provide roosting space for cavity or foliage-roosting bats, the trees/snags and foliage 
shall be thoroughly evaluated to determine if bats are present. Visual inspection, trapping, 
and/or acoustic surveys shall be utilized as initial techniques. If roosting bats are found, the 
biologist shall develop and implement acceptable passive exclusion methods in coordination 
with or based on CDFW recommendations. If feasible, exclusion shall take place during the 
appropriate windows (February 15-May 1 or September 1-October 15) to avoid harming bat 
maternity roosts and/or winter hibernacula (authorization from CDFW is required to evict 
winter hibernacula for bats). 

 If established maternity colonies are found, a minimum 500100-foot buffer shall be established 
around the colony to protect pre-volant young from construction noise until the young can fly; 
or implement other measures acceptable to CDFW. 

 If a tree is determined not to be an active roost site for cavity-roosting bats, it may be 
immediately limbed or removed as follows:  
 To avoid harming potential foliage roosting bats, limbs shall be lowered, inspected for 

bats by a bat biologist, and chipped immediately or moved to a dump site. Alternately, 
limbs may be lowered and left on the ground until the following day, when they can be 
chipped or moved to a dump site. No logs or tree sections shall be dropped on downed 
limbs or limb piles that have not been in place since the previous day. 

 If the tree is not limbed or removed within four days of the survey, the survey efforts 
shall be repeated. 
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Mitigation Measure BIO-8(d): Implement Best Management Practices during 
Construction 

Impact BIO-6 THE PROJECT WOULD ADVERSELY AFFECT SAN FRANCISCO DUSKY-FOOTED WOODRAT. 
(PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH 
MITIGATION). 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
The Proposed Project could adversely affect the San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat through 
habitat modification and direct impacts to woodrat houses. 

The San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat is considered a CDFW Species of Special Concern (Bolster 
1998, CDFW 2018d). During the 2018 field surveys, numerous woodrat houses were observed on 
the ground throughout the denser and lusher coastal scrub alliances, and both ground and arboreal 
houses were observed within coast live oak forest, willow scrub, and willow riparian habitats (Figure 
3.4-5a through 3.4-5b). 

The Proposed Project trail alignment would result in the permanent loss of 5.85 acres (Shark Fin 
Cove Option A) or 5.26 acres (Shark Fin Cove Option B) of San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat 
habitat and numerous houses. Construction activities would temporarily impact an additional 5.45 
acres (Shark Fin Cove Option A) and an additional 4.25 acres (Shark Fin Cove Option B) of habitat. 
Losses of potential woodrat habitat are calculated based on the sensitive habitats identified in Table 
3.4-4, under Impact BIO-8, whereby coastal scrub, arroyo willow scrub, arroyo willow riparian, and 
coast live oak forest habitats provide woodrat habitat. Permanent loss of woodrat habitat and 
houses are greatest along the portions of the trail alignment that are confined to the rail bed, with 
embankments on either side. In these locations, the proposed trail leaves little of the rail cut for 
retaining the arroyo willow or other scrub vegetation that currently lines the rail corridor and 
supports woodrats. In addition, permanent and temporary impacts to sensitive habitat associated 
with Option A are greater than for Option B. Therefore, since Option B would be on the farm road 
and outside the rail cut, this option would result in less impacts to San Francisco dusky-footed 
woodrat. 

In areas where the Proposed Project alignment primarily utilizes the existing farm road adjacent to 
the rail bed, construction-related impacts to San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat are less and could 
be mitigated by narrowing or shifting the trail alignment coastward to avoid loss of coastal scrub. 

The San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat is known to occur at the interface between natural and 
developed habitat types, and is primarily nocturnal. Impacts associated with the operation of the 
Proposed Project would largely occur as a result of degradation of and encroachment into sensitive 
habitats adjacent to the trail. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-6 would protect San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat 
houses from construction-related impacts and/or provide for relocation. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measures BIO-2 and BIO-8(a,d) would provide further protection by minimizing 
construction-related impacts in sensitive habitat areas and implementing BMPs. 

Therefore, this impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant with mitigation. 
Mitigation Measure BIO-6 is described below. Mitigation Measure BIO-2 is described above under 
Impact BIO-2, and Mitigation Measures BIO-8(a,d) are described under Impact BIO-8. 
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Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Conduct Biological Monitoring for CRLF and Other 
Sensitive Wildlife Species 

Mitigation Measure BIO-6: Implement Dusky-Footed Woodrat Protection 
Measures During Construction 
Prior to construction, a qualified biologist shall conduct a preconstruction survey for woodrat 
houses, and clearly flag all houses within the construction impact area and immediate surroundings. 

The construction contractor shall avoid woodrat houses to the extent feasible by installing a 
minimum 10-foot (preferably 25-foot) buffer with silt fencing or other material that shall prohibit 
encroachment. If this buffer and avoidance is not feasible, the qualified biologist shall allow 
encroachment into the buffer, but preserve microhabitat conditions such as shade, cover and 
adjacent food sources. 

Additionally, if avoidance is not possible, a qualified biologist shall develop and implement a 
Woodrat Relocation Plan (Allaback 2016). The plan shall be developed in consultation with CDFW 
(and review by CCC and California State Parks) and shall include: 

 Step 1. Live Trapping. Trapping efforts shall not take place during low night temperatures 
(below 40 degrees Fahrenheit), inclement or extreme weather conditions. To reduce affects to 
vulnerable young during their breeding season, work shall be scheduled between August 1 and 
October 30. 

 Step 2. Dismantling. For occupied houses, the existing woodrat house shall be dismantled and 
the woody debris, including cached food and nesting material, carried to the nearest suitable 
relocation site outside the Project footprint and used to build an artificial shelter. If no San 
Francisco ducky-footed woodrats are captured at a given house, it shall be dismantled by hand 
to ground level, and the woody debris spread to reduce rebuilding. 

 Step 3. Artificial Shelter Location and Installation. Sites for artificial shelters shall be located in 
proximity to the original house location and no closer than 20 feet from existing woodrat houses 
and other artificial shelters. Choose the best available microhabitat, ideally in a location with 
sun and shade and if possible under the same species of tree or shrub as was present at the 
original house location. Relocation sites shall contain biologically-suitable habitat features (e.g. 
stands of poison oak, coast live oaks, and dense native brush). 

 Step 4. Release of San Francisco Dusky-footed Woodrat. The occupied live-trap shall be placed 
against the entrance to the artificial shelter, opened, and the woodrat allowed to enter, ideally 
on its own accord. After the individual enters, the entrance shall be loosely but completely 
plugged with dirt and leaf duff to encourage it to stay, at least for the short-term.  

 Step 5. Monitoring. Monitoring shall be conducted for 30 days after relocation is completed and 
include infrared and motion activated cameras and an occupancy assessment.  

 Step 6. Safety Measures. Human exposure to woodrats and possible diseases carried by 
woodrats shall be minimized. 

 Step 5. Reporting. A report on San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat nest monitoring shall be 
provided to CDFW, CCC, and California State Parks within 30 days following the end of the 
monitoring period and shall include the methods and results of trapping and relocation, 
occupancy determinations, and discussion of any remedies that may be needed. 
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Mitigation Measure BIO-8(a): Minimize Construction in Sensitive Habitat Areas 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8(d): Implement Best Management Practices during 
Construction 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
Alternative 1 could adversely affect the San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat through habitat 
modification and direct impacts to woodrat houses. As described above, the San Francisco dusky-
footed woodrat is considered a CDFW Species of Special Concern (CNDDB 2018), and numerous 
woodrat houses were observed during the 2018 field surveys. 

The construction-related and permanent impacts would be similar to that described for the 
Proposed Project, except as follows. 

Construction of the Alternative 1 trail alignment would result in the permanent loss of 1.03 acres of 
San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat habitat and numerous houses. It would also result in 
temporary impacts to an additional 3.74 acres of habitat. This impact acreage is less compared to 
the Proposed Project.  

The same mitigation identified for the Proposed Project would be required for Alternative 1. This 
impact of Alternative 1 would be less than significant with mitigation. Mitigation Measure BIO-6 is 
described above. Mitigation Measure BIO-2 is described above under Impact BIO-2, and Mitigation 
Measure BIO-8(d) is described under Impact BIO-8. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Conduct Biological Monitoring for CRLF and Other 
Sensitive Wildlife Species 

Mitigation Measure BIO-6: Implement Dusky-Footed Woodrat Protection 
Measures During Construction 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8(a): Minimize Construction in Sensitive Habitat Areas 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8(d): Implement Best Management Practices during 
Construction 

Impact BIO-7 THE PROJECT WOULD INTERFERE WITH WILDLIFE MOVEMENT (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN 
SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION). 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
The Project corridor serves as a corridor for wildlife movement, and the Proposed Project trail 
alignment would interfere with wildlife movement in the corridor.  

During the 2018 field surveys of the Project corridor and Proposed Project trail alignment, individual 
wildlife species and/or their trails, tracks, and scat were observed in and adjacent to the trail 
alignment. These species include coyote, fox, black-tailed deer (Odocoileus hemionus), raccoon 
(Procyon lotor), and brush rabbit, as well as numerous resident and wintering bird species. 
Additionally, raptors were observed foraging over the alignment. Mountain lion, bobcat, opossum, 
and skunk are likely to utilize the alignment. Sierran chorus frog and California red-legged frog are 
known to use the rail corridor for dispersal and movement. The Project corridor provides functional 
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connectivity between the surrounding habitats, as described in the Wildlife Movement Section 
above.  

Construction 
Construction activities and construction fencing would result in temporary impacts to 5.45 acres of 
wildlife movement habitat, temporarily disrupting wildlife movement along the alignment between 
creeks and drainages, and temporarily interfering with wildlife species crossing the alignment to 
coast side or inland habitats.  

Operation 
The Proposed Project would result in the permanent loss of 5.85 acres (Table 3.4-4) of wildlife 
movement habitat, increased fragmentation of habitat patches, and degradation of the functions 
and values of wildlife movement habitat, especially in those portions of the trail alignment that are 
located within the rail corridor. Additionally, proposed fencing could impede some wildlife 
movement across the trail. 

The permanent loss of arroyo willow and coastal scrub habitats along the trail alignment would 
reduce shelter and cover and reduce available resources generally. The permanent loss of palustrine 
and ditch wetlands would reduce available hydration sources and other resources associated with 
these features. These habitats currently provide cover, shelter, hydration, and food sources for 
wildlife species that utilize the rail cut and adjacent farm road for movement and migration. 

The Proposed Project alignment and adjacent areas have supported both past and current human 
uses and influences (such as rail, public access to coastal trails, homeless encampments, and 
conventional farming) that negatively affect wildlife species either directly or through degradation 
of wildlife habitats. With formalized access, the trail would bring additional human activity to the 
area for walking/hiking and bicycle riding along the new trail alignment and accessing the coastal 
bluffs and beaches for surfing, fishing, day/picnic use, and other activities. Other potential effects 
from human activity include overall increased degradation of habitats through trampling, additional 
trash, urine and fecal matter, and pollution of aquatic features, which would diminish the ecological 
value of the movement corridor. These impacts would be permanent. The trail would be closed for a 
number of hours at night; therefore, some nighttime functions of the corridor would be largely 
retained. However, possible illicit use of the trail at night and the overall increase in human traffic 
would likely deter use by wildlife species, especially those that are less accustomed to human 
activity. 

The planned fencing (shown in Figure 2-11) provides a 17-inch clearance between the bottom wire 
and ground, which would provide adequate room for most small to medium wildlife to pass. Larger 
wildlife (mountain lion and deer) would be able to pass over the 4.5 foot top wire or would use 
breaks in the fencing. If the minimum number of wires (five) is employed, this fencing would be 
considered wildlife-friendly. As described in Section 2.4 under Fencing, wherever feasible and 
especially in areas determined to be critical to wildlife movement, proposed fencing would be 
modified to be wildlife-permeable. Options would include split rail fencing or post and smooth wire 
fencing of no more than four wires, with a maximum height of 3.5 feet and a slighter larger 
clearance (18 – 20 inches) between the bottom wire and the ground. Fencing would be marked to 
be visible to wildlife. 

Mitigation Measures BIO-8(a) and BIO-9(a) would minimize construction-related impacts to 
sensitive habitats and aquatic features. Mitigation Measures BIO-2 and BIO-8(d) would protect 
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wildlife moving through the Proposed Project area during construction through biological 
monitoring and the implementation of BMPs. Mitigation Measure AG-3(c) requires the Trail 
Manager to monitor the effects of human activity (e.g., garbage, feces, trampling vegetation) and 
report such activity to the County Sheriff and State Parks. Mitigation Measure BIO-8(c), a Project-
specific Biological Resources MMP, would identify specific measures to maintain connectivity along 
the Proposed Project alignment between creeks and associated riparian corridors, and allow 
connectivity across the trail alignment. The MMP would incorporate wildlife movement into 
management goals through enhancement of existing habitat patches and creation of replacement 
habitats that would reduce fragmentation and maintain wildlife resources such as shelter, cover, 
and diversity in habitat types. Mitigation Measure BIO-9(b) compensates for losses to wetlands and 
aquatic features. Together these measures ensure that habitat mosaics and perennial water sources 
are conserved for the benefit of wildlife moving through the area. 

This impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant with mitigation. Mitigation 
Measure BIO-2 is described above under Impact BIO-2, and Mitigation Measures BIO-8(a,c,d) and 
BIO-9(a,b) are described below under Impacts BIO-8 and BIO-9, respectively. Mitigation Measure 
AG-3(c) is described in Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources. 

Mitigation Measure AG-3(c): Regularly Remove Solid Waste and Litter during 
Operation 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Conduct Biological Monitoring for CRLF and Other 
Sensitive Wildlife Species 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8(a): Minimize Construction in Sensitive Habitats 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8(c): Develop Project-specific Biological Resources 
Mitigation and Management Monitoring Plan for Impacts to Biological 
Resources Resulting from Trail Construction and Operation 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8(d): Implement Best Management Practices during 
Construction 

Mitigation Measure BIO-9(a): Minimize Construction-related Activities in 
Palustrine Emergent Wetlands and Aquatic/Riverine Habitats 

Mitigation Measure BIO-9(b): Develop and Implement Wetland Mitigation 
and Monitoring Plan 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
Impacts to wildlife movement associated with the construction and operation of the Alternative 1 
alignment are much the same in substance as those described above for the Proposed Project. The 
primary difference is that the Alternative 1 trail alignment would be almost entirely along the rail 
bed, which would have a greater impact on wildlife movement because the rail cut currently 
provides a more protected corridor for movement than the relatively open habitats on the coast 
side of the rail bed. Thus, Alternative 1 would have a greater impact in terms of the increased loss of 
functions and values of the movement corridor, including cover, shelter, food and hydration 



Environmental Impact Analysis 
Biological Resources 

 
Final Environmental Impact Report (Volume 2, Draft EIR) 3.4-77 

sources. Construction of Alternative 1 alignment would result in the permanent loss of 1.03 acres of 
wildlife movement habitat and construction activities would temporarily impact an additional 3.74 
acres of wildlife movement habitat. Although these numbers are lower than those associated with 
the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 is located entirely along the rail cut where wildlife movement is 
concentrated. 

The same mitigation identified for the Proposed Project would be required for Alternative 1. This 
impact of Alternative 1 would be less than significant with mitigation. Mitigation Measure BIO-2 is 
described above under Impact BIO-2, and Mitigation Measures BIO-8(a,c,d) and BIO-9(a,b) are 
described below under Impacts BIO-8 and BIO-9, respectively. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Conduct Biological Monitoring for CRLF and Other 
Sensitive Wildlife Species 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8(a): Minimize Construction in Sensitive Habitats 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8(c): Develop Project-specific Biological Resources 
Mitigation and Management Monitoring Plan for Impacts to Biological 
Resources Resulting from Trail Construction and Operation 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8(d): Implement Best Management Practices during 
Construction 

Mitigation Measure BIO-9(a): Minimize Construction-related Activities in 
Palustrine Emergent Wetlands and Aquatic/Riverine Habitats 

Mitigation Measure BIO-9(b): Develop and Implement Wetland Mitigation 
and Monitoring Plan 

Threshold B: Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Threshold C: Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, 
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means 

Threshold E: Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as 
a tree preservation policy or ordinance 

Impact BIO-8 THE PROJECT COULD RESULT IN ADVERSE EFFECTS TO SENSITIVE NATURAL COMMUNITIES AND 
COASTAL ACT ESHA (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN 
SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION) 

The Project includes construction of a multi-purpose trail and parking lot improvements that could 
result in adverse effects to sensitive natural communities and areas defined as ESHA by the 
California Coastal Act. Sensitive habitat types, including ESHA, are coastal scrub, arroyo willow 
scrub, arroyo willow riparian forest, coastal dune, and coast live oak forest. 
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Palustrine emergent wetlands and aquatic/riverine habitats, also considered sensitive habitats, are 
addressed separately in Impact BIO-9. 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
North of Scaroni Road, the Proposed Project alignment would be located on abandoned and existing 
dirt access roads to the maximum extent feasible to avoid impacts to sensitive natural habitats. 
South of Scaroni Road, the trail alignment would be located on the coastal side of the rail bench on 
active dirt farm roads, until the alignment shifts inland onto existing paved roads and improved 
trails associated with Wilder Ranch State Park.  

The majority of impacts to sensitive habitats, including ESHA, reflect partial encroachment into 
these areas to allow for construction of the trail. Permanent vegetation removal would not occur 
beyond the areas required for trail construction and parking area improvements. In many areas the 
trail and parking areas would be immediately adjacent to sensitive habitat types. Narrowing or 
shifting trail construction entirely outside of sensitive natural communities may be feasible in a 
number of locations and should be done wherever feasible as Project Plans are finalized. 

The Proposed Project and its potential impacts to ESHA would require a California Coastal 
Commission Consistency Determination. Based on the Commission’s ongoing precedent of 
approving similar paved multi-use projects in or adjacent to ESHA, including wetlands, the RTC 
considers the Proposed Project, as a coastal trail, to be resource dependent. Where the trail would 
pass through an ESHA, it must be designed to prevent “any significant disruption of habitat values.” 
Where the trail is adjacent to ESHA, it must be “designed to prevent impacts which would 
significantly degrade” the ESHA and “be compatible with the continuance of” the ESHA. Such 
outcomes can be achieved through a combination of on-site mitigation strategies. 

The Proposed Project would facilitate pedestrian and bicycle access to coastal recreation areas, and 
would incorporate nature study of these unique coastal habitats through interpretative signs. 
Fencing and existing dense plantings along the trail would minimize impacts of unpermitted off-trail 
access in sensitive habitats, while identified mitigation would protect the ecological functions and 
values of the ESHA. The Proposed Project, like those previously approved, would provide 
opportunities for public access and recreation; it would also increase public awareness and 
understanding of sensitive biological resources, benefits that depend on the Proposed Project’s 
setting in ESHA and other coastal areas. These objectives are consistent with allowable uses in EHSA 
as outlined in Section 30240 of the Coastal Act (1976). 

Construction 
In general, construction activities would take place in the 20-foot wide trail alignment, but there 
could be temporary disturbance to up to 10 feet on either side of the alignment. In constrained or 
environmentally sensitive areas, construction activities outside the 20-foot-wide trail alignment 
would be minimized and contained to the Proposed Project trail alignment to the extent possible.  

The amounts of temporary and permanent impacts to sensitive habitat is shown in Table 3.4-4. 
Impacts to sensitive habitats within the construction footprint may result in disruption of the 
habitat, such as vegetation removal or trimming, soil compaction, and changes in canopy, cover, 
density, and shading. Although these areas would be revegetated after construction, because of the 
potentially lengthy period of time required for the habitat to successfully reestablish and reach 
maturity, construction-related impacts would, in some areas, be considered permanent. Combined 
impacts to sensitive habitat total 11.5 acres (Shark Fin Cove Design Option A) and 9.71 acres (Shark 
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Fin Cove Option B). The mitigation measures described below are expected to address both 
temporary and permanent impacts. 

Table 3.4-4 Temporary and Permanent Impacts to Sensitive Habitat from the Proposed 
Project 

 Shark Fin Cove Option A Shark Fin Cove Option B 

Habitat Typea 

Temporary 
Impacts 
(acres) 

Permanent 
Impacts 
(acres) 

Total 
(acres) 

Temporary 
Impacts 
(acres) 

Permanent 
Impacts 

(acres) 
Total 

(acres) 

Coastal scrub 3.03  3.01  6.04  2.01 3.11 5.12 

Arroyo willow 
scrub 

1.73  2.26  3.99  1.54 1.57 3.11 

Arroyo willow 
riparian 

0.56  0.32  0.88  0.57 0.32 0.89 

Coastal dune 0.12  0.08  0.20  0.12 0.08 0.20 

Coast live oak 
forest 

0.13  0.26  0.39  0.13 0.26 0.39 

Total 5.57  5.93  11.5  4.37 5.34 9.71 
 a These habitat types, except coastal dune, are considered potential nesting bird habitat  

Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-8(a,b,c,d) would protect sensitive habitat during 
construction to the greatest extent feasible; and prevent permanent and temporary losses where 
possible through avoidance, minimization, and construction related BMPs. Compensatory mitigation 
outlined in BIO-8(c)within the Study Area or on suitable State Park lands immediately coastward of 
the alignment would address permanent loss of coastal scrub, arroyo willow scrub, arroyo willow 
riparian forest, coastal dune, and coast live oak forest habitats. The construction-related impact of 
the Proposed Project would be less than significant with mitigation. 

Operation 
Once constructed, the trail use could result in adverse effects on sensitive habitats by disturbing 
vegetation immediately adjacent to the pathway and by directly and indirectly affecting wildlife 
using these areas for nesting/denning, foraging, dispersal and movement. In areas north of Scaroni 
Road, the trail would be located in and immediately adjacent to sensitive coastal scrub, arroyo 
willow scrub, coastal dune, and coast live oak forest. These sensitive habitat areas may be impacted 
by user activities including, but not limited to, unpermitted off-trail access, transient encampments, 
litter, and elevated noise. 

As described in Section 2.4, Project Characteristics (Trail Amenities and Features), the Project 
includes rest areas, with benches and informational/interpretive signage, at strategic locations 
along the trail. Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-8(c) would reduce permanent impacts on 
sensitive habitats by developing a Project-specific resource management plan to deter 
encroachment into sensitive habitats with fencing, dense vegetative barriers, and interpretative 
panels, and through the creation and restoration of in-kind habitats with similar or greater 
ecological functions and values to those displaced by the Proposed Project. Mitigation habitats 
would be located within the Study Area and/or on suitable State Parks lands immediately coastward 
of the alignment. Mitigation Measure BIO-8(b) specifically addresses the loss of dune habitat 
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associated with the Project. Together with similar mitigations for aquatic features (Mitigation 
Measures BIO-9 (a,b), edge habitats and habitat mosaics would be protected and/or 
replaced/enhanced.  

Therefore, this impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant with mitigation. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8(a): Minimize Construction in Sensitive Habitats 
 To the extent feasible, all trail construction activities, including access routes, staging areas, 

stockpile areas, and equipment maintenance are to be located outside of the limits of mapped 
sensitive habitats. Sensitive habitat areas shall be mapped by a qualified biologist and clearly 
shown on construction plans. Temporary fencing (e.g., silt fencing) shall be installed at the 
outermost edge sensitive habitats and shall not be disturbed except as required for trail 
construction. Vegetation removal shall be limited to the minimum extent necessary to achieve 
project objectives. Mature trees will be retained wherever feasible and lLimbing of trees and 
shrubs in coastal scrub, arroyo willow scrub and riparian forest, and coast live oak woodland 
should be favored in lieu of removal. When possible, during construction stumps and burls of 
native vegetation shall be retained to allow for re-sprouting following project completion.  

 Arroyo willow riparian forest impacted by slope stabilization activities shall be minimized to the 
maximum extent feasible. Construction of retaining walls, slope contouring, and other 
stabilization techniques shall be limited to the footprint of the required work area. Silt fencing 
and other erosion control measures shall be placed immediately downslope to prevent 
sediments and debris from entering stream courses and degrading water quality. 
Bioengineering techniques (e.g. low crib walls, vegetation planting) shall be used as a slope 
stabilization approach, when feasible. 

 Limbing and removal of coast live oak trees located in coast live oak forest habitat shall be 
minimized to maintain canopy cover, nesting and roosting habitat for bird and bat species, and 
understory habitat for wildlife, including woodrats and other small mammals.  

 Wherever feasible, RTC and CFL shall implement design options to avoid construction activities 
in sensitive habitats by electing to construct a narrower trail alignment (16 feet instead of 20 
feet), shifting the trail alignment to the adjacent farm road on the coastal side of the trail 
alignment from south of Davenport to Bonny Doon Beach (identified in Section 2.6, Project 
Construction), and shifting the trail alignment on the farm road coastward to avoid sensitive 
habitats. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8(b): Construct a Boardwalk in Coastal Dune Habitat 
The trail alignment shall include a boardwalk pathway, instead of pavement, where it extends 
through coastal dune habitat areas, as required by the County of Santa Cruz Sensitive Habitat 
Ordinance (Santa Cruz County Code 16.32). The boardwalk shall be constructed of untreated natural 
wood, composite decking, or other approved materials and shall be elevated enough to allow for 
continual movement of sand and colonization of native plants adjacent to the pathway. Split rail or 
post and wire fencing shall extend on either side of the boardwalk to prevent intrusion by visitors 
into the sensitive costal dunes. Interpretative signs shall educate users to the presence and unique 
ecological value of coastal dune habitat and direct users to stay on the pathway.  

Because construction of a boardwalk could result in the direct loss of coastal dune habitat and 
native vegetation immediately beneath the pathway, native species including beach bur, American 
dune grass, and sand verbena shall be planted in nearby degraded coastal dune habitat. 
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Additionally, invasive weeds and non-native vegetation including iceplant, sweet alyssum, and 
purple ragweed shall be removed from the surrounding area to enhance the existing coastal dune 
formation. Specific coastal dune enhancement strategies shall be detailed in the Biological 
Resources MMMP, prepared as part of Mitigation Measure BIO-8(c). 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8(c): Develop Project-specific Biological Resources 
Mitigation and Management Plan for Impacts to Biological Resources 
Resulting from Trail Construction and Operation 
A qualified (USFWS- and CDFW-approved) biologist shall prepare a Project-specific Biological 
Resources Mitigation and Management Plan (MMP) to compensate for direct and indirect impacts 
to sensitive habitats, including ESHA, and other sensitive biological resources resulting from trail 
construction and operation. The MMP shall compensate for permanent loss of sensitive habitats, 
through the creation, restoration, and enhancement of in-kind sensitive habitat, as close to 
impacted areas as possible within the study area, or on suitable State Parks lands immediately 
coastward of the alignment in consultation with State Parks. 

To protect against the loss of ecological functions and values, compensatory mitigation shall re-
create the following features of existing sensitive habitat that would be impacted by the Proposed 
Project: habitat mosaic, edge habitats, and proximity to wetlands and other waters. A portion of 
compensatory mitigation shall re-create the linear aspect and provision for wildlife dispersal of 
existing habitats, where these features are potentially lost as a result of the Proposed Project. This 
feature shall be designed to protect against fragmentation of remaining habitat patches adjacent to 
the rail bed. 

In addition, the Biological Resources MMP shall include the following: 

 Description of the trail alignment including acreage of temporary and permanent impacts to 
coastal scrub, arroyo willow scrub, arroyo willow riparian forest, coast live oak forest, and 
coastal dune habitats, including the number and type of trees slated for removal. 

 Acreage of temporary and permanent impacts to CRLF breeding and non-breeding aquatic 
habitat, upland, and dispersal habitat. 

 Ecological functions and values assessment of sensitive habitats, including CRLF habitat to 
determine suitable mitigation ratios (at a minimum, no-net-loss) in consultation with USFWS, 
CDFW, and CCC. 

 Goals of compensatory mitigation, including types and areas of sensitive habitat to be created, 
restored, and/or enhanced; number and type of trees to be replaced, specific functions and 
values of mitigation habitat types, mitigation ratios (created/restored/enhanced : impacted), 
and performance criteria, including: 
 Conservation of functions and values of CRLF critical habitat (including breeding and 

non-breeding aquatic habitat features, safe movement and dispersal between aquatic 
features and upland and dispersal habitat that meet the criteria for primary constituent 
elements for CRLF); 

 Conservation of edge habitats; 
 Conservation of functions and values for wildlife movement including habitat mosaics, 

links between creeks and safe passage across the proposed alignment, with perennial 
water sources, diverse food sources, cover, and shelter. 
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 Such compensatory mitigation must occur as close to impacted areas as feasible and result in 
no-net-loss (minimum 1:1 replacement ratio) of sensitive habitat types, or their functions and 
values. 

 Location and acreage of sensitive habitat, including CRLF habitat, mitigation areas including 
ownership status, and existing functions and values of restored and/or enhanced sensitive 
habitats. 

 Detailed sensitive habitat creation and/or restoration construction and planting techniques.  
 Description and design of habitat requirements for sensitive wildlife known to occur in the study 

area and immediate surroundings (including CRLF, potential Santa Cruz black salamander, 
western pond turtle, western snowy plover, northern harrier, American peregrine falcon, native 
nesting bird species, potential roosting bat species, and San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat) 

 Maintenance activities during the monitoring period including replanting native vegetation 
found within similar habitats within the same watershed and weed removal that avoid take of 
CRLF and other sensitive wildlife species. Trail maintenance activities would employ hand-tools 
only. The use of pesticides or herbicides would be prohibited. 

 Strategies to protect remaining sensitive habitats along the trail corridor and surroundings from 
direct and indirect impacts from trail users and illegal camping, such as: (strategies may include 
 split-rail and wire fencing,  
 interpretive signage including specific information about sensitive habitats and species and 

“leave no trace” content, and  
 green fencing (dense vegetative buffers consisting of plant species that deter human 

passage such as poison oak, Pacific blackberry, and stinging nettle), and 
 linear replacement wetlands (see Mitigation Measure BIO-9[b]) of sufficient width (e.g., 

greater than 6 feet) and depth (e.g., greater than 2.5 feet) to deter crossing. 
 Strategies to protect wildlife movement, both across and along the trail corridor, supported by 

complex and mature sensitive habitat mosaics, including perennial water sources. 
 Consideration of experience-based management approaches, the science of recreation ecology, 

and social carrying capacity analysis16 in the development of this MMP. 
 Long-term quantitative and qualitative monitoring and reporting, including consideration of 

carrying capacity analysis and alternative approaches, and documenting the ability to meet or 
surpass performance criteria. 

 Adaptive management strategies to: 
 identify shortcomings in meeting performance standards; 
 ensure long-term viability of existing, enhanced, restored, and/or newly-created sensitive 

biological resources; 
 enhance ecological functions and values of sensitive habitat mitigation areas, including CRLF 

habitat and habitat for wildlife movement; 
                                                      
16 Garrigos Simon, F.J., Y. Narangajavana, and D. Palacios Marques. 2004. Carrying capacity in the tourism industry: a case study of 
Hengistbury Head. Tourism Management 25(2): 275-283; Knight, Richard L., and Kevin J. Gutzwiller, editors. 1995. Wildlife and 
recreationists: Coexistence through management and research. Washington, D.C: Island Pres; Leung, Yu-Fai and Jeffrey L. Marion. 2000. 
Recreation Impacts and Management in Wilderness: A State-of-Knowledge Review. U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service 
Proceedings RMRS-P-15-VOL-5. Washington, DC 2000; Manfredo, Michael J., and Richard A. Larson. 1993. Managing for wildlife viewing 
recreation experiences: an application in Colorado. Wildlife Society Bulletin 21:226–236; Manning, Robert E. 2002. “How Much Is Too 
Much: Carrying Capacity of National Parks and Protected Areas.” Monitoring and Management of Visitor Flows in Recreational and 
Protected Areas Conference Proceedings. A. Amberger, C. Brandenburg, A. Muhar, editors. 2002. 306-313. 
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 ascertain the sufficiency of the parking lots, trail access, facilities development and 
management, and interpretive design features associated with the project to protect 
biological resources, with consideration given to adaptive management strategies identified 
in recreation ecology and social carrying capacity analysis references;17 

 if impacts from illegal camping and other off-trail uses result in failure to meet performance 
standards, adaptive management strategies shall include reducing the hours of operation of 
the trail and associated facilities (restrooms and parking lots) to be consistent with State 
Parks hours (open from 8:00 am to sunset). 

Mitigation area locations and final replacement ratios (e.g., potentially above the minimum “no-net-
loss” ratio set here) shall be determined in consultation with the relevant agencies, as follows. 

 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). California red-legged frog (CRLF) 
 California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). Sensitive habitats, work below the break in 

bank of stream corridors, riparian habitat, Fully-Protected species, Species of Special Concern 
 California Coastal Commission (CCC). Environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHA) 
 California State Parks. Sensitive resources and habitats on State Park property 

The draft MMP shall be submitted to USFWS, NOAA Fisheries, CDFW, CCC, and California State Parks 
for review prior to formal adoption. Monitoring reports will be provided to these agencies. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8(d): Implement Best Management Practices during 
Construction 
The construction specifications shall include the following BMPs to protect water quality and 
biological resources during project construction activities.  

 Minimize removal or disturbance of existing vegetation outside of the footprint of project 
construction activities [refer to Mitigation Measures BIO-8(a) and BIO-9(a)]. 

 Limit site access and parking, equipment storage and stationary construction activities to the 
designated staging areas to the maximum extent feasible. 

 Prior to staging equipment on-site, clean all equipment caked with mud, soils, or debris from 
off-site sources or previous project sites to avoid introducing or spreading invasive exotic plant 
species. When feasible, remove invasive exotic plants from the Project area. All equipment used 
on the premises should be cleaned prior to leaving the site for other projects. 

 Position all stationary equipment such as motors, pumps, generators, and/or compressors over 
drip pans. At the end of each day, move vehicles and equipment as far away as possible from 
any water body adjacent to the Project site in a level staging area. Position parked equipment 
also over drip pans or absorbent material. 

 Check under all equipment for wildlife before use. If any listed or special-status wildlife is 
observed under equipment or in the work area, do not disturb or handle it. Cease Project 
activities and contact the biological monitor or resource agencies for further guidance, if the 
animal continues to be encountered in the Project area. 

 If security fencing is installed around the construction site, allow for passage of wildlife to 
maintain a link between inland and coastal habitats including stream corridors during 

                                                      
17 see Footnote 16 above. 
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construction activities. Prohibit the use of plastic mesh safety fencing to prevent wildlife 
entrapment. 

 Avoid working at night or during rain events when special-status amphibians and mammals are 
generally more active. Consult weather forecasts from the National Weather Service at least 72 
hours prior to performing work. 

 Properly contain and remove all food trash that may attract predators into the work area and 
construction debris and trash from the work site on a regular basis. 

 Refuel and perform all vehicle and/or equipment maintenance off-site at a facility approved for 
such activities. 

 To the greatest extent feasible, stabilize all exposed or disturbed areas in the Project area. 
Install erosion control measures as necessary such as silt fences, jute matting, weed-free straw 
bales, plywood, straw wattles, and water check bars, and broadcasting weed-free straw 
wherever silt-laden water has the potential to leave the work site and enter the nearby streams. 
Prohibit the use of monofilament erosion control matting to prevent wildlife entanglement. 
Modify, repair, and/or replace erosion control measures as needed. 

 Revegetate with native vegetation found within similar habitats within the same watershed to 
minimize erosion, prevent the establishment of invasive weeds, and accelerate the recovery of 
native vegetation communities. 

 Whenever feasible, certain construction activities will be timed to avoid impacts to sensitive 
habitats and wildlife species, as presented in Table 3.4-5 below. Ideally, most if not all 
vegetation clearing will be done in the fall. 
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Table 3.4-5 Preferred Timing for Construction Activities Listed By Biological Resource 

Biological Resource 
Preferred Period of 
Avoidance 

Life 
Events/Functions/ 
Values to be 
Protected 

Construction Activity 
to Be Avoided 

Preferred 
Construction 
Window 

Arroyo Willow 
Riparian/Habitats 
below the break in 
bank 

Rainy season, 
approximately 
October 15- 
November 1 June 15 

Stable banks, slopes, 
and soil 

All construction June 15-October 15 
November 1 

Sensitive Fish 
Speciesb 

Rainy season, 
approximately 
October 15- 
November 1 June 15 

Fish migration/critical 
habitat functions and 
values 

Work below the 
break in bank and in 
arroyo willow 
riparian vegetation 

June 15-October 15 
November 1 

California Red-
Legged Frog (CRLF) 

Rainy season, 
approximately 
October 15- 
November 1 June 15 

Movement and 
dispersal/ 
breeding/critical 
habitat functions and 
values 

Vegetation removal, 
and work within or 
near aquatic features 

June 15-October 15 
November 1 

Bird Species February 1-
September 15 

Nesting activities All construction 
within designated 
buffers 

September 15-
January 31 

Bat Species November 1 October 
15-February 15 and 
May 1-September 1 

Roosting, especially 
maternity roosts, if 
present and winter 
hybernacula 

Cutting, limbing, and 
tree removal 

February 15-May 1 
and September 1-
November 1 October 
15 

San Francisco Dusky-
Footed Woodrat 

November 1 October 
15-July 

Houses, especially 
during breeding and 
rearing 

Vegetation/tree 
removal and woodrat 
relocation 

August 1-October 30 
15 

a Central California coast coho salmon, central California coast steelhead, and tidewater goby. 

Note: Each “preferred” timeframe or construction window indicates the type of construction activity to be avoided, if possible, and not 
all windows apply to all resources. Ideally, most if not all vegetation clearing and tree removal will be done during the fall, whereas 
there is more flexibility with the other timeframes. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-9(a): Minimize Construction-related Activities in 
Palustrine Emergent Wetlands and Aquatic/Riverine Habitats 

Mitigation Measure BIO-9(b): Develop and Implement Wetland Mitigation 
and Monitoring Plan 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
The Alternative 1 trail alignment traverses 7.29 miles, centered on the existing rail bed and 
extending on either side to include areas with existing dirt access roads, drainage ditches, and in 
some areas sensitive habitat types including coastal scrub, arroyo willow riparian, and coastal dune. 
Unlike the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 would not impact coast live oak forest.  

Similar to the Proposed Project, the majority of impacts to sensitive habitats, including ESHA, reflect 
partial encroachment into these areas to allow for construction of a trail. Permanent vegetation 
removal would not occur beyond the areas required for trail construction and parking area 
improvements. Nevertheless, in many areas there would be little to no buffer between the trail 
edge and adjacent sensitive habitat types. Compared to the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 results 
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in significantly fewer direct impacts to sensitive habitat types other than wetlands (see Impact BIO-
9), because the trail would be primarily centered on the existing developed railbed.  

Construction 
In general, construction activities would be within the 14-foot wide trail alignment, but there could 
be temporary disturbance of up to 10 feet on either side of the alignment. The majority of 
construction for Alternative 1 would occur in the existing cut and rail bench that forms the rail 
corridor and parking area improvements at Davenport and Panther/Yellowbank Beach.  

The amount of temporary and permanent impacts to sensitive habitat is shown in Table 3.4-6. 
Impacts to sensitive habitats within the construction footprint may result in disruption of the 
habitat, such as vegetation removal or trimming, soil compaction, and changes in canopy, cover, 
density, and shading. Although these areas would be revegetated after construction, because of the 
potentially lengthy period of time required for the habitat to successfully reestablish and reach 
maturity, construction-related impacts would, in some areas, be considered permanent. Combined 
impacts to sensitive habitat total 4.83 acres. The mitigations described below are expected to 
compensate for both temporary and permanent impacts. 

Table 3.4-6 Temporary and Permanent Impacts to Sensitive Habitat from Alternative 1 

Habitat Type 
Temporary Impacts 

(acres) 
Permanent Impacts 

(acres) 
Total 

(acres) 

Coastal scrub 2.14 0.66 2.80 

Arroyo willow scrub 1.27 0.32 1.59 

Arroyo willow riparian 0.41 0.05 0.46 

Coastal dune 0.04 0.02 0.06 

Coast live oak forest 0.01 0.00 0.01 

Total 3.78 1.05 4.83 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1(a) and BIO-8(a) would protect sensitive habitat 
during construction to the greatest extent feasible and prevent permanent and temporary losses 
where possible through avoidance and minimization, construction related BMPs, and compensatory 
mitigation for permanent loss of coastal scrub, arroyo willow scrub, arroyo willow riparian forest, 
coastal dune, and coast live oak forest habitats. The construction-related impact of the Alternative 1 
would be less than significant with mitigation. 

Operation 
Operation of the trail would result in similar impacts to adjacent sensitive habitat types as described 
above for the Proposed Project. Potential impacts to sensitive habitats resulting from trail usage 
may include unpermitted off-trail access, transient encampments, litter, and elevated noise.  

Overall, the impacts of Alternative 1 would be similar to the Proposed Project, with less permanent 
direct impacts to sensitive habitat (1.05 acres, instead of 5.93 acres) because the Alternative 1 trail 
alignment would be primarily in the existing rail bed. The temporary impacts to sensitive habitat 
would be less as well (3.78 acres, instead of 5.57 acres). Thus, the combined impacts to sensitive 
habitat would be 4.83 acres, instead of 11.5 acres. 
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As described in Section 2.4, Project Characteristics (Trail Amenities and Features), the Project 
includes rest areas, with benches and informational/interpretive signage, at strategic locations 
along the trail. Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1(b) would reduce permanent impacts 
on sensitive habitats by developing a Project-specific resource management plan to deter 
encroachment into sensitive habitats with fencing, dense vegetative barriers, and interpretative 
panels, and through the creation and restoration of in-kind habitats with similar or greater 
ecological functions and values to those displaced by the proposed project. Mitigation Measure BIO-
8(b) specifically addresses the loss of dune habitat associated with the Project. Together with similar 
mitigations for aquatic features (Mitigation Measures BIO-9(a,b), edge habitats and habitat mosaics 
would be protected and/or replaced/enhanced.  

This impact from Alternative 1 would be less than significant with mitigation. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8(a): Minimize Construction in Sensitive Habitat Areas 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8(b): Construct a Boardwalk in Coastal Dune Habitat 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8(c): Develop Project-specific Biological Resources 
Mitigation and Management Plan for Impacts to Biological Resources 
Resulting from Trail Construction and Operation 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8(d): Implement Best Management Practices during 
Construction 

Mitigation Measure BIO-9(a): Minimize Construction-related Activities in 
Palustrine Emergent Wetlands and Aquatic/Riverine Habitats 

Mitigation Measure BIO-9(b): Develop and Implement Wetland Mitigation 
and Monitoring Plan 

Impact BIO-9 THE PROJECT COULD RESULT IN ADVERSE EFFECTS TO PALUSTRINE EMERGENT WETLANDS AND 
AQUATIC/RIVERINE HABITATS. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS 
THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 

Construction 
The Proposed Project trail alignment would result in permanent loss of approximately 0.20 acres of 
palustrine emergent wetlands (as defined in the Sensitive Habitat section above with additional 
temporary wetland impacts of up to 0.34 acres. Impacts to palustrine emergent wetlands are the 
same for both Shark Fin Cove Options A and B.  

Trail and parking area construction and slope stabilization activities would also result in permanent 
loss of approximately 2.26 acres (Shark Fin Cove Option A) or 1.57 acres (Shark Fin Cove Option B) of 
arroyo willow scrub, and 0.32 acres (Shark Fin Cove Options A or B) of arroyo willow riparian forest, 
both of which are considered Coastal Act wetlands (hydrophytic vegetation and/or wetland 
hydrology). Temporary construction impacts of up to 1.73 acres (Shark Fin Cove Option A) or 1.54 
acres (Shark Fin Cove Option B) of arroyo willow scrub and 0.56 acres (Shark Fin Cove Option A) or 
0.57 acres (Shark Fin Cove Option B) of arroyo willow riparian forest are expected to occur. 
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The majority of palustrine emergent wetland features are situated in drainage ditches immediately 
adjacent to the existing rail bed. At most locations, these areas are lined with non-native fill (base 
rock) and do not support hydric soils. However, these one or two parameter wetlands (hydrophytic 
vegetation and/or wetland hydrology) are regulated by the California Coastal Commission. The 
hydrology in ditch wetlands ranges from ephemeral to semi-permanent depending on the depth, 
substrate, aspect, and drainage patterns.  

Construction near palustrine emergent wetland features may directly displace existing ditch 
wetlands and indirectly disrupt ecological functions and values in remaining wetlands by degrading 
water quality and vegetation through introduction of sediments and pollutants resulting from 
Proposed Project activities. Impacts to arroyo willow scrub and riparian forest habitats would be 
similar to Impact BIO-8, for sensitive habitats, and would result in the removal or partial loss of 
mature willows and other associated vegetation.  

Aquatic/riverine habitat may be temporarily impacted by replacement or improvement of existing 
culverts and slope stabilization activities. Impacts may include erosion, sedimentation and blockage 
of anadromous fish spawning habitat. 

Operation 
Wetlands and aquatic habitats may be directly and indirectly affected by trail usage. Many 
remaining wetlands are situated in close proximity to the proposed trail alignment and may be 
subject to trampling from unpermitted off-trail encroachment, litter, and alterations to surface and 
subsurface hydrology and water quality due to increased impervious surfaces (refer to Section 3.9, 
Hydrology and Water Quality). Moreover, wetlands immediately adjacent to active trail corridors 
are often susceptible to introduction of invasive weeds which may displace existing native 
vegetation and degrade wildlife habitat.  

The operation related impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant with 
mitigation. Mitigation Measures BIO-9(a,b) described below, would reduce this impact by requiring 
avoidance and minimization and compensatory mitigation for permanent loss of wetland and 
aquatic/riverine habitat.  

Required Permits 
As described in Section 3.4.2, Regulatory Setting, the Project would be required to obtain federal 
and state permits for impacts to palustrine emergent wetland and aquatic/riverine habitat, 
pursuant to Sections 401 and 404 of the Clean Water Act and Section 1602 of the CFGC. The Project 
would also be required to obtain a federal Consistency Determination from the California Coastal 
Commission for impacts to coastal wetland habitats. A jurisdictional delineation of the study area 
shall identify all wetlands and waters potentially impacted by the Project subject to state and 
federal regulations and shall be submitted to the agencies listed above for review and project 
permitting. 

Wetlands and other Waters of the U.S. include those areas supporting hydrophytic vegetation, 
hydric soils, and wetland hydrology and exhibit hydrologic connectivity in the form of a “significant 
nexus” with Traditional Navigable Waters (TNW), including the Pacific Ocean. Placement of fill 
material in wetlands and other Waters of the U.S. is subject to permitting authority (jurisdiction) of 
the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers under 
Sections 401 and 404 of the Clean Water Act (1977), respectively. Depending on the amount of fill 
material, Section 401 Water Quality Certification issued by the RWQCB and either a Nationwide or 
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Individual 404 permit shall be required by the USACE prior to Proposed Project activities. Permits 
approved under CWA Sections 401 and 404 require projects to minimize impacts to jurisdictional 
wetlands and waters to the extent feasible and provide mitigation resulting in no-net-loss of 
jurisdictional features. This may result in creation of in-kind wetlands in consultation with the 
regulatory agencies or by purchasing credits at an approved wetland mitigation bank. Presently, 
there are no mitigation banks with service areas encompassing the Project corridor. 

Wetlands meeting all three jurisdictional parameters, but lacking a significant nexus with TNWs, are 
still regulated by RWQCB under the Porter Cologne Water Quality Act; and impacts to Waters of the 
state require WDR permit. A WDR permit typically results in similar compensatory mitigation 
requirements for wetland impacts to Section 401 and 404 permits. 

Temporary and permanent impacts to aquatic/riverine habitat would require a Section 1602 Lake 
and Streambed Alteration Agreement (LSAA) from the CDFW. An approved LSAA requires measures 
to avoid and minimize impacts to vegetation, wildlife, and aquatic resources below the break in 
bank of a stream course; and requires development of compensatory mitigation strategies for direct 
and indirect project impacts. Impacts to aquatic/riverine habitat, including sedimentation and 
streambank alteration, are also quantified and compensatory mitigation is identified. 

Coastal Act wetlands, including all areas meeting at least one wetland parameter, are regulated by 
California Coastal Commission under Section 30233 of the Coastal Act. In these habitats, only 
resource-dependent uses are permitted where there is no feasible less environmentally damaging 
alternative, and where feasible mitigation measures have been provided to minimize adverse 
environmental effects (Section 30233(a)). In addition, only certain categories of activities are 
permitted in wetlands, including “[r]estoration purposes” and “[n]ature study, aquaculture, or 
similar resource-dependent activities.” (See Section 30233, (a)(6), (a)(7) of the Coastal Act.) 

The RTC considers the Proposed Project, as a coastal trail, to be “resource dependent activit[y]” 
involving “nature study” and similar activities. Thus, the filling of wetlands in connection with a 
proposed coastal trail may be permitted as long as “feasible mitigation measures have been 
provided to minimize adverse environmental effects,” and as long as “there is no feasible less 
environmentally damaging alternative.”  

A Coastal Development Permit is not required for federally funded projects. However, all 
development projects within the Coastal Zone require a Consistency Determination to ensure 
compliance with laws and regulations of the Coastal Act.  

In summary, construction and operation would result in adverse effects to palustrine emergent 
wetlands and aquatic/riverine habitats. The project would comply with all federal and state permit 
conditions as described above. Mitigation Measure BIO-8(d) would require BMPs that protect water 
quality during construction. In addition, Mitigation Measure BIO-9(a,b) would minimize 
construction-related impacts to wetlands, aquatic and riverine features to the extent feasible and 
compensate for permanent losses. Mitigation Measures BIO-8(a,c) would minimize construction-
related impacts in and address compensation for other sensitive habitats thus protecting the edge 
habitats and ecological functions and values of adjacent wetlands and aquatic features. 

Therefore, the construction and operation impacts of the Proposed Project would be less than 
significant with mitigation. Mitigation Measures BIO-8(a,c,d) are described under Impact BIO-8 
above, and Mitigation Measures BIO-9(a,b) are described below. 
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Mitigation Measure BIO-8(a): Minimize Construction in Sensitive Habitat Areas 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8(c): Develop Project-specific Biological Resources 
Mitigation and Management Plan for Impacts to Biological Resources 
Resulting from Trail Construction and Operation 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8(d): Implement Best Management Practices during 
Construction 

Mitigation Measure BIO-9(a): Minimize Construction-related Activities in 
Palustrine Emergent Wetlands and Aquatic/Riverine Habitats 
Minimize construction related activities including, but not limited to, access routes, staging areas, 
stockpile areas, and equipment maintenance, within or adjacent to the limits of palustrine emergent 
wetlands and aquatic/riverine habitats, to the extent feasible. Wetlands and aquatic/riverine areas 
shall be clearly shown on construction plans. Temporary fencing (e.g., silt fencing) shall be installed 
at the outermost edge of all features not directly affected by trail construction.  

Mitigation Measure BIO-9(b): Develop and Implement Wetland Mitigation 
and Monitoring Plan 
A qualified biologist shall be retained to prepare a Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (MMP) 
for all direct and indirect impacts to wetlands and aquatic/riverine habitats resulting from trail 
construction, resulting in no-net-loss (minimum 1 :1 replacement) of these sensitive habitat types. 
The mitigation area locations and replacement ratios shall be determined in consultation with the 
USFWS, NOAA Fisheries, USACE, Central Coast RWQCB, California Coastal Commission, and 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife. It is expected that mitigation requirements shall be 
based on the determination by the California Coastal Commission that the trail is a resource-
dependent use by providing safe pedestrian and bicycle access to the recreation (e.g., beaches, 
scenic viewpoints) along the northern Santa Cruz coast and based on its capacity for “nature study” 
pursuant to Section 30233(a)(7) of the Coastal Act.  

The Wetland MMP shall include the following: 

 Description of the Project including acreage of temporary and permanent impacts to palustrine 
emergent wetlands, Coastal Act wetlands including arroyo willow scrub and arroyo willow 
riparian forest, and aquatic/riverine features as identified in a formal delineation of 
jurisdictional wetlands and other Waters of the U.S. 

 Ecological functions and values assessment of wetlands, including a determination of regulatory 
status and permitting requirements to determine suitable mitigation ratios. 

 Goals of compensatory mitigation project including types and areas of wetland and 
aquatic/riverine habitat to be created, restored, and/or enhanced; specific functions and values 
of mitigation habitat types; and mitigation ratios (created/restored/enhanced : impacted). 

 Location and acreage of wetland and riparian mitigation areas including size, ownership status, 
and existing functions and values of restored and/or enhanced sensitive habitats. 

 Detailed wetland and aquatic/riverine construction and planting techniques. 
 Description and design of habitat requirements for special-status plants and wildlife, including 

CRLF, potentially occupying wetland and aquatic/riverine habitats. 
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 Maintenance activities during the monitoring period, including replanting native wetland and 
riparian vegetation and weed removal, that will not result in take of CRLF. 

 Long-term quantitative and qualitative monitoring and reporting, documenting ability to meet 
or surpass performance criteria. 

 Adaptive management strategies to ensure long-term viability and enhance ecological functions 
and values of sensitive habitat mitigation areas. 

 Strategies to protect remaining wetland and aquatic/riverine habitats along the trail corridor 
from direct and indirect impacts from trail users. Strategies may include split-rail fencing, 
interpretive signage, and green fencing (dense vegetative buffers). 

The draft MMP shall be submitted to USFWS, CDFW, CCC, and California State Parks for review. 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
The Alternative 1 trail alignment would be centered on the existing rail bed, compared to the 
Proposed Project that uses the farm roads outside of the rail corridor (on the coastal side). The ditch 
wetland features are located on each side of the rail bed; therefore, Alternative 1 would result in 
substantially more impacts to palustrine emergent wetlands than the Proposed Project. However, 
impacts to arroyo willow scrub and arroyo willow riparian wetlands would be substantially less 
because Alternative 1 is confined to the rail bed and the areas immediately adjacent on each side. 
Temporary impacts to aquatic/riverine habitats would be similar in the two proposed alignments.  

Construction 
The Alternative 1 trail alignment would result in the permanent loss of 1.43 acres and temporary 
impacts of up to 1.28 acres of palustrine emergent wetland. As described in the discussion for 
Impact BIO-1 above for sensitive habitat types, there would be permanent loss of 0.32 acres and 
temporary impacts of 1.27 acres of arroyo willow scrub, and permanent loss of 0.05 acres and 
temporary impacts of 0.41 acres of arroyo willow riparian forest may occur during construction of 
Alternative 1. Permanent impacts to aquatic/riverine features are not expected to occur, but 
temporary impacts of up to approximately 570 linear feet during slope stabilization and trail 
construction may occur. 

Operation 
Operation of the Alternative 1 trail alignment would result in similar impacts to palustrine emergent 
wetlands and adjacent sensitive habitat types as described above for the Proposed Project trail 
alignment. Potential impacts to wetlands resulting from trail usage may include trampling from 
unpermitted off-trail encroachment, litter, alterations to surface and subsurface hydrology and 
water quality due to increased impervious surfaces (refer to Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water 
Quality), and introduction of invasive weeds. Refer to the discussion above for the Proposed Project 
for additional discussion on the construction and operation impacts.  

In summary, construction and operation would result in adverse effects to palustrine emergent 
wetlands and aquatic/riverine habitats. The project would comply with all federal and state permit 
conditions as described above. Mitigation Measure BIO-8(d) would require BMPs that protect water 
quality during construction. In addition, Mitigation Measure BIO-9(a,b) would minimize 
construction-related impacts to wetlands, aquatic and riverine features to the extent feasible and 
compensate for permanent losses, while Mitigation Measures BIO-8(a,c) would minimize 
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construction-related impacts in and address compensation for other sensitive habitats thus 
protecting the edge habitats and ecological functions and values of adjacent wetlands and aquatic 
features. 

Therefore, the construction and operation impacts of the Alternative 1 would be less than 
significant with mitigation. Mitigation Measures BIO-9(a,b) are described above, and Mitigation 
Measures BIO-8(a,c,d) are described under Impact BIO-8 above. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8(a): Minimize Construction in Sensitive Habitat Areas 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8(c): Develop Project-specific Resource Mitigation 
and Management Plan for Impacts to Biological Resources Resulting from 
Trail Construction and Operation 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8(d): Implement Best Management Practices during 
Construction 

Mitigation Measure BIO-9(a): Minimize Construction-related Activities in 
Palustrine Emergent Wetlands and Aquatic/Riverine Habitats 

Mitigation Measure BIO-9(b): Develop and Implement Wetland Mitigation 
and Monitoring Plan 
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3.5 Cultural Resources  
This section addresses potential impacts to cultural resources, including historical, archaeological, 
and paleontological resources. Historic built-environment resources may include engineering 
structures, buildings, objects, and monuments. Archaeological sites include prehistoric and historic 
evidence of past human occupation of the landscape, including village sites, shell middens, tool and 
food processing sites, privies, and refuse deposits. Paleontological resources represent the earth’s 
history revealed through the rocks, and are typically encountered as fossils. If a project would result 
in the alteration or destruction any of these resources, impacts to cultural resource may result. This 
section presents a discussion of known cultural resources along the Project corridor and an 
evaluation of potential impacts of the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 on those resources, as 
well as potential impacts on unknown or undiscovered resources. A summary of the potential 
impacts is presented in Table 3.5-1. 

Table 3.5-1 Summary of Project Impacts on Cultural Resourcesa 

Impact 
Significance 
Before Mitigation Mitigation 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

CR-1. The Project may adversely affect historical 
resources, including the Town of Davenport and 
Davenport Branch Line. 

Potentially 
Significant 

CR-1(a) (Proposed 
Project) 
CR-1(a), CR-1(b) 
(Alternative 1) 

Less than 
Significant 
(Proposed Project) 
Significant and 
Unavoidable 
(Alternative 1) 

CR-2. Ground-disturbing activities during Project 
construction may unearth or adversely impact 
subsurface historical resources or unique 
archaeological resources.  

Potentially 
Significant 

CR-2(a), CR-2(b) Less than 
Significant 

CR-3. Ground-disturbing activities during Project 
construction may directly or indirectly destroy a 
unique paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature.  

Potentially 
Significant 

CR-3 Less than 
Significant 

CR-4. Ground-disturbing activities during Project 
construction may disturb human remains.  

Potentially 
Significant 

CR-4 Less than 
Significant 

a The impacts and mitigation apply to both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 unless otherwise noted. 

3.5.1 Existing Conditions 

Historical Background 

Prehistory 
Santa Cruz County is in the Monterey Bay area, a cultural-historical geographic region that spans the 
central California coastline from Big Sur northward to just south of San Francisco Bay. This region 
generally corresponds to southern Costanoan language groups. 

The prehistory of the Monterey Bay area is categorized by to temporal “periods” that refer to the 
general social, economic, and environmental adaptations of Native California populations during a 
given time in prehistory. David A. Fredrickson’s Paleo-Archaic-Emergent cultural sequence is 
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commonly used to interpret the prehistoric occupation of central California and is broken into three 
broad periods: the Paleoindian Period (10,000-6000 B.C.); the three-staged Archaic Period, 
consisting of the Lower Archaic (6000-3000 B.C.), Middle Archaic (3000-500 B.C.), and Upper Archaic 
(500 B.C.-A.D. 1000); and the Emergent Period (A.D. 1000-1800) (Frederickson 1974).  

Archaeological sites dating to the Paleoindian and Millingstone periods (3500 B.C. or earlier) in the 
Monterey Bay area are rare and the components are poorly defined. Sites from these periods have 
been identified, however, north of Santa Cruz in Scotts Valley and at Elkhorn Slough, and include 
crescent-shaped flaked tools, long-stemmed projectile points, cobble/core tools, and milling slabs 
and handstones. Archaeological evidence of the Late and Protohistoric periods (A.D. 1200-1769) is 
poorly represented in the Monterey Bay area, although sites dating to this period have been 
identified in the Santa Cruz Mountains and inside Santa Cruz city limits. Sites dating to these periods 
include schist, clamshell, and abalone disc beads; small side-notched projectile points; hopper and 
bedrock mortars; milling slabs; pestles; and handstones. 

For over a quarter century, Native American settlement and subsistence patterns in the Monterey 
Bay area have been understood in terms of a forager-collector model, which suggests that small 
mobile foraging groups characterized Monterey Bay area settlement before 2,000 years ago. These 
foraging groups established temporary residential bases near seasonally available resource patches 
and gathered food daily, with no storage of food. Foragers were eventually displaced by 
“collectors,” who occupied year-round or semi-permanent residential sites and did not relocate 
residential sites to seasonal resource patches. More recently, however, the validity of the forager-
collector model for understanding the subsistence and settlement practices from the Monterey Bay 
Area has been questioned, and Native American settlement-subsistence patterns in the region are a 
research issue that future archaeological research may help to clarify (Jones et al. 2007). 

Ethnography 
The Project corridor falls within the traditional tribal territory of the Ohlone. For a description of 
Ohlone ethnography, refer to Section 3.15, Tribal Cultural Resources.  

History 
In July 1769, the governor of Baja California, Gaspar de Portola, departed with an expedition from 
San Diego to locate Monterey Bay and passed through present-day Santa Cruz (Breschini 2000). 
Shortly thereafter, in September 1791, Mission Santa Cruz was established on the banks of the San 
Lorenzo River. Mission Santa Cruz quickly absorbed the surrounding Ohlone population and, by 
1796, included 523 neophytes (i.e., Ohlone who converted to Mission activities). At its peak of 
operation, the Mission had 8,000 head of cattle and produced wheat, barley, beans, corn, and lentils 
for consumption and trade (California Missions Resource Center 2018). 

In 1797, another colonial institution, Villa de Branciforte, was established on the other side of the 
San Lorenzo River across from Mission Santa Cruz (Heron 1997). The Spanish government 
established Villa de Branciforte to create a self-sufficient secular settlement populated by retired 
soldiers, craftsmen, and farmers who could mobilize and defend the coast of Alta California from 
foreign invasion. However, the colonial government generally viewed Villa de Branciforte as a 
failure. Early settlers generally lacked the skills to be self-sufficient farmers. When news spread that 
the French pirate, Hippolyte de Bouchard, had raided Monterey, the residents of Branciforte, 
instead of defending the Mission, responded by looting much of its assets. In 1834, the California 
missions were secularized, and Mission Santa Cruz lands came under the control of Villa de 
Branciforte (Kyle 2002:448-450). 
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The current project site is located in what was once known as Rancho de Matadero, owned by 
Mission Santa Cruz until secularization. Sometime in the 1830s, the ranch was split into several 
smaller ranchos, including Rancho Refugio, which encompassed the southern end of the current 
project site. Rancho Refugio came under the control of Jose Bolcoff, who was the first to begin dairy 
ranching on Refugio lands. After Alta California came under the control of the United States, the 
Bolcoff family began selling off portions of the rancho to American immigrants and had sold the 
entire rancho by 1859. The Wilder family began buying portions of the rancho and became the sole 
owners by the mid-1870s. The Wilder family owned the ranch until 1969 when it was transferred to 
the California State Parks System (Allen et al. 2012).  

Santa Cruz’s early economy was centered largely on logging, lime production, and tanneries. An 
increased need for building materials spurred by the flourishing post-gold rush construction boom in 
San Francisco allowed logging and lime production in Santa Cruz to thrive. In response to these 
growing industries, the City’s population grew quickly in the latter half of the 19th century (City of 
Santa Cruz 2011, 2018). 

At the turn of the 19th century, Santa Cruz’s focus shifted to tourism, a result of railroad access to 
the area beginning in the 1870s (City of Santa Cruz 2011). Prior to this period, Santa Cruz County 
was not served by any rail lines, limiting the economic growth of the geographically isolated region. 
As described by Lehmann, “roadways were narrow, rutted and subject to flooding, landslides and 
other natural disasters. Some sections were impassable for months during wet winters and tolls 
made transporting goods expensive. Businessmen wishing to increase profits and expand operations 
realized the only way this would be possible would be through the construction of railway lines that 
could link up to systems outside the area” (Lehmann 2000:25).  

One of these early systems was the Santa Cruz Railroad, organized by a group of businessmen from 
Santa Cruz, Soquel, and Aptos in 1873. The rail line was developed to connect to the Southern 
Pacific’s railhead in Pajaro, after the larger company refused to develop a connecting line to Santa 
Cruz (Lehmann 2000:25). The Santa Cruz Railroad was one of three early lines developed in Santa 
Cruz County in the 1870s, all of which were narrow gauge and subject to the same environmental 
factors that affected roadways through the region, including flooding and landslides.  

Development of the Santa Cruz Railroad line included a wood timber bridge over the mouth of the 
San Lorenzo River. This bridge was washed out when the San Lorenzo River flooded in 1881, placing 
financial hardships on the Santa Cruz Railroad and ultimately leading to its sale to the Southern 
Pacific Railroad that year. The Southern Pacific proceeded to invest heavily in the line by laying 
segments of broad gauge line, adding a spur line into Aptos Canyon, and rebuilding the San Lorenzo 
River Bridge as a combined steel trestle and wood timber bridge. In addition to these investments, 
the Southern Pacific Railroad also introduced passenger service to the line that encouraged tourism 
significantly throughout the region. The Santa Cruz Beach, Cottage, and Tent City Corporation, 
founded by Fred Swanton, opened a casino and hotel in the early 1900s that became popular tourist 
destinations (Lehmann 2000:25; Griggs and Ross 2006:59).  

Between 1905 and 1907, a subsidiary of the Southern Pacific Railroad known as the Coast Line 
Railway developed the Davenport Branch Line. This 12-mile long line was developed primarily to 
deprive the competing Ocean Shore Railway Company of freight traffic from the recently developed 
Santa Cruz Portland Cement Company in Davenport, approximately nine miles north of Santa Cruz 
(Robertson 1998:113). The Ocean Shore Railway Company envisioned an electric railway connecting 
San Francisco and Santa Cruz and began construction in 1905, building south from San Francisco and 
north from Santa Cruz simultaneously. In developing their lines between Santa Cruz and Davenport, 
the Ocean Shore and Coast Line companies collaborated to design and build trestles that crossed 
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the numerous streams flowing south from the Ben Lomond Mountains to the Pacific Ocean. 
Understanding that cement was going to be the primary freight source for the railroads, engineers 
determined wood trestles alone could not handle the weight, and “decided to build temporary 
trestles at each stream crossing and then immediately fill them in. The fill material was readily 
available from the huge cuts necessary to level out the grade on either side of each valley” (Lydon 
2018). Two sets of tracks (one for each railway) were then set atop the earthen embankments, or 
ramparts, and tunnels were created on the north side of each valley that allowed water to be 
conveyed around the trestles and out to sea. 

The April 18, 1906 San Francisco earthquake resulted in substantial damage to the northern 
segment of the North Coast Railway and delayed its completion. As a subsidiary of the Southern 
Pacific, the Coast Line Railway did not face the same financial challenges in the wake of the 
earthquake and completed their line in 1907, executing a contract to transport cement from the 
Santa Cruz Portland Cement Company’s Davenport plant. Although the earthquake was disastrous 
on many levels, it proved a boon for the Santa Cruz Portland Cement Company, which purportedly 
provided upwards of 10,000 barrels of cement per day towards the rebuilding effort (Leachman and 
Prybylski 2017). In addition to supporting the reconstruction of the San Francisco Bay Area, the 
Davenport Cement Plant contributed some 750 million barrels of cement toward the development 
of the Panama Canal (Robertson 1998:113). By 1910, the Davenport Cement Plant was the largest in 
California and the second largest in the country, producing as much as 1.4 million barrels that year 
alone (Leachman and Prybylski 2017). Although the Coast Line Railway provided some passenger 
service between Davenport and Santa Cruz, its primary purpose was the transport of freight from 
the Davenport Cement Plant. The competing Ocean Shore Railway Company was partially successful 
in operating the southern portion of their line between Santa Cruz and Swanton (just north of 
Davenport); however, they never bridged the gap between their two lines and ultimately folded in 
1920 (Hunter 2004:8).  

Supported by the Davenport Branch Line, the Davenport Cement Plant remained extremely 
productive throughout the twentieth century. Leachman and Prybylski note that it “contributed 
cement to the building of prominent structures like the Golden Gate Bridge across San Francisco Bay 
and the O’Shaughnessy Dam that created the Hetch Hetchy reservoir; it helped rebuild the dry 
docks at Pearl Harbor after they were attacked in 1941; it utilized a special blend of cement to 
construct California’s aqueducts, the largest system of its kind in the world; and it was awarded the 
Pan American Exposition gold medal for its part in the construction of the Panama Canal” 
(Leachman and Prybylski 2017). Rail remained the primary means of transporting this freight 
throughout this period. Although a pier was constructed off the adjacent coast in 1934, it was only 
in operation through 1955 when it was partially washed out, and rail continued to be used.  

In 1917, the Coast Line Railway was transferred to the Southern Pacific Railroad Company, which 
operated the Davenport Branch Line until the Southern Pacific merged with Union Pacific Railroad in 
1996. The line was used for both freight and passenger operations, but passenger service 
discontinued in 1938. The line continued to transfer freight from the Davenport Cement Plant, with 
three freight trains per week traversing between Davenport and Watsonville, until the Davenport 
Cement Plant was eventually decommissioned in 2010 (RTC 1997, 2012).  

In 2012, the RTC acquired the 32-mile Santa Cruz Branch Lines, which collectively include the 
Davenport Branch Line (from Davenport to Santa Cruz) and the Santa Cruz Branch Line (from Santa 
Cruz to Watsonville). The line has not had regular use since the Davenport Cement Plant closed in 
2010. Some of those uses have included rail car storage, and special event excursions. The 
substantially decreased use has resulted in portions of the line becoming covered by sand and 
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weeds. As described on Section 1.2, Project Background, in June 2018 the RTC entered into an 
agreement with a new operator to provide rail operations on the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line and to 
serve as the common carrier on this line as designated by the Surface Transportation Board (STB). 
The RTC is also conducting the Unified Corridor Investment Study to examine future use of the Santa 
Cruz Branch Rail Line.  

Geologic Setting 
The geologic setting is relevant to cultural resources because, as under Historical Background, there 
could be buried cultural resources. Refer to Section 3.6, Geology and Soils, for additional 
information regarding the geologic setting.  

The Project corridor is situated along the coast adjacent to the Santa Cruz Mountains within the 
Coast Ranges geomorphic province of California (California Geological Survey [CGS] 2002). The Coast 
Ranges extend about 600 miles from the Oregon border on the north to the Santa Ynez River in 
Santa Barbara County on the south. The Coast Ranges are characterized by numerous north-south-
trending peaks and valleys that range in elevation from approximately 500 feet above mean sea 
level (amsl) to 8,098 feet amsl at the highest summit, which is Mount Linn in Tehama County.  

During the Mesozoic period, the area of the present-day Coast Ranges was covered by marine 
waters, where marine to nonmarine shale, sandstone, and conglomerate accumulated in a thick 
deposit over older Franciscan and Salinian basement rock (Bartow and Nilsen 1990). Later, the 
Mesozoic deposits were unconformably overlain by Paleocene to Pliocene marine continental shelf 
sediments. These Cenozoic units are well-exposed in the Santa Cruz Mountains where one of the 
most complete Paleogene-Neogene stratigraphic sections occurs in the Coast Ranges (Clark 1981).  

During the late Miocene to Pliocene period, a mountain-building episode occurred in the vicinity of 
the present-day Coast Ranges, resulting in their uplift above sea level. Subsequently, from the late 
Pliocene to Holocene periods, extensive deposits of terrestrial material, including alluvial fans and 
fluvial sediments were deposited in the southern Coast Ranges (Norris and Webb 1990). These 
sediments were deformed due to displacement along regional faults, including the San Andreas 
fault, approximately 15 miles northwest of the Project alignment. Ongoing tectonic deformation, 
sea level change, and Pleistocene climate change continued through the Quaternary Period, which 
resulted in the formation of marine terrace sequences along the Coast Ranges (Jefferson et al. 
1992). 

Project Corridor Setting 

Cultural Resources 
The cultural resources identified in this section are based on existing literature and information, 
including Phase I Cultural Resources Study (Jacobs 2017) and records search from the Northwest 
Information Center (NWIC) at Sonoma State University, an intensive-level field survey conducted by 
Rincon’s professionally qualified staff, and information provided by the California Department of 
Parks and Recreation. This resulted in the identification of six resources within the Project corridor: 
three prehistoric archaeological sites (CA-SCR-10, CA-SCR-56, and CA-SCR-58), and three historic-era 
built-environment resources, including Town of Davenport (P-44-000379), a historic-era pump 
house (MT-1), and the former Davenport Branch Line (Jacobs 2017; Treffers 2018). The Project is 
located next to one additional cultural resource, the Wilder Ranch cultural preserve (P-44-000480), 
but does not extend into the boundaries of the resource. 
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The historic-era pump house (MT-1) was evaluated for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Place (NRHP) and California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) and recommended not eligible 
(Jacobs 2017). None of the remaining cultural resources within the Project corridor have been 
evaluated for listing in the NRHP and CRHR, and thus are discussed further below.  

PREHISTORIC ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES (CA-SCR-10, CA-SCR-56, AND CA-SCR-58) 
Archaeological sites CA-SCR-56 and CA-SCR-58 within the Project corridor each have not been 
evaluated for listing in the NRHP or CRHR but are assumed to be eligible by State Parks. 
Archaeological site CA-SCR-10 has been subject to several excavation and testing programs, 
including one within the Project corridor, and the portion north of Highway 1 is eligible for listing in 
the NRHP. A study conducted for the North Coast System Rehabilitation Project (Jones 2014) 
included pedestrian survey and auger excavations within the Proposed Project. LSA identified a 
sparse shell deposit in the cutbank along the rail line within the project corridor. The study identifies 
the portion of CA-SCR-10 within the Project corridor as being heavily disturbed and stated that this 
portion appears ineligible for listing in the NRHP, but did not formally evaluate this area and 
recommended that it be fenced off and avoided during construction. 

TOWN OF DAVENPORT (P-44-000379) 
The recorded boundary of the Town of Davenport (P-44-000379) is intersected by the Project 
corridor. However, although the resource boundary extends southwest of Highway 1, the Town is 
located northeast of Highway 1, outside of the Project corridor. According to documentation on file 
with NWIC, the town is potentially a historic district that includes some buildings along the 
northeast side of Highway 1 (Jacobs 2017). Therefore, for the purposes of this EIR, the Town of 
Davenport has been assumed to be eligible for listing in the NRHP and CRHR based on the NWIC 
documentation and its association with the nearby Santa Cruz Portland Cement Company. 

DAVENPORT BRANCH LINE 
The former Davenport Branch Line, which extends through the Project corridor, was identified as an 
historic-era built-environment resource. Therefore, an Historic Resources Evaluation was conducted 
by Rincon’s professionally qualified staff to determine eligibility for listing in the NRHP and CRHR 
(Treffers 2018). As a result of the historic resources evaluation, described below, the Davenport 
Branch Line was determined eligible for listing, and was recorded and evaluated on California 
Department of Parks and Recreation 523 series forms. The Davenport Branch Line name is used 
herein to refer to this built-environment resource. The rail line was developed independently of the 
Santa Cruz Branch Line, which operated between Watsonville and Santa Cruz. Although the Union 
Pacific eventually dropped the Davenport Branch Line and only used the Santa Cruz Branch Line to 
refer to the entire rail line between Davenport and Watsonville, the Davenport Branch Line name 
more accurately describes this resource within its historic context. 

As described under Historical Background, the Davenport Branch Line was constructed between 
1905 and 1907 by the Coast Line Railway Company and was actively used until 2010. The recorded 
segment runs the length of the Project corridor and follows an approximate northwest-southwest 
alignment from Davenport at its northern end to a point approximately 1.0 mile west of the 
corporate boundary on the western edge of the City of Santa Cruz.  

Situated between the Santa Cruz Mountains to the east and the Pacific Ocean to the west, the 
segment traverses a relatively flat coastal terrace landscape that is undeveloped or characterized by 
agricultural uses. The flat topography is in part the result of the man-made embankments or berms 
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that were constructed to provide crossing across the numerous creeks that run southwest towards 
the ocean (Lydon 2018). Because these embankments were constructed of wooden trestles that 
were subsequently infilled with earthen material, fieldwork for the current project was unable to 
confirm the total number of these features that exist in the Project corridor. However, at least three 
were confirmed based on existing documentation and through the identification of man-made 
drainage tunnels running through the Santa Cruz Mudstone. These include embankments at 
Davenport Beach, Shark Fin Cove, and Bonny Doon Beach. Other crossings include two short wood 
trestles that cross the outflow of Baldwin Creek and a tributary to the north. The majority of the 
Project alignment features slightly raised berms topped with ballast, ties, and rail, but since active 
use of the line ceased in 2010, portions have been infilled with earth and are overgrown with 
vegetation (Treffers 2018). 

The segment of the Davenport Branch Line in the Project corridor appears eligible for listing by 
NRHP, CRHP, and as a Santa Cruz County landmark under Criteria A/1/2 and C/3/3 for its direct 
association with the Santa Cruz Portland Cement Company in Davenport and its embodiment of a 
unique construction method relating to its earthen trestle embankments (Treffers 2018). The 
Davenport Branch Line was specifically developed by a subsidiary of the Southern Pacific Company 
to serve the then-recently developed Davenport Cement Plant. It was the primary transportation 
method for moving freight from the plant, which provided cement for the rebuilding of San 
Francisco following the 1906 earthquake, the Panama Canal, the Golden Gate Bridge, and many 
other notable projects. In addition, the construction of the trestles and earthen embankments 
represents a unique method of construction that is characteristic of the early twentieth century.  

Although the Davenport Branch Line has been subject to regular maintenance that has resulted in 
the replacement of original ties, rails, and ballast, these changes appear to be in kind and have not 
resulted in a loss of integrity. The segment still retains its original alignment, grading, and many 
other features such as the earthen embankments. It also retains integrity of location, design, 
setting, workmanship, feeling, and association. Those features that are considered and convey the 
historical significance of the segment include its alignment, grading, ballast, ties, rail, earthen 
embankments and overall setting, including limited adjacent agricultural development and 
unobstructed views of the Pacific Ocean. The Historic Resources Evaluation, North Coast Rail Trail 
Project, concluded that the approximately 7.5-mile segment of the Davenport Branch Line is eligible 
for federal, state, and local designation (Treffers 2018) (Refer to Appendix H).  

Paleontological Resources 

GEOLOGIC UNITS  
As shown in Figure 3.5-1a and Figure 3.5-1b, the Project corridor includes four geologic units 
mapped at the surface by Brabb (1997): the late Miocene Santa Cruz Mudstone (Tsc), Pleistocene 
marine terrace deposits (Qcl), and Holocene basin (Qb) and alluvial deposits (Qal).  

The Late Miocene Santa Cruz Mudstone (Tsc) is composed of yellowish-brown, thickly bedded to 
laminated, blocky siliceous mudstone. The Santa Cruz mudstone was first named by J.C. Clark in 
1966 for exposures along the coast in the City of Santa Cruz (Clark 1981). The unit is up to 8,900 feet 
thick and conformably overlies the Santa Margarita Formation and underlies the late Miocene to 
Pliocene Purisima Formation near the type section (Brabb 1997). The Santa Cruz Mudstone has 
yielded pollen, foraminifera, and mollusks from Santa Cruz County as well as several rare vertebrate 
localities, which produced fossil specimens of fish scales and a sea cow rib (Clark 1981).  
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Figure 3.5-1a Geologic Units in the Project Area: North (Davenport to Scaroni Road) 
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Figure 3.5-1b Geologic Units in the Project Area: South (Scarconi Road to Wilder Ranch) 
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Pleistocene marine terrace deposits (Qcl) are extensively mapped throughout the project area 
(Brabb 1997). These terrace deposits consist of marine sediments and terrestrial alluvium that 
accumulated on the youngest of a series of wave-cut platforms formed during late Pleistocene 
(Clark 1981). The marine deposits are 5 to 40 feet thick and are composed of well-sorted nearshore 
marine gravel and sand overlain by fine-grained, well-sorted, eolian and beach sand. Deposits locally 
include fluvial and colluvial silt, sand, and gravel. 

Pleistocene marine terrace deposits have a record of vertebrate fossil preservation in coastal 
California and have produced scientifically significant specimens from multiple localities. In southern 
and central coastal California, Pleistocene marine terrace deposits have yielded vertebrate fossil 
specimens of camel, horse, ground sloth, whale, and dolphin, shark, and fish (Jefferson et al. 1992; 
Woodring et al. 1946). In Santa Cruz County, Pleistocene alluvial deposits of similar lithology to the 
Pleistocene terrace deposits in the Project area have preserved invertebrate, plant, and microfossil 
specimens from multiple localities (Clark 1981; Weber and Allwardt 2001).  

Quaternary alluvial and basin deposits (Qal, Qb) of Holocene age are intermittently exposed along 
drainages between terrace platforms in the Project corridor. The Quaternary alluvial and basin 
deposits are up to 100 feet thick and are composed of unconsolidated, poorly sorted clay, silt, sand, 
and gravel deposited in environments such as sloughs, flood basins, marshes, and fluvial channel 
environments (Brabb 1997). No previously recorded fossils have been documented from within 
Quaternary alluvial and basin deposits near the alignment. Holocene-age alluvial deposits, 
particularly those younger than 5,000 years old, are generally too young to contain fossilized 
material, but they may overlie sensitive older deposits (i.e., the Santa Cruz Mudstone and 
Pleistocene marine terrace deposits) at an unknown depth. 

The late Miocene Santa Cruz Mudstone, Pleistocene marine terrace deposits, and Quaternary 
alluvial and basin deposits are obscured at ground surface by up to approximately three feet of soil 
development (NRCS 2018). In addition, the soil and uppermost sediments have been disturbed 
previously during to past agricultural and railroad uses. 

LOCALITY RECORD SEARCH RESULTS 
A search of the paleontological locality records at the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles 
County (LACM) resulted in no previously recorded fossil localities in the Project corridor or vicinity. 
However, several published localities from the Santa Cruz Mudstone on the Point Reyes Peninsula, 
over 100 miles north of the Project corridor, were cited by McLeod in a letter responding to a formal 
records search request at the LACM (McLeod 2018). The fossil specimens, which are not part of the 
LACM collections, include taxa of a new genus and species of whale (Parabalaenoptera baulinensis), 
as well as sea lion (Imagotariinae), sea cow (Dugongidae), rorqual whale (Burtinopsis), dolphin, 
(Delphinoidea), and sperm whale (Scaldicetus). 

A supplemental review was conducted of the museum records maintained in the University of 
California Museum of Paleontology (UCMP) online collections database, and there is no record of 
vertebrate fossil localities in the immediate vicinity of the Project corridor (UCMP 2018). The closest 
vertebrate locality on record with the UCMP online database is V99496, which produced a tooth of 
the deep-water shark, Hexanchus, from the Santa Cruz Mudstone in Santa Cruz County. The UCMP 
lists a total of 692 paleontological localities from Santa Cruz County, including 71 that have 
produced vertebrate fossils. None of the 71 vertebrate localities occur in Pleistocene sediments. 
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3.5.2 Regulatory Setting 
This section includes a discussion of the applicable state and local laws, ordinances, regulations, and 
standards governing cultural resources. In addition to CEQA, the Project is also subject to Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the National Environmental Policy Act. Separate 
federal documentation will be prepared for the Project.  

Federal 

National Register of Historic Places 
The NRHP was established by the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 as “an authoritative 
guide to be used by federal, state, and local governments, private groups, and citizens to identify 
the Nation’s cultural resources and to indicate what properties should be considered for protection 
from destruction or impairment" (CFR 36, CFR 60.2). To be eligible for listing in the NRHP, a resource 
must be significant in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, or culture. Districts, 
sites, buildings, structures, and objects of potential significance must also possess integrity of 
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. A property is eligible for 
the NRHP if it is significant under one or more of the following criteria: 

Criterion A:  It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of our history 

Criterion B: It is associated with the lives of persons who are significant in our past 

Criterion C: It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values, 
or represents a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack 
individual distinction 

Criterion D:  It has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or 
history 

State 

California Register of Historical Resources 
CEQA requires that a lead agency determine whether a project could have a significant effect on 
historical resources and tribal cultural resources (PRC Section 21074 [a][1][A]-[B]). A historical 
resource is a resource listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in the CRHR (Section 21084.1), 
a resource included in a local register of historical resources (Section 15064.5[a][2]), or any object, 
building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript that a lead agency determines to be 
historically significant (Section 15064.5[a][3]). 

PRC Section 5024.1 requires an evaluation of historical resources to determine their eligibility for 
listing in the CRHR. The purpose of the register is to maintain listings of the state’s historical 
resources and to indicate which properties are to be protected from substantial adverse change. 
The criteria for listing resources in the CRHR were expressly developed to be in accordance with 
previously established criteria developed for listing in the NRHP, as enumerated according to CEQA 
below: 
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15064.5(a)(3) […] Generally, a resource shall be considered by the lead agency to be “historically 
significant” if the resource meets the criteria for listing on the California Register of Historical 
Resources (Pub. Res. Code, § 5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4852) including the following: 

(1) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
California's history and cultural heritage 

(2) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past 

(3) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, 
or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values 

(4) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history 

15064.5(a)(4) The fact that a resource is not listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in 
the California Register of Historical Resources, not included in a local register of historical 
resources (pursuant to section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code), or identified in an 
historical resources survey (meeting the criteria in section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources 
Code) does not preclude a lead agency from determining that the resource may be an historical 
resource as defined in Public Resources Code sections 5020.1(j) or 5024.1. 

15064.5(b) A project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the 
environment. 

In addition, if a project can be demonstrated to cause damage to a unique archaeological resource, 
the lead agency may require reasonable efforts to permit any or all of these resources to be 
preserved in place or left in an undisturbed state. To the extent that resources cannot be left 
undisturbed, mitigation measures are required (PRC, Section 21083.2[a], [b], and [c]). 

PRC Section 21083.2(g) defines a unique archaeological resource as an artifact, object, or site about 
which it can be clearly demonstrated that, without merely adding to the current body of knowledge, 
there is a high probability that it does one or more of the following: 

1. Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and that 
there is a demonstrable public interest in that information 

2. Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available 
example of its type 

3. Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event 
or person 

Impacts to significant cultural resources that affect the characteristics of any resource that qualify it 
for the NRHP or adversely alter the significance of a resource listed in or eligible for listing in the 
CRHR are considered a significant effect on the environment. These impacts could result from 
physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate 
surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 [b][1]). Material impairment is defined as demolition or alteration 
in an adverse manner [of] those characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical 
significance and that justify its inclusion or eligibility for inclusion in the CRHR (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.5[b][2][A]). 
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CEQA does not define “a unique paleontological resource or site.” However, the Society of 
Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) has defined a “significant paleontological resource” in the context of 
environmental review as follows:  

“Fossils and fossiliferous deposits, here defined as consisting of identifiable vertebrate fossils, 
large or small, uncommon invertebrate, plant, and trace fossils, and other data that provide 
taphonomic, taxonomic, phylogenetic, paleoecologic, stratigraphic, and/or biochronologic 
information. Paleontological resources are generally older than recorded human history and/or 
older than middle Holocene (i.e., older than about 5,000 radiocarbon years) (SVP 2010:11).” 

California Public Resources Code 
Section 5024 and 5024.5 of the California Public Resources Code (PRC) requires state agencies to 
take action to ensure preservation of state-owned historical resources, defined as those eligible for 
or listed in the NRHP or as California Landmarks, under their jurisdictions. Under PRC Section 5024, 
state agencies must provide notification to the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) for any 
project having the potential to affect state-owned historical resources to request their comments 
and concurrence on the project. If the Project may adversely affect state-owned historical 
resources, the SHPO and the head of the state agency with jurisdiction over the resource will 
consult on measures to avoid or eliminate adverse effects on the resource(s). 

Section 5097.5 of the California PRC states: 

“No person shall knowingly and willfully excavate upon, or remove, destroy, injure or deface any 
historic or prehistoric ruins, burial grounds, archaeological or vertebrate paleontological site, 
including fossilized footprints, inscriptions made by human agency, or any other archaeological, 
paleontological or historical feature, situated on public lands, except with the express 
permission of the public agency having jurisdiction over such lands. Violation of this section is a 
misdemeanor.” 

As used in this PRC section, “public lands” means lands owned by or under the jurisdiction of the 
State or any city, county, district, authority, or public corporation, or any agency thereof. 
Consequently, local agencies are required to comply with PRC 5097.5 for their own activities, 
including construction and maintenance, as well as for permit actions (e.g., encroachment permits) 
undertaken by others. 

Codes Governing Human Remains 
The disposition of human remains is governed by Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and PRC 
Sections 5097.94 and 5097.98, and falls within the jurisdiction of the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC). If human remains are discovered, the County Coroner must be notified within 
48 hours, and there should be no further disturbance to the site where the remains were found. If 
the remains are determined by the coroner to be Native American, the coroner is responsible for 
contacting the NAHC within 24 hours. The NAHC, pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98, will immediately 
notify those persons it believes to be most likely descended from the deceased Native Americans so 
they can inspect the burial site and make recommendations for treatment or disposal. 

Any human remains found on State Parks Lands must be treated in accordance with State Parks 
policies, including the involvement of the State Parks District Tribal Liaison in Native American 
notification and consultation.  
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California Coastal Commission 
The Project corridor is located in the coastal zone. According to PRC Section 30244, “where 
development would adversely impact archaeological or paleontological resources as identified by 
the State Historic Preservation Officer, reasonable mitigation measures shall be required.” 

Regional and Local 

County of Santa Cruz 
The Conservation and Open Space Element of the Santa Cruz County General Plan includes 
objectives and policies to protect archaeological and historical resources. Section 2.7, Required 
Permits and Approvals, states that because the Project is being implemented by the federal 
government, local land use authority is preempted such that local policies and regulations do not 
directly apply to the Project. Nevertheless, key policies from the General Plan pertaining to cultural 
resources are listed below for informational purposes. 

 Policy 5.19.1 Evaluation of Native American Sites. Protect all archaeological resources until 
they can be evaluated. Prohibit any disturbance of Native American Cultural Sites without an 
appropriate permit. Maintain the Native American Cultural Sites ordinance.  

 Policy 5.19.2 Site Surveys. Require an archaeological site survey (surface reconnaissance) as 
part of the environmental review process for all projects with very high site potential as 
determined by the inventory of archaeological sites, within the Archaeological Sensitive Areas, 
as designated on General Plan and LCP Resources and Constraints Maps filed in the Planning 
Department.  

 Policy 5.19.3 Development Around Archaeological Resources. Protect archaeological resources 
from development by restricting improvements and grading activities to portions of the 
property not containing these resources, where feasible, or by preservation of the site through 
project design and/or use restrictions, such as covering the site with earthfill to a depth that 
ensures the site will not be disturbed by development, as determined by a professional 
archaeologist.  

 Policy 5.19.4 Archaeological Evaluations. Require the applicant for development proposals on 
any archaeological site to provide an evaluation, by a certified archaeologist, of the significance 
of the resource and what protective measures are necessary to achieve General Plan and LCP 
Land Use Plan objectives and policies.  

 Policy 5.19.5 Native American Cultural Sites. Prohibit any disturbance of Native American 
Cultural Sites without an archaeological permit which requires, but is not limited to, the 
following:  

(a) A statement of the goals, methods, and techniques to be employed in the excavation and 
analysis of the data, and the reasons why the excavation will be of value. 

(b) A plan to ensure that artifacts and records will be properly preserved for scholarly research 
and public education. (c)A plan for disposing of human remains in a manner satisfactory to 
local Native American Indian groups. Policy 5.20.3 Development Activities. For development 
activities on property containing historic resources, require protection, enhancement, 
and/or preservation of the historic, cultural, architectural, engineering or aesthetic values of 
the resources as determined by the Historic Resources Commission. Immediate or 
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substantial hardship to a project applicant shall be considered in establishing project 
requirements.  

 Policy 5.20.4 Historic Resources Commission Review. Require that applicants for development 
proposals on property containing a designated Historic Resource submit plans for the protection 
and preservation of the historic resource values to the Historic Resources Commission for their 
review and approval; require an evaluation and report by a professional historian or a cultural 
resources consultant when required by the Commission.  

 Policy 5.20.5 Encourage Protection of Historic Structures. Encourage and support public and 
private efforts to protect and restore historic structures and continue their use as an integral 
part of the community.  

Title 16 (Environmental and Resource Protection) of the Santa Cruz County Municipal Code outlines 
criteria for Native American cultural studies (Chapter 16.40), historic preservation (Chapter 16.42), 
and paleontological resource protection (Chapter 16.44). These codes also serve as the 
implementing ordinance of the Local Coastal Program.  

Chapter 16.40 defines when archaeological surveys and reports are required, and the necessary 
actions when Native American cultural sites or human remains are discovered during the review of a 
proposed project or during excavation or other ground disturbing activities. Chapter 16.42 defines 
the significance and designation of protected historic resources on the Santa Cruz County Inventory 
of Historic Resources and development procedures for designated historic resources. Chapter 16.44 
describes requirements for paleontological assessments and reports, permitting requirements for 
projects on the site of paleontological resources, and required actions when paleontological 
resources are discovered during excavation or other groundbreaking activities. 

3.5.3 Methodology and Significance Thresholds 

Methodology 
The methodologies and significance thresholds employed for the cultural resources impact analyses 
are described below and in Section 3.4.2, Regulatory Setting, above. 

Cultural Resources (Historic and Archaeological) 
To determine potential impacts to cultural resources, existing studies and documentation were 
reviewed, field surveys conducted, and an additional in-depth study conducted to determine if 
historic-era built resources are eligible for listing in the NRHP and CRHR.  

A Phase I Cultural Resources Study was prepared for the Proposed Project alignment (Jacobs 2017). 
The study contains sensitive information regarding archaeological resources and is therefore not 
included as an appendix to this EIR. The study included an area that covered both the Proposed 
Project and Alternative 1, although it did not explicitly separate the two alternatives in its analysis. 
The study included a cultural resources records search of the Project corridor at the Northwest 
Information Center (NWIC) at Sonoma State University and a pedestrian survey of the Proposed 
Project alignment.  

As described under Project Corridor Setting, an Historic Resources Evaluation, North Coast Rail Trail 
Project, was prepared and additional field surveys conducted to evaluate a 7.5-mile segment of the 
approximately 12-mile long Davenport Branch Line for listing in the NRHP and CRHR, attached to 
this EIR as Appendix H (Treffers 2018).  
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Based on these studies and existing information available, as presented in the Project Corridor 
Setting above, the following cultural resources are evaluated for potential project impacts.  

 Prehistoric archaeological sites (CA-SCR-10, CA-SCR-56, CA-SCR-58). These resources are 
assumed to be potentially eligible for listing in the NRHP and CRHR, for purposes of this EIR, 
because they are buried and the subsurface boundaries are unknown.  

 Town of Davenport (P-44-000379). This resource is assumed eligible for listing in the NRHP and 
CRHR, for purposes of this EIR, based on NWIC documentation and the town’s association with 
the nearby Santa Cruz Portland Cement Company. 

 Davenport Branch Rail Line. This resource is determined eligible for listing in the NRHP and 
CRHR. 

Paleontological Resources 
To determine potential impacts to paleontological resources, Rincon 1) evaluated the 
paleontological sensitivity of the geologic units that underlie the project area using the results of the 
paleontological locality search and review of existing information in the scientific literature 
concerning known fossils within those geologic units; 2) reviewed LACM list of known fossil localities 
in the Project area and immediate vicinity (i.e., localities recorded on the United States Geological 
Survey [USGS] Davenport and Santa Cruz, CA 7.5-minute topographic quadrangles); and 3) reviewed 
relevant geologic maps and scientific publications. 

Significance Thresholds 
The introduction in Section 3.0 states that the significance thresholds used in this analysis are based 
on Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, which provides a sample Initial Study checklist that 
includes a number of factual inquiries related to the subject of cultural resources and the other 
environmental topics. Thus, the letters and thresholds presented below correspond with the 
questions in the Appendix G Initial Study checklist. They also reflect the operative language of 
pertinent provisions of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines (i.e., Public Resources Code sections 21083.2 
and 21084.1 and CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5). 

For purposes of this EIR, a significant impact would occur if implementation of the Proposed Project 
or Alternative 1 would result in any of the following conditions. 

A. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines §15064.5 

B. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a unique archaeological resource 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15064.5 

C. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature 

D. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries 

Cultural Resources (Historic and Archaeological) 
The significance of an archaeological deposit and subsequently the significance of any impact are 
determined by the criteria of the CRHR and the following criteria pertaining to unique 
archaeological resources, whereby the resource:  

1. Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and that there is 
a demonstrable public interest in that information 
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2. Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available 
example of its type 

3. Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event or 
person 

If an archaeological resource does not meet either the historical resource or the more specific 
“unique archaeological resource” definition, impacts do not need to be mitigated [13 PRC 15064.5 
(e)]. Where the significance of a site is unknown, it is presumed to be significant for the purpose of 
the EIR investigation. 

Paleontological Resources 

The potential for impacts to significant paleontological resources is based on the potential for 
ground disturbance to directly impact paleontologically sensitive geologic units. CEQA does not 
define “a unique paleontological resource or site.” However, the SVP broadly defines significant 
paleontological resources as follows: 

“Fossils and fossiliferous deposits consisting of identifiable vertebrate fossils, large or small, 
uncommon invertebrate, plant, and trace fossils, and other data that provide taphonomic, 
taxonomic, phylogenetic, paleoecologic, stratigraphic, and/or biochronologic information. 
Paleontological resources are considered to be older than recorded human history and/or older 
than middle Holocene (i.e., older than about 5,000 radiocarbon years) (SVP 2010).” 

The loss of paleontological resources that meet the criteria outlined above (i.e., considered a 
significant paleontological resource) would be considered a significant impact under CEQA. 

Significant paleontological resources are determined to be fossils or assemblages of fossils that are 
unique, unusual, rare, diagnostically important, or are common but have the potential to provide 
valuable scientific information for evaluating evolutionary patterns and processes, or which could 
improve our understanding of paleochronology, paleoecology, paleophylogeography, or 
depositional histories. New or unique specimens can provide new insights into evolutionary history. 
However, additional specimens of even well-represented lineages can be equally important for 
studying evolutionary pattern and process, evolutionary rates, and paleophylogeography. Even 
unidentifiable material can provide useful data for dating geologic units if radiocarbon dating is 
possible. As such, common fossils (especially vertebrates) may be scientifically important, and 
therefore considered highly significant. 

3.5.4 Project Impact Analysis 

Threshold A: Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as 
defined in CEQA Guidelines §15064.5 

Impact CR-1 THE PROJECT MAY ADVERSELY AFFECT HISTORICAL RESOURCES, INCLUDING THE TOWN 
OF DAVENPORT AND DAVENPORT BRANCH LINE. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH 
MITIGATION; ALTERNATIVE 1: SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
The Proposed Project could adversely affect two historical resources in the Project corridor: the 
Town of Davenport (P-44-000379) and the Davenport Branch Line.  
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Town of Davenport (P-44-000379) 
The resource record boundary for the Town of Davenport extends into the Project corridor, 
although the Town is actually located northeast (inland) of Highway 1. The Town has not been 
evaluated for listing in the NRHP or CRHR. For the purposes of this EIR, the Town of Davenport has 
been assumed eligible for its association with the nearby Santa Cruz Portland Cement Company. 
According to documentation on file with NWIC, the town is potentially a historic district that 
includes some buildings along the east side of Highway 1 (Jacobs 2017).  

Although the resource boundary on file with NWIC extends into the Project corridor, all of the 
buildings and structures associated with the town are located on the northeast (inland) side of 
Highway 1. None of these buildings would be directly altered in any way as part of the Proposed 
Project. Improvements associated with the Proposed Project in the immediate vicinity of the town 
would be limited to one crossing and parking lot improvements on the southwest (coastal) side of 
Highway 1.  

Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in a change of setting, and the impact to the Town 
of Davenport would be less than significant. This impact would be the same for either design option 
near Shark Fin Cove, since these options are not located in or adjacent to the town of Davenport. 

Davenport Branch Line 
The approximately 7.5-mile segment of the Davenport Branch Line is eligible for federal, state, and 
local designation and, therefore, is considered a historical resource as defined by CEQA (Treffers 
2018). Although the segment has been subject to regular maintenance that has resulted in the 
replacement of original ties, rails, and ballast, these changes appear to be in-kind and have not 
resulted in a loss of integrity. The resource continues to convey the reasons for its significance for its 
direct association with the Santa Cruz Portland Cement Company in Davenport and its embodiment 
of a unique construction method.  

The Proposed Project would include fencing on the inland side of the trail to separate trail users and 
the existing rail line. In accordance with the Federal Railroad Administration guidelines, a 10-foot 
offset separation from the centerline of the railroad to the edge of the trail would typically be 
maintained along the entire 7.5 miles of the trail. The placement of a trail and fencing immediately 
adjacent to the rail line would introduce a new visual feature and use that would alter the setting of 
the Davenport Branch Line. If Shark Fin Cove Option B is selected, the trail would extend along an 
adjacent farm road westerly of the railway cut for approximately 7.4 miles near Shark Fin Cove. In 
this area, fencing between the trail and the existing rail line would not be required. 

Regardless of which Shark Fin Cove option is selected, the prominence of the new trail and fencing 
would be limited due to their size, scale, and materials and it is not anticipated that their installation 
would visually obscure or directly demolish or remove the physical elements of the Davenport 
Branch Line. However, the introduction of these new features would be a clearly modern 
intervention to the rural and largely undeveloped landscape, a character defining feature of the 
historical resource. As a result, the Proposed Project would alter the immediate surroundings of the 
resource and result in a limited impairment of those physical characteristics that account for its 
CRHR eligibility.  

This limited level of impairment is not, however, a “material impairment,” as defined in CEQA 
Guidelines section 15064.5[b][2], which occurs when a project alters or demolishes in an adverse 
manner "those physical characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical significance 
and that justify its inclusion" in a state or local historic registry.” The Proposed Project has been 
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designed in a manner, consistent with the MBSST Network Master Plan, that avoids materially 
altering the attributes of the rail line that convey its historical significance and that justify its 
eligibility for inclusion in the CRHR. The MBSST Network Master Plan calls for historic and 
educational interpretive exhibits to be placed along the trail at strategic locations offering a variety 
of information. The intent of these exhibits is to educate visitors and residents about current issues 
and stewardship, and to take advantage of the unique opportunity offered by the MBSST Network 
to physically connect the communities in Santa Cruz County to one another and create ties to its 
culture and history (RTC 2014). The installation of these exhibits would similarly introduce an 
additional modern element to the setting and affect a character-defining feature of the Davenport 
Branch Line. However, they would not physically affect the resource such that it would no longer be 
able to convey its significance or be eligible for inclusion in the CRHR. Indeed, following the 
installation of the new displays, the majority of the physical features that convey the historical 
significance of the Davenport Branch Line would remain, including the alignment, grading, ballast, 
ties, rail, and earthen embankments. More importantly, though, the interpretive exhibits would 
highlight and reinforce the historical significance of the rail line, as experienced by trail users, as the 
exhibits would provide insight into the history of the rail line, its construction and design, and 
association with the Santa Cruz Portland Cement Company - historical associations that are not 
inherently conveyed through the physical features of the Davenport Branch Line. The exhibits would 
therefore help to convey the significance of the resource and provide users with insight into the 
significance of the resource in a manner which may not be readily available otherwise. Because the 
exhibits would serve this beneficial function, they would limit the overall degree of impairment of 
the attributes that make the rail line eligible for inclusion in the CRHR, with the result that the 
impairment would not be substantial enough to constitute material impairment of the resource. 
Thus, the Proposed Project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of the 
rail line. 

This impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant with mitigation. Implementation 
of Mitigation Measure CR-1(a) would reduce the impact on historical resources by requiring the 
provision of interpretive displays to convey the historical significance of the resources. 

Mitigation Measure CR-1(a): Install Historical Interpretive Exhibits prior to Trail 
Use 
Consistent with MBSST Master Plan Design Guidelines, RTC shall develop an on-site interpretive 
exhibit with materials concerning the history and engineering features of the former Davenport 
Branch Line and its character-defining features. The exhibits shall be installed at key locations along 
the trail to specifically highlight the importance of the Davenport Branch Line (such as the 
Davenport Beach and Panther/Yellowbank Beach parking lots), including its earthen embankments 
and association with the Santa Cruz Portland Cement Company. Interpretation of the site’s history 
shall be supervised by an architectural historian or historian who meets the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards, and may engage additional consultants to develop 
the display. There shall be at least five exhibits, including signage and salvaged materials, such as 
small segments of original ballast, ties, and rail, to be placed intermittently along the trail route as 
approved by the lead agency. The historical interpretive exhibits shall be designed in conjunction 
and compatible with interpretive exhibits for nature education. 
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Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
Alternative 1 could adversely affect two historical resources, the Town of Davenport (P-44-000379) 
and the Davenport Branch Line, located in the Project corridor.  

Town of Davenport (P-44-000379) 
Similar to the Proposed Project, the Alternative 1 corridor would add a crossing and construct 
parking lot improvements on the west (coastal) side of Highway 1 across from Davenport. No 
buildings or structures in Davenport, which is on the east (inland) side of Highway 1, would be 
demolished or directly altered under Alternative 1. Therefore, Alternative 1 would not result in a 
change of setting, and the impact to the Town of Davenport would be less than significant. 

Davenport Branch Line 
Alternative 1 would remove the railroad tracks and ties and place the multi-use trail on the rail bed. 
A typical trail cross section would be a 14-foot-wide trail with a 10-foot-wide paved path, a 4-foot-
wide shoulder on the coastal side, and no shoulder on the inland side to remain in current right-of-
way (ROW) limits. The shoulders could be widened through some areas with additional disturbance 
and/or ROW.  

Under CEQA, the substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource is defined as 
the physical demolition, destruction or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings 
such that it no longer conveys the reasons for its significance. The railroad tracks and ties are 
considered character-defining features and are essential in the Davenport Branch Line’s ability to 
reflect its role in the transport of materials that supported the reconstruction of San Francisco after 
the 1906 earthquake, Panama Canal, and other noteworthy engineering achievements. Because the 
removal of these features would result in the material impairment of the Davenport Branch Line, 
Alternative 1 would constitute a significance adverse impact under CEQA. Mitigation Measure 
CR-1(a), above, and CR-1(b) below would help to minimize impacts to the greatest extent possible; 
however, Alternative 1 would still result in a significant and unavoidable adverse impact to historical 
resources. Pursuant to Section 10564.5(3), a project that generally follows the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (Standards) is generally considered to 
be mitigated to a level of less than a significant impact on a historical resource. However, because 
Alternative 1 would remove essential character-defining features as identified above, it would not 
be consistent with the Standards, which dictate the distinctive materials, features, and construction 
techniques that characterize a property be preserved (NPS 2017).  

Therefore, the impact of Alternative 1 would be significant and unavoidable. Mitigation Measures 
CR-1 (a) and CR-1(b) are required to reduce impacts to the extent feasible. However, no mitigation is 
available that would reduce the impact to a less than significant level, since Alternative 1 would 
remove the most fundamental components of the identified historic resource.  
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Mitigation Measure CR-1(a): Install Historical Interpretive Exhibits prior to Trail 
Use  

Mitigation Measure CR-1(b): Prepare Historic Documentation Package prior 
to Rail Removal (Alternative 1)1 
Prior to removal of the rail line, the RTC shall undertake Historic American Engineering Survey 
(HAER) documentation of the Davenport Branch Line. The documentation shall generally follow the 
HAER Level III requirements and include digital photographic recordation of the line including all 
character-defining-features; a detailed historic narrative report; and compilation of historic 
research. The documentation shall be undertaken by a qualified professional who meets the 
standards for history or architectural history, as set forth by the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Professional Qualification Standards (36 CFR, Part 61). The original archival-quality documentation 
shall be offered as donated material to the University of California Santa Cruz library, Santa Cruz 
Public Library, and the Santa Cruz Museum of Art and History, where it would be available for 
current and future generations. For resources entirely or partially within State Parks property, 
documentation shall also be curated with the State Parks Cultural Resources Division. Completion of 
this mitigation measure shall be monitored and enforced by RTC. 

Threshold B: Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a unique archaeological 
resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15064.5 

Impact CR-2 GROUND-DISTURBING ACTIVITIES DURING PROJECT CONSTRUCTION MAY UNEARTH OR 
ADVERSELY IMPACT SUBSURFACE HISTORICAL RESOURCES OR UNIQUE ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES. 
(PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT 
WITH MITIGATION) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side)  
Three prehistoric archaeological sites (CA-SCR-10, CA-SCR-56, and CA-SCR-58) are located in or 
directly adjacent to the Project alignment. Based on the NWIC records search results, CA-SCR-10 and 
CA-SCR-58 are within the footprint of the Proposed Project, and CA-SCR-56 is directly adjacent to 
the Proposed Project alignment. No sites are within the footprint of Shark Fin Cove Option A or 
Shark Fin Cove Option B. Increased activity in other portions of the Proposed Project alignment has 
the potential to impact the sites. These are buried resources, the extent of subsurface boundaries is 
unknown, and they have not been evaluated for listing in the NRHP or CRHR. Therefore, for the 
purposes of this EIR, each site is assumed to be eligible for listing in the NRHP and CRHR.  

Construction of the Proposed Project would result in ground disturbance that could disturb buried 
archaeological sites. Once constructed and in use, there would be increased traffic and human 
activity that could result in ground disturbance at each archaeological site. Because each 
archaeological site is assumed eligible for listing in the NRHP and CRHR, impacts of the Proposed 
Project on archaeological resources would be potentially significant. The impact to unknown 

                                                      
1 The MBSST EIR includes Mitigation Measure CR-1(c) to address impacts relating to historical bridges/structures, which includes Historic 
American Engineering Record (HAER) Level II documentation and requires large-format photographs and measured drawings. However, 
because this mitigation was developed for singular structures such as bridges or trestles, it is not appropriate or feasible for the 
Davenport Branch Line, which is a 7.5-mile linear resource. As such, Mitigation Measure CR-1(b) has been developed to address the 
unique characteristics of this unique resource. 
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potential subsurface historical resources or unique archaeological resources would be the same 
regardless of whether Shark Fin Cove Option A or Option B is selected.  

The MBSST Network Master Plan EIR included Mitigation Measures CR-1(a) (Cultural Resources 
Records Search) and CR-1(b) (Pre-Construction Prehistoric and Archaeological Resources Survey) 
(RTC 2013). Both of these measures were implemented during preparation of the Phase I Cultural 
Resources Study prepared for the Project (Jacobs 2017). Thus, these measures no longer apply to 
the Proposed Project.  

This impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant with mitigation. Implementation 
of Mitigation Measures CR-2(a) and CR-2(b), described below, would reduce the impact to unknown 
potential subsurface historical resources or unique archaeological resources by requiring capping of 
the existing archaeological sites before construction, and requiring archaeological construction 
monitoring and steps to address unanticipated discoveries during construction. Any archaeological 
work conducted in accordance with the mitigation below on State Parks Lands would require an 
Archaeological Investigation Permit and must be done in consultation with the State Parks 
archaeologist. 

Mitigation Measure CR-2(a): Archaeological Capping at the existing 
prehistoric archaeological sites prior to Project Construction 
Each site within the footprint of the Proposed Project (CA-SCR-10, CA-SCR-56, and CA-SCR-58) shall 
be capped with a geotextile and a layer of sterile fill material. A minimum of 12 inches of fill material 
shall be placed between any Project ground disturbance and the surface of the archaeological site 
(e.g., if the maximum depth of ground disturbance at a given location is 3 feet, 4 feet of fill must be 
placed over the site at that location). Capping shall extend a minimum of 3 feet from the edge of 
Project ground disturbance but may extend further if required by the nature of Project activities at a 
given location. Archaeological site areas shall be marked with signage indicating that the locations 
are environmentally sensitive areas. Signage at these locations shall not indicate the presence of 
archaeological sites. Fencing shall be installed along either side of the trail to discourage off-trail 
activity in these locations. For resources on State Parks property, archaeological capping shall be 
completed in consultation with State Parks. 

Mitigation Measure CR-2(b): Conduct Archaeological Monitoring During 
Construction2 
Prior to the commencement of construction activities, an orientation meeting shall be conducted by 
an archaeologist with the general contractor, subcontractor, and construction workers associated 
with earth disturbing activities. The orientation meeting shall describe the potential of exposing 
archaeological resources, the types of cultural materials may be encountered, and directions on the 
steps that shall be taken if such a find is encountered. Topics to be discussed shall include, but not 
be limited to, Ohlone material culture and a brief history of the Town of Davenport and Wilder 
Ranch.  

During construction, a qualified archaeologist shall be present during all earth moving activities 
involving excavation within native soils. Archaeological Monitoring may be reduced or halted at the 
discretion of the monitors as warranted by conditions such as sediments being excavated are fill, 
negative findings during the first 60 percent of rough grading, or encountering bedrock. If 

                                                      
2 This mitigation is a refinement of Mitigation Measure CR-2(a) from the Master Plan EIR (RTC 2013) 
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monitoring is reduced to spot-checking, spot-checking shall occur at regular intervals as determined 
by the qualified archaeologist or when ground disturbance will extend to depths not previously 
reached. Archaeological monitoring shall not be reduced on or within 50 feet of known 
archaeological sites. If previously unknown or undiscovered prehistoric or archaeological resources 
are encountered during ground-disturbing construction activities, the archaeological monitor shall 
have the authority or the construction contractor shall stop work, and the RTC and State Parks, if 
appropriate, shall be notified at once to assess the nature, extent, and potential significance of any 
prehistoric or archaeological cultural remains. The RTC and/or State Parks shall implement a Phase II 
subsurface testing program to determine the resource boundaries in the trail corridor/impact area, 
assess the integrity of the resource, and evaluate the site’s significance through a study of its 
features and artifacts. 

If the site is determined to be significant, the RTC shall cap the resource area, using culturally sterile 
and chemically neutral fill material, and shall include open space preservation and environmentally 
sensitive area signage for the site to ensure its protection from development. A qualified 
archaeologist shall be retained to monitor the placement of fill upon the site and to make open 
space preservation and interpretive recommendations. If the site is determined insignificant, no 
capping and or further archaeological investigation shall be required.  

Where monitoring will occur on State Parks property, each step of this mitigation measure shall be 
conducted in consultation with State Parks. 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
Three prehistoric archaeological sites (CA-SCR-10, CA-SCR-56, and CA-SCR-58) are located in or 
directly adjacent to the Alternative 1 alignment. Based on the NWIC records search results, CA-SCR-
56 is located in the footprint of the Alternative 1, and CA-SCR-10 and CA-SCR-58 are located directly 
adjacent to the Alternative 1 alignment. Increased activity in the area caused by the Project has the 
potential to impact the sites. These are buried resources, the extent of subsurface boundaries is 
unknown, and they have not been evaluated for listing in the NRHP or CRHR. Therefore, for the 
purposes of this EIR, each site is assumed to be eligible for listing in the NRHP and CRHR. 

Construction of Alternative 1 would result in ground disturbance that could disturb buried 
archaeological sites. Once constructed and in use, there would be increased traffic and human 
activity that could result in ground disturbance at each archaeological site. Because Alternative 1 
would be constructed primarily on the existing rail bed, which consists of disturbed soils, and would 
be narrower than the Proposed Project, impacts to subsurface historical resources and unique 
archaeological resources would be less than those of the Proposed Project. Furthermore, ground 
disturbance would be shallower for Alternative 1 than for the Proposed Project and, therefore, 
would be less likely to encounter native, undisturbed soils. However, because Alternative 1 would 
still result in ground disturbance in and adjacent to the sites and because traffic would increase at 
the site locations, impacts of Alternative 1 would be potentially significant, similar to the Proposed 
Project.  

This impact of Alternative 1 would be less than significant with mitigation. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measures CR-2(a) and CR-2(b), described above, would reduce the impact to subsurface 
historical resources and unique archaeological resources by requiring data indexing of the existing 
archaeological sites before construction, and requiring capping, archaeological construction 
monitoring, and steps to address unanticipated discoveries during construction.  
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Mitigation Measure CR-2(a): Archaeological Capping at the Existing 
Prehistoric Archaeological Sites Prior to Project Construction 

Mitigation Measure CR-2(b): Conduct Archaeological Monitoring During 
Construction 

Threshold C: Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature 

Impact CR-3 GROUND-DISTURBING ACTIVITIES DURING PROJECT CONSTRUCTION MAY DIRECTLY OR 
INDIRECTLY DESTROY A UNIQUE PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCE OR SITE OR UNIQUE GEOLOGIC FEATURE. 
(PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT 
WITH MITIGATION) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
Based on the record searches and literature review, the paleontological sensitivity of the geologic 
units underlying the Project area was determined in accordance with criteria set forth by the SVP 
(2010). The Santa Cruz Mudstone and marine terrace deposits have a high paleontological sensitivity 
because these units have proven to yield significant vertebrate fossils in Santa Cruz County and 
elsewhere along the coast of northern, central, and southern California and they have the potential 
to yield significant resources in the Project area (Clark 1981; Jefferson et al. 1992; McLeod 2018; 
Woodring et al. 1946). The Holocene alluvial and basin deposits mapped in the Project area are 
determined to have a low paleontological resource potential at shallow to moderate depth because 
they are likely too young to contain fossilized material. The paleontological sensitivity ratings of the 
geologic units mapped in the Project area are depicted in Figure 3.5-2a and Figure 3.5-2b.  

Excavation during Proposed Project construction would typically be limited to a depth of two feet, 
primarily in areas that have been previously disturbed for either rail line construction or by 
agricultural activities. However, in some areas, excavation between 10 feet and 48 feet deep would 
be required (refer to Table 2-2 in Section 2.6, Project Construction). This depth of disturbance would 
be generally similar for Shark Fin Cove Option A and Shark Fin Cove Option B. In addition, though 
Option B would deviate from the rail corridor, it would primarily follow existing farm access roads 
that have been previously disturbed. 

Excavation and grading at depths of 10 to 48 feet could reach previously undisturbed strata with a 
high paleontological sensitivity (e.g., late Miocene Santa Cruz Mudstone and Pleistocene marine 
terrace deposits). Such disturbance may result in significant impacts to paleontological resources. 
Impacts would be significant if construction activities result in the destruction, damage, or loss of 
scientifically important paleontological resources and associated stratigraphic and paleontological 
data. This impact would be the same for both design options near Shark Fin Cove.  

Impacts from the Proposed Project on paleontological resources would be less than significant with 
mitigation. Implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-3, described below, would reduce potential 
impacts to paleontological resources through monitoring during construction and ensuring the 
recovery, identification, and curation of previously unrecovered fossils. 
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Figure 3.5-2a Paleontological Sensitivity in the Project Area: North (Davenport to Scaroni Road) 
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Figure 3.5-2b Paleontological Sensitivity in the Project Area: South (Scaroni Road to Wilder Ranch) 
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Mitigation Measure CR-3: Conduct Paleontological Monitoring During 
Construction 
Prior to the commencement of ground disturbing activities, a qualified professional paleontologist 
shall be retained to prepare and implement a Paleontological Resources Mitigation Plan (PRMP) for 
the Project. A Qualified Paleontologist is defined as an individual who meets the education and 
professional experience standards as set forth by the SVP (2010), which includes a BS or BA degree 
in geology or paleontology, one year of monitoring experience, and knowledge of the local 
paleontology and collection/salvation paleontological procedures and techniques. The PRMP shall 
describe paleontological monitoring procedures to be used during construction; communication 
protocols to be followed if a fossil discovery is made during project development; mitigation 
recommendations in detail, including and preparation, curation, and final reporting requirements, 
as described below. 

Once the PRMP has been prepared and prior to the start of construction, the Qualified 
Paleontologist or his or her designee, shall conduct Worker Education Awareness Program (WEAP) 
training for construction personnel regarding the appearance of fossils and the procedures for 
notifying paleontological staff should fossils be discovered by construction staff. The WEAP shall be 
fulfilled at the time of a preconstruction meeting.  

During construction, a qualified paleontological monitor shall be present during earth moving 
activities (e.g., excavation, trenching, drilling) which are 1) wider than three (3) feet; 2) deeper than 
the typical two (2) feet (at the locations listed in Table 2-2, Construction Estimates, in Section 2.6, 
Project Construction, of this EIR), and in previously undisturbed Santa Cruz Mudstone and 
Pleistocene marine terrace deposits (as shown in Figure 3.5-1a and Figure 3.5-1b). Monitoring is not 
required for the entire length of the trail. The duration and timing of the monitoring shall be 
determined by the Qualified Paleontologist and the location and extent of proposed ground 
disturbance. If the Qualified Paleontologist determines that full-time monitoring is no longer 
warranted, based on the specific geologic conditions at the surface or at depth, the Qualified 
Paleontologist may recommend that monitoring be reduced to periodic spot-checking or cease 
entirely. 

In the event a fossil is discovered by construction personnel or the paleontological monitor 
anywhere in the Project area, all work in the immediate vicinity of the find shall cease and the 
Qualified Paleontologist shall evaluate the find before re-starting work in the area. Typically, fossils 
can be safely salvaged quickly by a single paleontologist and not disrupt construction activity. In 
some cases, larger fossils (such as complete skeletons or large mammals) require more extensive 
excavation and longer salvage periods. In this case, the paleontologist shall have the authority to 
temporarily direct, divert or halt construction activity to ensure that the fossil(s) can be removed in 
a safe and timely manner. Shortly after halting construction in the immediate vicinity of the find, the 
paleontologist shall notify the RTC, which shall then have the authority to determine how long to 
maintain the suspension of construction in the immediate vicinity of the find. Before allowing the 
recommencement of construction, the RTC shall allow the paleontologist or his or her designee 
sufficient time to safely remove a representative sample of significant fossils from the find.  

Once salvaged, significant fossils shall be identified to the lowest possible taxonomic level, prepared 
to a curation-ready condition, and curated in a scientific institution with a permanent 
paleontological collection (such as the UCMP), or with State Parks if identified on State Parks 
property, along with all pertinent field notes, photos, data, and maps.  
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At the conclusion of monitoring and laboratory work and museum curation (if required and 
conducted), a final report shall be prepared describing the results of the paleontological mitigation 
monitoring efforts associated with the Project. The report shall include a summary of the field and 
laboratory methods, an overview of the project geology and paleontology, a list of taxa recovered (if 
any), an analysis of fossils recovered (if any) and their scientific significance, and recommendations. 
The final report shall be submitted to RTC and California State Parks, even if paleontological 
resources are not discovered during monitoring. If fossils were discovered during construction, then 
a copy of the report shall also be submitted to the designated museum repository.  

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
The Alternative 1 alignment encompasses the same geologic units with the same paleontological 
sensitivity as the Proposed Project. Although the alignments are slightly different, with Alternative 1 
being located on top of the existing rail line, the underlying geology and associated paleontological 
sensitivity is the same for both alignments.  

Excavation for Alternative 1 construction would typically be limited to a depth of 2 feet, primarily in 
areas that have been previously disturbed. However, in some areas, excavation between 7 and 18 
feet would be required (refer to Table 2-2 in Section 2.6, Project Construction).  

Compared to the Proposed Project, maximum depths for Alternative 1 are generally shallower (18 
feet for Alternative 1, compared to 48 feet for the Proposed Project) and required at fewer locations 
(five locations for Alternative 1, compared to 10 locations for the Proposed Project). Thus, 
compared to the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 would have less potential for disturbing 
paleontological resources, despite the same underlying geologic units and associated 
paleontological sensitivity. 

Excavation and grading at such depths could reach previously undisturbed strata with a high 
paleontological sensitivity (e.g., late Miocene Santa Cruz Mudstone and Pleistocene marine terrace 
deposits). Such disturbance may result in significant impacts to paleontological resources. Impacts 
would be significant if construction activities result in the destruction, damage, or loss of 
scientifically important paleontological resources and associated stratigraphic and paleontological 
data. 

Impacts from Alternative 1 on paleontological resources would be less than significant with 
mitigation. Implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-3, described above, would reduce potential 
impacts to paleontological resources through monitoring during construction and ensuring the 
recovery, identification, and curation of previously unrecovered fossils. 

Threshold D: Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated 
cemeteries 

Impact CR-4 GROUND-DISTURBING ACTIVITIES DURING PROJECT CONSTRUCTION MAY DISTURB 
HUMAN REMAINS. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS 
THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side)  
The Proposed Project corridor is not known to contain human remains, and the area has been 
previously disturbed by the construction of the Davenport Branch Line and agricultural activities. 
However, human remains have been identified in the project vicinity, including in portions of 
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archaeological sites CA-SCR-10, CA-SCR-56, and CA-SCR-58 outside of the project site (Hylkema 
2018). The discovery of human remains is always a possibility during ground disturbing activities, 
and the Project area is considered sensitive for the potential presence of human remains. This 
impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant with mitigation. This impact would be 
the same for both design options near Shark Fin Cove. Mitigation Measure CR-4, described below, 
would ensure that any human remains encountered during construction are treated in accordance 
with applicable laws and regulations.  

Mitigation Measure CR-4: Stop Work if Unanticipated Discovery of Human 
Remains 
During construction, the construction personnel shall stop work if human remains (i.e., bones) are 
inadvertently discovered during ground-disturbing activities. Consistent with California Health and 
Safety Code Section 7050.5, if human remains are found, no further disturbance shall occur until the 
county coroner has made a determination of origin and disposition pursuant to Public Resources 
Code Section 5097.98. In the event of an unanticipated discovery of human remains, the Santa Cruz 
County Coroner must be notified immediately. If the human remains are determined to be 
prehistoric, the coroner is required to notify the NAHC, a representative of which would determine 
and notify a most likely descendant (MLD). The MLD must complete the inspection of the site within 
48 hours of notification and may recommend scientific removal and nondestructive analysis of 
human remains and items associated with Native American burials. If human remains are found on 
State Parks Lands, they shall be treated in accordance with State Parks policies with involvement 
from the State Parks District Tribal Liaison. 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
The Alternative 1 corridor is not known to contain human remains and has been previously 
disturbed by the construction of the Davenport Branch Line. Compared to the Proposed Project, 
Alternative 1 would require less ground disturbance and shallower excavation than the Proposed 
Project, so the risk of discovery would be less. However, the discovery of human remains is always a 
possibility during ground disturbing activities.  

As with the Proposed Project, this impact of Alternative 1 would be less than significant with 
mitigation. Mitigation Measure CR-4, described above, would ensure that any human remains 
encountered during construction are treated in accordance with applicable laws and regulations.  

Mitigation Measure CR-4: Stop Work if Unanticipated Discovery of Human 
Remains  
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3.6 Geology/Soils 
This section analyzes the Project’s temporary and long-term impacts on the geologic stability of the 
Project corridor and the exposure of trail users to seismic and geologic hazards. The potential 
impacts of the Project related to existing geologic, seismic, and soil conditions are evaluated in this 
section. Table 3.6-1, below, presents a summary of potential impacts related to geology/soils. 

Table 3.6-1 Summary of Project Impacts on Geology/Soilsa 

Impact 
Significance 
Before Mitigation Mitigation 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

GEO-1. The Project would not exacerbate the 
existing exposure of people or structures to risks 
from strong ground shaking. 

Less than 
Significant 

None Required Less than 
Significant 

GEO-2. The Project may exacerbate exposure of the 
publics to liquefaction or landslide hazards.  

Potentially 
Significant 

GEO-2 Less than 
Significant 

GEO-3. The Project may result in substantial soil 
erosion or loss of topsoil. 

Potentially 
Significant 

HYD-1(c), HYD-1(d) Less than 
Significant 

GEO-4. The Project would not exacerbate the 
existing risk to life or property resulting from 
expansive soils. 

Less than 
Significant 

None Required Less than 
Significant 

a The impacts and mitigation apply to both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 unless otherwise noted. 

3.6.1 Existing Conditions 

Regional Geology 
Santa Cruz County is located in the Coast Range Geomorphic Province. This province is characterized 
by parallel northwest-trending mountain ranges formed over the past 10 million years or less by 
active uplift as a result of the complex tectonics of the San Andreas fault/plate boundary system 
(CGS 2002). Santa Cruz County is bounded to the north by San Mateo County, to the east by the 
crest of the Santa Cruz Mountains, to the south by the Pajaro River, and to the west by the Pacific 
Ocean. Steep coastal bluffs, deep mountain canyons, and river valleys characterize the county. The 
following discussion describes existing geologic formations, seismicity, and soil stability in the 
region. Corridor-specific geology is described under Local Geology.  

Geologic Formations and Seismicity 
The Santa Cruz Mountains consist predominantly of marine sedimentary rocks of Paleocene to 
Pliocene age, and non-marine sediments of Pleistocene and Holocene age that overlay a granitic and 
metamorphic basement from the Cretaceous period or older (RTC 2013). Southwest of the San 
Andreas fault and northeast of the San Gregorio fault in Santa Cruz and San Mateo counties is one 
of the most complete Tertiary rock sections in the California Coast Ranges (Clark 1981). A succession 
of sandstone and mudstone units overlays a Salinian basement complex of granitic and older 
metasedimentary rocks that ranges in age from Paleocene to Pliocene and has a composite 
thickness of as much as 7,390 meters. This Tertiary section is divisible into four sedimentary rock 
sequences which are virtually continuous, each of which is bounded by unconformities of regional 
extent. Resting on the basement complex, the oldest sequence consists of erosional remnants of the 
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Locatelli Formation of Paleocene age. The next younger sequence ranges from early Eocene to early 
Miocene age and consists of the Butano Sandstone, San Lorenzo Formation, Zayante Sandstone, 
Vaqueros Sandstone, and Lambert Shale. 

The two younger sequences are the products of two separate and successive marine cycles of 
sedimentation (Clark 1981). The older cycle was a middle Miocene event that produced a widely 
transgressive basal sandstone unit, the Lompico Sandstone, and an overlying organic mudstone unit, 
the Monterey Formation. The younger cycle was initiated in late Miocene time and likewise 
produced a transgressive basal sandstone unit, the Santa Margarita Sandstone, and an overlying 
siliceous mudstone unit, the Santa Cruz Mudstone. The basal sandstone beds of each of these two 
sequences were deposited in a nearshore, shallow-marine environment, whereas the overlying 
mudstone beds were laid down in deeper water. A later and shallower phase of the younger cycle is 
recorded by the Purisima Formation of Pliocene age. 

The San Andres fault, the Zayante-Vergeles fault, the San Gregorio fault zone, and the Monterey 
Bay–Tularcitos fault zone are the major faults in Santa Cruz County. These faults are associated with 
Holocene activity (movement in the last 11,000 years) and are considered to be active (CGS 2010) 
Locations of major regional faults are shown in Figure 3.6-1. Southwest of the San Andreas fault, the 
older sedimentary rocks in the Coast Ranges are moderately to strongly deformed, with steep-
limbed folds and several generations of faults associated with uplift of the Santa Cruz Mountains. 
Along the coast, the ongoing tectonic activity is most evident in the gradual uplift of the coastline, as 
indicated by the series of uplifted marine terraces that have been cut along coastline (City of Santa 
Cruz 2011).  

The County of Santa Cruz Local Hazard Mitigation Plan 2017-2022 states that, based on historical 
evidence, the entire county is vulnerable to ground-shaking from earthquakes (Santa Cruz County 
2017). The epicenter of the Loma Prieta earthquake in October 1989, the most intense to strike 
California since 1906, was located on the San Andreas fault, approximately 10 miles east-northeast 
of Santa Cruz. 

Soils and Soil Conditions 
Almost all of the soils in Santa Cruz County are classified as belonging to the Mollisols soil order. 
Mollisols are characterized by a thick, dark surface horizon and are the most extensive soil order in 
the United States (Global Rangelands 2018). The soils are base-rich throughout and therefore are 
fertile agricultural soils (Natural Resources Conservation Service [NRCS] 2018). Mollisols 
characteristically form under grass in climates with moderate to pronounced seasonal moisture 
deficit. 

Soil liquefaction occurs when ground shaking from an earthquake causes a sediment layer saturated 
with groundwater to lose strength and take on the characteristics of a fluid, thus becoming similar 
to quicksand. Lateral spreading can occur when a liquefied soil moves toward a free slope face 
during the cyclic earthquake loading. Liquefaction-induced lateral spreading can also occur on mild 
slopes (flatter than five percent) underlain by loose sands and a shallow water table. If liquefaction 
occurs, the unsaturated overburden soil can slide as intact blocks over the lower, liquefied deposit, 
creating fissures, and scarps.  

Liquefaction and lateral spreading potential in Santa Cruz County is high in lowland areas of Santa 
Cruz, the Soquel Valley, and the Pajaro River Valley (Santa Cruz County 2017). Liquefaction can 
cause serious damage to foundations and bases of structures (USGS n.d.).
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Figure 3.6-1 Major Regional Faults 
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Landslides and other forms of mass wasting, including mud flows, debris flows, soil slips, and rock 
falls, occur as soil or rock moves downslope under the influence of gravity. Intense rainfall or seismic 
shaking could trigger landslides. Areas subject to landslide hazards are widely dispersed across 
inland portions of Santa Cruz County (Santa Cruz County 2017). The most concentrated areas of past 
landslide activity in the county are in the western foothills of Ben Lomond Mountain and the 
foothills that border Santa Clara County, southeast of Highway 17 (Roberts et. al. 1988). 

Expansive soils are associated with clay-rich sediment deposits on alluvial floodplains and generally 
occur in the southern portion of Santa Cruz County and along the coast, especially in Santa Cruz and 
Capitola (Santa Cruz County 2017). 

Santa Cruz County does not have any areas that have a high susceptibility to subsidence. Estimated 
potential for areas within the county that are at a low susceptibility to subsidence include the 
coastal areas of the County as well as inland toward the middle of the County (California 
Department of Water Resources [DWR] 2014). 

Project Corridor Geology and Soils 
This discussion of geology and soils in the Project corridor is based primarily on the Geotechnical 
Study and Peer Review prepared for the Project (Pacific Crest Engineering [PCE] 2018). Additional 
background data was obtained from online databases maintained by the California Geological 
Survey. 

Geologic Formations  
The Project corridor transects three distinct geologic units: Quaternary aged Lowest Emergent 
Coastal Marine Terrace Deposits, Alluvial Deposits, and Santa Cruz Mudstone. A majority of the 
Project corridor is underlain by Lowest Emergent Coastal Terrace deposits overlying Santa Cruz 
Mudstone at depth, while areas near major drainage crossings are mapped as being underlain by 
Alluvial Deposits. The Lowest Emergent Coastal Marine Terrace Deposits comprise semi-
consolidated, generally well-sorted sand with a few thin, relatively continuous layers of gravel. In 
some small areas, including at or near old wave-cut cliffs, these deposits contain fluvial and colluvial 
silt, sand, and gravel. The Alluvial Deposits are generally composed of unconsolidated, 
heterogeneous moderately well sorted silt and sand containing discontinuous lenses of clay and silty 
clay, with some areas containing large amounts of gravel. The Santa Cruz Mudstone is a laminated, 
medium to thick bedded silaceous organic mudstone containing blocky weathering; the mudstone is 
highly fractured and highly weathered near the contact with surface deposits (PCE 2018; Appendix 
I). 

In summary, the Project corridor is underlain by bedrock composed of Santa Cruz Mudstone that is 
overlain by a combination of native soil deposits eroded from the adjacent foothills by stream 
channels, sheet flow, and downslope creep, and imported fill that was used to construct the existing 
highway and railway benches. 

Soils and Soil Conditions  
The Project corridor is underlain by predominantly granular soils with varying fractions of gravel, silt, 
and clay. Surface soils are primarily fill that ranges in depth from 5 to 31 feet and that is underlain 
by marine terrace deposits comprised of silty to clayey sand. The density of the sandy soils is very 
loose to loose. Organic soils encountered in a soil boring near Davenport Beach are likely associated 
with an old infilled drainage incised through the marine terrace into the bedrock. Several areas 
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associated with drainages that have incised through the Santa Cruz Mudstone contain soils with a 
high to very high liquefaction potential (PCE 2018; Appendix I). These areas are shown in Figure 3.6-
2a and Figure 3.6-2b and described in detail in Appendix I. Although the NRCS reports that 
numerous areas in the Project corridor contain expansive soils, the Geotechnical Study and Peer 
Review (PCE 2018; Appendix I) found that native and fill soils underlying the Project alignment are 
generally non-expansive. No landslide deposits are mapped in the Project corridor, but numerous 
mapped landslide areas exist in the foothills northeast of Highway 1 (Roberts et. al. 1988). The 
Geotechnical Study and Peer Review for this Project, however, notes that the Project corridor 
borders steep slopes near major drainages at the edges of agricultural development, and borders 
the coastal bluff in several locations (PCE 2018; Appendix I). These steep slopes and coastal bluffs 
could be subject to instability due to shallow sliding, erosion, or improper trail construction. 

The primary soil hazards in the Project corridor are unstable slopes near drainages and cliff edges, 
liquefiable soils near major drainages, and loose native soils throughout the Project corridor that are 
susceptible to erosion and differential settlement. 

3.6.2 Regulatory Setting 

Federal 

Clean Water Act 
Stormwater-related erosion is one major source of soil-related impacts. Stormwater discharges from 
construction activities (such as clearing, grading, excavating, and stockpiling) that disturb one or 
more acres, or smaller sites that are part of a larger common plan of development or sale, are 
regulated under the Clean Water Act through the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) stormwater program. Prior to discharging stormwater, construction operators must obtain 
coverage under an NPDES permit. In California, the General Permit for Discharges of Stormwater 
Associated with Construction Activity (Construction General Permit) is promulgated by the State 
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and administered through the local Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, which for this area is the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(CCRWQCB). 

The Construction General Permit requires the development and implementation of a Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP should contain a site map(s) that shows the 
construction site perimeter, existing and proposed buildings, lots, roadways, stormwater collection 
and discharge points, general topography before and after construction, and drainage patterns 
across the Project site. The SWPPP must list Best Management Practices (BMP) the discharger will 
use to protect stormwater runoff and indicate the placement of those BMPs. Additionally, the 
SWPPP must contain a visual monitoring program, a chemical monitoring program for "non-visible" 
pollutants to be implemented if BMPs fail, and a sediment monitoring plan if the site discharges 
directly to a water body listed on the 303(d) list for sediment. Section A of the Construction General 
Permit describes the elements that must be contained in a SWPPP. 
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Figure 3.6-2a Liquefaction Zones: North (Davenport to Scaroni Road) 
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Figure 3.6-2b Liquefaction Zones: South (Scaroni Road to Wilder Ranch) 
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State 

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act 
The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (PRC 2621 et seq.) is intended to reduce the risk to 
life and property from surface fault rupture during earthquakes. The Alquist-Priolo Act prohibits the 
location of most types of structures intended for human occupancy across the traces of active 
faults, and strictly regulates construction in the corridors along active faults (Earthquake Fault 
Zones). It also defines criteria for identifying active faults, giving legal weight to terms such as 
“active,” and establishes a process for reviewing building proposals in and adjacent to Earthquake 
Fault Zones. Under the Alquist-Priolo Act, faults are zoned, and construction along or across them is 
strictly regulated if they are “sufficiently active” and “well-defined.” A fault is considered sufficiently 
active if one or more of its segments or strands shows evidence of surface displacement during 
Holocene time (defined as within the last 11,000 years). A fault is considered well-defined if its trace 
can be clearly identified by a trained geologist at the ground surface or in the shallow subsurface, 
using standard professional techniques, criteria and judgment (CDMG 1997).  

Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990 
Like the Alquist-Priolo Act, the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990 (PRC 2690–2699.6) is intended 
to reduce damage resulting from earthquakes. While the Alquist-Priolo Act addresses surface fault 
rupture, the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act addresses other earthquake-related hazards, including 
strong ground-shaking, liquefaction and seismically induced landslides. Its provisions are similar in 
concept to those of the Alquist-Priolo Act: the State is charged with identifying and mapping areas 
at risk of strong ground-shaking, liquefaction, landslides and other corollary hazards, and cities and 
counties are required to regulate development within mapped Seismic Hazard Zones.  

California Building Code 
The California Building Standards Code (CBSC) is based on the Uniform Building Code, which is used 
widely throughout United States and has been modified for California conditions with numerous, 
more detailed or more stringent regulations. The CBSC provides standards for various aspects of 
construction, including, but not limited to: excavation, grading and earthwork construction; fills and 
embankments; expansive soils; foundation investigations; and liquefaction potential and soil 
strength loss. In accordance with California law, proponents of specific projects are required to 
comply with all provisions of the CBSC for certain aspects of design and construction.  

California Coastal Act 
The California Coastal Commission was established in 1972 and is responsible for protecting, 
conserving, and restoring water quality in coastal environments as detailed in Sections 30230 and 
30231 of the California Coastal Act (Coastal Act). The California Coastal Commission establishes 
policies that address shoreline public access and recreation, habitat protection, aesthetic resources, 
public works, and other uses. The Coastal Act provides long-term protection of California’s coastline 
for the benefit of the public. New development and redevelopment projects located in a coastal 
zone are required to apply for a Coastal Development Permit prior to construction.1 The Coastal 
                                                      
1 Exceptions include federal involvement (e.g., project sponsor, funding), in which case the federal agency is required to obtain a Federal 
Consistency Determination from the California Coastal Commission, rather than a Coastal Development Permit, which is the case with the 
North Coast Rail Trail project, as described in Sections 1.2, Project Background, and 2.7, Required Permits and Approvals. 
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Development Permit requires projects to demonstrate water quality protection, including 
minimization of erosion and soil loss, through the implementation of appropriate BMPs. 

Local 
As described in Section 2.7, Required Permits and Approvals, because the Project is being 
implemented by the federal government, local land use authority is preempted such that local 
policies and regulations do not directly apply to the Project. However, key geology and soils policies 
pertinent to the Project are listed below for informational purposes. 

Santa Cruz County General Plan and Local Coastal Program 
The Health, Safety and Noise Element of the Santa Cruz County General Plan and Local Coastal 
Program (Santa Cruz County 1994) contains objectives and policies related to seismic hazards. Goal 
6.1 is to “reduce the potential for loss of life, injury and property damage resulting from 
earthquakes by regulating the siting and design of development in seismic hazard areas; 
encouraging open space; agricultural or low density land use in the fault zones; and increasing 
public information and awareness of seismic hazards.” Policies in the General Plan to implement this 
objective include geological review for development in designated fault zones (Policy 6.1.1), site 
investigation regarding liquefaction hazard (Policy 6.1.4) and location of new development away 
from potentially hazardous areas (Policy 6.1.5). 

Santa Cruz County Municipal Code 
The Santa Cruz County Code Chapter 16.22 is designed to prevent accelerated erosion. Under 
Section 16.22.040 of the Santa Cruz County Code, no personnel shall allow for the continued 
existence of accelerated erosion. Chapter 16.22 requires projects to have an erosion control plan, 
runoff control and land clearing approval. 

3.6.3 Methodology and Significance Thresholds 

Methodology 
This section describes the potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Project and Alternative 
1 relevant to geology and soils. The impact analysis is based on an assessment of baseline conditions 
for the Project corridor, including topography, geologic formations, seismicity, soils, and soil 
conditions, as described in Section 3.6.1, Existing Conditions. This analysis identifies potential 
impacts based on the predicted interaction between the affected environment and construction and 
operation of the Project, and recommends mitigation measures, when necessary, to avoid or 
minimize impacts. 

For the Proposed Project’s design option near Shark Fin Cove, called Shark Fin Cove Options A and B 
(Appendix A.PP, Sheets 1 and 2), the impacts would be the same and thus no distinction between 
the design options is made in the text. Alternative 1 does not include this design option. 

Significance Thresholds 
As described in the Section 3.0 introduction, the significance thresholds used in this analysis are 
based on Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, which is a sample Initial Study checklist that 
includes a number of factual inquiries related to the subject of geology and soils, as well as the 
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other environmental topics. Thus, the letters and thresholds presented below correspond with the 
questions in the Appendix G Initial Study checklist. 

For the purposes of this EIR, a significant impact would occur if implementation of the Proposed 
Project or Alternative 1 would result in any of the following conditions. 

A. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving the following, or create a situation that results in: 
2.  Strong seismic ground-shaking 
3.  Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction and differential settling 
4.  Landslides 

B. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil 

C. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result 
of the project and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction, or collapse 

D. Be located on expansive soil, creating substantial risks to life or property; and/or 

The Appendix G Initial Study checklist also includes questions that are not applicable to the Project, 
including location in a known Earthquake Fault Zone and the use of septic tanks or alternative 
wastewater disposal systems. Therefore, the following checklist items are excluded from the above 
list and the analysis below, and additional discussion can be found in Section 3.17, Effects Found to 
be Less than Significant.  

A. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving the following, or create a situation that results in: 
1. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 

Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other 
significance of a known fault 

E. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater 
disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater 

It is noteworthy that, in California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369, 377 (“CBIA I”), the California Supreme Court held that “agencies 
subject to CEQA generally are not required to analyze the impact of existing environmental 
conditions on a project’s future users or residents.” For this reason, the court found the following 
language from CEQA Guidelines section 15126.2, subdivision (a), to be invalid: “[A]n EIR on a 
subdivision astride an active fault line should identify as a significant effect the seismic hazard to 
future occupants of the subdivision. The subdivision would have the effect of attracting people to 
the location and exposing them to the hazards found there.” (Id. at p. 390.)  

The court did not hold that CEQA never requires consideration of the effects of existing 
environmental conditions on the future occupants or users of a proposed project. But the 
circumstances in which such conditions may be considered are narrow: “when a proposed project 
risks exacerbating those environmental hazards or conditions that already exist, an agency must 
analyze the potential impact of such hazards on future residents or users. In those specific 
instances, it is the project’s impact on the environment—and not the environment's impact on the 
project—that compels an evaluation of how future residents or users could be affected by 
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exacerbated conditions.” (Id. at pp. 377-378, italics added.) Because this exception to the general 
rule would presumably never apply to existing seismic hazards, the court concluded that this 
particular topic was outside the ambit of CEQA. (Id. at p. 390.) The court also recognized that, within 
the entirety of CEQA, certain very specific statutes require consideration of existing conditions on 
project occupants; and the court treated these statutes as exceptions to the general rule it 
announced. (Id. at pp. 391-392.)  

In light of the CBIA I decision, the RTC is not required by CEQA to address the extent to which 
existing seismic hazards – in the form of possible earthquakes, groundshaking, liquefaction, or 
subsidence – could affect future trail users. Instead, the discussions below (with the exception of 
the discussion of Impact GEO-3) focus on the extent to which the Project and trail users may 
exacerbate existing environmental hazards or risks. 

3.6.4 Project Impact Analysis 

Threshold A.2: Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including 
the risk of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground-shaking 

Impact GEO-1 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT EXACERBATE THE EXISTING EXPOSURE OF PEOPLE OR 
STRUCTURES TO RISKS FROM STRONG GROUND SHAKING. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT; 
ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
The Proposed Project does not include housing or other structures that would result in long-term 
exposure of people or structures to the risk of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground-
shaking.  

The Project corridor is located in a seismically active area that would experience strong ground 
shaking following an earthquake along any one of several nearby faults, including the San Andres 
fault, the Zayante-Vergeles fault, the San Gregorio fault zone, and the Monterey Bay–Tularcitos fault 
zone. This strong ground shaking could damage structures and result in a risk of loss, injury, or 
death. However, implementation of the Proposed Project would not include construction of 
habitable structures and therefore would not expose residents to a risk of injury or death following 
strong ground shaking.  

Although implementation of the Proposed Project would result in an incremental increase in the 
number of recreational users in the Proposed Project corridor, those visitors would be transient 
(with short-term exposure), would be located generally in open spaces on the marine terraces that 
support the Proposed Project alignment, and would not be exposed to overhead hazards, such as 
collapsing buildings, that could cause injury or death following strong ground shaking. These trail 
users would not exacerbate existing ground shaking hazards, in that they would not increase the 
likelihood or strength of future earthquakes. Proposed restroom facilities would be used by trail 
visitors but would not be inhabited. The restroom facilities would be constructed in accordance with 
the requirements of the CBSC and would be designed to withstand adverse effects from strong 
ground shaking. 

Based on the lack of habitable structures and compliance with existing regulations for construction 
of the restroom facilities, the degree to which implementation of the Proposed Project would 
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exacerbate the existing risk of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking would 
be less than significant. No mitigation is required.  

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
As with the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 does not include housing or other structures that would 
result in long-term exposure of people or structures to the risk of loss, injury, or death involving 
strong seismic ground shaking (refer to the discussion above). The increase in the number of trail 
users would not exacerbate existing ground shaking hazards. The Alternative 1 trail alignment 
generally would be located in open spaces and would not include habitable structures. The same 
restroom facilities that would be constructed under the Proposed Project would also be constructed 
under Alternative 1 in accordance with applicable CBSC requirements.  

Based on the lack of habitable structures and compliance with existing regulations for construction 
of the restroom facilities, the degree to which implementation of Alternative 1 would exacerbate 
the existing risk of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking would be less than 
significant. No mitigation is required. 

Threshold A.3: Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction and differential settling 

Threshold A.4: Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides 

Threshold C: Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become 
unstable as a result of the project and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, 
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse 

Impact GEO-2 THE PROJECT MAY EXACERBATE EXPOSURE OF THE PUBLIC TO LIQUEFACTION OR 
LANDSLIDE HAZARDS. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS 
THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
Implementation of the Proposed Project would include construction of a paved trail and associated 
facilities, including restrooms. The Proposed Project would not include habitable structures and 
therefore would not expose residents to a risk of injury or death from landslides or seismic-related 
ground failure, including liquefaction. However, construction of the Proposed Project would 
introduce uninhabited built features that could be damaged from liquefaction or landslides. Also, 
implementation of the Proposed Project would incrementally increase the number of recreational 
users in the Proposed Project corridor, and those users could be exposed to an increased risk of 
injury or death from liquefaction or landslides. Finally, improper construction of the trail near steep 
slopes or coastal bluffs could adversely affect slope stability and result in an increased potential for 
landslides. The reinforced soil slopes planned at one or more locations along the Proposed Project 
alignment could fail or exacerbate existing slope instability if improperly designed or constructed. 

Adherence to CBSC requirements would reduce the potential for improperly constructed structures 
to exacerbate the existing risks associated with liquefaction and landslides. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure GEO-2 to conduct a design-level geotechnical investigation and incorporate the 
recommendations of that investigation in the final Proposed Project design would further reduce 
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the potential for the Proposed Project to destabilize hillslopes or exacerbate existing slope 
instability.  

This impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant with mitigation. 

Mitigation Measure GEO-2: Conduct Design-level Geotechnical Investigation 
and Implement Recommendations2 
Prior to commencement of construction activities, a registered civil or geotechnical engineer shall 
prepare for review by the RTC a Design-level Geotechnical Investigation for the selected trail 
alignment. The Design-level Geotechnical Investigation will include a more detailed analysis of 
geologic and soil conditions along the trail alignment, which at a minimum shall include the 
following: 

 Additional soil test borings necessary to fully characterize geologic and soil conditions in the trail 
alignment, including but not limited to soil sampling at critical structure locations (such as 
retaining walls and reinforced soil slopes) and parking lots 

 Specific and detailed recommendations for structural setbacks, foundation types and the 
related criteria to be used in their design, allowable settlement, seismic design considerations 
including seismically-induced settlement, retaining structures as needed, drainage 
improvements, and earthwork preparation 

 Quantitative analysis of potentially liquefiable sediments in the trail alignment, including 
estimates of potential settlement, to assess their potential impact on foundations, slope 
stability, and lateral spreading potential 

 Detailed geotechnical analysis and design standards for reinforced soil slopes, retaining walls, 
and other Project facilities on or near loose to very loose granular soils, including an assessment 
of the potential for static and seismically-induced settlement, soil preparation and compaction 
requirements, and foundation requirements 

 Assessment of compaction needs for existing subgrades below buildings, site walls, and 
pavement sections to reduce settlement potential 

 Geotechnical design criteria for engineered embankments or retaining walls, including lateral 
earth pressure values, foundation recommendations, bearing capacity, keyway dimensions and 
construction recommendations, appropriate slope gradients, slope setbacks, drainage 
requirements, and specifications and compaction requirements for engineered fill and 
geosynthetic reinforcement 

 Detailed design recommendations for stabilization of coastal bluffs, including types of materials 
to be used, foundation requirements and structural connections to competent native materials, 
and measures to address undercutting of the bluff by wave action 

 Drainage design recommendations to prevent discharge of stormwater unto unprotected slopes 
and minimize the potential for runoff to cause erosion or destabilize hillslopes (this issue may be 
addressed by the Design-level Drainage Analysis required by Mitigation Measure HYD-1(d), in 
which case design recommendations shall be coordinated between the two analyses) 

                                                      
2 This is a refinement of Mitigation Measures GEO-3, GEO-4, and GEO-7 from the MBSST Network Master Plan EIR (RTC 2013). The prior 
mitigation has been combined into one measure, and updated to reflect site- and Project-specific information from the Geotechnical 
Study and Peer Review prepared for the Project (PCE 2018). 
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 Assessment of the potential for Project facilities to be damaged by strong seismic ground 
shaking and design recommendations in accordance with the requirements of the CBSC to 
minimize the potential for structural damage 

 Additional geotechnical design recommendations as required for site preparation, grading and 
compaction, structure foundation design, retaining walls, slope setbacks, surface drainage, 
concrete slabs-on-grade, and design of structural pavement sections 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
The potential for exposure of people or structures to a risk of loss, injury, or death from geological 
hazards under Alternative 1 would be substantially similar compared to the Proposed Project. In 
most cases, the alignment for Alternative 1 would traverse the same geologic units and soil 
formations. Refer to the discussion above. 

Because Alternative 1 would be located slightly inland compared to the Proposed Project, the 
potential for implementation of Alternative 1 to destabilize coastal bluffs or exacerbate existing 
bluff instability would be slightly reduced. This reduction in risk of landslide and hillslope instability 
is primarily due to the fact that unlike the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 would not require a 
reinforced soil slope at the cove crossing north of Yellowbank/Panther Beach. The alignment for 
Alternative 1 would cross substantially the same amount of liquefiable soil as the Proposed Project. 
As in the case of the Proposed Project, adherence to CBSC requirements for Alternative 1 would 
reduce the potential for improperly constructed structures to exacerbate the existing risks 
associated with liquefaction and landslides. Implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-2, 
described above, would further reduce the potential for Alternative 1 to destabilize hillslopes or 
exacerbate existing slope instability.  

This impact of Alternative 1 would be less than significant with mitigation. 

Mitigation Measure GEO-2: Conduct Design-level Geotechnical Investigation 
and Implement Recommendations 

Threshold B: Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil 

Impact GEO-3 THE PROJECT MAY RESULT IN SUBSTANTIAL SOIL EROSION OR LOSS OF TOPSOIL. 
(PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT 
WITH MITIGATION) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
Construction of the Proposed Project could result in soil erosion or the loss of topsoil due to earth-
moving activities such as excavation, grading, soil compaction and moving, soil stockpiling, slope 
modification, and culvert installation. Although the Project corridor is generally flat, runoff during a 
large storm event can occur as sheet flow across the Proposed Project alignment. This runoff has 
the potential to result in substantial amounts of erosion, resulting in off-site sediment transport via 
stormwater.  

Because construction of the Proposed Project would disturb over 1.0 acre, it would be subject to the 
NPDES General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction and Land 
Disturbance Activities (Order No. 2012-0006-DWQ) adopted by the SWRCB. Compliance with the 
permit requires each qualifying development project to file a Notice of Intent with the SWRCB. 
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Permit conditions require development of a SWPPP, which must describe the site, the facility, 
erosion and sediment controls, runoff water quality monitoring, means of waste disposal, 
implementation of approved local plans, control of construction sediment and erosion control 
measures, maintenance responsibilities, and non-stormwater management controls. Inspection of 
construction sites before and after storms is required as well, to identify stormwater discharge from 
the construction activity and to identify and implement erosion controls, where necessary. 
Compliance with the NPDES-required SWPPP would reduce the risk of soil erosion, but additional 
mitigation is necessary to ensure that drainage improvements are properly designed and 
maintained such that they would not result in accelerated erosion or soil loss. 

This impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant with mitigation. Implementation 
of Mitigation Measures HYD-1(c) and HYD-1(d), described in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, would reduce the impact on erosion and soil loss by ensuring that the amount and rate of 
on- and off-site stormwater runoff would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible, and that, 
where feasible, stormwater runoff during construction and operation of the Proposed Project would 
be treated to allow for suspended sediment to settle out of the water column prior to discharge off-
site. 

Mitigation Measure HYD-1(c): Conduct Design-level Drainage Analysis prior to 
Construction, and Implement Identified Measures to Minimize Runoff during 
Construction and Operation 
Refer to Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality. 

Mitigation Measure HYD-1(d): Prepare Stormwater Control Plan and 
Operation & Maintenance Plan prior to Construction 
Refer to Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality. 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
Potential impacts related to increased erosion and soil loss that would result from construction and 
operation of Alternative 1 would be similar to those described for the Proposed Project above, but 
the severity of those impacts would be reduced due to the reduction in ground disturbance and 
excavation and fill quantities. Compared to the Proposed Project, implementation of Alternative 1 
would result in disturbance of 8.5 fewer acres, excavation of 11,000 fewer cubic yards of material, 
placement of 22,000 fewer cubic yards of fill, import of 1,850 fewer cubic yards of roadway 
aggregate and asphalt concrete, and export of 11,000 cubic yards more waste material (assuming 
Shark Fin Cove Option A; refer to Table 2-2, Section 2.0, Project Description). Due to the reduction in 
ground disturbance and excavation and fill quantities, the potential for increased erosion and soil 
loss would be reduced compared to the Proposed Project. 

This impact would be less than significant with mitigation, similar to the Proposed Project. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures HYD-1(c) and HYD-1(d), described in Section 3.9, Hydrology 
and Water Quality, would reduce the impact on geology and soils by ensuring that stormwater 
runoff would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible and that sediment is allowed to settle out 
of the water column. 
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Mitigation Measure HYD-1(c): Conduct Design-level Drainage Analysis prior to 
Construction, and Implement Identified Measures to Minimize Runoff during 
Construction and Operation 

Mitigation Measure HYD-1(d): Prepare Stormwater Control Plan and 
Operation & Maintenance Plan prior to Construction 

Threshold D: Be located on expansive soil, creating substantial risks to life or property 

Impact GEO-4 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT EXACERBATE THE EXISTING RISK TO LIFE OR PROPERTY 
RESULTING FROM EXPANSIVE SOILS. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN 
SIGNIFICANT) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
The Proposed Project would not exacerbate the existing risk to life or property resulting from 
expansive soils, because the native and fill soils underlying the trail alignment are generally non-
expansive and implementation of the Proposed Project would not result in the import of expansive 
soils. 

Expansive soils are associated with clay-rich sediment deposits on alluvial floodplains and generally 
occur in the southern portion of Santa Cruz County and along the coast. Although the NRCS reports 
that numerous areas in the Proposed Project corridor contain expansive soils, the Geotechnical 
Study and Peer Review found that native and fill soils underlying the Proposed Project alignment are 
generally non-expansive (PCE 2018; Appendix I). Furthermore, the Proposed Project would be 
required to meet the current CBSC standards for expansive soils, including foundation design or soil 
removal (CBSC Section 1803.5.3 and Section 1808.6.0). Due to the low potential to encounter 
expansive soils in the Proposed Project corridor and with adherence to CBSC requirements, the 
Proposed Project would not exacerbate existing risks to life or property. Implementation of the 
Proposed Project would not increase the amount of expansive soil in the Proposed Project corridor. 
Construction and operation of the Proposed Project would not exacerbate the existing risk of 
damage from expansive soils either in or outside of the Proposed Project corridor. 

This impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.  

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
Refer to the discussion above. Due to the low potential to encounter expansive soils in the Project 
corridor and with adherence to CBSC requirements, Alternative 1 would not exacerbate existing 
risks to life or property.  

This impact of Alternative 1 would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.  
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3.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change 
This section describes regional greenhouse gas (GHG) emission sources and inventories, the 
regulatory framework applicable to GHG emissions, and evaluates Project impacts related to GHG 
emissions as a result of Project construction and operation. Table 3.7-1 summarizes identified 
Project impacts related to GHG emissions/climate change. 

Table 3.7-1 Summary of Project Impacts Related to Greenhouse Gas Emissions/ 
Climate Changea 

Impact 
Significance 
Before Mitigation Mitigation 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

GHG-1. The Project would be consistent with the Climate 
Action Strategy, but could generate GHG emissions that 
would conflict with the 2017 Scoping Plan 

Potentially 
Significant 

GHG-1 Less than 
Significant 

GHG-2. The Project would not expose people or structures 
to substantial risk of loss, injury, or death from projected sea 
level rise or erosion. 

Less than 
Significant 

None Required Less than 
Significant 

a The impacts and mitigation measures apply to both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 unless otherwise noted. 

3.7.1 Existing Conditions 

Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases 
Climate change is the observed increase in the average temperature of the Earth’s atmosphere and 
oceans, along with other substantial changes in climate (such as wind patterns, precipitation, and 
storms) over an extended period of time. The baseline against which these changes are measured 
originates in historical records identifying temperature changes that have occurred in the past, such 
as during previous ice ages. The global climate is continuously changing, as evidenced by repeated 
episodes of substantial warming and cooling documented in the geologic record. The rate of change 
has typically been incremental, with warming or cooling trends occurring over the course of 
thousands of years. The past 10,000 years have been marked by a period of incremental warming, 
as glaciers have steadily retreated across the globe. However, scientists have observed acceleration 
in the rate of warming during the past 150 years, and the prevailing scientific opinion on climate 
change is that most of the observed increase in global average temperatures, since the mid-20th 
century, is likely due to the observed increase in anthropogenic (human induced) GHG 
concentrations (IPCC 2013). 

Gases that absorb and re-emit infrared radiation in the atmosphere are called GHGs. They are 
present in the atmosphere naturally and are released by natural sources or are formed from 
secondary reactions taking place in the atmosphere. The gases that are widely seen as the principal 
contributors to human-induced climate change include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous 
oxides (N2O), fluorinated gases such as hydrofluorocarbons (HFC) and perfluorocarbons (PFC), and 
sulfur hexafluoride (SF6). Water vapor is excluded from the list of GHGs because it is short-lived in 
the atmosphere, and its atmospheric concentrations are largely determined by natural processes, 
such as oceanic evaporation. The following discusses the primary GHGs of concern. 
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Carbon Dioxide 
The global carbon cycle is made up of large carbon flows and reservoirs. Billions of tons of carbon in 
the form of CO2 are absorbed by oceans and living biomass (i.e., sinks) and are emitted to the 
atmosphere annually through natural processes (i.e., sources). When in equilibrium, carbon fluxes 
among these various reservoirs are roughly balanced (United States Environmental Protection 
Agency [USEPA] 2018a). CO2 was the first GHG demonstrated to be increasing in atmospheric 
concentration, with the first conclusive measurements being made in the last half of the 20th 
century. Concentrations of CO2 in the atmosphere have risen approximately 40 percent since the 
industrial revolution. Currently, CO2 represents an estimated 76 percent of total GHG emissions 
(USEPA 2018b). The largest source of CO2 and of overall GHG emissions is fossil fuel combustion. 

Methane 
Methane (CH4) is an effective absorber of radiation, though its atmospheric concentration is less 
than that of CO2 and its lifetime in the atmosphere is limited to 10 to 12 years. Since 1750 (pre-
industrial years), the concentration of CH4 in the atmosphere has increased by 150 percent, 
although emissions have declined from 1990 levels (IPCC 2013). Anthropogenic sources of CH4 
include agricultural activities, waste management, energy use, and biomass burning (USEPA 2018b). 

Nitrous Oxide 
Concentrations of nitrous oxide (N2O) began to rise at the beginning of the industrial revolution and 
continue to increase at a relatively uniform growth rate (NOAA 2018). N2O is produced by microbial 
processes in soil and water, including those reactions that occur in fertilizers that contain nitrogen, 
fossil fuel combustion, and other chemical processes. Use of these fertilizers has increased over the 
last century. Agricultural soil management and mobile source fossil fuel combustion are the major 
sources of N2O emissions.  

Fluorinated Gases  
Fluorinated gases are powerful GHGs that are emitted from a variety of industrial processes. 
Fluorinated gases are used as substitutes for ozone-depleting substances such as 
chlorofluorocarbons (CFC), hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFC), and halons, which have been 
regulated since the mid-1980s because of their ozone-destroying potential and were phased out 
under the Montreal Protocol (1987) and Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990. Electrical transmission 
and distribution systems account for most SF6 emissions, while PFC emissions result from 
semiconductor manufacturing and as a by-product of primary aluminum production.  

Global Warming Potential 
Different types of GHGs have varying global warming potentials (GWP). The GWP of a GHG is the 
potential of a gas or aerosol to trap heat in the atmosphere over a specified timescale (generally, 
100 years). The carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) metric is a consistent methodology for comparing 
GHG emissions because it normalizes various GHG emissions to a consistent measure. It is the 
amount of a GHG emitted multiplied by its GWP. Carbon dioxide has a GWP of one. By contrast, CH4 
has a GWP of 25, meaning its global warming effect is 25 times greater than carbon dioxide on a 
molecule per molecule basis. Therefore, one metric ton (MT) of CH4 is equal to 25 MT CO2e. The 
GWP for nitrous oxide is approximately 298 times that of CO2. Fluorinated gases are typically 
emitted in smaller quantities than CO2, CH4, and N2O, but these compounds have much higher 
GWPs. SF6 is the most potent GHG the IPCC has evaluated, with a GWP of 23,500 (USEPA 2018c). 
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The total emissions of the pollutants of concern for the Project (CO2, CH4, and N2O) are reported 
together using the CO2e metric in this analysis. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventories 
Worldwide anthropogenic emissions of GHG were approximately 49,000 million metric tons (MMT) 
CO2e in 2010 (IPCC 2014). CO2 emissions from fossil fuel use accounts for 32,000 MMT. CO2 
emissions from all sources account for 76 percent of the total. Methane emissions account for 16 
percent of GHG, and N2O emissions account for six percent (IPCC 2014).  

Total U.S. GHG emissions were 6,511 MMT CO2e in 2016 (USEPA 2018c). Total U.S. emissions have 
increased by 2.4 percent since 1990; and emissions decreased by 1.9 percent from 2015 to 2016 
(USEPA 2018c). This decrease was primarily due to a decrease in fossil fuel consumption, both from 
substitution of coal with non-fossil energy sources, and warmer winter conditions that decreased 
heating demand. Relative to 1990, gross emissions in 2016 are higher by 2.4 percent, down from a 
high of 15.7 percent above 1990 levels in 2007. Greenhouse gas emissions in the United States have 
grown at an average annual rate of 0.1 percent since 1990. However, since 2005, U.S. emissions 
have decreased at an average annual rate of 1.0 percent. CO2 emissions from fossil fuel 
consumption continue to be the largest source of U.S. GHG emissions, accounting for 77 percent of 
emissions since 1990 (USEPA 2018c). 

Based upon the California Air Resources Board (CARB) California Greenhouse Gas Inventory for 
2000-2015, California produced 440.4 MMT CO2e in 2015 (CARB 2017a). Transportation is the major 
source of GHG in California, contributing 39 percent of the state’s total GHG emissions. Industrial 
operations are the second largest source, contributing 23 percent of the state’s GHG emissions. 
California’s GHG emissions have followed a declining trend since 2007. Specifically, emissions from 
the electricity sector continue to decline due to growing zero-GHG energy generation sources. 

An inventory of GHG emissions in the County of Santa Cruz was prepared as part of the County’s 
Climate Action Strategy (CAS). A GHG emissions inventory for community activities was prepared in 
2005 and updated for 2009. In 2009, total emissions for community activities were approximately 
1.03 MMT, a decrease of more than 50 percent from 2005. The dramatic decrease in community 
emissions reflects the closure of the Davenport Cement Plant, which accounted for approximately 
90 percent of the commercial/industrial emissions in 2005. The 2009 inventory indicates that 70 
percent of the community emissions were generated by the transportation sector (Santa Cruz 
County 2013).  

The 2017 CAS Annual Report included a partial update of the community emission inventory 
involving residential and commercial energy use in the unincorporated area of the County. The 
inventory results show a 45 percent reduction in emissions from electricity consumption compared 
to 2005 and 28 percent reduction in overall energy-related emissions (Santa Cruz County 2017). 

Potential Effects of Climate Change 
Potential impacts of climate change in California may include sea level rise, loss of water supply and 
snow pack, more large forest fires, damage to agriculture, public health impacts, and habitat 
destruction (Office of the Attorney General [OAG] 2018). These potential impacts are also 
anticipated in the North Coast area.  

According to the CAS, a wide range of ecological effects could occur locally as a result of climate 
change, including: 
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 Sea level rise 
 Flooding 
 Extreme Storm Events 
 Coastal storm damage, bluff erosion, beach loss and landslides 
 Ocean acidification 
 Changes in precipitation and climatic water deficit 
 Changes in temperatures 
 Increase in wildland fires 
 Impacts to biodiversity and habitat 
 Impacts to water supply 
 Impacts to public health 
 Economic impacts of climate change 
 Climate change and social vulnerability 

The most relevant effects of climate change to the Project corridor are those that could result in 
potential damage to a trail located along the coast: sea level rise, extreme storm events, bluff 
erosion, and fire risk. These potential effects are described below. The area currently at risk for 
available hazards (sea level rise, storm flooding, and bluff erosion) are presented graphically based 
on data from the Coastal Resilience program web mapping tool. The Coastal Resilience program is 
led by The Nature Conservancy in partnership with practitioners around the world who are applying 
spatial planning innovations to coastal hazard risk, resilience and adaptation issues (Nature 
Conservancy 2018). Existing conditions are based on 2010 data. 

Sea Level Rise 
According to the CAS, in the decades ahead, sea level rise is likely to be the process that will 
generate one of the most obvious effects of climate change in Santa Cruz County (Santa Cruz County 
2013). The sea level along California's coasts has risen nearly 8 inches in the past century and is 
projected to rise by as much as 20 to 55 inches by the end of the century (OAG 2018).  

Rising sea levels may accelerate coastal erosion, increase the extent of coastal inundation, increase 
localized elevated groundwater levels, and magnify the impacts of extreme storm and wave events. 
All shorelines and beach areas along the coastline in Santa Cruz County would potentially be 
impacted (Santa Cruz County 2013). The area currently impacted by sea level rise though the year 
2010 along the North Coast area is shown in Figure 3.7-1a and Figure 3.7-1b. Both the Proposed 
Project and Alternative 1 alignments are outside of the current impact area.  

Storm Flooding 
Higher sea levels could worsen existing flood hazards by increasing the frequency of flooding during 
storms, increasing the extent of storm flooding inland, and preventing drainage of storm waters 
(DWR 2016). Figure 3.7-2a and Figure 3.7-2b present the existing storm flooding hazards in the 
North Coast area. Approximately 0.2 acre of the northern half of the Proposed Project alignment 
and 0.0007 acre of the northern half of the Alternative 1 alignment are in the existing storm 
flooding hazard area.  
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Figure 3.7-1a Existing Sea Level: North (Davenport to Scaroni Road)  
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Figure 3.7-1b Existing Sea Level Rise: South (Scaroni Road to Wilder Ranch)  
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Figure 3.7-2a Existing Storm Flooding: North (Davenport to Scaroni Road)  
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Figure 3.7-2b Existing Storm Flooding: South (Scaroni Road to Wilder Ranch)  
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Coastal Erosion 
Sea level rise also increases the risk for coastal erosion by increasing exposure to storm-surges and 
wind-driven waves. Currently, the most severe erosion impacts occur when storm events coincide 
with high tides or periods of anomalously high sea level (National Research Council 2012). Figures 
3.7-3a and 3.7-3b present the area in the proximity of the Project currently at risk for bluff erosion. 
Approximately 0.2 acre of the northern half of the Proposed Project alignment area and 0.0007 acre 
of the northern half of the Alternative 1 alignment area are in the existing erosion hazard area. 

Fire Risk 
Climate change makes forests more vulnerable to fires by increasing temperatures and making 
forests and brush drier. The fire season in California has begun to start earlier, last longer, and is 
more intense than in the last several decades. Wildfire occurrence statewide could increase several 
fold by the end of the century, increasing fire suppression and emergency response costs and 
damage to property (OAG 2018). Wildfires in 2017 set state records for burn area and destruction. 
The Thomas Fire in December in Ventura and Santa Barbara counties burned more than 280,000 
acres and is the largest recorded wildfire in the state (Dwyer 2018). The Tubbs Fire in Sonoma 
County in October 2017 is the most destructive fire on record, destroying over 5,600 structures and 
resulting in 22 deaths (CAL FIRE 2018). As discussed in greater detail in Section 3.8, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, the Project would be located in an area with moderate to high risk of wildfire 
(CAL FIRE 2007). Based on USGS data for wildfires between 1980 and 2016, several wildfires were 
reported in the Project area in 2007 (USGS 2018).  

3.7.2 Regulatory Setting 

International 

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) 
In 1988, the United Nations and the World Meteorological Organization established the IPCC to 
assess the scientific, technical, and socioeconomic information relevant to understanding the 
scientific basis for human-induced climate change, its potential impacts, and options for adaptation 
and mitigation. The most recent reports of the IPCC have emphasized the scientific consensus that 
real and measurable changes to the climate are occurring, that they are caused by human activity, 
and that significant adverse impacts on the environment, the economy, and human health and 
welfare are unavoidable.  

Federal 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Endangerment Finding and Cause or 
Contribute Finding 
In its Endangerment Finding, signed in December 2009, the administrator of the USEPA found that 
GHGs in the atmosphere threaten the public health and welfare of current and future generations. 
Although the Endangerment Finding does not place requirements on industry, it is an important 
step in the EPA’s process to develop regulations. This action was a prerequisite to finalizing the 
USEPA’s proposed GHG emission standards for light-duty vehicles.  
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Figure 3.7-3a Existing Cliff Erosion: North (Davenport to Scaroni Road) 
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Figure 3.7-3b Existing Cliff Erosion: South (Scaroni Road to Wilder Ranch)  
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In the USEPA’s Cause or Contribute Finding, the administrator found that the combined emissions of 
these well-mixed GHG from new motor vehicles and new motor vehicle engines contribute to the 
GHG pollution that threatens public health and welfare. 

State 

Executive Order S-3-05 
On June 1, 2005, California’s Governor announced, through Executive Order (EO) S-3-05, the 
following GHG emission reduction targets:  

 By 2010, California shall reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels 
 By 2020, California shall reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels 
 By 2050, California shall reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels 

The first California Climate Action Team (CCAT) Report to the Governor in 2006 contained 
recommendations and strategies to help ensure the targets in EO S-3-05 are met (CalEPA 2006). The 
latest CCAT Biennial Report was released in 2010. It expands on the policy-oriented 2006 
assessment and provides updated information and scientific findings. The details in the CCAT Report 
include development of updated climate and sea-level projections using the latest information and 
tools available, and evaluation of climate change in the context of broader social changes such as 
land use changes and demographic shifts (CalEPA 2010). The action items in the draft report focus 
on the preparation of the Climate Change Adaptation Strategy required by EO S-13-08, described 
below. 

Assembly Bill 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 
In September 2006, the California State Legislature adopted Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the California 
Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. AB 32 focuses on reducing GHG emissions in California. GHGs 
as defined under AB 32 include CO2, CH4, N2O, CFCs, HFCs, PFCs, and SF6. Under AB 32, CARB has the 
primary responsibility for reducing GHG emissions and continues the CCAT to coordinate statewide 
efforts and promote strategies that can be undertaken by many other California agencies. AB 32 
required CARB to adopt rules and regulations that would achieve GHG emissions equivalent to 
state-wide levels in 1990 by 2020.  

In general, AB 32 directed CARB to do the following: 

 Prepare and approve a Scoping Plan for achieving the maximum technologically feasible and 
cost-effective reductions in GHG emissions from sources or categories of sources of GHGs by 
2020, and update the Scoping Plan every five years 

 Maintain and continue reductions in emissions of GHG beyond 2020 
 Identify the statewide level of GHG emissions in 1990 to serve as the emissions limit to be 

achieved by 2020 
 Identify and adopt regulations for discrete early actions that could be enforceable on or before 

January 1, 2010 
 Adopt a regulation that establishes a system of market-based declining annual aggregate 

emission limits for sources or categories of sources that emit GHG emissions 
 Convene an Environmental Justice Advisory Committee to advise the Board in developing and 

updating the Scoping Plan and any other pertinent matter in implementing AB 32 
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 Appoint an Economic and Technology Advancement Advisory Committee to provide 
recommendations for technologies, research and GHG emission reduction measures 

Regarding the first bullet, the initial Scoping Plan was approved by CARB on December 11, 2008, and 
included measures to address GHG emission reduction strategies related to energy efficiency, water 
use, and recycling and solid waste, among other measures (CARB 2008).  

The 2014 Scoping Plan Update was adopted in May 2014 (CARB 2014). This first update identified 
opportunities for GHG reductions using existing and new funding sources, defined CARB’s climate 
change priorities for the next five years, and established the plan for meeting the long-term goals of 
EO S-3-05, described above. The update highlights California’s progress toward meeting the 2020 
GHG emission reduction goals defined in the initial Scoping Plan and evaluates GHG reduction 
strategies may be aligned with other state priorities for water, waste, natural resources, clean 
energy, transportation, and land use. According to the Scoping Plan, California is on track to meet 
the 2020 GHG emission reduction goal.  

Senate Bill 32 (SB 32)  
Effective January 1, 2017, Senate Bill (SB) 32 (Stats. 2016, ch. 249) added a new section 38566 to the 
Health and Safety Code. It provides that “[i]n adopting rules and regulations to achieve the 
maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective greenhouse gas emissions reductions 
authorized by [Division 25.5 of the Health and Safety Code], [ARB] shall ensure that statewide 
greenhouse gas emissions are reduced to at least 40 percent below the statewide greenhouse gas 
emissions limit no later than December 31, 2030.” In other words, SB 32 requires California, by the 
year 2030, to reduce its statewide GHG emissions so that they are 40 percent below those that 
occurred in 1990.  

In December 2017, in response to SB 32, CARB adopted an updated its 2017 Scoping Plan, which 
identifies GHG reductions by emissions sector to achieve a statewide emissions level that is 
40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 (CARB 2017b). In that document, CARB recommends 
statewide targets of no more than six metric tons CO2e per capita by 2030 and no more than two 
metric tons CO2e per capita by 2050. However, CARB specifically states that these goals are 
appropriate for the plan level (city, county, sub-regional, or regional level, as appropriate), but not 
for specific individual projects because they include all emissions sectors in the state. 

The 2017 Scoping Plan Update also includes the following recommendations for local governments 
when considering discretionary approvals and entitlements of individual projects through CEQA:  

Achieving no net additional increase in GHG emissions, resulting in no contribution to GHG 
impacts, is an appropriate overall objective for new development. There are recent examples of 
land use development projects in California that have demonstrated that it is feasible to design 
projects that achieve zero net additional GHG emissions. Several projects have received 
certification from the Governor under AB 900, the Jobs and Economic Improvement through 
Environmental Leadership Act (Buchanan, Chapter 354, Statutes of 2011), demonstrating an 
ability to design economically viable projects that create jobs while contributing no net 
additional GHG emissions. Another example is the Newhall Ranch Resource Management and 
Development Plan and Spineflower Conservation Plan, in which the applicant, Newhall Land and 
Farming Company, proposed a commitment to achieve net zero GHG emissions for a very large-
scale residential and commercial specific planned development in Santa Clarita Valley. Achieving 
net zero increases in GHG emissions, resulting in no contribution to GHG impacts, may not be 
feasible or appropriate for every project, however, and the inability of a project to mitigate its 
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GHG emissions to net zero does not imply the project results in a substantial contribution to the 
cumulatively significant environmental impact of climate change under CEQA. Lead agencies 
have the discretion to develop evidence-based numeric thresholds (mass emissions, per capita, 
or per service population) consistent with this Scoping Plan, the State’s long-term GHG goals, 
and climate change science. 

To the degree a project relies on GHG mitigation measures, CARB recommends that lead 
agencies prioritize on-site design features that reduce emissions, especially from VMT [vehicle 
miles traveled], and direct investments in GHG reductions within the project’s region that 
contribute potential air quality, health, and economic co-benefits locally. For example, on-site 
design features to be considered at the planning stage include land use and community design 
options that reduce VMT, promote transit oriented development, promote street design policies 
that prioritize transit, biking, and walking, and increase low carbon mobility choices, including 
improved access to viable and affordable public transportation, and active transportation 
opportunities. Regionally, additional GHG reductions can be achieved through direct investment 
in local building retrofit programs that can pay for cool roofs, solar panels, solar water heaters, 
smart meters, energy efficient lighting, energy efficient appliances, energy efficient windows, 
insulation, and water conservation measures for homes within the geographic area of the 
project. These investments generate real demand side benefits and local jobs, while creating the 
market signals for energy efficient products, some of which are produced in California. Other 
examples of local direct investments include financing installation of regional electric vehicle 
(EV) charging stations, paying for electrification of public school buses, and investing in local 
urban forests. 

(CARB, California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan, p. 102 [footnotes omitted].) 

Senate Bill 350 
In the 2015 legislative session, the Legislature passed SB 350 (Stats. 2015, ch. 547). This legislation 
added language to the Public Utilities Code that essentially puts into statute the 2050 GHG 
reduction target already identified in Executive Order S-3-05, albeit in the limited context of new 
state policies (i) increasing the overall share of electricity that must be produced through renewable 
energy sources and (ii) directing certain state agencies to begin planning for the widespread 
electrification of the California vehicle fleet. Section 740.12(a)(1)(D) of the Public Utilities Code now 
states that “[t]he Legislature finds and declares [that] . . . [r]educing emissions of [GHGs] to 40 
percent below 1990 levels by 2030 and to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050 will require 
widespread transportation electrification.” Furthermore, Section 740.12(b) now states that the 
California Public Utilities Commission (PUC), in consultation with ARB and the California Energy 
Commission (CEC), must “direct electrical corporations to file applications for programs and 
investments to accelerate widespread transportation electrification to reduce dependence on 
petroleum, meet air quality standards, . . . and reduce emissions of greenhouse gases to 40 percent 
below 1990 levels by 2030 and to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050.” 

California Renewables Portfolio Standard 
In September 2002, the Legislature enacted SB 1078 (Stats. 2002, ch. 516), which established the 
Renewables Portfolio Standard program, requiring retail sellers of electricity, including electrical 
corporations, community choice aggregators, and electric service providers, to purchase a specified 
minimum percentage of electricity generated by eligible renewable energy resources such as wind, 
solar, geothermal, small hydroelectric, biomass, anaerobic digestion, and landfill gas. (See Pub. 
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Utilities Code, § 399.11, et seq. [subsequently amended].) The legislation set a target by which 20 
percent of the State’s electricity would be generated by renewable sources (Pub. Utility Code, § 
399.11, subd (a) [subsequently amended]). As described in the Legislative Counsel’s Digest, SB 1078 
required “[e]ach electrical corporation . . . to increase its total procurement of eligible renewable 
energy resources by at least one percent per year so that 20 percent of its retail sales are procured 
from eligible renewable energy resources. If an electrical corporation fails to procure sufficient 
eligible renewable energy resources in a given year to meet an annual target, the electrical 
corporation would be required to procure additional eligible renewable resources in subsequent 
years to compensate for the shortfall, if funds are made available as described. An electrical 
corporation with at least 20% of retail sales procured from eligible renewable energy resources in 
any year would not be required to increase its procurement in the following year.” 

In September 2006, the Legislature enacted SB 107 (Stats. 2006, ch. 464), which modified the 
Renewables Portfolio Standard to require that at least 20 percent of electricity retail sales be served 
by renewable energy resources by year 2010 (Pub. Utility Code, § 399.11, subd (a) [subsequently 
amended]). 

In April 2011, the Legislature, in a special session, enacted SB X1-2 (Stats. 2011, 1st Ex. Sess., ch. 1), 
which set even more aggressive statutory targets for renewable electricity, culminating in the 
requirement that 33 percent of the state’s electricity come from renewables by 2020. This 
legislation applies to all electricity retailers in the state, including publicly owned utilities, investor-
owned utilities, electricity service providers, and community choice aggregators. All of these entities 
must meet renewable energy goals of 20 percent of retail sales from renewables by the end of 
2013, 25 percent by the end of 2016, and 33 percent by the end of 2020. (See Pub. Utility Code, § 
399.11, et seq. [subsequently amended].) 

Finally, in 2015, the Legislature enacted SB 350 (SB 350) (Stats. 2015, ch. 547) (discussed above). It 
increases the Renewable Portfolio Standard to require 50 percent of electricity generated to be 
from renewables by 2030 (Pub. Utility Code, § 399.11, subd (a); see also § 399.30, subd. (c)(2)).  

Senate Bill 97 
Senate Bill (SB) 97, signed in August 2007, acknowledges that climate change is an environmental 
issue that requires analysis in California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) documents. In March 
2010, the California Resources Agency adopted amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines for the 
feasible mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of GHG emissions. The adopted guidelines give 
lead agencies the discretion to set quantitative or qualitative thresholds for the assessment and 
mitigation of GHG and climate change impacts. 

Executive Order S-13-08 
On November 14, 2008, the Governor issued EO S-13-08, the Climate Adaptation and Sea Level Rise 
Planning Directive that provided clear direction for how the state should plan for future climate 
impacts. S-13-08 calls for the implementation of four key actions to reduce the vulnerability of 
California to climate change: 

1. Initiate California's first statewide Climate Change Adaptation Strategy that will assess the 
state's expected climate change impacts, identify where California is most vulnerable and 
recommend climate adaptation policies 

2. Request the National Academy of Science establish an expert panel to report on sea level rise 
impacts in California in order to inform state planning and development efforts 
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3. Issue interim guidance to state agencies for how to plan for sea level rise in designated coastal 
and floodplain areas for new and existing projects 

4. Initiate studies on critical infrastructure projects, and land use policies vulnerable to sea level 
rise 

The Climate Change Adaptation Strategy was developed by the California Natural Resources Agency 
(CNRA), in coordination with Cal EPA; CCAT; the Business, Transportation and Housing Agency; 
California Department of Public Health; and other key stakeholders. Adopted in 2009, the Climate 
Change Adaptation Strategy synthesizes the most up-to-date information on expected climate 
change impacts to California for policy-makers and resource managers, provides strategies to 
promote resiliency to these impacts, and develops implementation plans for short- and long-term 
actions (CNRA 2009).  

In January 2018, the California Natural Resources Agency, in coordination with other state agencies, 
released an update to the Climate Change Adaptation Strategy called the Safeguarding California 
Plan: 2018 Update. The update provides recommendations and a framework for policy initiatives in 
response to the impacts of climate change (CNRA 2018). Unlike the Climate Change Adaptation 
Strategy, the 2018 Update does not provide a comprehensive overview of existing science. This 
information is forthcoming in California’s Fourth Climate Change Assessment, expected to be 
released in August 2018. 

Local 

County of Santa Cruz General Plan and Local Coastal Program (LCP) 
Several elements of Santa Cruz County’s General Plan include objectives and policies that would 
reduce community GHG emissions by encouraging reduced use of resources, including fuel, energy, 
and water. As noted in Section 2.7, Required Permits and Approvals, because the Project is being 
implemented by the federal government, local land use authority is preempted such that local 
policies and regulations do not directly apply to the Project. However, key objectives and policies 
pertinent to the Project are listed by element below for informational purposes. 

CIRCULATION ELEMENT 
 Objective 3.2 – Vehicle Occupancy. To increase the average number of persons per commute 

vehicle to 1.35 persons per vehicle, while pursuing a goal of reducing automobile trips to a 
maximum of 60 percent of all trips through encouragement of alternative transportation by 
transit, bicycles, and walking. 

 Objective 3.6 – Transit Promotion. To promote opportunities for regular transit use to 
commute to school, shopping, employment, and recreational resources. 

 Transit Promotion Policy 3.6.1. Transit-Friendly Design. Locate and design public facilities and 
new developments to facilitate transit access, both within the development and outside it. 

CONSERVATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 
 Objective 5.18 – Air Resources. To improve the air quality of Santa Cruz County by meeting or 

exceeding state and federal ambient air quality standards, protect County residents from the 
health hazards of air pollution, protect agriculture from air pollution induced crop losses and 
prevent degradation of the scenic character of the area. 
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 Air Resources Policy 5.18.7 – Alternatives to the Automobile. Emphasize transit, bicycles, and 
pedestrian modes of transportation rather than automobiles. 

 Air Resources Policy 5.18.8 – Encouraging Landscaping. Maintain vegetated and forested areas, 
and encourage cultivation of street trees and yard trees for their contributions to improved air 
quality. 

 Air Resources Policy 5.18.9 – Greenhouse Gas Reduction. Implement state and federal 
legislation promoting the national goal of 35 percent reduction of carbon dioxide and other 
GHGs by 2000. 

County of Santa Cruz Climate Action Strategy 
The Santa Cruz County CAS, approved in 2013, outlines a course of action to reduce GHG emissions 
produced by governmental operations and community activities within unincorporated Santa Cruz 
County (Santa Cruz County 2013). Implementation of the CAS is intended to build on the fact that 
Santa Cruz County has already met its share of the statewide 2020 emissions reduction target 
established in AB 32.  

The CAS sets the county on a path toward the statewide goal in EO S-3-05 of 80 percent below 1990 
levels, which is incorporated as a local goal of 59 percent below 2009 levels by 2050. Annual reports 
on implementation of the CAS track and evaluate the activities that are being relied upon to reduce 
GHG emissions and prepare for the impacts of climate change. The most recent annual report 
(2017) demonstrates that the County is engaged in a wide variety of activities that are addressing 
the issues of GHG emissions reduction that are resulting in measurable emissions reductions (Santa 
Cruz County 2017). Specifically, updates to the community emissions inventory for energy use 
indicate that energy conservation and energy efficiency, as a result of regulatory and non-regulatory 
programs and individual actions, are achieving the desired emissions reductions. 

3.7.3 Methodology and Significance Thresholds 

Methodology 
The California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) Version 2013.3.2 was used to estimate 
construction and operation emissions for the Proposed Project and Alternative 1, using the same 
assumptions as described in Section 3.3, Air Quality, including construction data provided by the 
Project engineer (Short 2018) and trip generation estimates from the North Coast Rail Trail EIR 
Transportation Impact Analysis (Kimley-Horn 2018; refer to Appendix K).  

The analysis focuses on CO2, CH4, and N2O because these represent most of the Project’s GHG 
emissions. The remaining GHG emissions are associated with industrial processes and, as a 
recreational trail, the potential for such emissions from the Project are minimal. As with the air 
quality analysis, this analysis considers the Project’s net increase in GHG emissions when 
determining whether Project impacts are significant. 

Project construction emissions are conservatively amortized over 30 years and added to operational 
emissions, consistent with guidance from the Federal Transit Authority (FTA 2016) and South Coast 
Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD 2008). 

For the Proposed Project’s design option near Shark Fin Cove (Appendix A.PP, Sheets 1 and 2), the 
discussion for each impact indicates any differences between Shark Fin Cove Option A and Shark Fin 
Cove Option B. Alternative 1 does not include these design options. 
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Significance Thresholds 
The introduction in Section 3.0 states that the significance thresholds used in this analysis are based 
on Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, which provides a sample Initial Study checklist that 
includes a number of factual inquiries related to the subject of GHG emissions and the other 
environmental topics. The letters and thresholds presented below (A and B) correspond with the 
questions in the Appendix G Initial Study checklist. The CEQA Guidelines do not quantify the amount 
of GHG emissions that would constitute a significant impact on the environment. Determination of 
the significance of GHG emissions is at the discretion of the lead agency, which may consider 
thresholds of significance previously adopted or recommended by other public agencies or 
recommended by experts (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064.4(a), 15064.7(c)). GHG analysis guidance 
published by the state, Monterey Bay Air Resources District (MBARD), and County of Santa Cruz was 
reviewed and considered in determining an applicable standard for the Project.  

Neither MBARD nor the County has adopted an evidence-based numeric threshold consistent with 
the 2017 Scoping Plan and the state’s long-term GHG reduction goals. MBARD in the past has 
recommended use of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) adopted thresholds, 
but these thresholds do not address the state’s long-term 2050 emissions reduction goal.  

The County of Santa Cruz has adopted the CAS and is on track to achieve the 2050 goal, but the CAS 
does not include a threshold or project-specific requirements for determining whether Project 
emissions are cumulatively considerable. Therefore, the CAS is not considered “qualified” to 
determine the significance of a project, according to CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5.  

A numeric threshold adopted by other another agency was considered as an option, including a 
threshold of 900 MT CO2e (annual emissions) recommended by the California Air Pollution Control 
Officers Association (CAPCOA) (CAPCOA 2008), and a threshold of 1,100 MT CO2e (annual 
emissions) adopted by the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District and 
referenced in the 2017 Scoping Plan (CARB 2017b). These bright-line thresholds1 address the state’s 
long-term emissions reduction goals by determining a screening level under which a project would 
not be considered to hinder the state’s ability to meet long-term goals. Bright-line thresholds are 
typically intended to screen out smaller projects with relatively minimal emissions so that the vast 
majority (typically 90 percent) of total future development would be subject to mitigation or project 
features that would reduce GHG emissions compared to business-as-usual emissions, and consistent 
with GHG reduction goals (CAPCOA 2008). These thresholds were ultimately rejected for this 
analysis because they do not specifically address the contribution of emissions in Santa Cruz County 
to the statewide goals or the goals of the CAS. The screening level established by another 
jurisdiction would not necessarily capture 90 percent of anticipated GHG emissions in Santa Cruz 
County. 

Numeric thresholds based on service population (defined and residents and employees) or per 
capita thresholds are also acceptable per the 2017 Scoping Plan. However, the Project would not 
generate any residents or employees (except possibly one Trail Manager if the position isn’t filled by 
existing State Parks or RTC staff). Therefore, a service population threshold would not be 
appropriate for this type of project.  

                                                      
1 A bright-line threshold is a numeric threshold that provides a clearly defined rule to determine whether emissions are significant or less 
than significant and does not vary based on the size of type of project. 
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In the absence of an adopted threshold for the region or air district, a threshold of net zero 
emissions was considered for this Project. However, as stated in the 2017 Scoping Plan, a net zero 
threshold may not be feasible or appropriate for every project, and the inability of a project to 
mitigate its GHG emissions to net zero does not imply the project results in a substantial 
contribution to the cumulatively significant environmental impact of climate change under CEQA. As 
a trail project, the Project has limited ability to implement GHG-reducing features as required to 
achieve a net-zero threshold. This threshold is more appropriate for a growth-inducing land 
development project with the potential to exceed future emissions inventories and to mitigate its 
GHG emission through on-site features to reduce VMT and energy and water use. Additionally, this 
threshold would be a very conservative threshold compared to those adopted in other jurisdictions 
for land development projects.  

As such, it was determined that the Project impact would be less than significant if it would comply 
with the CARB’s 2017 Scoping Plan project-level recommendations (CARB 2017b) and the County’s 
CAS (Santa Cruz County 2013). The Project would be consistent with these plans if it would comply 
with all applicable GHG reduction strategies in these plans. 

In addition to the two thresholds from the Appendix G Initial Study checklist (identified together as 
A below), this analysis uses a threshold from the MBSST Network EIR to addresses impacts related 
to the relevant risk related to climate change; specifically, flooding related to sea level rise, storm 
flooding, accelerated coastal erosion, and wildfire (identified as B below). 

Therefore, for purposes of this EIR, a significant impact would occur if implementation of the 
Proposed Project or Alternative 1 would: 

A. Generate greenhouse gas emissions that would conflict with the 2017 Scoping Plan or the 
County Climate Action Strategy. 

As mentioned in other sections, in California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369, 377, the California Supreme Court held that “agencies 
subject to CEQA generally are not required to analyze the impact of existing environmental 
conditions on a project’s future users or residents.” However, the court did not hold that CEQA 
never requires consideration of the effects of existing environmental conditions on the future 
occupants or users of a proposed project. “[W]hen a proposed project risks exacerbating those 
environmental hazards or conditions that already exist, an agency must analyze the potential impact 
of such hazards on future residents or users. In those specific instances, it is the project’s impact on 
the environment—and not the environment’s impact on the project—that compels an evaluation of 
how future residents or users could be affected by exacerbated conditions.” (Id. at pp. 377-378 
[italics added].) When the case was remanded from the Supreme Court down to the Court of 
Appeal, the latter body noted that, for a public project, a lead agency could choose to disregard 
these limitations on the scope of CEQA analysis, and could voluntarily address the effects of 
preexisting environmental hazards of project users. (California Building Industry Association v. Bay 
Area Air Quality Management District (2016) 2 Cal.App.5th 1067, 1082-1083.) The RTC chooses do 
so here with respect to the question of whether the consequences of climate change could affect 
future trail users. With respect to this question, the RTC concludes that a significant impact would 
occur if implementation of the Proposed Project or Alternative 1 would: 

B. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, 
injury, or death as a result of projected sea level rise or erosion. 
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3.7.4 Project Impact Analysis 

Threshold A: Generate greenhouse gas emissions that would conflict with the 2017 Scoping Plan 
or the County Climate Action Strategy. 

Impact GHG-1 THE PROJECT WOULD BE CONSISTENT WITH THE CLIMATE ACTION STRATEGY, BUT COULD 
GENERATE GHG EMISSIONS THAT WOULD CONFLICT WITH THE 2017 SCOPING PLAN. (PROPOSED PROJECT: 
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION)  

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
The Proposed Project has the potential to generate GHG emissions during construction and 
operation. Construction and operational impacts are quantified separately, followed by a discussion 
of Proposed Project consistency with the 2017 Scoping Plan and CAS. 

Construction Emissions 
Temporary impacts related to construction activities would result in the temporary generation of 
GHG emissions from operation of heavy construction equipment and generation of truck and 
vehicle trips. The total GHG emissions estimated for construction of the Proposed Project were 
estimated using CalEEMod, Version 2016.3.2 and the same assumptions as the air quality analysis, 
as presented in Section 3.3, Air Quality. The estimated emissions for each design option at Shark Fin 
Cove are provided in Table 3.7-2. 

Table 3.7-2 Estimated Total Construction GHG Emissions (12-Month Construction 
Period) 

Major Construction Activity 
Shark Fin Cove Option A 

(MTCO2e) 
Shark Fin Cove Option B 

(MTCO2e) 

Clearing, Grubbing, and Conserving Topsoil 50 50 

Excavation, Embankment, and RSS Construction 107 143 

Drainage Installation 6 6 

Road Base Construction 49 49 

Concrete Installation (Curb, sidewalks, drive pads) 15 15 

Asphalt Construction and Bathroom Installation 76 76 

Unpaved Shoulder Construction 58 58 

Placing Topsoil, Seeding, Mulching 51 51 

Fencepost Painting 2 2 

Total  414 450 

Source: CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2. Emission quantities are rounded to the nearest whole number. Exact values are provided in Appendix 
F. 

As shown in Table 3.7-2, the maximum emissions from one major construction activity is estimated 
to be 143 MT CO2e during excavation, embankment, and RSS construction (Shark Fin Cove Option 
B); and the Proposed Project would result in a total of 414 MT CO2e over the 12-month construction 
period under Shark Fin Cove Option A, and 450 MT CO2e under Shark Fin Cove Option B. 
Construction emissions are amortized and added to operational emissions below to estimate 
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conservatively the contribution of Proposed Project construction emissions to the Proposed 
Project’s on-going GHG emissions. Amortized over a 30-year period, construction of the Proposed 
Project would contribute 14 MT CO2e annually with Shark Fin Cove Option A and 15 MT CO2e 
annually with Shark Fin Cove Option B. 

Operational Emissions 
Following construction, operation of the Proposed Project would generate GHG emissions from the 
net increase in vehicle trips to and from the trail, water use at the restroom at the Davenport Beach 
parking (if connected to the Davenport County Sanitation District wastewater treatment plant), and 
solid waste disposal. These sources are described below, and the GHG emissions that would result 
from each source are summarized in Table 3.7-3. There would be no difference in operational 
emissions between Shark Fin Cove Options A and B. 

Table 3.7-3 Estimated Annual Operational GHG Emissions 

Emissions Source 
Annual Emissions  

(MTCO2e) 

Mobile (Vehicular Use) 535 

Solid Waste Disposal 67 

Water Use 0 

Maximum Amortized Construction Emissions 15 

Total 617 

Note: GHG emissions are rounded to the nearest whole number. Refer to Appendix F for exact values. 

Source: CalEEMod 2016.3.2. Refer to Appendix F for model output 

VEHICULAR EMISSIONS 

Vehicular emissions account for approximately 87 percent of the Project’s total GHG emissions. The 
Proposed Project’s vehicle trip generation is described in detail in Section 3.14, 
Transportation/Circulation. As described therein, the Proposed Project would generate 300 new 
vehicle trips per day from people traveling to the parking areas to use the trail (Kimley-Horn 2018). 
Trips are estimated to be an average of 10.7 miles, for a net daily VMT of 3,210 miles. One two-way 
truck trip is anticipated to be required approximately every four weeks for emptying the facilities at 
the parking lot restrooms2, and up to two weekly two-way trucks trips are anticipated for solid 
waste pickup, or approximately 1 total truck trip per day. 

However, although the 300 vehicle trips per day are considered “new” vehicle trips for the purpose 
of determining the Proposed Project’s impact related to traffic congestion, it is reasonable to 
assume that the vehicle trips to the site would not actually be new region-wide vehicle trips for 
recreational activities. Consistent with the conclusions of the Program EIR for the MBSST Network, 
many of the trips to the trail may be relocated trips currently accessing other recreational 
opportunities, and thus do not constitute “new” trips. In some cases, the replaced trips would be 
shorter trips as visitors seek to access recreational trail facilities close to where they live. Shorter 

                                                      
2 Assumes that 50 percent of anticipated restroom users would use the Panther/Yellowbank restroom daily, consistent with the 
assumptions in Section 3.16, Utilities and Service Systems, and maintenance would be required every 15,000 uses. 
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trips to trail access points are more likely to occur by bicycling and walking. When the MBSST is fully 
constructed, there would be an increase in visitors who access the trail by bicycling or walking due 
to the improved connectivity to the North Coast Rail Trail. Furthermore, future operation of rail 
service would reduce vehicle trips, resulting in an estimated decrease of 375 VMT per day (Refer to 
Section 3.14, Transportation/Circulation). As such, the Proposed Project’s actual contribution to 
annual GHG emissions related to vehicle use is likely to be less than reported in Table 3.7-3. 

SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL 

The second greatest source of GHG emissions from the Project would be solid waste disposal. The 
Proposed Project would install up at total of 23 trash/recycling containers, based on the 
conservative estimate of locating them a half-mile apart along the trail and in the parking areas 
(refer to Section 2.4, Project Characteristics/Trail Amenities and Features). It is assumed that the 
trash/recycling containers would have a maximum capacity of two cubic yards. Assuming a worst-
case scenario of twice-a-week disposal, and that cans would be filled to capacity at each time of 
disposal, the Proposed Project would generate approximately 4,800 cubic yards of garbage per year. 
Based on the USEPA volume-to-weight conversion factor for municipal solid waste of 56 pounds per 
cubic yard (USEPA 2016), the Proposed Project would generate approximately 134 tons of garbage 
annually. 

WATER USE 
The proposed Panther/Yellowbank Beach restroom would include a waterless vault toilet that would 
not result in any water demand. The Davenport Beach restroom would include either a flush toilet 
or waterless vault toilet. If a waterless vault toilet were installed, the Proposed Project would not 
result in any increased water demand. However, if a flush toilet is installed, the restroom at 
Davenport Beach would generate water demand. As discussed in greater detail in Section 3.16, 
Utilities and Service Systems, assuming that the Davenport restroom would include a flush toilet, the 
Proposed Project would generate a water demand of approximately 863 gallons per day, or 0.32 
million gallons per year. The CalEEMod model estimates that this water demand would generate 0.9 
MT CO2e annually. 

As described in Sections 3.2, Agricultural Resources, and 3.16, Utilities and Service Systems, the 
Proposed Project alignment would result in the removal of up to 1.5 acres of irrigated farmland, 
which would reduce water demand associated with this irrigation by approximately 4.4 acre-feet 
per year or 1.43 million gallons per year. Therefore, with the potential water demand 0.32 million 
gallons per year, net water demand resulting from the Proposed Project would decrease by 
approximately 1.1 million gallons per year. Existing GHG emissions resulting from this irrigation are 
approximately 1.5 MT CO2e annually.3 By removing this irrigation demand and associated GHG 
emissions, the Proposed Project would result in a net decrease of 0.6 MT CO2e annually. If the 
Davenport Beach parking lot restroom were to include a waterless vault toilet rather than a flush 
toilet, the Project would result in a net decrease of 1.5 MT CO2e annually. 

ELECTRICITY USE 

The Proposed Project would potentially install low-level lighting at the proposed restrooms and at 
the Highway 1 crossing to the unincorporated community of Davenport. These areas are currently 

                                                      
3 Estimated using the CalEEMod Model Version 2016.3.2. A 1.4-acre city park was assumed because water use would be primarily related 
to irrigation. Outdoor water use of 1.37 million gallons per year was assumed. 
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not connected to the electrical grid and no extension of service lines is proposed at this time. 
Lighting at the three restrooms would likely be powered by small, self-contained solar-powered 
motion-sensor fixtures (refer to Section 2.4, Project Characteristics/Trail Amenities and Features). As 
such, the Proposed Project would not result in a net-increase in GHG emissions from electricity use. 

As shown in Table 3.7-3, the Proposed Project would result in a net increase in annual GHG 
emissions of 617 MT CO2e.  

2017 Scoping Plan Consistency 
The CARB 2017 Scoping Plan identifies GHG reductions by emissions sector to achieve a statewide 
emissions level that is 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 (CARB 2017b). As discussed above, 
approximately 80 percent of the Proposed Project’s emissions would result from vehicle use, and 
the remaining emissions would result from solid waste disposal and water use. Chapter 2 of the 
Scoping Plan outlines key policies for the achievement of state-wide emissions targets. Key policies 
identified for reducing vehicle emissions are the Low Carbon Fuel Standard and the Mobile Source 
Strategy, which set increasingly stringent targets for fuel carbon intensity and encourage use of zero 
emission vehicles. Chapter 2 of the Scoping Plan does not identify any policies for reducing GHG 
emissions from solid waste or water use. As fuel emissions standards are established at the state 
level by CARB, reductions in the carbon intensity of Proposed Project fuel emissions are beyond the 
control of RTC and Project implementation. The Proposed Project does not include any features that 
would impede implementation of CARB standards. Project operational emissions were modeled for 
future Year 2030 using CalEEMod default emissions rates to demonstrate how vehicle emissions 
would decrease over time as a result of stricter emissions standards, anticipated increased use in 
EV, and as older, less efficient cars are taken off the road. As shown in Table 3.7-4, project emissions 
from vehicle use are anticipated to decrease over time. The Proposed Project would include parking 
facilities. However, the Project does not propose to provide EV infrastructure at Proposed Project 
parking lots to encourage use of EV and support implementation of the Mobile Source Strategy. As 
such, the Proposed Project would not be consistent with Chapter 2 of the 2017 Scoping Plan without 
implementation of feasible EV infrastructure. 

Table 3.7-4 Mobile Source GHG Emissions Comparison 

Year 
Annual Emissions  

(MTCO2e) 

Year 2021 Mobile Source Emissions 535 

Year 2030 Mobile Source Emissions 425 

Note: GHG emissions are rounded to the nearest whole number. Refer to Appendix F for exact values. 

Source: CalEEMod 2016.3.2. Refer to Appendix F for model output 

Chapter 4 of the 2017 Scoping Plan, Key Sectors, provides an overview of the contributions of 
identified emission sectors to the State’s GHG emissions, a description of both ongoing and 
proposed programs and policies to meet the 2030 target, and additional climate policy or actions 
that could be considered in the future. Emissions sectors include transportation, water, and waste 
management. Table 3.7-5 identifies the applicable actions for the transportation and waste 
management sectors and evaluates Proposed Project compliance. The goals and actions related to 
water consist primarily of development of more sustainable water supplies, efficient use of water in 
land development, and sustainable water infrastructure, which do not apply to the Proposed 
Project. As discussed above, the Proposed Project would use minimal water, and use would be 
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offset by the decrease in water use from the conversion of cropland. As shown in Table 3.7-5, the 
Proposed Project would comply with all applicable measures, except those related to EV 
infrastructure. The Proposed Project would not be consistent with Chapter 4 of the 2017 Scoping 
Plan without implementation of feasible EV infrastructure. 

Table 3.7-5 2017 Scoping Plan Key Sector Actions Compliance 
Key Sector and Applicable Actions Project Compliance 

Transportation Sustainability  
 Promote all feasible policies to reduce VMT, including: 
 Increasing low carbon mobility choices, including 

improved access to viable and affordable public 
transportation and active transportation 
opportunities. 

 Promote transportation fuel system infrastructure for 
electric, fuel-cell, and other emerging clean 
technologies that is accessible to the public where 
possible, and especially in underserved communities, 
including environmental justice communities. 

 Increase the number, safety, connectivity, and 
attractiveness of biking and walking facilities to 
increase use. 

The Proposed Project would implement a new active 
transportation opportunity for walking and biking. The 
Proposed Project does not include EV infrastructure to 
promote EV use. As such, the Proposed Project is 
potentially inconsistent with this measure. Bus service is 
currently provided from the City of Santa Cruz to 
Davenport and Bonny Doon Road, with connections to 
other Santa Cruz communities including, but not limited 
to, Live Oak, Capitola, Aptos and Watsonville. RTC 
annually distributes funding for bus service provided by 
the Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District in the form of 
Transportation Development Act (TDA), State Transit 
Assistance (STA) and Measure D funding. In fiscal year 
2017-18, this amounted to approximately $14 million 
distributed by RTC to the METRO for bus service. The 
remaining policies pertain to land use development, land 
development to promote VMT reductions, research and 
development goals, and rail and freight technology goals 
that do not apply to the Proposed Project. 

Waste Management  
 Maximize recycling and diversion from landfills. 
 Increasing organics diversion from landfills, building on 

established mandates (AB 341’s 75 percent by 2020 
solid waste diversion goal, AB 1594,221 AB 1826,222 
AB 876223) and new short-lived climate pollutant 
targets for 2025 (SB 605, SB 1383) to be accomplished 
via prevention (including food rescue), recycling, 
composting/digestion, and biomass options. 

The Proposed Project would provide a recycling receptacle 
at the site of each trash bin to encourage recycling. 
Provision of food waste receptacles for organic waste as 
part of the County of Santa Cruz Food Scrap Collection 
Pilot Program was considered for the Proposed Project. 
However, a special truck is required for organic waste 
services. Due to the remote location of trail waste 
receptacles, it is unlikely that organic waste service could 
be provided to these receptacles. Additionally, the 
Proposed Project would not be expected to generate 
substantial quantities of organic waste. Food may be 
brought to the site for the purpose of consumption, but 
would require minimal disposal of the organic product 
itself. Additional regular truck trips to the site for organic 
waste collection would likely negate minimal GHG 
reductions from minor organic waste recycling. The 
remaining goals and actions for waste management are 
focused on treatment of waste and waste management 
facilities and development of new state-wide policies, 
which do not apply to the Proposed Project. 

Source: CARB 2017b 
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In addition, Chapter 5 of the 2017 Scoping Plan, Achieving Success, outlines project-level 
recommendations for 2017 Scoping Plan consistency. It is recommended that projects incorporate 
design features and GHG reduction measures, to the degree feasible, to minimize GHG emissions. 
The section references 2017 Scoping Plan Appendix B, which includes examples of on-site project 
design features, mitigation measures, and direct regional investments that may be feasible to 
minimize GHG emissions. The majority of recommended measures apply to land development 
projects because these projects have the potential to induce growth and result in a regional 
increase in VMT, energy demand, and water demand. Table 3.7-6 evaluates Proposed Project 
consistency with recommended minimization measures. As such, the Proposed Project would be 
considered consistent with the 2017 Scoping Plan if it would implement all applicable and feasible 
recommendations. As shown in Table 3.7-6, the Proposed Project would comply with all applicable 
measures, except those related to EV infrastructure. The proposed project would not be consistent 
with Chapter 5 of the 2017 Scoping Plan without implementation of feasible EV infrastructure. 

Table 3.7-6 2017 Scoping Plan Minimization Measure Compliance 
Sector and Applicable Measures Project Compliance 

Construction 

Enforce idling time restrictions for construction vehicles Idling time would be limited to a maximum of five 
consecutive minutes, in accordance with CARB diesel 
vehicle regulation. The Proposed Project would be 
consistent with this measure. 

Require construction vehicles to operate with the highest 
tier engines commercially available 

The construction fleet selected for Proposed Project 
construction would be required to comply with all current 
standards. It is not feasible for the RTC to require and 
enforce construction vehicle requirements beyond those 
established by CARB. 

Divert and recycle construction and demolition waste, and 
use locally-sourced building materials with a high recycled 
material content to the greatest extent feasible 

Construction of the Proposed Project would utilize 
excavated soil on site to the extent possible. Four local 
quarries and building material providers have been 
identified to potentially provide the materials required for 
project construction: 
 Olive Springs Quarry Inc. 
 Felton Quarry and AC Facility 
 Watsonville Concrete and Building Materials 
 Santa Cruz Concrete and Building Materials 
The Proposed Project would be consistent with this 
measure. 

Minimize tree removal, and mitigate indirect GHG 
emissions increases that occur due to vegetation removal, 
loss of sequestration, and soil disturbance  

Construction of the Proposed Project Areas would result in 
tree removal during construction. However, areas 
disturbed by construction activities would be revegetated 
with native species, with the exception of the trail 
alignment itself. The Proposed Project would be 
consistent with this measure. 

Utilize existing grid power for electric energy rather than 
operating temporary gasoline/diesel powered generators 

The Proposed Project would be constructed in areas that 
are not currently served by the existing power grid. This 
measure is not feasible. 

Increase use of electric and renewable fuel powered 
construction equipment and require renewable diesel fuel 
where commercially available 

The construction fleet selected for Proposed Project 
construction would be required to comply with all current 
standards. It is not feasible for the RTC to require and 
enforce construction vehicle requirements beyond those 
established by CARB. 
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Sector and Applicable Measures Project Compliance 

Require diesel equipment fleets to be lower emitting than 
any current emission standard 

The construction fleet selected for Proposed Project 
construction would be required to comply with all current 
standards. It is not feasible for the RTC to require and 
enforce construction vehicle requirements beyond those 
established by CARB. 

Operation 

Require on-site EV charging capabilities for parking spaces 
serving the project to meet jurisdiction-wide EV 
proliferation goals 

The Proposed Project could potentially provide EV stations 
at proposed parking lots; however, none are currently 
proposed. The Proposed Project is potentially 
inconsistent with this measure. 

Allow for new construction to install fewer on-site parking 
spaces than required by local municipal building code, if 
appropriate. 

This measure is not appropriate for the Proposed Project 
because the Proposed Project parking lots currently serve 
a high demand for beach parking. It is unlikely that 
reducing proposed parking would reduce vehicle trips. 
Rather, parking would likely continue to overflow onto 
Highway 1 and potentially into Davenport or rural roads 
near the alignment. Potential traffic congestion and safety 
impacts could result. 

Provide on- and off-site safety improvements for bike, 
pedestrian, and transit connections, and/or implement 
relevant improvements identified in an applicable 
bicycle and/or pedestrian master plan 

The Proposed Project is a bike and pedestrian connection 
that implements a segment of the planned MBSST. 
Additionally, bus service is currently provided from the 
City of Santa Cruz to Davenport and Bonny Doon Road. 
RTC annually distributes funding for bus service provided 
by the Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District in the form 
of Transportation Development Act (TDA), State Transit 
Assistance (STA) and Measure D funding. In fiscal year 
2017-18, this amounted to approximately $14 million 
distributed by RTC to the METRO for bus service. 

Require cool roofs and “cool parking” that promotes cool 
surface treatment for new parking facilities as well as 
existing surface lots undergoing resurfacing 

The Proposed Project would result in new paved parking 
lots at the Davenport Beach and Panther/Yellowbank 
Beach parking areas, and a minor expansion of the paved 
area at the Bonny Doon lot. The total paved area would be 
5,400 SF. The parking lots are surrounded by open space 
and vegetation. As a result, the contribution of the new 
pavement area to a heat island would be extremely 
minimal. Due to their remote location, use of cool roofs or 
a surface treatment on the Proposed Project paved areas 
would not contribute to any reduction of a heat island in 
an urban area where cooling is required, which is the 
concern of the 2017 Scoping Plan. Additionally, 
construction of a shade structure over the paved 
Proposed Project parking lots would result in a significant 
aesthetic impact. The upfront cost ($0.15-$6.50 per 
square foot) and required ongoing maintenance of surface 
treatments would likely make such a treatment infeasible 
for the Proposed Project (USEPA 2012). 

Require electric vehicle charging station 
(Conductive/inductive) and signage for 
non-residential developments 

The Proposed Project does not include EV stations at 
proposed parking lots. The Proposed Project is potentially 
inconsistent with this measure. 

Provide electric outlets to promote the use of electric 
landscape maintenance 
equipment to the extent feasible on parks and 
public/quasi-public lands 

The Proposed Project would be constructed in areas that 
are not currently served by the existing power grid. This 
measure is not feasible. 
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Sector and Applicable Measures Project Compliance 

Require the use of energy-efficient lighting for all street, 
parking, and area lighting 

Proposed lighting at the three restrooms would likely be 
powered by small, self-contained solar powered motion-
sensor fixtures (refer to Section 2.4, Project 
Characteristics/Trail Amenities and Features). The 
Proposed Project would be consistent with this measure. 

Require the development project to propose an off-site 
mitigation project which should generate carbon credits 
equivalent to the anticipated GHG emission reductions. 
This would be implemented via an approved protocol for 
carbon credits from California Air Pollution Control 
Officers Association (CAPCOA), the California Air 
Resources Board, or other similar entities determined 
acceptable by the local air district 
Require the project to purchase carbon credits from the 
CAPCOA GHG Reduction Exchange Program, American 
Carbon Registry (ACR), Climate Action Reserve (CAR) or 
other similar carbon credit registry determined to be 
acceptable by the local air district. 
Encourage the applicant to consider generating or 
purchasing local and California-only carbon credits as the 
preferred mechanism to implement its offsite mitigation 
measure for GHG emissions and that will facilitate the 
State’s efforts in achieving the GHG emission reduction 
goal 

The Proposed Project would provide a new public 
recreational amenity. It would not generate any revenue 
that could be used to support ongoing carbon offsets or 
invest in off-site mitigation projects. Additional ongoing 
carbon offsets or investment in mitigation projects would 
likely be infeasible. However, the Proposed Project itself 
implements part of the MBSST, a regional effort to 
promote alternative transportation and reduce regional 
GHG emissions. The MBSST is identified as an 
implementation action of the County CAS. Additionally, 
the RTC expects to continue to funding transportation 
investments that support the use of alternative 
transportation measures, as described above. As such, the 
Proposed Project would contribute its fair share to off-site 
mitigation programs (the MBSST) and on-going efforts to 
reduce GHG emissions in the region. 

Source: CARB 2017b 

County Climate Action Strategy 
The County CAS outlines a course of action to reduce GHG emissions produced by governmental 
operations and community activities in unincorporated Santa Cruz County. The CAS sets the County 
on a path toward the statewide goal in EO S-3-05 of 80 percent below 1990 levels, which is 
incorporated as a local goal of 59 percent below 2009 levels by 2050 (Santa Cruz County 2017).  

The CAS does not outline requirements for individual projects to achieve CAS compliance. However, 
the Proposed Project itself would implement a GHG emissions reduction strategy identified in the 
County CAS. Strategy T-2 is to increase bicycle ridership and walking through incentive programs 
and investment in bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure and safety programs. This strategy is 
supported by Action T-2.2 to work with the RTC to support and implement the MBSST Network 
Master Plan.  

The Proposed Project would be an investment in bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure in the county 
and would implement a segment necessary for the completion of the MBSST Network. Therefore, 
the Proposed Project would be consistent with the County CAS.  

Summary 
Implementation of the Proposed Project would result in total annual GHG emissions of 
approximately 617 MT CO2e, including amortized construction emissions. However, as described 
above, the project’s actual contribution to increase annual GHG emissions would likely be less than 
reported as many of the projected vehicle trips to the parking areas would not actually be new 
regional trips. The Proposed Project itself would implement a GHG-reducing measure of the County 
CAS and would encourage use of alternative forms of transportation. Therefore, the Proposed 
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Project would be consistent with the goals of the County CAS and the 2017 Scoping Plan. The 
Proposed Project would implement all 2017 Scoping Plan measures to reduce GHG emissions that 
are applicable, feasible, and can be implemented at the project level, with the exception of 
providing new EV infrastructure. Mitigation Measure GHG-1 would require provision of the EV 
infrastructure at the Davenport parking lot, and other parking lots as feasible. Therefore, this impact 
of the Proposed Project would be less than significant with mitigation.  

Mitigation Measure GHG-1: Install Electric Vehicle Infrastructure in Parking Lots 
The RTC shall install electric vehicle infrastructure that includes an EV charging station at the 
Davenport parking lot, at a minimum. Due to limits on electrical infrastructure, a charging station 
connected to the electric grid may only be provided at the Davenport parking lot. EV charging 
stations will be installed at other Project parking lots proposed for improvement where installation 
is feasible and funding is available. Solar charging stations shall be considered for the 
Panther/Yellowbank Beach and Bonny Doon parking lots. The RTC shall request permission to install 
an EV charging station at the Wilder Ranch State Park parking lot. Parking spots associated with EV 
charging stations shall include signage to reserve spots for EVs only. 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
Alternative 1 has the potential to generate GHG emissions during construction and operation. 
Construction and operational impacts are addressed separately below. Compared to the Proposed 
Project, construction emissions would be less, and operation emissions would be similar. 

Construction 
Construction of Alternative 1 would result in the temporary generation of GHG emissions from 
operation of heavy construction equipment and generation of truck and vehicle trips to and from 
the construction site. The estimated construction emissions for Alternative 1 are provided in Table 
3.7-7. As shown therein, construction of Alternative 1 would generate approximately 382 MT CO2e 
during construction, compared to 414 MT CO2e for the Proposed Project Shark Fin Cove Option A (a 
reduction of 7.7 percent) or 450 MT CO2e for Shark Fin Cove Option B (a reduction of 15.1 percent). 
Emissions would be reduced because track removal would be less equipment-intense than the 
excavation required for the Proposed Project. Amortized construction emissions from Alternative 1 
would be approximately 13 MT CO2e, compared to up to 15 MT CO2e under the Proposed Project. 
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Table 3.7-7 Estimated Total Construction GHG Emissions (12-Month Construction 
Period) 
Major Construction Activity MTCO2e 

Clearing, Grubbing, and Conserving Topsoil 50 

Track Removal 31 

Embankment and RSS Construction 47 

Drainage Installation 6 

Road Base Construction 49 

Concrete Installation (Curb, sidewalks, drive pads) 15 

Asphalt Construction and Bathroom Installation 76 

Unpaved Shoulder Construction 57 

Placing Topsoil, Seeding, Mulching 49 

Fencepost Painting 2 

Total  382 

Source: CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2. Emission quantities are rounded to the nearest whole number. Exact values are provided in 
Attachment A 

Operation 
Following construction, operation of Alternative 1 would be the same as the Proposed Project, 
including estimated trip generation, bathroom design, and garbage can installation. As such, 
consistency of Alternative 1 with the 2017 Scoping Plan and County CAS would be the same as the 
Proposed Project. Refer to the discussion above for the Proposed Project. 

Amortized construction emissions would be reduced by 1 MT CO2e compared to the Proposed 
Project. Therefore, total estimated annual operational emissions would be 616 MT CO2e under 
Alternative 1, compared to 617 MT CO2e under the Proposed Project. As discussed for the Proposed 
Project, Alternative 1 would be consistent with the 2017 Scoping Plan with the exception of 
providing EV infrastructure. Mitigation Measure GHG-1, described above, would also be required for 
Alternative 1. Impacts of Alternative 1 would be less than significant with mitigation. 

Mitigation Measure GHG-1: Install Electric Vehicle Infrastructure in Parking Lots 

Threshold B: Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death as a result of projected sea level rise or erosion 

Impact GHG-2 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT EXPOSE PEOPLE OR STRUCTURES TO SUBSTANTIAL RISK OF 
LOSS, INJURY, OR DEATH FROM PROJECTED SEA LEVEL RISE OR EROSION. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN 
SIGNIFICANT; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
The potential for the Proposed Project to expose people or structures to substantial adverse effects 
from impacts of climate change related to sea level rise, extreme storm events, bluff erosion, and 
fire risk are addressed below. The predicted area at risk from hazards (sea level rise, storm flooding, 
and bluff erosion) are presented graphically based on data from the Coastal Resilience program web 
mapping tool (Nature Conservancy 2018). The highest predicted risk scenario for Year 2060 is 
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presented for each hazard. Table 3.7-8 shows the acreage of the Proposed Project alignment that 
would be at risk for each hazard under Year 2010 and Year 2060 scenarios. The predicted risks are 
mapped by the Nature Conservancy based on best available prediction tools and data. However, 
modeling cannot definitively predict the future effects of climate change. This analysis presents the 
most conservative (highest risk) prediction of the effects of climate change, but actual future sea 
level rise, storm flooding, and coastal erosion may differ from mapped conditions. 

Table 3.7-8 Climate Change-Related Predicted Hazard Area (acres) in Proposed 
Project Area 
Hazard Existing (2010) Year 2060  

Sea Level Rise Inundation 0 0  

Storm Flooding 0.21 0.33  

Coastal Erosion 0.21 0.24  

Note: The information in this table applies to both Proposed Project Shark Fin Cove Design Options A and B. 

Source: Nature Conservancy 2018 

Sea Level Rise 
Figure 3.7-4a and Figure 3.7-4b show the portions of the Proposed Project that potentially would be 
inundated as a result of sea level rise. As shown therein and in Table 3.7-8, the Proposed Project 
alignment is not anticipated to be inundated by sea level rise within any foreseeable time frame. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not expose people or structures to substantial adverse 
effects from impacts of climate change related to sea level rise. This impact would be less than 
significant. 

Storm Flooding and Coastal Erosion 
Figure 3.7-5a and Figure 3.7-5b show the portions of the Proposed Project alignment that would 
potentially be exposed to flooding during storm events. Figure 3.7-6a and Figure 3.7-6b show the 
portions of the Proposed Project alignment that would potentially be exposed to coastal erosion. As 
shown therein and in Table 3.7-8, 0.33 acre of the Proposed Project alignment would potentially be 
exposed to flooding during storm events and 0.03 acre would potentially be exposed to coastal 
erosion hazards. The Year 2060 flood risk area is anticipated to increase 0.12 acre from existing 
conditions, and the Year 2060 erosion risk area is anticipated to increase 0.03 acre from existing 
conditions.  

The Proposed Project would not include any structures for human occupancy other than restrooms 
at the Davenport Beach and Panther/Yellowbank Beach parking lots that would be used briefly. The 
restrooms would be located on the inland side of the tracks, approximately 200 feet or more from 
the current coastal bluffs and outside the risk areas shown in Figure 3.7-5a and Figure 3.7-6a.  

As discussed in Section 2.5, Project Operation and Maintenance, the trail and associated amenities 
would be subject to routine maintenance. Through routine maintenance and inspections, it is 
anticipated any areas of the trail that are experiencing excessive coastal erosion or inundation 
would be identified. As these areas are identified, appropriate action would be taken to minimize 
the risk of loss, injury, or death. Such actions may include trail segment closure, structural 
improvements, or relocation of portions of the trail. Such actions would not displace any residents 
such that impacts would occur elsewhere, and would prevent any ongoing risk of loss, injury, or  



Environmental Impact Analysis 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change 

 
Final Environmental Impact Report (Volume 2, Draft EIR) 3.7-31 

Figure 3.7-4a 2060 Sea Level Rise: North (Davenport to Scaroni Road)  
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Figure 3.7-4b 2060 Sea Level Rise: South (Scaroni Road to Wilder Ranch)  
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Figure 3.7-5a 2060 Storm Flooding: North (Davenport to Scaroni Road) 
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Figure 3.7-5b 2060 Storm Flooding: South (Scaroni Road to Wilder Ranch)  
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Figure 3.7-6a 2060 Cliff Erosion: North (Davenport to Scaroni Road) 
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Figure 3.7-6b 2060 Cliff Erosion: South (Scaroni Road to Wilder Ranch)  
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death. Furthermore, although the Proposed Project could require slope stabilization at the existing 
eroding bluff near Davenport, as shown in Figure A.PP-2 and described in Section 2.6, Project 
Construction, to reduce risks to trail users from coastal erosion. However, the Proposed Project 
would not exacerbate coastal erosion or other impacts of climate change related to sea level rise, 
extreme storm events, bluff erosion, and fire risk.  

Therefore, impacts related to storm flooding and coastal erosion would be less than significant. 

Fire Risk 
The Proposed Project is located in a primarily rural, undeveloped area that is identified as having a 
moderate to high fire hazard risk (CALFIRE 2007). The risk of fire in the area may increase as a result 
of climate change; however, the Proposed Project does not include any components that would 
increase exposure to fire risk or adversely impact response to fires. The Proposed Project would 
require only minimal water use for a maximum of one new restroom facility and would not impact 
the availability or accessibility of water resources for fire response. The routine maintenance of the 
trail would include tree and shrub trimming, grass moving, and weed removal that would prevent 
overgrowth that potentially would provide fuel for wildfire. Therefore, the Proposed Project would 
not expose people or structures to substantial adverse effects from wildfire risk. Refer to Impact 
HAZ-5 in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, for additional analysis of the Project’s 
impacts related to fire risk exposure. This impact would be less than significant. 

In summary, the potential for the Proposed Project to expose people or structures to substantial 
adverse effects from impacts of climate change related to sea level rise, extreme storm events, bluff 
erosion, and fire risk would be a less than significant. No mitigation is required.  

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
The potential for Alternative 1 to expose people or structures to substantial adverse effects from 
impacts of climate change related to sea level rise, extreme storm events, bluff erosion, and fire risk 
would be similar to the Proposed Project. Refer to the discussion above. 

Figure 3.7-4a through Figure 3.7-6b show the portions of Alternative 1 that would be exposed to 
potential impacts resulting from sea level rise, storm flooding, and coastal erosion. Table 3.7-9 
compares the acreage of the Alternative 1 alignment that would be at risk for each hazard to the 
area for the Proposed Project alignment. 

Table 3.7-9 Climate Change-Related Predicted Hazard Area (acres): Comparison of 
Proposed Project and Alternative 1 
Hazard Proposed Project (2060) Alternative 1 (2060)  

Sea Level Rise Inundation 0 0  

Storm Flooding 0.33 0.11  

Coastal Erosion 0.24 0.006  

Source: Nature Conservancy 2018 

Note: The information in this table applies to both Proposed Project Shark Fin Cove Design Options A and B. 

As shown in Table 3.7-9, the area of Alternative 1 that potentially would be exposed to storm 
flooding or coastal erosion would be reduced compared to the Proposed Project because for the 
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majority of the alignment, Alternative 1 is approximately 25 to 30 feet inland from the Proposed 
Project alignment.  

Operation of Alternative 1 would be identical to the Proposed Project; therefore, Alternative 1 
would not interfere with the availability of water supply for fire response or agriculture or develop 
structures for human occupancy that would increase exposure to climate change-related hazards. 
Risk of exposure to fire would be identical to the Proposed Project. This impact of Alternative 1 
would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.  
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3.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
This section analyzes the impacts associated with exposure to hazards and hazardous materials, 
including those related to hazardous materials use, transportation, and development on 
contaminated sites. Impacts associated with the risk of exposure to wildland fires are also 
addressed. Table 3.8-1 presents a summary of Project impacts regarding hazards and hazardous 
materials. Impacts to water quality resulting from accidental spills during construction are 
addressed in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality.  

Table 3.8-1 Summary of Project Impacts on Hazards and Hazardous Materialsa 

Impact 
Significance 
Before Mitigation Mitigation 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

HAZ-1. Routine agricultural operations could expose 
trail users and maintenance personnel to pesticides 
and other hazardous chemicals. 

Potentially 
Significant 

AG-3(b), AG-3(e), 
AG-5, HAZ-1 

Less than 
Significant  

HAZ-2. Roadway accidents that involve hazardous 
materials could create a public safety hazard to trail 
users and maintenance personnel. 

Less than 
Significant 

None Required Less than 
Significant 

HAZ-3. Disruption to utilities during construction 
could expose the public or environment to hazardous 
materials. 

Potentially 
Significant 

HAZ-3 Less than 
Significant 

HAZ-4. Ground disturbance during construction 
could release existing soil contaminants and expose 
construction personnel and the public to health 
hazards 

Potentially 
Significant 

HAZ-4(a), HAZ-4(b) 
(Proposed Project 
and Alternative 1) 
HAZ-4(c) 
(Alternative 1 only) 

Less than 
Significant 

HAZ-5. The Project would increase recreational use 
in areas designated as moderate and high wildland 
fire hazard areas, but would not significantly 
exacerbate existing wildfire hazards 

Less than 
Significant 

None Required Less than 
Significant 

a The impacts apply to both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 unless otherwise noted. 

3.8.1 Existing Conditions 

Definitions 

Hazardous Waste 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) defines a “hazardous waste” as a substance that 
(1) may cause or significantly contribute to an increase in mortality or an increase in serious, 
irreversible, or incapacitating reversible illness, and (2) poses a substantial present or potential 
future hazard to human health or the environment when it is improperly treated, stored, 
transported, disposed of, or otherwise managed (40 Federal Code of Regulations (FCR) 261.10). 
Hazardous waste is also defined as ignitable, corrosive, explosive, or reactive and is identified by the 
USEPA by its form: solids, semi-solids, liquids, and gases. Producers of such wastes include private 
businesses and federal, state, and local government agencies. A material may also be classified as 
hazardous if it contains defined amounts of toxic chemicals. USEPA regulates the production and 
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distribution of commercial and industrial chemicals to protect human health and the environment. 
USEPA also prepares and distributes information to inform the public about these chemicals and 
their effects, and provides guidance to manufacturers in pollution prevention measures, such as 
more efficient manufacturing processes and recycling used materials. 

Hazard versus Risk 
Public health is potentially at risk whenever hazardous materials have been used or where there 
could be exposure to such materials. Ecological communities, such as avian and terrestrial habitats 
and the aquatic environment, may be at risk, depending on the type of populations and locations 
relative to potential exposure sources. Important to the setting and analyses presented in this 
section are the concepts of the “hazard” of these materials and the “risk” they pose to human 
health and the ecological environment. 

Exposure to some chemical substances may harm internal organs or systems in the human body, 
ranging from temporary effects to permanent disability or death. Aquatic, terrestrial, or avian 
species may be similarly adversely affected. Hazardous materials that result in adverse effects are 
generally considered “toxic.” However, chemical materials may be corrosive or react with other 
substances to form other hazardous materials, but they are not considered toxic because organs or 
systems are not affected. That is to say, because toxic materials can result in adverse health effects, 
they are considered hazardous materials, but not all hazardous materials are necessarily “toxic.” For 
purposes of the information and analyses presented in this section, the terms hazardous substances 
and hazardous materials are used interchangeably and include materials that are considered toxic. 

The risk to human health and the ecological environment is determined by the probability of 
exposure to a hazardous material and the severity of harm such exposure would pose. The 
likelihood and means of exposure, along with the inherent toxicity of a material, are used to 
determine the degree of risk to human health or the ecosystem. For example, a high probability of 
exposure to a low toxicity chemical would not necessarily pose an unacceptable human health or 
ecological risk, whereas a low probability of exposure to a very high toxicity chemical might. Various 
regulatory agencies, such as USEPA, California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA), State 
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), 
and federal and state Occupational Safety and Health Administrations (OSHA) are responsible for 
developing and/or enforcing risk-based standards to protect the public and the environment. Key 
regulations from each of these agencies are described in Section 3.8.2, Regulatory Setting. 

Hazards Associated with Adjacent Agriculture 
The 7.5-mile-long Project corridor runs adjacent to agriculture for approximately 4.7 miles of the 
length of the trail, or approximately 63 percent of the alignment. A variety of chemicals are used 
and stored on agricultural properties along the corridor, including pesticides, herbicides, and 
nutrients. The potential hazards associated with these chemicals are described below.  

Agricultural Pesticides 
The CalEPA Department of Pesticide Regulations (DPR) is the state agency that sets regulatory 
standards for pesticides. DPR establishes regulatory practices that determine when and how a 
pesticide is applied. It also establishes safety precautions. Furthermore, the California Division of 
Occupational Safety and Health (CalOSHA) establishes workplace standards for pesticide use to 
protect farm workers. DPR uses “signal words” to classify pesticides that range, in order of 
decreasing severity, from “danger,” to “warning,” to “caution.” These classifications are based on 
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testing the entire formulation, active and inactive ingredients, and indicate acute, short-term health 
hazards, such as those resulting from inhalation, eye contact, ingestion, dermal absorption, and 
dermal irritation. The long-term effects of exposure to some of these pesticides may be considered 
carcinogenic. 

The County of Santa Cruz County Office of the Agricultural Commissioner (Agricultural 
Commissioner’s office) retains a registry of pesticides used on individual agricultural parcels in the 
County. Pesticide Use Records (PUR) for the North Coast area from November 2012 to November 
2017 were obtained from the Agricultural Commissioner’s office and are included herein as 
Appendix E (Santa Cruz County Agricultural Commissioner 2017). PURs for the North Coast area 
show that pesticides were applied 4,242 times from November 2012 to November 2017, with 
approximately 95 percent of these occurring by ground application. Over half of pesticide 
applications between 2012 and 2017 occurred during the three-month period of July, August, and 
September, and 88 percent occurred between May and October. Over 140 different pesticides were 
applied during this period.  

In addition to being applied on crops in and adjacent to the Project corridor, pesticides are stored 
on agricultural properties along the alignment. For example, an approximately 380-square foot 
pesticide shack is located immediately adjacent to the Proposed Project alignment, approximately 
2,500 feet south of the trail’s intersection with Scaroni Road (refer to Sheet 6 in Appendix A.PP and 
Appendix A.1).  

Historical agricultural operations in the Project vicinity likely used organophosphate and/or 
organochlorine pesticides, and residual amounts of these chemicals could exist in surficial soils 
along the Project corridor. For example, dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane (DDT), an organochlorine, 
accumulates in fatty tissue and is persistence in the environment, resulting in residual 
concentrations from historical use (Imperial County 2015). Although DDT was eventually replaced by 
various organophosphates (Gilbert 2014a), DDT and its byproducts bind strongly to soils and as a 
result can remain in some soils for a long time, potentially hundreds of years (Imperial County 
2015).  

Another pesticide used in the North Coast area in the past, methyl bromide – a broad spectrum 
pesticide used widely in California before being phased out in the early 2000s – is a pesticide of 
particular concern that has demonstrable health effects. Human exposure to high concentrations of 
methyl bromide can result in central nervous system and respiratory system failure, as well as 
specific and severe deleterious actions on the lungs, eyes, and skin. Exposure of pregnant women 
may result in fetal defects. The pesticide has been found to be non-detectable in the soil, however, 
after a few days to a few weeks after application (RTC 2013), and has not been used in the North 
Coast area since at least November 2012 (Santa Cruz County Agricultural Commissioner 2017). 

Symptoms of acute exposure to organophosphate may include numbness, tingling sensations, 
incoordination, headache, dizziness, tremor, nausea, abdominal cramps, sweating, blurred visions, 
difficulty breathing or respiratory depression, and slow heartbeat. Very high doses may result in 
unconsciousness, incontinence, and convulsions or fatality. Persons with respiratory ailments, 
recent exposure to cholinesterase inhibitors, cholinesterase impairment, or liver malfunction are at 
increased risk from exposure. Some organophosphates may cause delayed symptoms beginning one 
to four weeks after an acute exposure, which may or may not have produced immediate effects 
(USEPA 2013).  

Symptoms of acute exposure to organochlorines may include headache, dizziness, nausea, vomiting, 
tremors, confusion, and hyperesthesia and paresthesia of face and extremities. Organochlorines are 
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absorbed from the gut, by the lungs, and across the skin in varying degrees. Severe poisonings of 
organochlorines can result in convulsions, respiratory depression, or coma (USEPA 2013). 

The only fumigant currently used in the North Coast area is Telone II, which is used to control 
nematodes, insects, and disease organisms in soil. Telone II is a restricted-use pesticide due to high 
acute inhalation toxicity and carcinogenicity (Dow AgroSciences 2012). The active ingredient in 
Telone II is 1,3-Dichloroproene (1,3-D). 1,3-D is sprayed on the ground or injected into the soil. In 
soil, the product can exist as a gas or a liquid, with a half-life of up to 69 days. 1,3-D evaporates 
quickly when discharged to surface water, with an estimated half-life of 50 hours. Human exposure 
is most likely to occur through the air, following the compound entering the atmosphere after its 
application to soils. Exposure poses health risks to humans, although the risks are not yet fully 
understood and estimates of human health impacts rely on animal studies (U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency [US EPA] 2008).  

Products containing 1,3-D may be injected into soil via shank or hand-wand, or applied by drip 
irrigation. Variables include the use or non-use of a tarp, and the depth of injection. California is the 
only state that limits how much 1,3-D can be used annually in an area. California’s restrictions apply 
to each six by six mile area known as a township (DPR 2016).  

Acute or short-term inhalation exposure to high concentrations of 1,3-D may cause upper 
respiratory symptoms, eye irritation, dizziness, and runny nose. Chronic or subchronic (moderate) 
exposure may be toxic to some organs, including the liver, bladder, kidney, and lungs. 1,3-D is 
considered to be a likely carcinogen to humans, for both inhalation and oral exposure. 
Carcinogenicity is considered to be the most critical public health concern associated with 1,3-D. 
The difference in exposure risks between children and adults is undetermined (CalEPA 2006).  

Between 1982 and 1990, the DPR Pesticide Illness Surveillance Program received 51 case reports 
that included 1,3-D, either alone or in conjunction with other pesticides. Health effects included 
systemic, eye, skin, and combined eye-skin effects. Use of 1,3-D was suspended from 1990 to 1995, 
and there were no illness reports associated with 1,3-D between 1990 and 1997. Between 1998 and 
2011, there were 72 reported cases, five of which involved 1,3-D alone, with the remaining 67 cases 
involving both 1,3-D and chloropicrin. Four of the five cases involving only 1,3-D reported 
respiratory symptoms. The cases involving 1,3-D and chloropicrin mostly involved eye symptoms, 
suggesting that chloropicrin was the primary driver of the symptoms. Most 1,3-D-containing 
formulations sold in California also contain chloropicrin, which is an irritant and a potential 
carcinogen (CalEPA 2015).  

There have been no complaints to the Agricultural Commissioner regarding Telone II in the North 
Coast area, including two properties adjacent to an existing trail south of Wilder Ranch, where 
Telone II is applied in close proximity to the trail (Sanford 2018).  

In 2015, DPR completed a scientific study of the inhalation risks of 1,3-D. The study used computer 
simulations to examine inhalation exposure risks projected to occur in California under 
occupational, bystander, and ambient scenarios. The study established a margin of exposure (MOE) 
target for adults, and a stricter target for children for determining what levels of exposure would 
represent potential health effects. Results below the MOE targets represented a health risk. 
Exposure at the edge of a buffer zone was below the target for children and below the target for 
adults in the case of a shallow shank application. Subchronic/seasonal exposure was below the 
target for children for both ambient exposure and exposure at a buffer zone edge. 
Subchronic/seasonal exposure was also below the target for adults in the case of buffer zone edge 
exposure in the case of a shallow shank application. The study states that for people residing in 
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high-use 1,3-D townships, there are potential short or long-term exposure risks associated with 
spending time in close vicinity to ongoing 1,3-D applications (CalEPA 2015). However, short-
term/acute ambient exposure was not below the target for adults or children, indicating that this 
degree of exposure does not represent a health risk.  

Based on the research described above, DPR implemented limits on 1,3-D. The limits were made 
effective on January 1, 2017, and include the following: 

 Township cap of 136,000 adjusted total pounds1 each year 

 The practice of “banking” unused 1,3-D for use in future years will be discontinued 

 1,3-D applications during December will be prohibited to address air concentration 
uncertainties and potentially high seasonal exposures 

The restrictions on 1,3-D targeted limiting public exposure to 1,3-D to the following extent: 

 If 100,000 people lived in a 6 x 6 mile township for 70 years; and 

 136,000 adjusted pounds of 1,3-D were applied in the township every year for 70 years; then 

 There is less than a 5 percent chance that 1 person in the township would develop cancer from 
exposure to 1,3-D. (DPR 2016) 

The restrictions described above limit public exposure throughout the state to 1,3-D, due to the 
risks that were determined for instances of nearby, prolonged exposure. For trail users passing by a 
field that was treated with 1,3-D, the degree of exposure would be characterized as short-
term/acute ambient exposure. CalEPA’s study of 1,3-D did not determine this degree of exposure to 
be a health risk for adults or children.  

Hazards Associated with Historical Rail Uses 
The Project corridor primarily aligns with the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line corridor. As described in 
Section 3.5.1 Existing Conditions (History) in the Section 3.5, Cultural Resources, a subsidiary of the 
Southern Pacific Railroad known as the Coast Line Railway developed the Davenport Branch Line, a 
12-mile long line between the Davenport Cement Plant and the City of Santa Cruz. Although the line 
provided some passenger service between Davenport and Santa Cruz, its primary purpose was to 
transport freight from the Davenport Cement Plant. Although passenger service discontinued in 
1938, the line continued to transfer freight from the Davenport Cement Plant as part of the Santa 
Cruz Branch Rail Line. Potential hazards associated with historical rail uses include the presence of 
residual chemicals and the potential presence of asbestos and lead.  

Residual Chemicals 
Some historic railroad operations involved the use of chemicals that may result in present-day 
contamination. The most commonly reported contamination along rail lines comes from metals, 
pesticides (e.g., lead arsenate), and constituents of oil or fuel (petroleum products). These chemicals 
have been associated with railroad operations. Arsenic in the soil along a rail right-of-way (ROW) 
may come from old railroad ties dipped in an arsenic solution, arsenic weed-control sprays, and 

                                                      
1 1,3-D allocations and use are “adjusted total pounds” using application factors that vary from 0.3x to 2.3x of pounds applied depending 
on fumigation method, month, and region. The application factors account for differences in emissions and air concentrations associated 
with different application methods, field conditions, and weather conditions.  
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arsenic-laced slag used as railroad bed fill. However, arsenic is also a naturally-occurring substance, 
so arsenic present in the soil may be partially or entirely resulting from background concentrations.2 
Lubricating oil and diesel that dripped from the trains are likely sources of the petroleum product 
contaminants found along rail lines.  

Additionally, the creosote used to protect the wooden railroad ties from decay is known to contain 
polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs). Some PAHs are known to be human carcinogens. With 
regard to the potential for creosote to leach into adjacent soil and groundwater, creosote is 
generally not a mobile compound. Therefore, the likelihood of creosote traveling far from a source 
area is considered low. 

A Phase II Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) conducted to support the RTC’s purchase of the 
Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line in 2009 identified PAH concentrations above industrial environmental 
screening levels and background concentrations in one location sampled along the rail line (AMEC 
Geomatrix 2009), outside of the Project corridor. In addition, areas along railroad corridors were 
often used for rail-tie preparation where large amounts of creosote could have been employed. 
Additional sources of contaminants associated with the rail line may include arsenic from pesticides, 
heavy metals for wood preservatives, and lead or mercury from fuel combustion or leaking gauges 
(Greene-Roisel and Fogt 2004; Rails-to-Trails Conservancy 2004). 

Moreover, Phase II ESA investigations conducted to support the RTC’s purchase of the Santa Cruz 
Branch Rail Line between 2005 and 2009 identified total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), PAHs, and 
arsenic concentrations above industrial environmental screening levels and background 
concentrations in some locations sampled adjacent to the rail line between Watsonville Junction 
and Davenport (AMEC Geomatrix 2009). According to the AMEC Geomatrix 2009 report, systemic 
sampling was conducted at targeted locations identified by AMEC’s 1996 Phase I ESA, as well as 
along six, 1-mile sections (Sections I through VI) of the Branch Line.  

In 2005, nine soil borings (SB-01 through SB-09) were advanced in a section of the rail line identified 
as “Section I” in the AMEC Geomatrix 2009 Phase II ESA, which includes part of the Project corridor. 
A total of 25 soil samples were collected within Section I. Select soil samples were analyzed for TPH-
gasoline (TPH-g), TPH-diesel (TPH-d), TPH-motor oil (TPH-o), PAHs, metals, Volatile Organic 
Compounds (VOCs), pesticides, and pH. According to the Section I soil boring locations maps, 
locations SB-01 through SB-03 were all approximately 2.5 miles north of the Project corridor. 
Locations SB-04 through SB-09 were within the limits of the Project corridor (AMEC Geomatrix 
2009). The purpose of the 2009 Phase II ESA (which included soil sample results from both the 2005 
and 2009 sampling events) was to identify potential contamination along the existing railroad 
corridor associated with historical use of the rail line and adjacent land uses, as well as to identify 
potential impacts associated with the targeted areas identified by the 1996 Phase I ESA. 

Soil samples from locations SB-04 through SB-09 contained detectable concentrations of TPH-d, 
metals, PAHs, and pesticides. Locations SB-04 through SB-09 were spread out along an approximate 
1,700 foot span adjacent to the rail line. Previous soil sampling for possible contamination has not 
been conducted along the majority of the Project corridor and is considered a data gap. Based on 

                                                      
2 Naturally-occurring arsenic is typically present at concentrations greater than risk-based screening criteria, which are derived based on 
an excess cancer risk level of 1x10-6. As such, it is appropriate to evaluate the presence of arsenic based on its background concentration 
and estimate the incremental risk for exposure to arsenic from concentrations greater than the background. Due to the range of arsenic 
concentrations along the rail line reflected in the Phase II ESA, it was uncertain what arsenic concentrations represented naturally 
occurring conditions or arsenic concentrations attributable to an impact. Therefore, additional samples were collected during the 2009 
Phase II investigation (AMEC Geomatrix 2009). 
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the nature of railroad activities and their association with the use of chemicals such as TPH, PAHs, 
arsenic, and pesticides, as well as the potential for naturally-occurring arsenic to be present within 
the Project corridor, it is possible that contamination exists at locations that have not been 
previously sampled. 

Asbestos and Lead 
Existing structures along the rail line, such as crossing gates, switch boxes, and other small 
supporting enclosures or appurtenances, were constructed between 1903 and 1977 (RTC 2012). 
Due to their age, many structures may have been built with materials containing friable asbestos 
and lead-based paint (LBP).  

Asbestos is made up of microscopic bundles of fibers that may become airborne when asbestos-
containing materials (ACM) are damaged or disturbed. When these fibers get into the air they may 
be inhaled into the lungs, where they can cause significant health problems (USEPA 2017a). 
Beginning in the late 1970s, asbestos was phased out for building and construction purposes. 

Lead is a highly toxic metal that was used for many years as a component of consumer products. 
Lead is one of the most common hazards that humans are exposed to in their daily lives and may be 
present in hazardous concentrations in food, water, and air. Sources of lead include the 
manufacturing and recycling of batteries, paint, ink, ceramics, ammunition, urban dust, and 
secondary lead smelters. Excessive exposure can result in the accumulation of lead in the 
bloodstream, soft tissues, and bones. Children are particularly susceptible to lead-related health 
problems as it is easily absorbed into developing systems and organs. Lead poisoning is the leading 
environmentally induced illness in children and continues to pose a potential public health risk. In 
1978, the federal government required the reduction of lead in house paint to less than 0.06 
percent lead. Lead paint used on older structures continues to pose a public health hazard unless 
and until it is abated. Inspection, testing, and removal (abatement) of lead-containing building 
materials must be performed by state-certified contractors required to comply with applicable 
health and safety and hazardous materials regulations. 

Hazardous Materials Sites 
A Radius Report was completed for the Project corridor by GeoSearch (2018) to identify features, 
historical uses, or activities that could be associated with environmental impairment of soil and 
groundwater along the trail corridor. The Radius Report included review of historical topographical 
maps, historical aerial photographs, and publicly maintained and available records pertaining to on-
site and nearby environmental investigations, chemical use, and the possible presence of 
underground storage tanks. 

As shown in Table 3.8-2, the Radius Report identified 28 potentially hazardous material sites on 
federal and state listings within 0.25 mile of the Project corridor. Seven sites were identified as 
historical toxic or hazardous material release sites (refer to the bold listings in the far-right column 
of the table), indicating that they could still pose a threat to human health or the environment. The 
Wilder Ranch Burn Dump is analyzed alongside these release sites even though not identified as 
having a release event, due to the nature of the site, discussed in further detail below along with the 
other seven sites.  

 Map ID Number 3 (Lorenzi Ranch). This property is listed on the GeoTracker, FRSCA, 
HISTCORTESE, HWTS, LUST databases. According to GeoSearch, the property contained an 
underground storage tank that had leaked gasoline into the surrounding soil. The leak was  
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Table 3.8-2 Hazardous Materials Sites near the Project Corridor 

Map ID 
Number Site Name Site Location 

Distance from 
Project Corridor 

(feet)a Database Referenceb 

1 Coast Dairies and Land Co. Highway 1 Mile Marker 264, Davenport, CA 95017 0 HWTS 

2 Pacific Mariculture Abalone 5515 Coast Road, Davenport, CA 95017 58 FRSCA, PCSR09 

3 Lorenzi Ranch 5511 Coast Road, Santa Cruz, CA 95060 58 GeoTracker, FRSCA, HISTCORTESE, HWTS, LUST 

4 Rancho Los Palmas 7201 Coast Road, Davenport, CA 95017 100 FRSCA 

5 Kurt Zeiher 6511 Coast Road, Davenport, CA 95017 143 SWEEPS 

6 Fambrini Farms Highway 1 South of Davenport, CA 95017 164 GeoTracker, FRSCA, HISTUST, LUST 

7 N/A Northbound Highway 1 Marine View Ave, 
Davenport, CA 95017 

211 CHMIRS, ERNSCA 

8 Cash Store LLC 1 Davenport Ave, Davenport, CA 95017 243 HWTS 

9 Ocean View Gas 490 Highway 1, Davenport, CA 95017 259 GeoTracker, FRSCA, HISTCORTESE, HISTUST, LUST, 
SWEEPS 

10 Davenport Old Town Pump Station 30 Fair Ave, Davenport, CA 95017 264 FRSCA 

11 P Bargiacchi and Son 2101 Coast Road, Santa Cruz, CA 95060 306 HISTUST 

12 N/A Bonny Doon Road, Santa Cruz, CA 306 CHMIRS, ERNSCA, HMIRSR09 

13 R J Fambrini – Home Ranch Santa Cruz, CA 343 GeoTracker 

14 Wilder Ranch Burn Dump Wilder Ranch State Park, Santa Cruz, CA 95060 375 FRSCA, SEMS 

15 Davenport Cement Plantc Highway 1, Davenport, CA 95017 385 AIRSAFS, CHMIRS, GeoTracker, ECHOR09, EMI, FRSCA, 
HISTUST, HWTS, ICIS, ICISNPDES, LDS, MRDS, MSHA, 
NPDES, NPDESR09, PCSR09, RCRANGR09, SEMSARCH, 
SWIS, TRI, WMUDS 

16 R J Fambrini – Petes Upper Santa Cruz, CA 391 GeoTracker 

17 Jacobs Farm 1751 Coast Road, Santa Cruz, CA 95060 422 ABST, GeoTracker, FRSCA, HISTUST, HWTS 

18 Sunset Farms Inc. 3451 Coast Road, Santa Cruz, CA 95060 433 ABST, FRSCA, HISTUST 

19 Pacific Elementary 50 Ocean St., Santa Cruz, CA 95060 475 FRSCA 

20 Santa Cruz Biotechnology Inc. 5322 Coast Highway 1, Santa Cruz, CA 95060 475 FRSCA, HWTS 

21 Wilder Ranch Historic State Park 1401 Coast Road, Santa Cruz, CA 95060 544 FRSCA, HWTS 

22 N/A Davenport Fire Department, Davenport, CA 95017 681 FRSCA 

23 Lundberg Studies Inc. 131 Old Coast Road, Davenport, CA 95017 834 ECHOR09, FRSCA, HWTS, NPDES, TRI 

24 David G Willis 3642 Coast Road, Davenport, CA 95017 866 HISTUST 

25 Davenport Mill 133 Marine View Ave, Davenport, CA 95017 866 ECHOR09, FRSCA 

26 Vernon Russel Thompson 2691 Highway 1, Santa Cruz, CA 95060 945 ABST, FRSCA, HISTUST, HWTS 
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Map ID 
Number Site Name Site Location 

Distance from 
Project Corridor 

(feet)a Database Referenceb 

27 Wilder Sand Plant Santa Cruz County, Santa Cruz, CA 95060 1,114 MINES 

28 Granite Rock Co. 1800 Coast Road, Santa Cruz, CA 95060 1,162 ECHOR09, FRSCA, HWTS, NPDES 
a Distance listed is the nearest distance from either the Proposed Project or 
Alternative 1 (whichever is closer) 
b Database acronyms are defined below. Bold and underlined indicates release 
database listing. 
State Listings:  
Above Ground Storage Tanks (ABST) 
Historical Underground Storage Tanks (HISTUST) 
Statewide Environmental Evaluation and Planning System (SWEEPS) 
Geotracker Cleanup Sites (GeoTracker) 
Leaking Underground Storage Tanks (LUST) 
Solid Waste Information System Sites (SWIS) 
California Hazardous Material Incident Report System (CHMIRS) 
Emissions Inventory Data (EMI) 
Hazardous Waste Tanner Summary (HWTS) 
Land Disposal Sites (LDS) 
Mines Listing (MINES) 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Facilities (NPDES) 
Historical Cortese List (HISTCORTESE) 
Waste Management Unit Database (WMUDS) 
 
 
c The Davenport Cement Plant is referred to in the GeoSearch database as RMC 
Lonestar Cement Plan.  
Source: GeoSearch 2018 (refer to Appendix J) 

 
 
 
 
Federal Listings: 
Emergency Response Notification System (ERNSCA) 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act – Non-Generator (RCRANGR09) 
Superfund Enterprise Management System (SEMS) 
Superfund Enterprise Management system Archived Site Inventory (SEMSARCH) 
Aerometric Information Retrieval System/Air Facility Subsystem (AIRSAFS) 
Enforcement and Compliance History Information (ECHOR09) 
Facility Registration System (FRSCA) 
Hazardous Materials Incident Reporting System (HMIRSR09) 
Integrated Compliance Information System (ICIS) 
Integrated Compliance Information National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (ICISNPDES) 
Mine Safety and Health Administration Master Index File (MSHA) 
Mineral Resource Data System (MRDS) 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDESR09) 
Permit Compliance System (PCSR09) 
Toxics Release Inventory (TRI) 
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discovered in December 1992 (GeoSearch 2018). According to GeoTracker, the cleanup status of 
the site is “Completed – Case Closed,” but the case summary report (dated December 29, 1992) 
contains no remedial actions.  

 Map ID Number 6 (Fambrini Farms). This property is listed on the GeoTracker, FRSCA, HIST UST, 
LUST databases. According to GeoSearch, a leaking underground storage tank (LUST) was 
discovered in March 2004, site assessments occurred through October 2005, and remediation 
activities took place through August 2006 (GeoSearch 2018). A tank leaked gasoline, but no 
nearby wells were impacted. Soil excavation took place in 2004 and persulfate injection events 
(in situ oxidation remediation) were performed in November 2007 and December 2008. This 
case was closed with a completed status in April 2014. 

 Map ID Number 7 (Northbound Highway 1 Marine View Ave). This property is listed on 
CHMIRS and ERNSCA databases. According to GeoSearch, a dump truck struck rocks causing a 
release from its saddle fuel tanks onto dirt on this property (GeoSearch 2018). The incident 
occurred on April 20, 1999 and resulted in the release of 40 gallons of diesel fuel. The property 
owner had contacted the County office of Environmental Health for remediation of the site, but 
no remediation measures are recorded for this release site.  

 Map ID Number 9 (Ocean View Gas). This property is listed on the GeoTracker, FRSCA, 
HISTCORTESE, HISTUST, LUST, and SWEEPS databases. According to GeoSearch, a release of 
waste oil, motor oil, hydraulic fluid, or lubricating oil occurred on this property (GeoSearch 018). 
The case closure summary available on GeoTracker (dated July 19, 2012) states the 
contaminants originated from an underground storage tank (UST) and were released due to 
corrosion. The record shows that one 550-gallon waste oil UST and two 10,000-gallon USTs were 
removed from the site on October 17, 1990. Soil excavation was undertaken to remove some 
limited contaminated soils observed during the tank removal. The release was detected on July 
13, 1989. Soil was the only potential medium affected. This release site was given a case closure 
status in July 2012. 

 Map ID Number 12 (Bonny Doon Road). This property is listed on the CHMIRS, ERNSCA, and 
HMIRSR09 databases. Two release events are associated with this listing: 

 A vehicle accident on December 11, 1996, resulted in the release of approximately 25,000 
pounds of ammonium nitrate, some of which reached the Pacific Ocean. The spill was 
cleaned up via an on-site hazardous materials team. 

 A vehicle accident on February 9, 1998, resulted in the release of approximately 20 gallons 
of transmission oil into a nearby creek. Cleanup included booms, sorbents, and skimmers 
under the oversight of the California Department of Fish and Wildlife.  

 Map ID Number 14 (Wilder Ranch Burn Dump). This property is listed on the FRSCA and SEMS 
databases. Although not identified as a release site, there is unknown potential for aerially 
deposited contaminants because materials were burned at the site and because records 
regarding the site are limited. According to the SEMS report contained in the GeoSearch Radius 
Report, the Wilder Ranch Burn Dump is not listed on the National Priority List (NPL), and it is a 
removal site only, indicating that no site assessment work is needed. The non-NPL status was 
effective November 30, 2001. 

 Map ID Number 15 (Davenport Cement Plant). This property is listed on the AIRSAFS, CHMIRS, 
GeoTracker, ECHOR09, EMI, FRSCA, HISTUST, HWTS, ICIS, ICISNPDES, LDS, MRDS, MSHA, NPDES, 
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NPDESR09, PCSR09, RCRANGR09, SEMSARCH, SWIS, TRI, and WMUDS databases. This site 
includes the following releases between 1994 and 2008:  

 Diesel fuel released from a leaking underground pipe (1994)  
 One gallon of hydraulic oil released from a leaking hose (1997) 
 20 gallons of diesel fuel released following a minor landslide at the nearby quarry  
 600 gallons of calcium hydroxide released due to a broken seal (1999) 
 50 gallons of calcium hydroxide released due to the overfilling of a tank (1999) 
 1,000 gallons of calcium chloride released from a broken truck hose (2001)  
 50 to 60 gallons of diesel fuel released from an overfilled storage tank (2003)  
 20 gallons of oil released during an accident while conducting an oil change on a truck 

(2005) 
 11,000 gallons of lime flurry released from an overfilled tank (2005) 
 80 gallons of diesel fuel released due to a punctured fuel tank on a truck (2007) 
 928 gallons of diesel fuel released into secondary containment after a power outage (2008) 

According to the response to closure investigation report available on GeoTracker (dated 
February 7, 2018), the property is still required to undertake remediation. The site status is 
open with potential contaminants of concern including arsenic, diesel, heating oil, fuel oil, 
naphthalene, PAHs, TPHs, waste oil, motor oil, hydraulic oil, and lubricating oil. Potential media 
of concern include groundwater, sediments, and soils.  

 Map ID Number 23 (Lundberg Studies, Inc.). This property is listed on the ECHOR09, FRSCA, 
HWTS, NPDES, and TRI databases. The listing includes release of lead compounds. The status of 
the site is inactive as of November 12, 2006.  

Figure 3.8-1a and Figure 3.8-1b illustrate the above sites and their locations in relation to the 
Project alignment. 

Hazardous Materials Transport 
Both the USEPA and United States Department of Transportation (USDOT) regulate the 
transportation of hazardous waste and material, including transport via rail and highway. The USEPA 
administers permitting, tracking, reporting, and operations requirements established by the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). The USDOT regulates the transportation of 
hazardous materials through implementation of the Hazardous Materials Transportation Act. This 
Act administers container design and labeling and driver training requirements. Established 
regulations are intended to track and manage the safe interstate transportation of hazardous 
materials and waste. 

The Santa Cruz Branch Line was historically used for the transport of lumber, quarried material, and 
agricultural products out of the Santa Cruz area. Incoming freight included coal and gypsum for 
delivery to the cement plant in Davenport. Following the closure of the Davenport Cement Plant in 
2010, freight business on the rail line was substantially reduced. Currently, no daily freight or 
passenger services occur along the rail line in the Project vicinity. There is the possibility, however, 
that an accidental spill of hazardous materials could have happened in the past, during the time 
when the railway was more active. According to a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) of 
the rail line (Geomatrix Consultants 1997), trains along the former Santa Cruz Branch Line have  
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Figure 3.8-1a Contaminated Sites in Project Vicinity: North (Davenport to Scaroni Road) 
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Figure 3.8-1b Contaminated Sites in Project Vicinity: South (Scaroni Road to Wilder Ranch) 
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occasionally derailed, but only one derailment was reported to have resulted in chemical spillage 
and this was outside the Project corridor.  

Regulation of hazardous materials transport on state highways falls under federal legislation, but 
authority is relegated to various state and local agencies focused on specific aspects of hazardous 
materials and transportation. The Hazardous Waste Control Act establishes the California 
Department of Public Health as the lead agency in charge of the implementation of the RCRA 
program. State and local agencies such as the California Highway Patrol (CHP), California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans), and city and county Fire Departments are responsible to 
enforce federal and state regulations and to respond to hazardous materials transport emergencies. 
The CHP establishes federal and state hazardous material truck routes, and has lead responsibility 
over hazardous material spills on state highways. Truck routes are designed to provide access to 
areas that require truck service (primarily commercial and industrial areas). Highway 1 runs adjacent 
to the Project corridor, as close as 30 feet in some areas, is one of several state-designated truck 
routes in Santa Cruz County. Under current state regulations, trucks transporting hazardous 
materials or wastes are allowed to use normal truck routes, such as Highway 1. 

Underground Utilities 
Existing surface and subsurface utilities in the Project corridor include active and abandoned 
railroad communication cables, signal and communication boxes, fiber-optic cables, water and 
sewer lines, telephone lines, agricultural irrigation lines, and a natural gas line.  

Plugged, Abandoned, and Unrecorded Wells 
An abandoned well is a well that has halted operation and is undergoing the process of being 
plugged. Once plugged, the well is officially decommissioned. An orphaned well has no responsible 
party that authorities can mandate to properly abandon the well. Plugged, abandoned, and 
unrecorded wells can cause environmental damage by leaking pollutants into the atmosphere or 
water supplies. Important determinants of how much orphaned or abandoned wells impact the 
environment include the techniques used and precautions taken when first drilling the well, 
whether it is a gas well, oil well, or combined oil and gas well, and if and how the well was sealed. If 
wells are not properly sealed when orphaned or abandoned, oil and gas can contaminate 
groundwater. It is also possible for orphaned and abandoned wells to be significant emitters of 
methane into the atmosphere. Furthermore, brine present in wells drilled into certain geologic 
formations can contain some radioactive and toxic substances that contaminate groundwater if the 
well leaks. Plugging wells can reduce the risk of explosions and protect groundwater, but this does 
not always prevent methane emissions. In the United States, it is possible for wells to have been 
orphaned or abandoned for over a century, and information about them can be difficult to locate, if 
it exists at all. According to the Well Finder search tool hosted by the California Department of 
Conservation’s Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources (DOGGR), three abandoned wells are 
located within 1,000 feet of the Project corridor (DOGGR 2018). However, all three wells are 
beneath existing agricultural fields and are not inside the boundaries of either the Proposed Project 
or Alternative 1 alignments. 

Fire Hazards 
Wildfires are large-scale brush and grass fires in undeveloped areas. Wildfires are often caused by 
human activities, and can result in loss of valuable wildlife habitat, soil erosion, and damage to life 
and property. Wildland fires are influenced by three factors: fuel, weather, and topography. Wildfire 
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spread depends on the type of fuel involved (grass, brush, and trees). Weather influences wildland 
fire behavior with factors such as wind, relative humidity, temperature, fuel moisture, and possibly 
lightning. Several of these factors can modify the rate a fire will burn, while topography is the 
largest influence on fire severity (Santa Cruz County 2015). 

Portions of the North Coast area have been mapped as Moderate and High Wildfire Hazard Areas by 
the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) due to accumulations of 
wildfire prone vegetation, steep and dry slopes, and the presence of structures vulnerable to 
wildland fires (CAL FIRE 2007). As illustrated in Figure 3.8-2a and Figure 3.8-2b, the Proposed 
Project corridor is predominantly designated as having a Moderate (approximately 5.4 acres) or 
High (approximately 2.3 acres) Fire Hazard Severity, with some areas of Non-Wildland/Non-Urban 
designation (approximately 10.5 acres). Due to the smaller disturbance area, the Alternative 1 
alignment contains approximately 3.6 acres designated Moderate Fire Hazard Severity, 
approximately 2.0 acres designated High Fire Hazard Severity, and approximately 6.9 acres 
designated Non-Wildland/Non-Urban. 

Emergency Response 
The California Emergency Services Act provides the basic authority for conducting emergency 
operations following proclamations of emergencies by the Governor or other local authority. All 
local emergency plans are extensions of the California Emergency Plan (CalOES 2017). Santa Cruz 
County is located in Mutual Aid Region II, the Coastal Region, one of six mutual aid regions that exist 
in California.  

Santa Cruz County Local Hazard Plan and Community Emergency Response 
Team 
In September 2015, the County of Santa Cruz approved a Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHMP), 
consistent with state and local guidelines. The LHMP establishes a basis for the coordination, 
management, and operation of critical resources and describes the local government’s authority, 
responsibilities, and functions. During an emergency, the County will collaborate with federal, state, 
and local law enforcement agencies, emergency health providers, the American Red Cross, and 
private industries. The County of Santa Cruz has also established a Community Emergency Response 
Team (CERT), a group of citizens specially trained to provide immediate assistance in the event of an 
emergency until agencies are able to respond. The training program includes sessions on disaster 
preparedness, first aid, communications and good team work, fire safety, disaster medical 
operations, search and rescue, and more. 

National Incident Management System (NIMS) Implementation 
Homeland Security Presidential Directive 5 identifies steps for improved coordination in response to 
incidents and requires a National Response Plan and a National Incident Management System 
(NIMS). The NIMS provides a comprehensive, national approach to incident management developed 
to improve the coordination of federal, state, and local emergency response nationwide. The state 
NIMS Advisory Committee, part of the California Office of Emergency Services (CalOES) offers the 
“California Implementation Guidelines for the National Incident Management System” to assist local 
governments and other entities to incorporate NIMS into already existing programs, plans, training 
and exercises (CalOES 2006).  
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Figure 3.8-2a Fire Hazard Severity Zones: North (Davenport to Scaroni Road) 
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Figure 3.8-2b Fire Hazard Severity Zones: South (Scaroni Road to Wilder Ranch) 
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Mutual Aid Agreements 
The foundation of California’s emergency planning and response is a statewide mutual aid system 
designed to ensure that adequate resources, facilities, and other support is provided to jurisdictions 
when their own resources prove to be inadequate to cope with a given situation. Each of the six 
mutual aid regions in the state consists of counties designated by CalOES, with Santa Cruz County in 
Region II, the Coastal Region. 

The California Disaster and Civil Defense Master Mutual Aid Agreement (California Government 
Code Sections 8555–8561) requires signatories to the agreement to prepare operational plans for 
their jurisdictions and outside their areas. These plans include fire and non-fire emergencies related 
to natural, technological, and war contingencies. This agreement was signed in 1950 by state 
officials, representatives of all state agencies, all political subdivisions, and all fire districts.  

Section 8568 of the California Government Code, the “California Emergency Services Act,” states 
that “the State Emergency Plan shall be in effect in each political subdivision of the state, and the 
governing body of each political subdivision shall take such action as may be necessary to carry out 
the provisions thereof.” The Act provides the basic authority for conducting emergency operations 
following the proclamations of emergencies by the Governor or appropriate local authority, such as 
a city manager. The provisions of the act are further reflected and expanded upon by appropriate 
local emergency ordinances. The Act also describes the function and operations of government at all 
levels during extraordinary emergencies, including war (CalOES 2014). Therefore, local emergency 
plans are considered extensions of the California Emergency Plan. 

CAL FIRE works in cooperation with the CalOES, along with neighboring state governments, through 
a network of mutual aid agreements to fight wildland fires. CAL FIRE is the largest multipurpose fire 
protection agency in the United States, responsible for wildland fire protection of over 31 million 
acres of California’s privately-owned watershed lands, and services in 150 counties, cities, and 
districts via contracts with local governments (CAL FIRE 2012). CAL FIRE responds to over 5,400 
wildland fires each year and commands a force of approximately 5,324 full-time fire professionals, 
1,783 seasonal personnel, and approximately 3,350 volunteers (CAL FIRE 2016). In addition to its 
nearly 1,000 fire engines, CAL FIRE maintains a significant fleet of aircraft that includes 22 air 
tankers, 17 air tactical planes, and 12 helicopters (CAL FIRE 2012).  

3.8.2 Regulatory Setting 

Federal 
Federal agencies that regulate hazardous materials include the USEPA, OSHA, and USDOT. 

United States Environmental Protection Agency 
USEPA is responsible for enforcement and implementation of federal laws and regulations 
pertaining to hazardous materials. Federal regulations are codified primarily in Title 40 of the 
Federal Code of Regulations. The primary legislation includes the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) and the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and 
Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act 
(SARA) and the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know (SARA Title III). These laws and 
associated regulations include specific requirements for facilities that generate, use, store, treat, 
transport, or dispose of hazardous materials. 
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The Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA) of 1947 assigned responsibility for 
regulating pesticides to the United States Department of Agriculture, but the Federal Environmental 
Pesticide Control Act (FEPCA) was passed in 1972 and transferred this responsibility to USEPA. FIFRA 
has undergone several amendments to prohibit different formulas and mixtures in an effort to 
protect the environment and public health. FIFRA established registration requirements for all 
pesticides and initiated a rigorous testing procedure that all pesticides must undergo in order to be 
permitted for use. FIFRA ensures that the use of a permitted pesticide “will not generally cause 
unreasonable adverse effects on the environment.” FIFRA defines the term ‘unreasonable adverse 
effects on the environment’ to, in part, mean “any unreasonable risk to man or the environment, 
taking into account the economic, social, and environmental costs and benefits of the use of any 
pesticide” (USEPA 2017f). 

United States Department of Transportation 
The Hazardous Materials Transportation Act of 1975 (HMTA) is the major transportation-related 
statute regulating the transportation of hazardous cargo. As mentioned under Section 3.8.1, Existing 
Conditions, the HMTA empowers the USDOT with regulatory and enforcement authority to provide 
adequate protection against the risks to life and property inherent in the transportation of 
hazardous material in commerce. For materials designated as hazardous, specific requirements 
pertaining to the packaging, labeling, and transportation apply to any person or business 
transporting them. 

State 
Primary state agencies with jurisdiction over hazardous chemical materials management are the 
California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA), Department of Toxic Substances Control 
(DTSC), and the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). DTSC and SWRCB are departments 
under CalEPA. Other state agencies involved in hazardous materials management include 
Department of Industrial Relations (state OSHA implementation), CalOES, DPR, and Caltrans. The 
CHP and Caltrans are the enforcement agencies for hazardous materials transportation regulations. 
Hazardous materials and waste transporters are responsible for complying with all applicable 
packaging, labeling, and shipping regulations. 

California Environmental Protection Agency 
CalEPA has broad jurisdiction over hazardous materials management in the state. Under CalEPA, the 
DTSC has primary regulatory responsibility for hazardous waste management and cleanup. Along 
with the DTSC, the SWRCB is responsible for implementing regulations pertaining to management of 
soil and groundwater investigation and cleanup. SWRCB regulations are contained in Title 27 of the 
California Code of Regulations (CCR). Title 22 of the CCR contains additional state regulations 
applicable to hazardous materials. Title 26 of the CCR compiles those sections or titles of the CCR 
applicable to hazardous materials.  

In January 1996, CalEPA adopted regulations implementing a “Unified Hazardous Waste and 
Hazardous Materials Management Regulatory Program” (Unified Program). The six program 
elements of the Unified Program are hazardous waste generators and hazardous waste on-site 
treatment, underground storage tanks, above-ground storage tanks, hazardous material release 
response plans and inventories, risk management and prevention program, and Uniform Fire Code 
hazardous materials management plans (HMMP) and inventories. The program is implemented at 
the local level by a local agency—the Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA). The CUPA is 
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responsible for consolidating the administration of the six program elements within its jurisdiction. 
The CUPA that has jurisdiction over the Project site is the Santa Cruz County Environmental Health 
Services. 

California’s Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventory Law, sometimes called the 
“Business Plan Act,” aims to minimize the potential for accidents involving hazardous materials and 
to facilitate an appropriate response to possible hazardous materials emergencies. The law requires 
businesses that use hazardous materials to provide inventories of those materials to designated 
emergency response agencies, to illustrate on a diagram where the materials are stored on site, to 
prepare an emergency response plan, and to train employees to use the materials safely. 

California Department of Toxic Substances Control (CTSC) 
DTSC regulates hazardous waste in California primarily under the authority of the federal RCRA, and 
the California Health and Safety Code. Other laws that affect hazardous waste are specific to 
handling, storage, transportation, disposal, treatment, reduction, cleanup, and emergency planning. 
In addition, DTSC reviews and monitors legislation to ensure that the legislation reflects DTSC goals. 
From these laws, DTSC major program areas develop regulations and consistent program policies 
and procedures. The regulations spell out what those who handle hazardous waste must do to 
comply with the laws. Under RCRA, DTSC has the authority to implement permitting, inspection, 
compliance, and corrective action programs to ensure that people who manage hazardous waste 
follow state and federal requirements. As such, management of hazardous waste in the County is 
regulated by the DTSC, and enforced by the County Environmental Health Services as the CUPA, to 
ensure compliance with state and federal requirements pertaining to hazardous waste. 

California law provides the general framework for regulation of hazardous wastes by the Hazardous 
Waste Control Act, passed in 1972. DTSC is the state’s lead agency in implementing the Act. The Act 
provides for state regulation of existing hazardous waste facilities, which include “any structure, 
other appurtenances, and improvements on the land, used for treatment, transfer, storage, 
resource recovery, disposal, or recycling of hazardous wastes,” and requires permits for, and 
inspections of, facilities involved in generation and/or treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous 
wastes. Enforcement of regulations has been delegated to local jurisdictions that enter into 
agreements with DTSC for the generation, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials under the 
authority of the Act. 

A “Uniform Hazardous Waste Manifest” is required by DTSC and must accompany most hazardous 
waste before transporting any waste off-site. The manifest travels with the hazardous waste from 
the point of generation, through transportation, to the final treatment, storage, and disposal facility. 
If a discharge or spill of hazardous waste occurs during transportation, the transporter is required to 
take appropriate immediate action to protect human health and the environment (e.g., notify local 
authorities, dike the discharge area), and shall be responsible for the discharge/cleanup, pursuant to 
Title 22 of the CCR, Sections 66263.30 and 66263.31. 

Although numerous state policies dealing with hazardous waste materials exist, the most 
comprehensive is the Tanner Act (Assembly Bill [AB] 2948) adopted in 1986. The Tanner Act 
governs the preparation of HMMPs and the siting of hazardous waste facilities in the state. The act 
also mandates the adoption of a Hazardous Waste Management Plan by every county in the state 
that must include provisions defining 1) the planning process for waste management; 2) the permit 
process for new and expanded facilities; and 3) the appeal process to the state available for certain 
local decisions. DOGGR oversees the drilling, operation, maintenance, and plugging and 
abandonment of oil, natural gas, and geothermal wells. The Construction Site Well Review Program 
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emphasizes the wise development of oil, natural gas, and geothermal resources in the state through 
sound engineering practices that protect the environment, prevent pollution, and ensure public 
safety. DOGGR is charged with implementing Section 3208.1 of the Public Resources Code. As a 
result, the DOGGR developed the Construction Site Well Review program to assist local permitting 
agencies in identifying and reviewing the status of oil or gas wells located near or beneath proposed 
structures. Before issuing building or grading permits, local permitting agencies review and 
implement the DOGGR’s preconstruction well requirements. 

The Construction Site Well Review Program offers important information on the current status of all 
known wells located on a given property, along with other important information necessary for 
development to occur near oil or gas wells. DOGGR provides this information in an advisory role to 
assist the property owner, developer, and local permitting agency in making responsible decisions 
when development is being considered near oil or gas wells. According to Section 3208.1 of the 
Public Resources Code, if any property owner, developer, or local permitting agency either fails to 
obtain an opinion from the DOGGR, or fails to follow the advice of the DOGGR when development 
occurs near an oil or gas well, then the owner of the property on which the well is located may be 
responsible for abandonment costs should a future problem arise with the well. 

California Division of Occupational Safety and Health 
CalOSHA is responsible for developing and enforcing workplace safety standards and assuring 
worker safety in the handling and use of hazardous materials. Among other requirements, CalOSHA 
obligates many businesses to prepare Injury and Illness Prevention Plans and Chemical Hygiene 
Plans. The Hazard Communication Standard requires that workers be informed of the hazards 
associated with the materials they handle. For example, manufacturers are to appropriately label 
containers, Material Safety Data Sheets are to be available in the workplace, and employers are to 
properly train workers. 

California Office of Emergency Services 
The California Office of Emergency Services oversees the California Accidental Release Prevention 
Program (CalARP) (CCR Title 19, Division 2, Chapter 4.5), which covers certain businesses that store 
or handle more than a certain volume of specific regulated substances at their facilities. The CalARP 
program regulations became effective on January 1, 1997, and include the provisions of the Federal 
Accidental Release Prevention program (Title 40, Code of the Federal Regulations [CFR] Part 68) 
with certain additions specific to California pursuant to Article 2, Chapter 6.95, of the Health and 
Safety Code. 

The list of regulated substances is found in Article 8, Section 2770.5 of the CalARP program 
regulations. Businesses that use a regulated substance above the noted threshold quantity must 
implement an accidental release prevention program, and some may be required to complete a Risk 
Management Plan (RMP). An RMP is a detailed engineering analysis of the potential accident factors 
present at a business and the mitigation measures that can be implemented to reduce this accident 
potential. The purpose of an RMP is to decrease the risk of an off-site release of a regulated 
substance that might harm the surrounding environment and community. An RMP includes the 
following components: safety information, hazard review, operating procedures, training, 
maintenance, compliance audits, and incident investigation. The RMP must consider the proximity 
to sensitive populations located in schools, residential areas, general acute care hospitals, long-term 
health care facilities, and child day-care facilities, and must also consider external events such as 
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seismic activity. The CalARP program is implemented at the local government level by Unified 
Program Agencies. 

California Department of Pesticide Regulation 
The DPR monitors the use of pesticides through evaluation and registration of pesticide products 
before sale or use in California. DPR also evaluates health impacts of pesticides through risk 
assessment and illness surveillance. DPR conducts comprehensive assessments of pesticide risks to 
all populations from exposure via air, water, and food, and in the home and workplace. All reported 
pesticide-related illnesses are investigated and DPR uses this data to evaluate its regulatory program 
and to refine applicable safety rules. DPR additionally monitors potential health and environmental 
impacts of previously registered pesticides, helping find ways to prevent future contamination. 

Caltrans Local Assistance Procedures 
The Caltrans Local Assistance Procedures Manual Chapter 14, Utility Relocation, provides guidelines 
to local agencies performing right-of-way utility relocations on projects outside of the State Highway 
System and financed with federal funds. The utility procedures contained therein apply when 
relocating public utility facilities that serve the general public, whereas service connections and 
private utilities are handled through right-of-way acquisition under Cost to Cure (23 CFR 710.203), 
and Uniform Act (49 CFR 24: Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition for 
Federal and Federally-Assisted Programs). 

Regional/Local 

Monterey Bay Air Resources Board 
The Monterey Bay Air Resources Board (MBARD) implements the federal National Emission 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) and Maximum Achievable Control Technology 
(MACT) requirements through the federal operating permit program, pursuant to MBARD Rule 218. 
In addition, MBARD’s permitting program includes a “Best Control Technology” (BCT) review under 
MBARD Rule 1000, Permit Guidelines and Requirements for Sources Emitting Toxic Air 
Contaminants. This rule covers proposed new or reconstructed major sources of federal hazardous 
air pollutants, toxic air contaminants, and carcinogenic toxic air contaminants. 

In compliance with state law, MBARD also administers the AB 2588 Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Program. 
Facilities must report their toxic air contaminant emissions, and if MBARD determines that the 
facility poses a potential public health risk, the facility must perform a health risk assessment (HRA). 
An HRA includes an analysis of toxic air contaminant emissions and characterizes human health risks 
as a result of the estimated exposures. If the estimated health risks exceed thresholds levels, the 
public in the affected area must be notified and steps taken to reduce emissions. 

Santa Cruz County Environmental Health Services 
County of Santa Cruz Environmental Health Division is designated by CalEPA as the CUPA within the 
geographic boundaries of the County and is responsible for enforcing the local ordinance and State 
laws pertaining to use and storage of hazardous materials, including the issuance and administration 
of HMMPs (Santa Cruz County 2018). 
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Santa Cruz County Agricultural Commissioner 
The Santa Cruz County Agricultural Commissioner’s office regulates and enforces DPR requirements 
through site visits and the permitting process. The Santa Cruz County Agricultural Commissioner’s 
office has not established recommendations for land use setbacks, or buffers, between the land on 
which pesticides are applied and other surrounding land uses, but the Agricultural Commissioner 
does require that all pesticides be used pursuant to the manufacturers’ label requirements unless 
more restrictive state or County conditions apply. Pesticides must be sprayed so as to prevent drift 
onto nearby properties. 

Santa Cruz County General Plan and Municipal Code 
The Santa Cruz County General Plan, Public Safety and Noise Element, contains objectives and 
policies related to hazardous and toxic materials, hazardous waste management, and fire hazards. 
The Conservation and Open Space Element additionally contains objectives and policies related to 
pesticides. Regarding pesticides, these policies include Policy 5.13.23, which requires agricultural 
buffers (refer to Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources, for full text of this Policy). Objective 6.5 and 
Policy 6.5.7 and 6.5.8 require that adequate fire detection and suppression is available for all 
facilities. Objective 6.6 and Policy 6.6.1 note the continuation of the County’s hazardous materials 
ordinance to minimize discharge and release of hazardous and toxic materials and waste. As noted 
in Section 2.7, Required Permits and Approvals, this federal Project is exempt from local land use 
regulations. However, these policies are referenced herein for informational purposes.  

Chapter 7.100 of the Santa Cruz County Municipal Code regulates hazardous materials, hazardous 
waste, and underground storage tanks. The ordinance is intended to protect human health, safety, 
and the environment by promoting best available industrial processes and best available practical 
control technology to minimize or eliminate the use of hazardous materials in the County, and 
minimize or eliminate potential contamination by hazardous materials. The ordinance requires that 
any permitted use of hazardous materials is obligated to strictly control discharges and releases. The 
ordinance further requires that hazardous materials users monitor any discharges into the 
environment and keep records on the effectiveness of their hazardous materials management 
practices as a means of enforcing the obligations established by this chapter. The County of Santa 
Cruz Environmental Health Division is the CUPA responsible for enforcing the Hazardous Materials-
Hazardous Waste-Underground Storage Tanks Ordinance, along with state and federal regulations 
(Santa Cruz County 2018). 

3.8.3 Methodology and Significance Thresholds 

Methodology 
As described under Section 3.8.1, Existing Conditions, a Radius Report was completed for the Project 
corridor (GeoSearch 2018) to identify features, historical uses, or activities that could be associated 
with environmental impairment of soil and groundwater along the trail corridor. The Radius Report 
included review of historical topographical maps, historical aerial photographs, and publicly 
maintained and available records pertaining to on-site and nearby environmental investigations, 
chemical usage, and the possible presence of underground storage tanks. The results of this report 
were analyzed to identify release listings near the Project corridor that could pose a potential threat 
from excavation and grading activities during construction of the Project. 
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Assessment of impacts is based on the results of the Radius Report (GeoSearch 2018) as well as a 
review of prior studies conducted along the corridor, including the Phase I and II ESAs for the 
Davenport and Santa Cruz Branch Lines (Geomatrix Consultants 1997; AMEC Geomatrix 2009), and 
review of PURs for the North Coast area (Santa Cruz County Agricultural Commissioner 2017). 

For the Proposed Project’s design option near Shark Fin Cove, called Shark Fin Cove Options A and B 
(Appendix A.PP, Sheets 1 and 2), the impacts would be the same and thus no distinction between 
the design options is made in the text. Alternative 1 does not include this design option. 

Significance Thresholds 
The introduction in Section 3.0 states that the significance thresholds used in this analysis are based 
on Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, which provides a sample Initial Study checklist that 
includes a number of factual inquiries related to the subject of hazards and hazardous materials, 
and the other environmental topics. Thus, the letters and thresholds presented below correspond 
with the questions in the Appendix G Initial Study checklist.  

For purposes of this EIR, a significant impact would occur if implementation of the Proposed Project 
or Alternative 1 would result in any of the following conditions. 

A. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, 
or disposal of hazardous materials 

B. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonable foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment 

D. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment 

H. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, 
including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed 
with wildlands 

Significance threshold H should be understood against the backdrop of the California Supreme 
Court’s decision in California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369, 377 (“CBIA I”). In that case, the court held that “agencies subject to 
CEQA generally are not required to analyze the impact of existing environmental conditions on a 
project’s future users or residents.” But the court did not hold that CEQA never requires 
consideration of the effects of existing environmental conditions on the future occupants or users of 
a proposed project: “when a proposed project risks exacerbating those environmental hazards or 
conditions that already exist, an agency must analyze the potential impact of such hazards on future 
residents or users. In those specific instances, it is the project’s impact on the environment—and 
not the environment's impact on the project—that compels an evaluation of how future residents 
or users could be affected by exacerbated conditions.” (Id. at pp. 377-378, italics added.) When the 
case was remanded from the Supreme Court down to the Court of Appeal, the latter body noted 
that, for a public project, a lead agency could choose to disregard these limitations on the scope of 
CEQA analysis, and could voluntarily address the effects of preexisting environmental hazards of 
project users. (California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
(2016) 2 Cal.App.5th 1067, 1082-1083 (CBIA II).)  

In light of the CBIA I decision, the RTC is not required by CEQA to address the extent to which 
existing wildfire risks could affect future trail users. Even so, the RTC believes that such issues are 
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important from a public policy standpoint, and has addressed them for that reason. Thus, readers 
should treat the discussions below of impacts on future trail users from existing fire hazards as 
being beyond the scope of CEQA, and provided to the public on a voluntary basis in the interests of 
full disclosure. As required by the CBIA I decision, the RTC also considers whether the proposed 
project and alternatives could exacerbate the existing fire risk. 

The Appendix G checklist also includes questions that are not applicable to the Project. The Project 
would not routinely transport, use, or dispose of hazardous materials during operation, and, as 
such, would not emit hazardous emissions within 0.25 mile of Pacific Elementary School. In addition, 
the Project would not facilitate any activities that could pose a safety hazard to people residing or 
working in the area. Hazards associated with airports would not be present to future users of the 
trail as the nearest airport, the Bonny Doon Village Airport, is located approximately 5.5 miles 
northeast of the Project corridor. Lastly, the Project would not interfere with any existing 
emergency or evacuation plan, as no project element would alter existing routes. Therefore, the 
following checklist items are excluded from the above list and analysis below, and additional 
discussion can be found in Section 3.17, Effects Found to be Less Than Significant. 

C. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. 

E. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, result in a safety hazard for 
people residing or working in the project area. 

F. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, result in a safety hazard for people residing 
or working in the project area. 

G. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan. 

3.8.4 Project Impact Analysis 

Threshold A: Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials 

Impact HAZ-1 ROUTINE AGRICULTURAL OPERATIONS COULD EXPOSE TRAIL USERS AND MAINTENANCE 
PERSONNEL TO PESTICIDES AND OTHER HAZARDOUS CHEMICALS. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN 
SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
The Proposed Project alignment is located adjacent to active agricultural operations that use 
pesticides and other hazardous chemicals routinely for agricultural operations. Thus, trail users and 
trail maintenance personnel could be exposed to these hazardous materials during and after their 
application on adjacent properties. Although, as discussed above, the CBIA I decision holds that 
concerns of this kind are outside the scope of CEQA, the RTC has chosen to address these concerns 
in any event, due to their importance, as permitted for a public project by CBIA II. 

As discussed in Section 3.8.1, Existing Conditions, PURs for the North Coast area (Santa Cruz County 
Agricultural Commissioner 2017; Appendix E) show that pesticides were applied 4,242 times from 
November 2012 to November 2017, with approximately 95 percent of these occurring by ground 
application. Over half of pesticide applications between 2012 and 2017 occurred during the three-
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month period of July, August, and September; 88 percent occurred between May and October. Over 
140 different pesticides were applied during this period.  

Construction workers, trail users, and maintenance personnel could be exposed to agricultural 
chemicals through ingestion, inhalation, and dermal contact. The most likely paths of exposure are 
ingestion and inhalation of the chemicals during and after they are applied to crops on adjacent 
properties. Each chemical has a certain “breakdown period,” which is the time it takes for the 
chemical to dissipate. Regulations for some chemicals do not permit any human contact with the 
area sprayed until the chemical has dissipated down to acceptable levels. The re-entry periods (i.e., 
the period of time after which a person may re-enter the area in which the chemical was applied) 
following application of the chemical are specified on the chemical label and by regulation. The 
Santa Cruz County Agricultural Commissioner’s office requires that pesticide users strictly adhere to 
the chemical label and other applicable regulations. 

The only fumigant currently used in the North Coast area is Telone II (active ingredient 1,3-D), which 
made up approximately 4.8 percent of the area’s pesticide application between 2012 and 2017. 
Telone II is a restricted-use pesticide due to high acute inhalation toxicity and carcinogenicity (Dow 
AgroSciences 2012). Telone II is applied to conventional (non-organic) Brussels sprouts along the 
Project corridor during the late spring and early summer, a time when the trail is likely to be used 
most actively. However, Telone II is typically applied during early morning hours that would likely 
not coincide with peak trail use times.  

As discussed in Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources, application of Telone II is prohibited within 100 
feet of any occupied structure, and this buffer must be maintained for seven days following 
application (Santa Cruz County Agricultural Commissioner 2017). These buffer restrictions do not 
currently apply to transient uses, like the Proposed Project. State Parks indicates that existing 
agricultural operators on State Parks property informally implement a 50-foot application exclusion 
zone between public trails and pesticide application (Spohrer 2018).3 Therefore, Telone II 
application would not likely occur within 50 feet of the trail, but the potential exists for Telone II 
application to occur within 100 feet of the trail. As such, and for trail users or maintenance 
personnel could be to be exposed to this restricted-use pesticide when on the trail. Risk of exposure 
to Telone II would increase if trail users or maintenance personnel enter the adjacent agricultural 
lands within seven days of Telone II application (whether trespassing or for off-site maintenance, 
such as litter removal).  

For trail users passing by a field that was treated with 1,3-D, the degree of exposure would be 
characterized as short-term/acute ambient exposure. A scientific study of 1,3-D did not determine 
this degree of exposure to be a health risk for adults or children (CalEPA 2015). 1,3-D was 
determined to pose an exposure risk in instances of nearby, prolonged exposure. The transient 
nature of contact with 1,3-D for trail users would limit exposure, as trail users would not remain 
stationary in the most intensive contact zone.  

Telone II is currently applied to several properties along the Project corridor, as well as adjacent to 
an existing multi-use trail that extends south from Wilder Ranch to the City of Santa Cruz. This 
existing trail currently does not have warning signs regarding adjacent pesticide use. Nonetheless, 

                                                      
3 A buffer zone is an area extending horizontally from a treated field where entry into the zone is prohibited or restricted for a certain 
period (e.g., for seven days following application). An application exclusion zone is an area extending horizontally 100 feet from the 
application equipment in all directions during an application; once application has ceased, there is no exclusion zone (Sanford 2018). 
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there have been no complaints to the Agricultural Commissioner regarding Telone II from these 
properties (Sanford 2018).  

For non-fumigant pesticides, the risk of exposure for trail users and maintenance personnel would 
result primarily due to dermal skin contact or ingestion. This assessment assumes that soil 
containing pesticides and other hazardous chemicals is exposed, and that these chemicals in the soil 
are 100 percent bioavailable (i.e., the fraction of the chemical that is available for absorption into 
the body). Because the potential exists for trail users to trespass onto adjacent agricultural property 
after pesticides have been applied (as discussed in Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources), trails users 
could become exposed to potentially dangerous chemicals.  

As mentioned in Section 3.8.1, Existing Conditions, exposure to pesticides could result in a variety of 
deleterious health effects. Although some of the more hazardous or toxic pesticides, such as DDT or 
methyl bromide, are not used currently in the Project vicinity or have been phased out of 
manufacturing and use in the United States, some of these pesticides and their byproducts bind 
strongly to soils and can remain in some soils possibly for hundreds of years. As a result, the 
historical use of these chemicals presents the potential for trail users and maintenance personnel to 
become exposed to hazardous chemicals contained in shallow soils. Exposure to residual agricultural 
chemicals during construction is discussed under Impact HAZ-4. 

As described in Section 2.0, Project Description, the Project contains several design and operational 
features intended to limit the exposure of trail users to pesticides and other agricultural chemicals. 
For example, the Proposed Project would include the installation of fencing along the coastal side of 
the trail, where no existing natural barrier exists between active agricultural fields and the multi-use 
trail. In many locations, the trail would be in the existing railway cut, and in that case, there is a 
physical barrier such as a slope and/or dense vegetation where pedestrians and bicyclists would not 
be able to exit the trail. In these areas where a physical barrier exists, fencing is not needed. 
Because fencing would be installed between the trail and most active agricultural areas (where 
natural barriers do not already exist), many would-be trespassers would be dissuaded from entering 
farmland, limiting the potential for exposure due to direct dermal contact. In addition, notices 
would be posted at entrances to the trail advising of ongoing agricultural activities, and stating that 
the trail user agrees to use the trail at his/her own risk. Through these notices, trail users would be 
advised that agricultural operations will be occurring and may include agricultural dust and pesticide 
spraying in accordance with State and local laws and ordinances.  

In addition to the above design features, numerous federal, state, and local regulations regarding 
the use, transportation, and disposal of hazardous materials and waste exist, as outlined in Section 
3.8.2, Regulatory Setting. Compliance with applicable federal, state, and local regulations would 
reduce exposure hazards from adjacent agricultural operations. For example, FIFRA Section 19 
prohibits the storage or disposal of suspended or cancelled pesticides, ensuring that neighboring 
agricultural properties do not apply pesticides that could pose a greater risk to trail users than is 
currently anticipated. Moreover, FIFRA is the underlying federal statute that ensures that states and 
tribes monitor pesticide and enforce regulations, certify private pesticide applicators who use 
restricted use pesticides, and conduct marketplace and pesticide producing establishment 
inspections on behalf of USEPA to assure label and product integrity (USEPA 2015). Lastly, DPR 
monitors the production, sale, and use of pesticides conducts health risk assessments and 
investigations pertaining to reported illnesses. 

In the MBSST Network Master Plan EIR, Mitigation Measure HAZ-3(a) (Trail Closure) includes 
establishment of a communication system to close trail segments during and following application 
of agricultural chemicals, as appropriate (RTC 2013). However, one of the basic goals of the 
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California Coastal Act, Section 30001.5, is to “maximize public access to and along the coast and 
maximize public recreational opportunities in the coastal zone consistent with sound resources 
conservation principles and constitutionally protected rights of private property owners.” Because 
the Project corridor is located primarily on public land and physical closure of the trail would inhibit 
public access to the coast west of the Project corridor, the Project does not include design features 
that would enable the physical closure of the trail. Furthermore, in the unlikely event that an 
individual is exposed to pesticide applications, such exposure would be brief and adherence to 
pesticide handling and application labeling on adjacent agricultural properties would minimize the 
exposure potential for future trail users. Therefore, mitigation measures identified in Section 3.2, 
Agricultural Resources, would inform future trail users of the potential risks of pesticide application 
on adjacent properties and, in this way, would satisfy the objective of Mitigation Measure HAZ-3(a) 
in the Master Plan EIR. 

This impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant with mitigation. Implementation 
of Mitigation Measures AG-3(b), AG-3(e), and AG-5 in Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources, would 
reduce the impact of exposing trail users and maintenance personnel to pesticides and other 
agricultural chemicals during and after their application on adjacent properties to a less than 
significant level. In addition, Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 is recommended to further limit the 
potential for pesticide exposure and reduce associated health impacts.  

Mitigation Measure AG-3(b): Install No Trespassing Signs Prior to Operation 
Refer to Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources. 

Mitigation Measure AG-3(e): Install Agricultural Interpretive Exhibits prior to 
Operation 
Refer to Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources. 

Mitigation Measure AG-5: Establish Pesticide Spray Notification Procedures 
and Install Temporary Warning Signage Along Trail  
Refer to Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources. 

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: Amend Agricultural Leases to Provide Pesticide 
Spraying Limitations  
Acting as responsible agency, tThe California Department of Parks and Recreation, in consultation 
with the Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR), at the time of next renewal or extension of 
agricultural leases with North Coast farmers along the North Coast Rail Trail corridor, shall revise the 
current leases to include the following:  

 Prohibition of pesticide application within 50 feet of a distance from the North Coast Rail Trail 
corridor sufficient to protect trail users 

 Prohibition of pesticide application during public hours, which would be determined through 
coordination with State Parks, the Coastal Commission, and property owners Consistent with 
DPR regulations, a requirement that pesticide use occur only at times of the day when public 
health and safety can be protected 

 Requirement that, when spraying in areas within 100 feet of along the trail corridor, agricultural 
operationsors place temporary warning signs at reasonable points along the potentially affected 
portion of the corridor, to the extent consistent with state pesticide regulations.  



Environmental Impact Analysis 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

 
Final Environmental Impact Report (Volume 2, Draft EIR) 3.8-29 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
Alternative 1 would remove the existing railroad tracks and construct the multi-use trail on the 
existing track bed. Because the existing tracks are farther inland from existing agricultural 
operations than the Proposed Project alignment in most locations, this alternative would place trail 
users farther away from agriculture. The centerline of Alternative 1 is between 12 feet and 150 feet 
east (inland) of the centerline of Proposed Project, except near the Wilder Ranch State Park parking 
lot, where Alternative 1 would be closer to agriculture (approximately 50 feet from planted crops, 
compared to 120 feet for the Proposed Project). For the majority of the alignment, Alternative 1 is 
approximately 25 to 30 feet east of the Proposed Project, and is therefore generally farther from 
active agricultural areas. Because of this increased distance, the potential for trail users and 
maintenance personnel to be exposed to pesticides applied to adjacent agricultural lands would be 
slightly reduced under Alternative 1. However, because the potential for trespassing or inadvertent 
exposure of trail users and maintenance workers would still occur, the impact would be potentially 
significant. Refer to the discussion above for the Proposed Project. 

This impact of Alternative 1 would be less than significant with mitigation. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measures AG-3(b), AG-3(e), and AG-5 in Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources, would 
reduce the impact of exposing trail users and maintenance personnel to pesticides and other 
agricultural chemicals during and after their application on adjacent properties to a less than 
significant level. In addition, Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 is recommended to further limit the 
potential for pesticide exposure and reduce associated health impacts. 

Mitigation Measure AG-3(b): Install No Trespassing Signs Prior to Operation 

Mitigation Measure AG-3(e): Install Agricultural Interpretive Exhibits prior to 
Operation 

Mitigation Measure AG-5: Establish Pesticide Spray Notification Procedures 
and Install Temporary Warning Signage Along Trail  

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: Amend Agricultural Leases to Provide Pesticide 
Spraying Limitations  

Threshold B: Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonable 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment 

Impact HAZ-2 ROADWAY ACCIDENTS THAT INVOLVE HAZARDOUS MATERIALS COULD CREATE A PUBLIC 
SAFETY HAZARD TO TRAIL USERS AND MAINTENANCE PERSONNEL. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN 
SIGNIFICANT; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
Accidents on Highway 1 that involve hazardous materials could create a safety hazard for trail users 
and maintenance personnel, but these risks would be minimized by compliance with existing 
regulations. Because currently, no daily freight or passenger services occur along the rail line in the 
Project vicinity, there is no potential for railway accidents to expose trail users to potentially 
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hazardous conditions. However, freight service could occur in the near term. Refer to Section 4.1, 
Cumulative Analysis, for impacts of potential future rail use.  

The Proposed Project alignment would be on the coastal side of Highway 1, with construction the 
Davenport, Bonny Doon Beach, and Panther Beach parking lots occurring on the shoulder of 
Highway 1 on the coastal side. As described under Hazardous Materials Transport in Section 3.8.1, 
Existing Conditions, Highway 1 is a designated truck route. Trucks commonly carry a variety of 
hazardous materials, including gasoline, various crude oil derivatives, and other chemicals known to 
cause human health problems. In the event of an accident, such materials may be released, 
resulting in a public safety hazard to construction workers, trail users, and maintenance personnel. 

Implementation of existing federal, state, and local regulations pertaining to the use, containment, 
and transport of hazardous materials would minimize the possibility of an accident. State and local 
agencies such as CHP, Caltrans, and the Santa Cruz County Fire Department, would respond to 
hazardous materials transporting emergencies. As described in Section 2.5, Project Operation and 
Maintenance, a Trail Manager would be identified to oversee an Operations and Maintenance 
(O&M) Plan, and would be responsible for managing and responding to issues and incidents along 
the trail. In the case of a roadway accident involving hazardous materials in the vicinity of the 
Project corridor, emergency responders would temporarily restrict trail access in the vicinity of the 
accident, with the assistance of the Trail Manager when feasible and appropriate, and would only 
reopen the trail after the appropriate entity (CHP, Caltrans, or Santa Cruz County Fire Department) 
indicates that it is safe to do so.  

The direction provided by the applicable state or local agencies (CHP, Caltrans, or Santa Cruz Fire 
Department) would be in coordination with the County’s LHMP, which establishes a basis for the 
coordination, management, and operation of critical resources and describes the local government’s 
authority, responsibilities, and functions (County of Santa Cruz 2015). As discussed under 
Emergency Response under Section 3.8.1, Existing Conditions, the County of Santa Cruz collaborates 
with federal, state, and local law enforcement agencies, emergency health providers, the American 
Red Cross, and private industries during an emergency. The timely trail closure initiated by the Trail 
Manager under the direction of relevant state and local agencies during an accident would reduce 
the potential hazard for trail users and maintenance personnel posed by foreseeable upset or 
accident conditions.  

This impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant. Compliance with existing 
federal, state, and local laws regarding the use, containment, and transport of hazardous materials 
on Highway 1 would render this impact less than significant. 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
As described above for the Proposed Project, accidents on Highway 1 that involve hazardous 
materials could create a safety hazard for trail users and maintenance personnel, but these risks 
would be minimized by compliance with existing regulations. 

Implementation of Alternative 1 would involve the removal of the railway, resulting in the 
placement of trail users and maintenance personnel closer to potential accident or upset conditions 
occurring along Highway 1. Therefore, risks associated with vehicle accidents along Highway 1 
would be incrementally higher than for the Proposed Project. Section 4.1, Cumulative Analysis, 
provides a discussion of how the risks associated with potential future use of the rail would be less 
because the rail would be removed. 
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As with the Proposed Project, compliance with existing federal, state, and local laws regarding the 
use, containment, and transport of hazardous materials on Highway 1 would render the impact of 
Alternative 1 less than significant.  

Impact HAZ-3 DISRUPTION TO UTILITIES DURING CONSTRUCTION COULD EXPOSE THE PUBLIC OR 
ENVIRONMENT TO HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION; 
ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
Existing surface and subsurface utilities on the Santa Cruz Branch Line ROW within the Project 
corridor include, but may not be limited to: active and abandoned railroad communications cable, 
signal and communication boxes, water and sewer lines, telephone lines, and a natural gas pipeline. 
As discussed under Impact AG-4 in Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources, each farm in the North Coast 
area maintains a system of on-site utilities needed for operations, such as irrigation systems and 
power supplies. A rupture of certain types of pipelines could expose construction workers and 
nearby residences to flammable and toxic substances. As described in Section 3.3, Air Quality, the 
nearest residences to the Project corridor could be located as close as 40 feet to the Proposed 
Project alignment at the Old Dairy Gulch property. Buildings determined to potentially be sensitive 
receptors in Section 3.3, Air Quality, consisted of buildings that could be a residence, based on aerial 
images (refer to Appendix A). 

Due to the nature of underground utilities, their exact location cannot be guaranteed based on 
construction documents but can only be determined by careful probing or hand digging, in 
compliance with Article 6 of the CalOSHA Construction Safety Orders. Underground Service Alert, a 
service that identifies utility locations, is not available until the time of construction. Construction 
activities for the Proposed Project could result in damage to or interference with existing potable 
water, irrigation water, sewer, natural gas, electric, and/or telecommunication lines if not properly 
located prior to construction. In some cases, the Proposed Project could require that existing lines 
be permanently relocated, potentially causing interruptions in service.  

Construction activities could result in the unintentional damage to or disruption of underground 
utilities as a result of trenching or other ground-disturbing activity. Disruption of certain utilities, 
such as natural gas pipelines, could result in public health hazards (e.g., explosions). In some cases, 
disruption of infrastructure and facility operations would be avoided because the Proposed Project 
would not require extensive excavation activities. For instance, most pipelines are typically buried at 
a depth of 3 to 6 feet. Table 2-2 in Section 2.6, Project Construction, shows that the excavation and 
grading depth for the Proposed Project would typically reach up to 2 feet, with some discrete areas 
requiring deeper trenching (e.g., 48 feet near the Davenport slope failure). 

Adverse effects would be more likely to occur if utilities are not carefully surveyed prior to 
construction. Implementation of pre-construction surveys and utility avoidance or relocation plans, 
if necessary, would minimize any potential disruption. Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 would require 
relocation or modification of existing utility systems (including but not limited to, public and private 
potable or irrigation water, sewer, electric, natural gas, and telecommunication lines) in a manner 
that does not affect the following: 

 Current operational reliability to existing and project users 
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 Coordination of utility relocation and modification with utility providers and local agencies to 
integrate potential other construction projects and minimize disturbance to nearby 
communities 

 Verification of utility locations through field surveys and services such as Underground Service 
Alert 

As discussed in Section 3.8.2, Regulatory Setting, the Caltrans Local Assistance Procedures Manual 
identifies procedures for public utility relocation designed to comply with the Federal Highway 
Administration’s (FHWA) regulations and requirements under the CFR governing utility relocations. 
These procedures include utility verification, conflict identification, request for conflict resolution 
plan, liability determination, owner notification, issuance of a right of way utility clearance memo, 
managing the physical relocation, managing relocation invoices, and utility records keeping (Caltrans 
2018). They are designed to provide project engineers with an opportunity to evaluate the given 
project and make adjustments to avoid or lessen the impact on existing utility facilities, effectively 
reducing utility relocation cost, saving time, and preventing discovery conflict during construction. 
Moreover, Section 23 CFR 645.119(c)(1)(iv), Alternate Procedure approval, requires documentation 
of actions taken in compliance with federal and state policies, further reducing future utility 
conflicts beyond the Proposed Project. 

As discussed under Impact HAZ-2, once the trail is constructed and in use the Trail Manager would 
be responsible for managing and responding to issues and incidents along the trail. In the case of a 
pipeline rupture or damage to other utilities that may pose a health and safety hazard near the 
Proposed Project alignment, the Trail Manager would be responsible for closing the trail in the 
vicinity of the accident, in accordance with the Santa Cruz County Fire Department direction, and 
would only reopen the trail after the appropriate entity (CHP, Caltrans, or Santa Cruz County Fire 
Department) indicated that it was safe to do so.  

The impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant with mitigation. Implementation 
of Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 would reduce the potential for utility line disruption and upset during 
construction.  

Mitigation Measure HAZ-3: Identify and Verify Locations of Utility 
Infrastructure4 
Prior to construction, the RTC shall determine the presence and exact location of any underground 
utility lines that correspond to the trail alignment or could be affected by trail or parking lot 
construction. In addition, the presence of any above-ground utility lines in close proximity to the 
trail alignment and parking lots shall be determined. If any utility lines are found to be in proximity 
to the Proposed Project, the RTC shall contact the utility line operator about any regulations for 
grading and construction activities near the lines. Information concerning the size, color, and 
location of existing utilities must be confirmed before construction activities begin.  

The construction contract specifications shall require that the contractor provide updates on 
planned excavation for the upcoming week and identify when construction will occur near a high-
priority utility. On days when this work will occur, construction managers shall attend tailgate 
meetings with contractor staff to review all measures – those identified in the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program and in the construction specifications – regarding these 
                                                      
4 This measure is a refined version of Mitigation Measure HAZ-5(a) (Utility Line Location and Consultation) from the Master Plan EIR (RTC 
2013). 
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excavations. The contractor’s designated health and safety officer shall specify a safe distance to 
work near high-pressure gas lines. Excavation closer to the pipeline shall not be authorized until the 
designated health and safety officer confirms and documents the following in the construction 
records: 

1. The line was appropriately located in the field by the utility owner using as-built drawings and a 
pipeline-locating device 

2. The location was verified by hand by the construction contractor 

The designated health and safety officer shall provide written confirmation to the RTC that the line 
has been adequately located and can be feasibly avoided, and excavation shall not start until this 
confirmation has been received by the RTC. 

If utility relocation is required, the RTC shall coordinate with all appropriate utility providers and 
local agencies to integrate with other construction projects and minimize disturbance to nearby 
communities, as required by California Water Code §11590. The RTC shall notify the public in 
advance of any relocation that is anticipated to disrupt utility service. The RTC shall contact utility 
owners if construction causes any damage and promptly reconnect disconnected cables and lines 
with approval of the owners. 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
Implementation of Alternative 1 would involve the removal of the rail line and construction of the 
proposed trail in its place. Because the California Public Utilities Commission General Order No. 26-
D, as amended, requires that overhead utilities maintain a minimum lateral distance of 10 feet from 
railroads, Alternative 1 would result in the same level of risk as the Proposed Project regarding the 
disruption of overhead utilities and potential exposure of the public or environment to associated 
hazardous materials (refer to the discussion above). However, the risk of disruption or upset of 
underground utilities would be slightly less under Alternative 1 because the trail would be placed on 
the railbed with less excavation in adjacent lands. For example, the alignment of the Proposed 
Project extends along farm roads in some locations that could include more underground irrigation 
utilities.  

This impact of Alternative 1 would be less than significant with mitigation. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-3, described above, would reduce the impact of potential utility disruption 
and upset to a less than significant level.  
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Mitigation Measure HAZ-3: Identify and Verify Locations of Utility Infrastructure 

Threshold B: Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonable 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment 

Threshold D: Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment 

Impact HAZ-4 GROUND DISTURBANCE DURING CONSTRUCTION COULD RELEASE EXISTING SOIL 
CONTAMINANTS AND EXPOSE CONSTRUCTION PERSONNEL AND THE PUBLIC TO HEALTH HAZARDS (PROPOSED 
PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH 
MITIGATION) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
Although the Proposed Project is not located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5, several hazardous 
materials sites are located nearby. Although the release cases are closed, there is the potential for 
residual impacts to be present in soil and groundwater. Ground-disturbing activities during 
construction could result in exposure of construction personnel and the public, including future trail 
users, to existing contaminants from the former releases at listed sites (the Davenport Cement 
Plant), historic rail operations, and dust particles associated with these releases and prior pesticide 
application on adjacent properties.  

Listed Hazardous Materials Sites 
The Proposed Project would not be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials 
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5, but several hazardous materials sites 
are located near the trail alignment. Therefore, some risk exists that construction activities could 
expose construction personnel and the public to health hazards by inadvertently releasing 
contaminants that could be present.  

The potential for each of the seven release sites and the Wilder Ranch Burn Dump5 – which are 
listed in Table 3.8-2 and described under Hazardous Materials Sites in Section 3.8.1, Existing 
Conditions – to result in a potential hazard as a result of Proposed Project construction is 
summarized below. 

 Map ID Number 3 (Lorenzi Ranch). Although the cleanup status of the site is “Completed – Case 
Closed,” it is unknown whether this site may impact the Proposed Project due to its distance 
from the Proposed Project site (58 feet) and the lack of available documentation regarding the 
closed case listing. 

 Map ID Number 6 (Fambrini Farms). Due to the closed case listing and its distance from the 
Proposed Project (164 feet), no impacts are anticipated to be associated with this release. 

                                                      
5 Although the Wilder Ranch Burn Dump is not identified as a release site, the potential for aerially deposited contaminants in the 
surrounding soils cannot be ruled out due to the lack of documentation regarding the material burned on the property. 
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 Map ID Number 7 (Northbound Highway 1 Marine View Ave). Due to the limited volume of 
contamination (40 gallons) and its distance from the Proposed Project (211 feet), no impacts are 
anticipated to be associated with this release. 

 Map ID Number 9 (Ocean View Gas). Due to its distance from the Proposed Project (259 feet) 
and documented closure status, this former release is not likely to result in an adverse impact. 

 Map ID Number 12 (Bonny Doon Road). Due to the distance from the Proposed Project (300 
feet), recorded remediation, and documented closure status, the two releases associated with 
this listing are not anticipated to result in an impact. 

 Map ID Number 14 (Wilder Ranch Burn Dump). Although this site is not a release site and is 
listed as a non-NPL site, it is unknown whether the Proposed Project may result in impacts as 
available documentation regarding the closed case listing for Wilder Ranch Burn Dump was 
lacking. 

 Map ID Number 15 (Davenport Cement Plant). Due to the numerous release events associated 
with this listing, the open status of the site, and the potential groundwater contamination, this 
listing has the potential to result in impacts. 

 Map ID Number 23 (Lundberg Studies, Inc.). Due to the lack of documentation regarding the 
site’s closure status, this release listing has the potential to result in impacts. 

Based on the above assessment, four of the seven release sites would not pose a potential threat to 
human health or the environment due to closure status, past remediation, distance from the 
Proposed Project alignment, or a combination thereof.  

Of the remaining three sites, two (Map ID Number 3 and Number 23) are considered closed cases, 
but the lack of adequate documentation regarding their closure status and remediation indicates 
that they could pose a potential threat to human health or the environment during soil disturbance 
activities. However, these releases did not contaminate groundwater and thus did not leach 
contaminants into the soils in the Proposed Project area (GeoSearch 2018). Furthermore, the sites 
are located at a sufficient distance from the Proposed Project alignment (211 and 834 feet, 
respectively) that it is very unlikely their releases would result in potential impacts during ground-
disturbing activities.  

The remaining listing, the Davenport Cement Plant (Map ID Number 15), is considered an open case 
and is currently undergoing remediation. The multiple releases at this property may have caused 
groundwater contamination, potentially allowing the contaminants to leach into soils in the 
Proposed Project area. At 385 feet north of the northern terminus of the Proposed Project, this 
release could pose a potential hazard from ground-disturbing activities during construction.  

Historic Use 
Former rail use in the Proposed Project corridor could pose a hazard during soil disturbing activities 
during construction. The historic use as a railroad line presents the potential that the corridor is 
contaminated with arsenic, heavy metals, pesticides, herbicides, PAHs, TPHs, and other 
contaminants associated with rail operations. As discussed in Section 3.8.1 under Residual 
Chemicals, the Phase II ESA soil borings advanced along the Project corridor detected the presence 
of TPHs, PAHs, pesticides, and metals. Although no contaminants detected by the Phase II ESA soil 
borings identified concentrations above the respective contaminant’s industrial environmental 
screening level or applicable background concentration, the Phase II ESA investigation presented an 
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information gap due to the soil borings being located along a one-mile segment of the Project 
corridor immediately adjacent to the Coast Dairies property. All other soil borings advanced under 
the Phase II ESA were located outside the Project corridor. 

Portions of the Proposed Project alignment are either actively farmed or located immediately 
adjacent to active agriculture. In addition, an existing 380-square foot pesticide shack is located 
immediately adjacent to the Proposed Project alignment, approximately 2,500 feet south of the 
trail’s intersection with Scaroni Road. As shown on Sheet 6 in Appendix A.PP, the trail alignment 
would about this existing storage facility, and farmer access would be moved to the west side of the 
shack. The historic and continuing agricultural use in this area presents the potential that soils along 
the Proposed Project corridor could contain residual pesticides or other chemicals routinely used in 
agricultural production or that may have accidentally spilled during transportation to and from the 
pesticide storage structure.  

Contaminated Dust Particles 
Ground-disturbing activities during construction could result in existing contaminants from the 
former releases at the Davenport Cement Plant, historic rail operations, and prior pesticide 
application on adjacent properties being spread via dust particulates or direct worker contact and 
exposure. Members of the public using existing informal blufftop trails, including trails crossing the 
Proposed Project corridor to provide access to area beaches, could also be exposed to dust 
particulates. In addition, improper handling and disposal of contaminated soils would result in a 
health risk to people that would be a potentially significant impact unless mitigation is incorporated.  

Mitigation would be required to ensure that potentially hazardous materials are identified and 
properly handled during construction. The MBSST Network Master Plan EIR (RTC 2013) identifies 
Mitigation Measures HAZ-1(a) and HAZ-1(b), which have been modified to effectively mitigate 
potential impacts of the Proposed Project. Mitigation Measure HAZ-1(c) from the MBSST Network 
Master Plan EIR was omitted in this discussion as it pertains specifically to remediation required in 
Watsonville, a city that is outside the Project corridor.  

This impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant with mitigation. Implementation 
of Mitigation Measures HAZ-4(a) and HAZ-4(b) would reduce the exposure of construction workers 
and the public to health hazards associated with contaminated soils released during ground-
disturbing activities.  

Mitigation Measure HAZ-4(a): Conduct Soil Sampling and Implement 
Necessary Remediation6 
Prior to construction, the RTC shall prepare and submit Work Plan(s) for a Supplemental Soils 
Investigation to County of Santa Cruz Environmental Health. Following notification that County of 
Santa Cruz Environmental Health has received, reviewed, and accepted these Work Plan(s), the RTC 
shall conduct a Supplemental Soils Investigation, which shall include soil sampling at selected 
locations within the limits of the Project corridor under the supervision of a professional geologist or 
professional civil engineer to identify the concentrations of anticipated contaminants which may 
include: pesticides, herbicides, TPHs, heavy metals, PAHs, and other reasonably anticipated 
contaminants of concern. 

                                                      
6 This is Mitigation Measure HAZ-1(a) (Soil Sampling and Remediation) from the Master Plan EIR (RTC 2013), refined to account for 
project-specific conditions. 
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The RTC shall coordinate with County of Santa Cruz Environmental Health Division to develop and 
implement a program to remediate or manage known contaminated soil during construction. If 
necessary, any additional information gathered from the Supplemental Soil Investigation shall be 
used to identify locations along the corridor that may require remedial action in order to prevent 
exposure of construction workers, maintenance personnel, and trail users to these contaminants. 
The environmental data collected shall also be used to identify the appropriate disposal options for 
those soils or demolished materials that require off-site disposal. 

Disposal shall occur at an appropriate facility licensed to handle such contaminants and remedial 
excavation shall proceed under the supervision of an environmental consultant licensed to oversee 
such remediation. Where possible, potentially contaminated soils and rail ballast shall be stockpiled 
and characterized to determine the appropriate means and location for proper disposal. The 
remediation/disposal program shall be approved by Santa Cruz County Environmental Health 
Services. RTC shall submit any required correspondence to County of Santa Cruz Environmental 
Health Division prior to issuance of grading permits. All proper waste handling and disposal 
procedures shall be followed in accordance with applicable DTSC and CalOSHA regulations. Upon 
completion of the Supplemental Site Investigation, the environmental consultant shall prepare a 
report presenting the findings of the additional assessment. The report shall include figures 
depicting the boring locations, summary tables of analytical data, conclusions, and 
recommendations. 

Mitigation Measure HAZ-4(b): Prepare and Implement Soils Management 
Plan7 
The RTC shall ensure a Soils Management Plan (SMP) is developed by a qualified engineer and 
implemented in order to protect workers during ground-disturbing activities and to remove and/or 
mitigate exposure to hazardous-material-containing soil and ballast, where present in the trail 
corridor. Laboratory data for the impacted soil, identified as part of the soils and ballast assessment 
report prepared under Mitigation Measure HAZ-4(a), shall be used to profile excavated soil prior to 
transport, treatment, and recycling at a licensed treatment facility. Additional profiling of the export 
soils shall be performed as needed to satisfy requirements of the receiving facility. Removal, 
transportation, and disposal of impacted soil shall be performed in accordance with applicable DTSC 
and CalOSHA l laws, regulations, and ordinances. The SMP shall include health and safety 
information for workers and the general public with an emphasis on potential adverse health effects 
and how to seek proper help if an accident is suspected, and inform the various contractors and 
workers of the presence of shallow soil impacted with contaminants and the appropriate measures 
to avoid exposure to contaminants. These measures may include, but would not be limited to, the 
following: 

1. Installing temporary security fencing around the construction site and flag/cone off the areas of 
contaminated soils (Hot Spots) until the contaminants are removed 

2. Providing all personnel entering a Hot Spot with site-specific awareness training 
3. Requiring that all personnel whose work will involve the excavation or disturbance of soils in 

and around the Hot Spot must have successfully completed 40-hour Hazardous Worker 
(HAZWOPER) training 

                                                      
7 This is a modified version of Mitigation Measure HAZ-1(b) (Arsenic Management Plan) from the Master Plan EIR (RTC 2013) that includes 
arsenic-containing soils management as well as other potential contaminants. 
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4. Requiring a HAZWOPER supervisor to be on-site at all times during the excavation or 
disturbance of soils in a Hot Spot 

5. Prohibiting personnel who cannot prove that they are authorized to enter a Hot Spot or do not 
have the appropriate personal protective equipment from entering a Hot Spot 

6. Prohibiting eating, drinking, smoking, chewing gum or tobacco in Hot Spots, and requiring 
consumable items and activities be confined to designated worker break areas. 

In the event that contaminated soil and/or groundwater are identified where not previously 
anticipated during construction, the SMP shall also require that construction cease and that 
appropriate handling and disposal procedures be implemented. Contaminated soils and/or 
groundwater can be identified by discoloration or stains, distinctive odors, absence of plants and 
animals, subsequent erosion from the absence of plant life, or the presence of paint chips or other 
materials known to contaminate soils. Procedures for properly handling, storing, and disposing 
contaminated soils may include, but are not limited to, the following: 

1. Placing contaminated soils in properly labeled drums or lined hazardous waste 
storage/transportation conveyance units (i.e., roll-off waste boxes) in preparation of 
transportation and disposal 

2. Avoiding temporary stockpiling of contaminated soils or hazardous materials 
3. If temporary stockpiling is necessary: 

a. Covering the stockpile with plastic sheeting or tarps 
b. Installing a berm around the stockpile to prevent runoff from leaving the area 
c. Avoiding stockpiling in or near storm drains or watercourses 

4. Monitoring the air quality during excavation operations at locations potentially exhibiting 
elevated concentrations of hazardous material 

5. Collecting water from decontamination procedures and treating and/or disposing of it at an 
appropriate disposal site 

6. Collecting non-reusable protective equipment and disposing at an appropriate disposal site 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
As with the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 would not be located on a site that is included on a list 
of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5; however, 
several hazardous materials sites, including two closed unauthorized release sites (5511 Coast Road, 
Santa Cruz and Highway 1 South of Davenport), are located near the alternative alignment. 
Although the release cases are closed, there is the potential for residual impacts to be present in soil 
and groundwater. Since Alternative 1 would be located on the existing rail bed and would involve 
less ground disturbance outside the rail bed, Alternative 1 may result in slightly fewer impacts 
related to the nearby former release sites. However, Alternative 1 could substantially increase the 
health hazard to construction workers from contaminants that could be present on the track ballast 
and the rail ties. 

Alternative 1 would also involve the removal of existing structures and equipment associated with 
rail crossings including crossing gates, switch boxes, and other small supporting enclosures or 
appurtenances, which would have been originally constructed between 1903 and 1977 (RTC 2012). 
Based on the age of these structures, crossing improvements could involve the disturbance of LBP 
or ACMs.  
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If present in the existing structures, ACMs would require abatement prior to renovation. If not 
properly abated in advance of renovation, workers and surrounding receptors may be exposed to 
friable asbestos. Existing regulations, including the MBARD Rule 424 (National Emission Standards 
for Hazardous Air Pollutants) require that the owner or operator of any demolition or renovation 
activity perform an asbestos survey prior to demolition. MBARD requires that the ACM survey is 
conducted by a licensed asbestos sampling company. Under these regulations, all testing 
procedures would be required to follow federal and state protocols. Pursuant to federal and state 
standards, an asbestos survey report would be required to quantify the areas of ACMs. If the 
existing structures are found to contain ACMs, Rule 424 requires that abatement activities comply 
with federal and state OSHA and MBARD requirements. All ACMs removed under Alternative 1 
would be required to be hauled to a licensed receiving facility and disposed under proper manifest, 
if needed, by a transportation company certified to handle ACMs. In addition, all construction 
activities associated with Alternative 1 would be required to comply with federal and state OSHA 
requirements relating to LBP abatement. Under these requirements, only LBP-trained and certified 
abatement personnel would be allowed to perform abatement activities. All LBP removed from 
existing structures and equipment would be hauled by a transportation company licensed to 
transport this type of material to a landfill or receiving facility licensed to accept the waste. 
Compliance with existing regulations and incorporation of the following mitigation would reduce 
impacts associated with construction of Alternative 1 to a less than significant level. 

Following the removal of railroad tracks, ties, and other appurtenances the multi-use trail under 
Alternative 1 would be constructed on the track bed and regraded ballast. Removing the railroad 
tracks would follow the required Surface Transportation Board requirements for abandonment and 
track removal, including remediation for hazardous materials. Removing the tracks entails disposal 
of thousands of railroad ties that were treated with creosote, also referred to as treated wood 
waste (TWW). The closest facility that would accept TWW would be the Corinda Los Trancos Landfill 
located in Half Moon Bay, approximately 35 miles north of the Project corridor. However, if the 
concentration of contamination found in the soil and ballast hauled off-site would require disposal 
at a Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR) Class II facility, the contaminated soil and ballast would 
be hauled to the Altamont Landfill or the Vasco Road Sanitary Landfill, both located in Livermore 
approximately 60 miles northeast of the Project corridor. If the concentration of contamination 
found in the soil and ballast hauled off-site would require disposal at a WDR Class III facility, the 
contaminated soil and ballast would be hauled to the Forward Landfill, located in Stockton 
approximately 80 miles northeast of the Project corridor. To reduce the amount of materials hauled 
off-site, the existing ballast material, which forms the raised track bed, would be leveled and used as 
a foundation below the base material and asphalt.  

As discussed in Section 3.8.1, Existing Conditions, the creosote-soaked rail ties and contaminated rail 
ballast is likely to contain concentrations of PAHs, TPHs, heavy metals, arsenic, pesticides, and/or 
herbicides beyond acceptable screening levels. Because Alternative 1 would involve physically 
disturbing and/or removing these components of the rail line (rail ties and ballast), the potential for 
aerially releasing contaminants, directly or indirectly exposing construction personnel or the public, 
is greater than that of the Proposed Project.  

In addition, as specified in Section 2.6, Project Construction, Alternative 1 would include leveling the 
ballast material to be used as a foundation, below the base material and asphalt for the trail. The 
ballast would be tested for hazardous materials. Any contaminated ballast reused for base rock 
would be capped with asphalt, or it would not be reused and hauled off-site for disposal in 
accordance with DTSC standards. There would be no on-site storage of contaminated ballast, other 
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than that capped in asphalt, and no ties or other unregulated hazardous materials would be stored 
on-site or on State Parks property. Capping procedures would be required to comply with RCRA 
laws, which are provided in Mitigation Measure HAZ-4(c).  

Compared to the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 could involve the disturbance of LBP or ACMs 
through the removal of rail appurtenances. In addition, Alternative 1 would substantially increase 
the health hazard to construction workers from contaminants that could be present on the track 
ballast and the rail ties. This additional health hazard would elicit the need for additional mitigation 
to minimize potential exposure risks to construction workers. 

This impact of Alternative 1 would be less than significant with mitigation. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measures HAZ-4(a) and HAZ-4(b), described above, and HAZ-4(c) would reduce the 
impact of exposing construction workers to health hazards to a less than significant level.  

Mitigation Measure HAZ-4(a): Conduct Soil Sampling and Implement 
Necessary Remediation 

Mitigation Measure HAZ-4(b): Prepare and Implement Soils Management 
Plan 

Mitigation Measure HAZ-4(c): Evaluate Subgrade Soil and Cap 
Contaminated Soils and Ballast 
Prior to the finalization of pavement design for Alternative 1, the structural quality of the subgrade 
soil shall be evaluated to ensure that it has adequate strength to carry the predicted loads during 
the design life of the pavement. The pavement shall also be engineered to limit the expansion and 
loss of density of the subgrade soil. The existing ballast material shall serve as the base rock layer to 
support the base material and asphalt layer of the cover. The ballast material shall be leveled to 
establish a base rock layer at a depth of 6 to 12 inches. 

If results of the Supplemental Site Investigation required by Mitigation Measure HAZ-4(a) indicate 
the presence of contamination within the Alternative 1 alignment, the soil shall be handled as 
outlined in the SMP, prepared pursuant to Mitigation Measure HAZ-4(b). If any residual impacted 
soil should remain in place, there is the potential for the chemicals to pose a threat to human health 
and the environment. Any residual impacted soil left in-place shall be capped. In order to ensure 
that the cover is maintained as designed, a regulatory oversight agreement between the RTC or 
their designee and the Santa Cruz County Office of Environmental Health (SCCOEH) shall be 
required. This agreement shall reference or include an approved O&M Plan that outlines the 
procedures and requirements for ongoing O&M of the asphalt cap. The purpose of the O&M Plan 
shall be to ensure the cap is maintained in good condition so that it remains protective of public 
health and the environment. Select elements of the O&M Plan are highlighted below: 

 Inspections. The O&M Plan shall provide for inspections of the cap to ensure that it is 
functioning as intended. These inspections shall be conducted on a routine basis as well as after 
unplanned events (e.g., earthquake, on-site construction activity) that may have affected the 
integrity of the asphalt cap. 

 Repairs and Maintenance. The cap shall be maintained in a manner that ensures it is 
functioning as intended. Examples of cap maintenance include vegetation control, and repairs 
due to cover erosion, asphalt cracking, settlement, and subsidence. For asphalt and concrete 
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caps, periodic sealing of the cap surface will be necessary. Repairs and maintenance of the cap 
shall be performed according to the procedures and timeframes specified in the O&M Plan. 

 Reporting, Recordkeeping, and Notification. The O&M Plan shall outline the recordkeeping 
requirements for O&M activities and shall provide for submittal of periodic inspection summary 
reports. The O&M Plan shall also identify the site activities or conditions that require 
notification of the regulatory agencies. The O&M Plan shall also identify the timeframe and 
mechanism (e.g., verbal, written) for the required notifications. 

Institutional Controls (IC) are used to stop or reduce the exposure of human and environmental 
receptors where future land and water uses may not be compatible with residual contamination or 
where cleanup involves leaving contaminated soils in place. CCR Title 22, Section 67391.1 requires 
the property owner of sites requiring ICs to enter into a Land Use Covenant (LUC) to ensure that 
DTSC (or the agency to which its authority has been delegated) will have authority to implement, 
monitor, and enforce protective restrictions. The RTC shall execute and record the LUC with the 
SCCOEH if hazardous materials, hazardous wastes or constituents, or hazardous substances remain 
at the property at levels which are not suitable for unrestricted use of the land. In addition, the 
regulatory authority shall clearly set forth and define land use limitations or covenants in a cleanup 
decision document prior to approving or concurring in any facility closure, corrective action, 
remedial or removal action, or other response actions. 

Threshold H: Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving 
wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where 
residences are intermixed with wildlands 

Impact HAZ-5 THE PROJECT WOULD INCREASE RECREATIONAL USE IN MODERATE AND HIGH WILDLAND 
FIRE HAZARD AREAS, BUT WOULD NOT SIGNIFICANTLY EXACERBATE EXISTING WILDFIRE HAZARDS. (PROPOSED 
PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
The Proposed Project would increase recreational use in areas designated as moderate and high 
wildland fire hazards area. According to the Fire Hazard Severity Zone map for Santa Cruz County 
(CAL FIRE 2007), the Proposed Project corridor is exposed to a mix of Moderate and High Fire 
Hazard Severity Zones (refer to Figures 3.8-3 and 3.8-4). The Proposed Project would include the 
construction of two restrooms, one at the Davenport Beach parking lot and one at the 
Panther/Yellowbank Beach parking lot. The Davenport Beach parking lot restroom would be located 
at the interface of high and moderate fire hazard severity zones and the Panther/Yellowbank Beach 
parking lot restroom would be located at the intersection of agricultural land (Non-Wildland/Non-
Urban) and a moderate fire hazard severity zone. Therefore, the Proposed Project would expose 
structures to wildland fire risk, but the use of these structures would be transient and would not 
expose a substantial number of people for an extended period of time to wildland fire hazards, 
compared to a residence or office. Nonetheless, it is estimated that the Proposed Project could have 
951 trail users on a summer weekend day, and the new trail and bathrooms could expose trail users 
to risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fire hazards.  

The majority of trail users that could be present in the event of a wildfire would be on foot or 
bicycle, potentially without immediate access to a vehicle. Nonetheless, several trails in the 
Proposed Project vicinity are currently frequented by trail users, and the Proposed Project would 
provide improved access for pedestrian and bicycle movement along the Proposed Project corridor 
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in comparison to existing trails. The addition of trail users within the Project corridor may increase 
the likelihood of a wildfire starting, either from vehicle use (i.e., sparks from cars in parking lots) or if 
people utilize matches, lighters, or smoke along the corridor. However, this increased risk would not 
be measurable or significant in that it would not result in a change to the existing identified wildfire 
hazard levels. In addition, the presence of more trail users would not impede emergency evacuation 
plans as provided in the County’s LHMP. 

As discussed in Section 3.12, Public Safety and Services, emergency service providers for the 
Proposed Project area would have sufficient access to the trail in the case of an emergency, such as 
a wildfire; and the Proposed Project would not be expected to lengthen existing emergency 
response times. In addition, the County’s LHMP establishes a basis for the coordination, 
management, and operation of critical resources and describes the local government’s authority, 
responsibilities, and functions in the event of an emergency. During an emergency, the County 
would collaborate with federal, state, and local law enforcement agencies, emergency health 
providers, the American Red Cross, and private industries. Moreover, due to the relative 
infrequency of wildfires and the transient nature of trail use, the potential for exposing trail users to 
a significant wildland fire hazard would be low.  

In the event of a wildland fire near the trail, the Trail Manager would be responsible for closing the 
trail, in accordance with Santa Cruz County Fire Department direction, and would only reopen the 
trail after the Santa Cruz County Fire Department indicates that it is safe to do so. This impact would 
be less than significant.  

The impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant. Compliance with existing federal, 
State, and local regulations and procedures for public safety and emergency response regarding 
wildland fires would limit the potential for significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland 
fires. No mitigation is required. 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
Like the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 would increase recreational use in areas designated as 
moderate and high wildland fire hazards area. Alternative 1 would construct two restrooms in the 
same locations and would introduce the same number of trail users along the Alternative 1 corridor 
as the Proposed Project. Therefore, impacts would be the same as the Proposed Project. Refer to 
the discussion above.  

This impact of Alternative 1 would be less than significant. Compliance with existing federal, state, 
and local regulations and procedures for public safety and emergency response regarding wildland 
fires would limit the potential for significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires. No 
mitigation is required.  
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3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality 
This section evaluates potential impacts relating to hydrology and water quality on and around the 
Project corridor. This analysis is based on observations made during a site visit on December 8, 2017 
and review of available data for surface water and groundwater. This analysis includes review of 
surface water, runoff patterns, groundwater, flooding, and water quality. Water supply and 
wastewater conveyance and treatment are discussed in Section 3.16, Utilities and Service Systems. 
Potential impacts to wetlands and Waters of the U.S. are discussed in Section 3.4, Biological 
Resources. Table 3.9-1 presents a summary of potential impacts related to hydrology and water. 

Table 3.9-1 Summary of Project Impacts on Hydrology and Water Qualitya 

Impact 
Significance 
Before Mitigation Mitigation 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

HYD-1. The Project may result in an increase of 
pollutant discharges to Waters of the State. 

Potentially 
Significant 

HYD-1(a), HYD-
1(b), HYD-1(c), 
HYD-1(d) 

Less than 
Significant 

HYD-2. The Project would not deplete groundwater 
supplies nor substantially interfere with 
groundwater recharge. 

Less than 
Significant 

None Required Less than 
Significant 

HYD-3. The Project would alter drainage patterns in 
the Project corridor, which may impact water 
quality. 

Potentially 
Significant 

HYD-1(c), HYD-1(d) Less than 
Significant 

HYD-4. The Project would place structures in a 100-
year flood hazard area, but would not impede or 
redirect flood flows. 

Potentially 
Significant 

HYD-1(c), HYD-1(d) Less than 
Significant 

HYD-5. Trail users may be subject to inundation by 
tsunami, but the Project would not exacerbate the 
risk of inundation by tsunami compared to existing 
conditions. 

Less than 
Significant 

None Required Less than 
Significant 

a The impacts and mitigation apply to both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 unless otherwise noted. 

3.9.1 Existing Conditions 

Regional Hydrology 
The California Department of Water Resources (DWR) divides surface watersheds in California into 
ten Hydrologic Regions (HR). The Project corridor is located in the Central Coast HR. This region 
covers approximately 7.25 million acres and includes all of Santa Cruz, Monterey, San Luis Obispo, 
and Santa Barbara counties, as well as parts of San Benito, San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Ventura 
counties (DWR 2009). Major geographic features that define the region include the Pajaro, Salinas, 
Carmel, Santa Maria, Santa Ynez, and Cuyama valleys; the coastal plain of Santa Barbara; and the 
Coast Range. The region is largely defined by the northwest-trending southern Coast Range, with a 
climate generally classified as Mediterranean. The region depends heavily on groundwater, which 
makes up the vast majority of available water supply, but recycled water is becoming a more 
plentiful supplemental source for agricultural and other non-potable uses (DWR 2009). 
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Watersheds 
The DWR subdivides HRs into Hydrologic Units (HU) that are commonly known as watersheds. In the 
Central Coast HR, the Project corridor is located in the Big Basin HU (CDF 2004). The Central Coast 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (CCRWQCB) governs basin planning and water quality in the 
Big Basin HU (CCRWQCB 2017). The DWR further subdivides HUs into Hydrologic Areas (HA) and 
Hydrologic Sub-Areas (HSA). The Project is located in the Santa Cruz HA and the Davenport HSA. The 
Davenport HSA is a coastal watershed that that drains an area of approximately 106 square miles. 
The southern boundary of the watershed is just west of Santa Cruz, at Natural Bridges State Beach. 
The watershed extends in the north to the headwaters of Waddell Creek, which begin in Big Basin 
Redwoods State Park near the San Mateo/Santa Cruz county boundary. Waddell Creek discharges to 
the Pacific Ocean just south of Año Nuevo State Park. 

The United States Geological Survey (USGS) maintains a database of watersheds covering the 
nation’s entire land surface called the Watershed Boundary Dataset (WBD). These watersheds are 
based on hydrologic characteristics and do not include adjustments or deviations for political or 
jurisdictional boundaries (USGS 2018). In some cases, the names and boundaries of the WBD 
watersheds do not match the names and boundaries of DWR’s watersheds. The Big Basin HU in 
DWR’s CalWater 2.2.1 dataset (the current version of California’s watershed boundaries) roughly 
corresponded with a legacy HU in the WBD named the San Lorenzo-Soquel HU (USGS 2018). That 
legacy HU has since been dissolved and has been divided among several other watersheds based on 
improved hydrologic data for coastal watersheds. Based on the latest version of the WBD, the 
Project corridor now lies in the very southern portion of the San Francisco Coastal South HU (USGS, 
2018). Potential integration of the WBD with the CalWater watershed dataset may result in 
adjustments to Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) jurisdictional boundaries, but the 
nature of those potential adjustments are unknown at this time. As of the date of this analysis, the 
Water Quality Control Plan for the Central Coastal Basin – September 2017 Edition (Basin Plan) 
shows the Project corridor as located in the Big Basin HU and under the jurisdiction of the 
CCRWQCB (CCRWQCB 2017). 

Topography and Climate 
The Project corridor is located in the Coast Ranges Geomorphic Province, a series of mountain 
ranges and valleys that trend northwest subparallel to the San Andreas Fault (CGS 2002). The 
coastline of this province is uplifted, terraced, and wave-cut. The topography of the Project area is 
dominated by Ben Lomond Mountain, which lies east of the Project alignment and trends roughly 
northwest to southeast, parallel to the coastline. Multiple stream channels, or ‘gullies,’ descend 
from the ridgeline of Ben Lomond Mountain in a southwesterly direction. These stream channels 
carry sediment to the ocean as they have done for millennia. The basement rock of Ben Lomond 
Mountain is composed of Paleozoic metasedimentary and Mesozoic plutonic rocks (Rosenbloom 
and Anderson 1994). A series of marine terraces have formed as a result of wave action and 
lithification of marine sediments primarily as a result of diatomaceous cementation. Due to their 
nature and location, these terraces experience both sheet flow associated with their generally flat 
profile and concentrated flow due to the presence of stream channels, or gullies. The terraces slope 
gently towards the ocean and consequently runoff that occurs as sheet flow outside of a defined 
stream channel generally flows seaward. 

Multiple steam channels pass below the Project corridor in tunnel-like culverts that were drilled 
through the Santa Cruz Mudstone, the marine sediment that had become rock and then uplifted 
over time by the collision of the Earth’s tectonic plates. Consequently, all of the major stream 
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channels that cross below the Project corridor now pass unimpeded through culverts that discharge 
to the Pacific Ocean. These major culverts are located substantially below the Project corridor 
ground surface. Refer to Figure 3.9-1 for photographs of a typical ocean-discharging culvert. Based 
on existing topographic and hydrologic data and a limited reconnaissance-level site visit, it is 
assumed that all substantial drainages are culverted beneath the berms constructed to support 
Highway 1 and the existing rail line. Refer to Section 3.4, Biological Resources, for a discussion of 
jurisdictional waters along the Project corridor. 

Climate in the Project area is classified as Mediterranean, with cool, wet winters and warm, mostly 
dry summers. Average annual temperatures in degrees Fahrenheit are relatively stable and range 
from winter lows in the upper 30s to summer highs in the middle 70s (Western Regional Climate 
Center 2018). The total average annual precipitation is approximately 30.7 inches, with the majority 
of rainfall occurring from November through March. 

Surface Water 
This section describes the major surface water features along the Project corridor and the existing 
beneficial uses1 and water quality for those waters. 

Streams and Drainage Patterns 
According to the National Hydrography Dataset (NHD), three unnamed streams and six named 
streams cross the Project corridor (NHD 2017), shown in Figure 3.9-2a and Figure 3.9-2b. The 
unnamed stream south of Baldwin Creek is known locally as Lombardi Creek. As described above 
under Topography and Climate, these crossings flow beneath the Project alignment in large culverts 
cut through the Santa Cruz Mudstone, the rock that comprises the coastal terraces in the Project 
area.  

The six named streams that flow beneath the Project corridor include the following, listed from 
south to north: Baldwin Creek, Majors Creek, Laguna Creek, Yellow Bank Creek, Liddell Creek, and 
San Vicente Creek (near the northern terminus of the Project alignment at Davenport). In addition, 
Wilder Creek flows beneath a trail connection to Wilder Ranch near the southern terminus of the 
Project corridor; however, trail improvements at this location would be limited to striping on an 
existing road that is closed to public motor vehicle access.  

The three unnamed streams that cross the Project corridor are located in the southern portion of 
the corridor. Two unnamed streams (one of which is known locally as Lombardi Creek) cross 
southeast of Baldwin Creek and one unnamed stream crosses between Baldwin Creek and Majors 
Creek.  

Runoff that does not collect in a defined stream channel flows either as sheet flow across the 
marine terraces towards the Pacific Ocean or infiltrates into soil that overlies the Santa Cruz 
Mudstone. The infiltrated stormwater subsequently evaporates, is taken up by vegetation, or is 
transported as subsurface flow towards the ocean. Refer to Section 3.4, Biological Resources, for a 
discussion of jurisdictional waters, including minor drainages not shown in the NHD. 

                                                      
1 Beneficial uses are defined in the Basin Plan as existing or potential uses of water in the Central Coastal Basin that must be protected. 
The Basin Plan then establishes water quality standards and the level of treatment necessary to maintain the standards and ensure the 
continuance of the beneficial uses (CCRWQCB 2017). 
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Figure 3.9-1 Typical Ocean-Discharging Culvert beneath the Project Corridor 

 
Bonny Doon Beach, culvert opening at the base of the cliff in left hand portion of 
photograph 

 
Source: Rincon Consultants field visit, December 8, 2017 
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Figure 3.9-2a North Coast Stream Crossings: North (Davenport to Scaroni Road) 
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Figure 3.9-2b North Coast Stream Crossings: South (Scaroni Road to Wilder Ranch) 
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Surface Water Quality 
The Davenport HSA is largely undeveloped with the exception of the unincorporated community of 
Davenport (a census-designated place) in the northwestern corner of the watershed, and scattered 
rural residential development along the rail corridor and in the foothills to the east. Agricultural 
operations occupy the southern coastal portion of the watershed.  

The City of Santa Cruz is located approximately 1.0 mile southeast of the southern terminus of the 
Project corridor, and Davenport is situated adjacent to the Project corridor’s northern terminus, 
with development on the inland side of Highway 1. Stormwater runoff from urban and agricultural 
lands can be a source of water quality pollutants, including sediment, heavy metals, bacteria, 
pesticides, insecticides, and fertilizers (CCRWQCB 2017). Existing impairments to water quality in 
and adjacent to the Project corridor and efforts to improve water quality and prevent further 
degradation are discussed below. 

The CCRWQCB regulates water quality in the Big Basin watershed and establishes water quality 
objectives and requirements for the quality of point and non-point sources of discharge through the 
Basin Plan. A point source of discharge is defined as waste emanating from a single, identifiable 
point such as a wastewater treatment plant. A non-point source of discharge results from drainage 
and percolation of agricultural and urban stormwater runoff. 

The Basin Plan defines beneficial uses of several streams and estuaries in or adjacent to the Project 
corridor. The beneficial uses for those waterbodies are listed below in Table 3.9-2. Based on the 
established beneficial uses listed below, the CCRWQCB established water quality standards as well 
as the level of treatment necessary to maintain the standards and ensure the continuance of the 
beneficial uses. 

The Basin Plan also defines beneficial uses for coastal waters in the region. The stretch of coastal 
waters from Point Año Nuevo (north of the Project corridor) to Soquel Point (south of the Project 
corridor) is recognized as providing the beneficial uses of Water Contact Recreation, Non-Contact 
Water Recreation, Industrial Service Supply, Navigation, Marine Habitat, Shellfish Harvesting, 
Commercial and Sport Fishing, and Wildlife Habitat. 

The CCRWQCB assessed surface waters in the region for potential pollutants or other adverse 
effects that may impair one or more of the beneficial uses described above and found that San 
Vicente Creek and the coastal waters adjacent to the Project corridor are currently impaired and are 
not achieving the water quality standards established in the Basin Plan. Both San Vicente Creek and 
the coastal waters adjacent to the Project corridor are listed on the 2012 303(d) list, California’s 
current account of impaired waterbodies (SWRCB 2018). San Vicente Creek is listed as impaired by 
sedimentation/siltation. A discharge limit for non-point sources, known as a Total Daily Maximum 
Load (TMDL), is required but has not yet been completed. The coastal waters of the Pacific Ocean 
from Point Año Nuevo to Soquel Point are listed as impaired by Dieldrin, an organochloride 
insecticide used widely from the 1950s to the early 1970s but that has since been banned in the 
United States. A TMDL is required to address this impairment but has not yet been completed. 
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Table 3.9-2 Beneficial Uses of Waterbodies in the Project Corridor 
 Waterbody Name 

Beneficial Uses 
Baldwin 

Creek 

Baldwin 
Creek 

Estuary 
Majors 
Creek 

Laguna 
Creek 

Laguna 
Creek 

Estuary 
Liddell 
Creek 

San 
Vicente 
Creek 

Municipal and Domestic Supply X  X X  X X 

Agricultural Supply X  X X  X X 

Industrial Process Supply       X 

Industrial Service Supply   X X   X 

Groundwater Recharge X  X X X X X 

Water Contact Recreation X X X X X X X 

Non-Contact Water Recreation X X X X X X X 

Wildlife Habitat X X X X X X X 

Cold Fresh Water Habitat X X X X X X X 

Warm Fresh Water Habitat  X      

Migration of Aquatic Organisms X X X X X X X 

Spawning, Reproduction, and/or Early Development X X X X X X X 

Preservation of Biological Habitats of Special Significance X X      

Rare, Threatened, or Endangered Species X X X X X X X 

Estuarine Habitat  X X  X X X 

Fresh Water Replenishment X  X X  X X 

Commercial and Sport Fishing X X X X X X X 

Shellfish Harvesting  X   X   

Source: CCRWQCB 2017 
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Groundwater 
This section describes the groundwater basins, or aquifers, that underlie the Project corridor. The 
storage capacity, current estimated amount of groundwater in storage, and quality of the 
groundwater are reported based on available data. 

Groundwater Storage Capacity and Levels 
Two small, coastal aquifers underlie the southern portion of the Project corridor, southeast of 
Laguna Creek. Needle Rock Point Groundwater Basin underlies approximately 1.8 miles of the 
Project corridor, from the southern terminus to just east of the intersection with Baldwin Creek. 
Majors Creek Groundwater Basin underlies approximately 1.7 miles of the Project corridor, from 
just west of the intersection with Baldwin Creek just east of the intersection with Laguna Creek. 
Both groundwater basins are narrow, measuring approximately 0.3 to 0.4 mile in width, and lie 
beneath the marine terraces that support the Project alignment. Figure 3.9-3 shows these two 
coastal basins in relation to the Project corridor. The remainder of the Project corridor is not 
underlain by a delineated aquifer; some shallow, unconfined groundwater may be encountered at 
various locations along the Project alignment, including near major drainages, depending on 
seasonal rainfall patterns. 

Needle Rock Point Groundwater Basin is composed of Pleistocene marine terrace deposits located 
generally between Highway 1 and the Pacific Ocean near Needle Rock Point (DWR 2004a). The 
precise boundaries of this basin are not well-known. The basin geology consists of unconsolidated 
sands, silts, clays, and gravels to a depth of approximately 250 feet which are underlain by hardened 
bedrock. Yields for wells in this aquifer range from approximately 200 to 450 gallons per minute. 
Almost all of the wells in this basin are used for agricultural irrigation. Depth to groundwater is 
estimated to be between 20 and 145 feet below ground surface. Neither the storage capacity nor 
the current amount of groundwater in storage has been reported for this basin. 

Majors Creek Groundwater Basin is composed of the same Pleistocene marine terrace deposits as 
Needle Rock Point Groundwater Basin and is generally located between Highway 1 and the Pacific 
Ocean (DWR 2004b). The precise boundaries of this basin are also not well-known. The basin 
geology consists of sand and gravel to a depth of approximately 50 to 60 feet, which are underlain 
by shale and hardened bedrock. Yields for wells in the basin range from approximately 25 to 50 
gallons per minute. All of the known wells in this basin are used for agricultural irrigation. Depth to 
groundwater is estimated to be between approximately 60 and 245 feet below ground surface. No 
information regarding storage capacity or the current amount of groundwater in storage is available 
for this basin. 

Groundwater Quality 
Information regarding groundwater quality for the Needle Rock Point Groundwater Basin and the 
Majors Creek Groundwater Basin is not available, but seawater intrusion is a likely hazard in these 
basins due to their proximity to the Pacific Ocean (DWR 2004a, DWR 2004b). 

Flood Hazards 
This section briefly discusses the FEMA-designated flood hazard zones that cross the Project 
alignment. Flood hazards from failure of flood control infrastructure such as dams and levees and 
seismically-induced flood hazards such as mudflow, seiche, and tsunami are discussed below under 
the heading Dam Inundation and Tsunami Hazards. 
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Figure 3.9-3 North Coast Underlying Groundwater Basins 
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FEMA Flood Hazard Zones 
The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) establishes base flood heights for the 100-year 
flood zone and the 500-year flood zone. The 100-year flood zone is defined as the area that could be 
inundated by a flood that has a 1-percent probability of occurring in any given year, or once every 
100 years. The 500-year flood zone is defined as the area that could be inundated by a flood that 
has a 0.2-percent probability of occurring in any given year, or once in 500 years. Figure 3.9-4a and 
Figure 3.9-4b present data from the Digital Flood Insurance Rate Map for the area that show 
approximately five locations along the Project corridor crossed by a 100-year flood hazard zone, 
referred to on the maps as “Zone A” (FEMA 2018). A very small area in the northernmost portion of 
the Project corridor is either directly adjacent to or slightly in a 100-year flood hazard zone, with 
defined base flood elevations (“Zone AE”) associated with San Vicente Creek. Starting from the 
southern terminus of the Project alignment, the first two 100-year flood hazard zones are 
associated with unnamed streams, the third with Baldwin Creek, the fourth with Majors Creek, the 
fifth with Laguna Creek, and the sixth with San Vicente Creek. 

Dam Inundation and Tsunami Hazards 
In Santa Cruz County, dam failure inundation mapping is only available for Newell Creek Dam, which 
impounds Loch Lomond Reservoir, located approximately 10 miles northeast of the Project corridor 
(DWR 2017). The failure of Newell Creek Dam would inundate a substantial portion of the city of 
Santa Cruz and several upstream communities, but would not inundate any location along the 
Project corridor. Similarly, the failure of levees, including levees along the San Lorenzo River, would 
not result in inundation of the Project corridor. The San Lorenzo River is located approximately 3.5 
miles east of the Project alignment at the nearest point and flooding due to failure of a levee along 
the river would be limited to Santa Cruz city limits (City of Santa Cruz 2017). 

The Project corridor is generally flat and major drainages are culverted beneath the Project 
alignment; the Project is therefore not subject to inundation by mudflow. No substantial enclosed 
or semi-enclosed waterbodies lie in the Project corridor and the Project is therefore not subject to 
inundation by seiche.2  

A tsunami is a series of waves generated by an impulsive disturbance in the ocean or in a small, 
connected body of water. Tsunamis are produced when movement occurs on faults in the ocean 
floor, usually during very large earthquakes. Sudden vertical movement of the ocean floor when 
fault movement occurs can displace the overlying water column, creating a wave that travels 
outward from the earthquake source. An earthquake anywhere in the Pacific can cause tsunamis 
around the entire Pacific basin. Since the Pacific Rim is highly seismically active, tsunamis are not 
uncommon (City of Santa Cruz 2017). In the Project corridor, the elevation and steep cliffs of the 
marine terrace limit the extent of tsunami inundation to relatively small areas generally associated 
with coves and mouths of major drainages (California Emergency Management Agency [CalEMA] 
2009a, 2009b, 2009c). Figure 3.9-5a and Figure 3.9-5b show the extent of the tsunami inundation 
area in the Project corridor, and indicate that mapped tsunami inundation areas do not reach the 
Project alignment except in one area, near the southern terminus of the alignment.  

                                                      
2 A seiche is a standing wave oscillating in a body of water and may occur in any enclosed or semi enclosed bodies of water such as bays 
and lakes. Seiches are typically caused by strong wind and rapid changes in atmospheric pressure. They can also form along ocean shelves 
and harbors due to earthquakes, tsunamis, or severe storm fronts. 
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Figure 3.9-4a North Coast FEMA Flood Hazard Zones: North (Davenport to Scaroni Road) 
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Figure 3.9-4b North Coast FEMA Flood Hazard Zones: South (Scaroni Road to Wilder Ranch) 
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Figure 3.9-5a North Coast Tsunami Inundation Areas: North (Davenport to Scaroni Road) 
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Figure 3.9-5b North Coast Tsunami Inundation Areas: South (Scaroni Road to Wilder Ranch) 
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3.9.2 Regulatory Setting 

Federal 

Clean Water Act (CWA) 
In 1972, Congress passed the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, commonly known as the Clean 
Water Act (CWA), with the goal of “restor[ing] and maintain[ing] the chemical, physical, and 
biological integrity of the Nation’s waters.” 33 U.S.C. § 1251(a). The CWA directs states to establish 
water quality standards for all Waters of the United States and to review such standards on a 
triennial basis and consider updating them. Section 319 mandates specific actions for the control of 
pollution from non-point sources. The EPA has delegated responsibility for implementation of 
portions of the CWA, including water quality control planning and control programs, such as the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Program, to the SWRCB and the RWQCBs. 

Section 303(c)(2)(b) of the CWA requires states to adopt water quality standards for all surface 
Waters of the United States based on the water body’s designated beneficial use. Water quality 
standards are typically numeric, although narrative criteria based upon biomonitoring methods may 
be employed where numerical standards cannot be established or where they are needed to 
supplement numerical standards. Water quality standards applicable to the Project are provided in 
the Basin Plan (CCRWQCB 2017). 

Section 303(d) of the CWA bridges the technology-based and water quality-based approaches for 
managing water quality. Section 303(d) requires that states make a list of waters that are not 
attaining standards after the technology-based limits are put into place. For waters on this list and 
where the USEPA administrator deems they are appropriate, states are to develop “total maximum 
daily loads” (TMDL). TMDLs are established at the level necessary to implement the applicable 
water quality standards. A TMDL must account for all sources of the pollutants that caused the 
water to be listed. Within or adjacent to the Project corridor, San Vicente Creek and the Pacific  

Ocean both require a TMDL, but one has not yet been developed for either waterbody (SWRCB 
2018). 

Section 402 of the CWA established the NPDES. The goal of the NPDES nonpoint source regulations 
is to improve the quality of stormwater discharged to receiving waters to the “maximum extent 
practicable” through the use of best management practices (BMP). The NPDES permit system was 
established in the CWA to regulate point source discharges (a municipal or industrial discharge at a 
specific location or pipe) and certain types of diffuse discharges, including urban stormwater and 
construction site runoff. 

The SWRCB permits all regulated construction activities under NPDES General Permit for Storm 
Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity (adopted September 2, 2009), known as the 
“Construction General Permit.” Every construction project that disturbs one or more acres of land 
surface or that is part of a common plan of development or sale that disturbs more than 1.0 acre of 
land surface would require coverage under this Construction General Permit. To obtain coverage 
under this Construction General Permit, the landowner or other applicable entity must file Permit 
Registration Documents (PRD) prior to the commencement of construction activity and mail the 
appropriate permit fee to the SWRCB. The PRDs include a Notice of Intent (NOI), Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), and other documents required by the Construction General 
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Permit. Since the Project would disturb more than 1.0 acre, construction of the Project would be 
subject to these Construction General Permit requirements. 

Construction activities subject to the Construction General Permit include clearing, grading, and 
disturbances to the ground, such as stockpiling or excavation, that result in soil disturbances of at 
least one acre of total land area. The SWPPP has two major objectives: (1) to help identify the 
sources of sediment and other pollutants that affect the quality of stormwater discharges; and (2) to 
describe and ensure the implementation of BMPs to reduce or eliminate sediment and other 
pollutants in stormwater as well as non-stormwater discharges. BMPs are intended to reduce 
impacts to the Maximum Extent Practicable. 

Section 404 of the CWA prohibits the discharge of any pollutants into Waters of the United States, 
except as allowed by permit. Section 404 of the CWA authorizes the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) to issue permits for and to regulate the discharge of dredged or fill materials into wetlands 
or other waters of the United States. Under the CWA and its implementing regulations, “waters of 
the United States” are broadly defined to consist of rivers, creeks, streams, and lakes extending to 
their headwaters, including adjacent wetlands. 

Federal Emergency Management Agency 
FEMA formed in 1979 as an independent agency and became part of the Department of Homeland 
Security in March 2003. The agency is tasked with responding to, planning for, recovering from, and 
mitigating against disasters. FEMA is responsible for determining flood elevations and floodplain 
boundaries based on USACE studies and approved agency studies, as well as for coordinating the 
federal response to floods, earthquakes, hurricanes, and other natural or man-made disasters. 
FEMA also provides disaster assistance to states, communities, and individuals.  

FEMA distributes the Flood Insurance Rate Maps that identify the locations of special flood hazard 
areas, including the 100-year flood zone. Executive Order 11988 (Flood Plain Management) links the 
need to protect lives and property with the need to restore and preserve natural and beneficial 
floodplain values. Specifically, federal agencies are directed to avoid conducting, allowing, or 
supporting actions on the base floodplain unless the agency finds that the base floodplain is the only 
practicable alternative location. As noted previously, five locations along the Project corridor are 
crossed by a 100-year flood hazard zone. 

Similarly, Department of Transportation Order 5650.2 implements Executive Order 11988 and was 
issued pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the National Flood Insurance Act 
of 1968, and the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973. The order prescribes policies and procedures 
for ensuring that proper consideration is given to avoidance and mitigation of adverse floodplain 
impacts in agency actions, planning programs, and budget requests.  

State 

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act 
The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act establishes the SWRCB and each RWQCB as the 
principal state agencies for coordinating and controlling water quality in California. Specifically, the 
Porter-Cologne Act authorizes the SWRCB to adopt, review, and revise policies for all surface waters 
and groundwater of the state and directs the RWQCBs to develop regional basin plans. 

The CCRWQCB has the authority to implement water quality protection standards through the 
issuance of permits for discharges to waters in its jurisdiction. As described previously, water quality 
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objectives for receiving waters in Santa Cruz County are specified in the Basin Plan prepared by the 
CCRWQCB, in compliance with the federal CWA and the Porter-Cologne Act. The principal elements 
of the Basin Plan are a statement of beneficial water uses protected under the plan, water quality 
objectives necessary to protect the designated beneficial water uses, and strategies and time 
schedules for achieving the water quality objectives. Together, narrative and numerical objectives 
define the level of water quality that shall be maintained in the region. The water quality objectives 
are achieved primarily through the establishment and enforcement of waste discharge 
requirements (WDR). 

RWQCBs have primary responsibility for issuing WDRs. The RWQCBs may issue individual WDRs to 
cover individual discharges or general WDRs to cover a category of discharges. WDRs may include 
effluent limitations or other requirements designed to implement applicable water quality control 
plans, including designated beneficial uses and the water quality objectives established to protect 
those uses and prevent the creation of nuisance conditions. Violations of WDRs may be addressed 
by issuing Cleanup and Abatement Orders or Cease and Desist Orders, assessing administrative civil 
liability, or seeking imposition of judicial civil liability or judicial injunctive relief. 

California Coastal Act 
The California Coastal Commission was established in 1972 and is responsible for protecting, 
conserving, and restoring water quality in coastal environments as detailed in Sections 30230 and 
30231 of the California Coastal Act (Coastal Act). The California Coastal Commission establishes 
policies that address shoreline public access and recreation, habitat protection, aesthetic resources, 
public works, and other uses. The Coastal Act provides long-term protection of California’s coastline 
for the benefit of the public. In order to meet the requirements of Sections 30230 and 30231, the 
California Coastal Commission requires site design, source control, and treatment BMPs. New 
development and redevelopment projects located in a coastal zone are required to apply for a 
Coastal Development Permit prior to construction. The Coastal Development Permit requires 
projects to demonstrate water quality protection through the implementation of appropriate BMPs. 
As described in Section 2.7, Required Permits and Approvals, the Project would be subject to a 
Federal Consistency Determination from the California Coastal Commission, but not a Coastal Zone 
Development Permit.  

The Coastal Act includes specific policy language protecting wetlands, which are defined as all areas 
meeting at least one wetland parameter. Public Resources Code section 30233 limits permissible 
uses within wetlands to a handful of authorized uses, including “nature study” and “similar 
resource-dependent activities.” Even these limited activities are only permitted “where feasible 
mitigation measures have been provided to minimize adverse environmental effects” and “where 
there is no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative.”  

Local 
Because the Project is being implemented by the federal government, local land use authority is 
preempted such that local policies and regulations do not directly apply to the Project. However, 
key hydrology and water quality policies pertinent to the Project are listed below for informational 
purposes. 

Santa Cruz County Municipal Code 
The Santa Cruz County Department of Environmental Health Services (EHS) monitors water quality 
within the County. EHS also works with the RWQCB to regulate and monitor water quality. Chapter 
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16.24 of the Santa Cruz County Code (2012) also includes policies for the protection of water quality 
regarding increases in turbidity and settleable solids. In addition, Chapter 7.79 of the County Code 
provides regulations for runoff control, including compliance with NPDES stormwater discharge 
permits. 

Santa Cruz County General Plan and Local Coastal Program 
The Santa Cruz County General Plan (1994) also provides the following objectives and policies to 
protect surface water quality and groundwater: 

 Objective 5.4. Monterey Bay and Coastal Water Quality. To improve the water quality of 
Monterey Bay and other Santa Cruz County coastal waters by supporting and/or requiring the 
best management practices for the control and treatment of urban run-off and wastewater 
discharges in order to maintain local, state, and national water quality standards, protect 
County residents from health hazards of water pollution, protect the county’s sensitive marine 
habitats and prevent the degradation of the scenic character of the region. 

 Policy 5.4.1. Protecting the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary from Adverse 
Impacts. Prohibit activities which could adversely impact sensitive habitats of the Monterey 
Bay National Marine Sanctuary, including the discharge of wastes and hazardous materials. 
The main sources of concern are wastewater discharge, urban runoff, toxic agricultural 
drainage water, including that originating outside of Santa Cruz County, and the accidental 
release of oil or other hazardous material from coastal tanker traffic. 

 Policy 5.4.14. Water Pollution from Urban Runoff. Review proposed development projects 
for their potential to contribute to water pollution via increased storm water runoff. Utilize 
erosion control measures, on-site detention and other appropriate storm water best 
management practices to reduce pollution from urban runoff. 

 Policy 5.7.1. Impacts from New Development on Water Quality. Prohibit new development 
adjacent to marshes, streams and bodies of water if such development would cause adverse 
impacts on water quality which cannot be fully mitigated. 

 Policy 5.7.6. Maintaining Saltwater Inflow to Coastal Lagoons. Prohibit new development, 
site alteration or road projects adjacent to coastal lagoons unless it can be demonstrated 
that such projects will not restrict, impound or otherwise interfere with the natural drainage 
patterns and tidal circulation. 

 Policy 6.4.1. Geologic Hazards Assessment Required in Flood Hazard Areas. Require a 
geologic hazards assessment of all development proposals within the County’s flood hazard 
areas in order to identify flood hazards and development constraints. 

 Policy 6.4.2. Development Proposals Protected from Flood Hazard. Approve only those 
grading applications and development proposals that are adequately protected from flood 
hazard and which do not add to flooding damage potential. This may include the 
requirement for foundation design which minimizes displacement of flood waters, as well as 
other mitigation measures. 

 Policy 6.4.3. Development on or Adjacent to Coastal Bluffs and Beaches. Allow 
development in areas immediately adjacent to coastal bluffs and beaches only if a geologist 
determines that wave action, storm swell and tsunami inundation are not a hazard to the 
proposed development or that such hazard can be adequately mitigated. Such 
determination shall be made by the County Geologist, or a certified engineering geologist 
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may conduct this review at applicant’s choice and expense. Apply Coastal Bluffs and 
Beaches policies. 

 Policy 6.4.4. Locate Public Facilities Outside Flood Hazard Areas. Require new utilities, 
critical facilities, and non-essential public structures to be located outside the 100-year 
flood and coastal high hazard areas, unless such facilities are necessary to serve existing 
uses, there is no other feasible location, and construction of these structures will not 
increase hazards to life or property within or adjacent to the floodplain or coastal 
inundation areas. 

3.9.3 Methodology and Significance Thresholds 

Methodology 
This section describes the potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Project and 
Alternative 1 relevant to hydrology and water quality. The impact analysis is based on an 
assessment of baseline conditions for the Project corridor, including climate, topography, 
watersheds and surface waters, groundwater, and floodplains (refer to Section 3.9.1, Existing 
Conditions), and the potential changes to these conditions that would be caused by Project 
construction and operation in light of relevant regulations and policies. This analysis identifies 
potentially significant impacts based on the identified thresholds and recommends mitigation 
measures, when necessary, to avoid or minimize impacts. 

Significance Thresholds 
The introduction in Section 3.0 states that the significance thresholds used in this analysis are based 
on Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, which provides a sample Initial Study checklist that 
includes a number of factual inquiries related to the subject of hydrology and water quality, as well 
as the other environmental topics. Thus, the letters and thresholds presented below correspond 
with the questions in the Appendix G Initial Study checklist.  

For the purposes of this EIR, a significant impact would occur if implementation of the Proposed 
Project or Alternative 1 would result in any of the following conditions. 

A. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements 
B. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater 

recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local 
groundwater table level 

C. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial 
erosion or siltation on- or off-site 

D. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site 

E. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff 

F. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality 
H. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood flows 
J. Be subject to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow 
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Checklist item J should be understood against the backdrop of the California Supreme Court’s 
decision in California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
(2015) 62 Cal.4th 369, 377-378 (“CBIA I”). In that case, the court held that “agencies subject to CEQA 
generally are not required to analyze the impact of existing environmental conditions on a project’s 
future users or residents. But when a proposed project risks exacerbating those environmental 
hazards or conditions that already exist, an agency must analyze the potential impact of such 
hazards on future residents or users. In those specific instances, it is the project's impact on the 
environment—and not the environment's impact on the project—that compels an evaluation of 
how future residents or users could be affected by exacerbated conditions.” (Original italics.) When 
the case was remanded from the Supreme Court down to the Court of Appeal, the latter body noted 
that, for a public project, a lead agency could choose to disregard these limitations on the scope of 
CEQA analysis, and could voluntarily address the effects of preexisting environmental hazards of 
project users. (California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
(2016) 2 Cal.App.5th 1067, 1082-1083 (CBIA II).)  

In light of the CBIA I decision, the RTC is not required by CEQA to address the extent to which trail 
users could be subject to risks from seiches, tsunamis, or mudflows. Even so, the RTC believes that 
such issues are important from a public policy standpoint, and has addressed them for that reason. 
Thus, readers should treat the discussions below of impacts of these topics as being beyond the 
scope of CEQA, and provided to the public on a voluntary basis in the interests of full disclosure.  

The Appendix G Initial Study checklist also includes questions that are not applicable to the Project, 
including the placement of housing in a flood zone and risks from dam or levee failure. Therefore, 
the following checklist items are excluded from the list above and the analysis below. Additional 
discussion can be found in Section 3.17, Effects Found to be Less than Significant.  

G. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map 

I. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, 
including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam 

3.9.4 Project Impact Analysis 
Threshold A: Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements 

Threshold F: Otherwise substantially degrade water quality 

Impact HYD-1 THE PROJECT MAY RESULT IN AN INCREASE OF POLLUTANT DISCHARGES TO WATERS OF 
THE STATE. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN 
SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 

Construction 
Construction of the Proposed Project would include excavation of materials, clearing and grubbing, 
grading, placement of crushed aggregate base and paved surface, revegetation, installation of signs, 
and installation of a safety fence necessary to separate trail users and the railroad in accordance 
with the Federal Railroad Administration guidelines. As described in Section 2.6, Project 
Construction (Table 2-2), construction of the Proposed Project with Shark Fin Cove Option A would 
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disturb approximately 37.6 acres and construction of the Proposed Project with Shark Fin Cove 
Option B would disturb approximately 39.1 acres.  

The existing rail corridor would need to be widened through cutting in the rail cut and through filling 
in the rail bench where the bench or cut is not wide enough to support the trail. In these locations, 
retaining walls or fill would be used, depending on the steepness of the existing slopes and any 
sensitive resources in the area.  

At the eroding bluff near Davenport, three options are being considered to support the trail: 
creating a slope using wire mesh baskets, constructing a retaining wall, or re-establishing the 
portion of the bluff that has eroded through the use of fill. In all three options, coastal armoring 
would need to be established at the base of the slope to minimize or eliminate further erosion that 
would compromise the trail.  

At the cove on the north end of Panther/Yellowbank Beach, the bench would need to be widened in 
an area of a very steep slope. Options being considered in this location include a retaining wall and 
building up the embankment with fill. 

The improvements at the Davenport Beach and Panther/Yellowbank Beach parking areas would 
consist of grading, hot asphalt concrete paving, drainage improvements, Highway 1 entrance 
improvements, striping, identification of designated accessible parking stalls, and the installation of 
a prefabricated restroom facility. The stormwater drainage facilities would be in compliance with 
water quality requirements and would likely include a small catch basin at the Davenport Beach Lot, 
and the use of bioswales at Panther/Yellowbank Beach Lot.  

There are several locations where the trail would cross a drainage, as described in Section 2.6, 
Project Construction, and Section 3.9.1, Existing Conditions. Although major drainages in the 
Proposed Project corridor are channeled into culverts beneath the railway bench that would 
support the Proposed Project and would not be affected directly by Proposed Project construction, 
improvements would be required to stabilize slopes adjacent to those drainages. At most of these 
locations, a reinforced soil slope would likely be constructed to support the trail (and in some 
locations the adjacent farm access road) and protect the drainage. In general, stormwater would 
flow on the surface from the new paved trail to the adjacent impervious (unpaved) areas. To 
improve drainage along the proposed trail, culverts would be installed and/or replaced at 
approximately 30 locations along or beneath the existing railroad bench or at adjacent parking lots. 

Construction, equipment staging, and stockpiling would take place on existing disturbed areas along 
the trail corridor or in areas on state park lands with approval, which may require a Right of Entry 
Permit. The existing dirt access road/trail along the rail line may also be used for staging. 
Construction and staging activities along the rail line would also require a Right of Entry Permit. All 
equipment and materials would be stored, maintained, and refueled in designated portions of the 
staging areas in accordance with permit requirements. As such, there would be no staging adjacent 
to drainages or wetlands. 

Construction of the Proposed Project could result in soil erosion due to earth-moving activities such 
as excavation, grading, soil compaction and moving, soil stockpiling, slope modification, and culvert 
installation. Although the Proposed Project corridor is generally flat, runoff during a large storm 
event can occur as sheet flow across the Project alignment. This runoff has the potential to result in 
substantial amounts of erosion, resulting in off-site sediment transport via stormwater. The types of 
pollutants contained in runoff from construction sites along the Proposed Project corridor may 
include sediments and contaminants such as oils and fuels from construction equipment. 
Additionally, existing pollutants that may be present in the Proposed Project corridor, such as 
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nutrients, pesticides, herbicides, trace metals, and hydrocarbons, can attach to sediment and be 
transported downstream through erosion to nearby drainages or into the Pacific Ocean, 
contributing to degradation of water quality. 

Construction of the Proposed Project could also potentially result in the accidental release of 
hazardous materials such as diesel fuel, gasoline, lubricant oils, hydraulic fluid, antifreeze, 
transmission fluid, cement slurry, and other fluids required for the operation of construction 
vehicles or equipment. Motorized equipment used at the Proposed Project site during construction 
could also leak the previously described hazardous fluids due to inadequate or improper 
maintenance, unnoticed or unrepaired damage, improper refueling, or operator error. These 
accidentally released or leaked hazardous materials could directly or indirectly impact water quality. 
Direct contamination of surface water is unlikely because no defined stream channels or perennial 
waters are present in the Proposed Project corridor. However, accidental spills or releases of 
hazardous materials could indirectly impact water quality through runoff during a subsequent storm 
event, when the spilled material could come in contact with or be washed into flowing water and 
eventually enter a nearby drainage or the Pacific Ocean. Similarly, groundwater could be 
contaminated through direct or indirect contact with potentially harmful or hazardous materials. 

Because construction of the Proposed Project would disturb over 1.0 acre, it would be subject to the 
NPDES General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land 
Disturbance Activities (Order No. 2012-0006-DWQ) adopted by the SWRCB. Compliance with the 
permit requires each qualifying development project to file a Notice of Intent with the SWRCB. 
Permit conditions require development of a SWPPP that must describe the site, the facility, erosion 
and sediment controls, runoff water quality monitoring, means of waste disposal, implementation 
of approved local plans, control of construction sediment and erosion control measures, 
maintenance responsibilities, and non-stormwater management controls. Inspection of construction 
sites before and after storms is also required to identify stormwater discharge from the construction 
activity and to identify and implement erosion controls, where necessary. 

Implementation of the required SWPPP would reduce the potential for eroded soil and any 
contaminants attached to that soil to contaminate a waterbody following a storm event. 
Implementation of mitigation to develop a spill response plan and an environmental training 
program and to properly maintain vehicles and equipment would further reduce the risk of water 
quality degradation through the accidental release or leak of hazardous materials. 

Compliance with the NPDES-required SWPPP would reduce the risk of water degradation on- and 
off-site from soil erosion and other pollutants related to construction activities. However, additional 
mitigation is required to ensure that vehicles are properly maintained, that an appropriate spill 
response plan is developed, and that drainage improvements are properly designed. 

This construction-phase impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant with 
mitigation. Mitigation Measures HYD-1(a) through HYD-1(c), described below, would reduce this 
impact by requiring that vehicles be properly maintained and that and that a spill response plan be 
developed, and by requiring a design-level drainage analysis and measures to reduce runoff, which 
would minimize the potential for violating water quality standards and waste discharge 
requirements.  

Operation 
Once constructed, the Proposed Project would result in a net increase of impervious surfaces from 
the new paved trail, and paving at the Davenport Beach and Panther/Yellowbank Beach parking lots. 
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Asphalt pavement for the Proposed Project would cover approximately 55,200 square yards or 
11.4 acres, including the trail (49,800 square yards or approximately 10.3 acres), and the two new 
parking lots (5,400 square yards, or approximately 1.1 acres), as presented in Table 2-2, Section 2.6, 
Project Construction. These numbers are the same, regardless of which Shark Fin Cove option is 
selected. Without implementation of appropriate BMPs and pollutant control measures, volumes or 
rates of discharge and associated pollutants in runoff would increase compared to current 
conditions.  

Operation of the Proposed Project could potentially result in the addition of contaminants into the 
stormwater runoff entering the local stormwater drainage system. If stormwater controls are not 
designed or maintained properly, runoff from the Proposed Project corridor (especially runoff from 
the newly paved parking lots) could contain contaminants such as oil, grease, and metals that could 
enter nearby drainages and ultimately degrade surface water and groundwater quality. Compliance 
with the NPDES-required SWPPP would reduce the risk of water degradation on- and off-site from 
soil erosion and other pollutants related to Proposed Project operation because a SWPPP requires 
the design, installation, and maintenance of post-construction stormwater controls. However, 
additional mitigation is required in order to ensure that sufficient information regarding post-
construction maintenance of stormwater controls is developed at the design stage of the Proposed 
Project.  

The current plans for the Proposed Project describe several stormwater quality management 
measures, such as new or replaced culverts along the Project corridor, bioswales at the 
Panther/Yellowbank Beach parking lot, and a small catch basin at the Davenport Beach parking lot 
(refer to Section 2.6, Project Construction). At this time, these stormwater quality management 
measures are not designed to a level where potential impacts can be assessed in detail. The 
required Stormwater Control Plan would describe these stormwater quality management measures 
at an engineering-level of detail and would quantify the volume of stormwater that would be 
treated and the volume of post-development runoff that would leave the Proposed Project site 
during both average and peak flow conditions. This more detailed assessment would demonstrate, 
prior to the commencement of construction activities, that the proposed stormwater control 
measures would be properly maintained to meet applicable NPDES requirements. With 
implementation of the required mitigation and compliance with the NPDES-required SWPPP, this 
impact would be less than significant. 

This operational impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant with mitigation. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures HYD-1(c) and HYD-1(d) would reduce the impact on 
hydrology and water quality by ensuring that the amount and rate of on- and off-site stormwater 
runoff would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible, and that, where feasible, stormwater 
runoff would be treated prior to discharge off-site. 

Mitigation Measure HYD-1(a): Prepare Accidental Spill Control Plan and 
Conduct Environmental Training prior to Construction 
Prior to commencement of construction activities, the RTC or its contractor shall prepare a Spill 
Response Plan (SRP) and Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure Plan (SPCC) for the Project, 
which shall apply to the construction phase. These plans shall include procedures for quick and safe 
clean-up of accidental spills. The SRP and/or SPCC shall prescribe hazardous materials handling 
procedures for reducing the potential for a spill during construction, and shall include an emergency 
response program to ensure quick and safe clean-up of accidental spills and proper disposal of 
contaminants. Additionally, the contractor shall conduct environmental training program to 
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communicate the risk for accidental spills, environmental concerns and appropriate work practices, 
including spill prevention and response measures to all field personnel prior to construction. A 
construction inspector or monitor shall ensure a copy of these plans are kept at construction staging 
areas or other location accessible and frequented by the construction crew, and shall ensure that 
the plans are followed during all construction activities. 

Mitigation Measure HYD-1(b): Maintain Vehicles and Equipment During 
Construction 
All construction vehicles and equipment, including all hydraulic hoses, shall be maintained in good 
working order to minimize leaks that could escape the vehicle or contact the ground. A vehicle and 
equipment maintenance log shall be maintained and updated on a monthly basis for the duration of 
Project construction. A construction inspector or monitor shall check the vehicles and equipment 
and ensure the logs are maintained. 

Mitigation Measure HYD-1(c): Conduct Design-level Drainage Analysis Prior to 
Construction, and Implement Identified Measures to Minimize Runoff During 
Construction 
Prior to commencement of construction activities, the RTC shall ensure a registered professional 
engineer conducts a design-level drainage analysis that identifies existing drainage patterns across 
the Project corridor, existing off-site stormwater discharge locations, and stormwater control 
measures to implement during construction of the project. Where feasible, the drainage analysis 
shall quantify the existing and predicted post-construction peak runoff rates and amounts, both on-
site and off-site immediately downgradient of the Project corridor. The drainage analysis shall 
identify any changes to the location of down-gradient discharge of stormwater runoff and any 
potential impacts to off-site property that would result from those changes. The stormwater control 
measures to be implemented during construction shall include or be consistent with measures 
identified to satisfy the erosion and runoff control standards of the NPDES-required SWPPP. The 
identified stormwater control measures shall be installed when appropriate during the construction 
process, including during grading, initial site preparation, excavation, and construction as necessary 
to control stormwater runoff and erosion during all phases of the construction process.  

Mitigation Measure HYD-1(d): Prepare Stormwater Control Plan prior to 
Construction and Implement Identified Stormwater Control Measures 
Prior to commencement of construction activities, the RTC shall prepare a Stormwater Control Plan, 
prepared by a registered professional engineer, addressing the post-construction stormwater best 
management practices to be implemented along the Project corridor. The plan shall include the 
location of the stormwater control measures and details regarding their size and materials. 
Stormwater control measures shall be developed to maximize on-site infiltration of stormwater and 
minimize off-site stormwater discharge during operation of the Proposed Project. Examples of 
stormwater control measures include additional or expanded above-ground retention and/or 
detention basins, subsurface infiltration devices such as perforated pipes, permeable pavement, and 
vegetated swales. The Stormwater Control Plan shall be reviewed by a licensed Geotechnical 
Engineer to ensure conformance with the Design-level Geotechnical Study for the Proposed Project 
required by Mitigation Measure GEO-1. The plan shall be prepared by a registered Professional 
Engineer and include, at a minimum, the following: 
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 A site map identifying all structural Stormwater Control Measures requiring O&M practices to 
function as designed 

 O&M procedures for each structural Stormwater Control Measure including, but not limited to, 
bioswales, retention/detention basins, and culverts 

 Short- and long-term maintenance requirements, frequency of maintenance recommendations, 
and cost for maintenance estimations 

All recommended annual maintenance shall be completed by October 15 of each year of Project 
operation. The frequency of maintenance activities not required on an annual basis shall be 
specified in the Stormwater Control Plan. 

The Stormwater Control Plan shall demonstrate that with implementation and proper maintenance 
of the proposed stormwater control measures all NPDES post-construction stormwater 
requirements would be met. 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 

Construction 
Construction of Alternative 1 would include excavation of materials, clearing and grubbing, grading, 
placement of crushed aggregate base and paved surface, revegetation, installation of signs, and 
other safety related features necessary to meet current guidelines. As described in Section 2.6, 
Project Construction (Table 2-2), construction of Alternative 1 would include approximately 
29.1 acres of disturbance. 

Potential impacts related to an increase of pollutant discharges to Waters of the State that would 
result from construction and operation of Alternative 1 would be similar to those described above 
for the Proposed Project. Construction equipment types and quantities would be very similar to 
those of the Proposed Project. However, Alternative 1 would disturb 8.5 to 10 fewer acres than the 
Proposed Project (depending on which Shark Fin Cove design option is selected for the Proposed 
Project), and the earthwork excavation and fill quantities would be reduced by 11,000 cubic yards 
and 22,000 cubic yards, respectively, compared to the Proposed Project with Shark Fin Cove Option 
A and by 21,600 cubic yards and 26,000 cubic yards, respectively, compared to the Proposed Project 
with Shark Fin Cove Option B (refer to Table 2-2, Section 2.6, Project Construction).  

Due to the reduction in ground disturbance and excavation and fill quantities, the potential for 
increased erosion and subsequent sedimentation of nearby waterbodies would be slightly reduced 
compared to the Proposed Project. However, Alternative 1 would have a slightly greater potential to 
mobilize pollutants because some or all of the existing ballast material that forms the rail bed would 
be disturbed and potentially reused, and some of that ballast material is potentially contaminated. If 
any disturbed, contaminated ballast is subsequently exposed to runoff during or immediately 
following a storm event, pollutants could become entrained in the stormwater runoff and be 
transported to a nearby waterbody.  

Alternative 1 would result in less ground disturbance and smaller earthwork quantities compared to 
the Proposed Project, but would disturb a greater amount of potentially contaminated materials.  
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Operation 
Following completion of construction activities for Alternative 1, any contaminated ballast that was 
reused as base rock would be capped with asphalt; therefore, operation of Alternative 1 would not 
result in an elevated risk of pollutant transport or contamination of nearby waterbodies. 

Once constructed, Alternative 1 would result in a net increase of impervious surfaces from the new 
paved trail and paving at the Davenport Beach and Panther/Yellowbank Beach parking lots. Asphalt 
pavement for the Alternative 1 would cover approximately 48,900 square yards or 10.1 acres, 
including the trail (43,500 square yards or approximately 9.0 acres) and the two new parking lots 
(5,400 square yards, or approximately 1.1 acres), as presented in Table 2-2, Section 2.6, Project 
Construction. This would result in 6,300 fewer square yards of asphalt pavement compared to the 
Proposed Project. Without implementation of appropriate BMPs and pollutant control measures, 
volumes or rates of discharge and associated pollutants in runoff would increase compared to 
current conditions.  

Operation of Alternative 1 could potentially result in the addition of contaminants into the 
stormwater runoff entering the local stormwater drainage system. Refer to the discussion above for 
the Proposed Project. 

Overall and similar to the Proposed Project, the impact from construction and operation of 
Alternative 1 would be less than significant with mitigation. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measures HYD-1(a) through HYD-1(d) would reduce the impact on hydrology and water quality by 
ensuring that stormwater runoff would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible and that 
contaminated runoff does not enter nearby waterbodies. 

Mitigation Measure HYD-1(a): Prepare Accidental Spill Control Plan and 
Conduct Environmental Training Prior to Construction 

Mitigation Measure HYD-1(b): Maintain Vehicles and Equipment During 
Construction 

Mitigation Measure HYD-1(c): Conduct Design-level Drainage Analysis Prior to 
Construction, and Implement Identified Measures to Minimize Runoff During 
Construction  

Mitigation Measure HYD-1(d): Prepare Stormwater Control Plan and 
Operation & Maintenance Plan prior to Construction and Implement 
Identified Stormwater Control Measures 

Threshold B: Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a 
lowering of the local groundwater table level 

Impact HYD-2 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT DEPLETE GROUNDWATER SUPPLIES NOR SUBSTANTIALLY 
INTERFERE WITH GROUNDWATER RECHARGE. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT; ALTERNATIVE 1: 
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT) 
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Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
Construction and operation of the Proposed Project would not use groundwater and therefore 
would not deplete groundwater resources. However, implementation of the Proposed Project could 
interfere with groundwater recharge by introducing approximately 55,200 square yards or 
11.4 acres of new impervious surfaces, as described above for Impact HYD-1. Impervious surfaces 
would include the paved trail and two new paved parking areas at Davenport Beach and 
Panther/Yellowbank Beach. The paved parking areas would represent the most geographically 
concentrated new impervious surfaces. 

Although two small groundwater basins underlie the southern portion of the Project corridor, 
described in Section 3.9.1, Existing Conditions, the proposed paved parking areas would not be 
underlain by a groundwater basin. Approximately 1.8 and 1.7 miles of new paved trail associated 
with the Proposed Project would traverse the Needle Rock Point and Majors Creek groundwater 
basins, respectively, for a total of 3.5 miles traversing over the two groundwater basins. The paved 
portion of the trail would be approximately 12 feet wide. Following construction of the Proposed 
Project, rainfall would run off the paved trail surface and into adjacent unpaved land, including the 
unpaved portion of the trail. Overland flow would be routed beneath and around the proposed trail 
through a series of new drainage improvements (i.e., culverts). Small culverts ranging in diameter 
from 18 inches to 30 inches would be installed and/or replaced at approximately 30 locations in 
ditches along the existing railroad bench to improve accommodate drainage along the Proposed 
Project corridor, as described in Section 2.6, Project Construction. In some locations these smaller 
culverts would be installed perpendicular to the Proposed Project alignment to allow stormwater 
runoff to pass beneath the proposed trail bed in order to maintain or improve existing overland flow 
patterns.  

New impervious surfaces in the Needle Rock Point Groundwater Basin would total approximately 
2.6 acres, or approximately 0.5 percent of the basin’s 480 acres of surface area. New impervious 
surfaces in the Majors Creek Groundwater Basin would total approximately 2.5 acres, or 
approximately 0.7 percent of the basin’s 364 acres of surface area. This small amount of impervious 
surface area that the Proposed Project would introduce relative to the total surface area of each 
groundwater basin would be distributed along virtually the entire length of each basin and would be 
no more than approximately 12 feet wide at any given location.  

The dispersed nature of the new impervious surface would ensure that the infiltration capacity of 
each of the two basins would not be substantially altered compared to existing conditions. Rainfall 
that could have infiltrated in the Proposed Project footprint prior to the introduction of new 
impervious surface area would leave the paved portion of the trail as runoff but would have the 
same infiltration potential on adjacent lands as it did prior to implementation of the Proposed 
Project. The unpaved portion of the trail would have a similar infiltration capacity compared to pre-
construction conditions. The infiltration capacity of the unpaved portion of the trail would depend 
on the characteristics of any imported soil or decomposed granite and the level of compaction to be 
achieved. 

This impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant because new impervious surfaces 
would occupy a small percentage of the surface area of underlying groundwater basins and would 
not substantially alter the infiltration capacity of those basins. No mitigation is required. 
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Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
Construction and operation of Alternative 1 would not use groundwater and therefore would not 
deplete groundwater resources. However, implementation of Alternative 1 could interfere with 
groundwater recharge by introducing approximately 48,900 square yards or 10.1 acres of new 
impervious surfaces, as described above for Impact HYD-1. Impervious surfaces would include the 
paved trail and two new paved parking areas at Davenport Beach and Panther/Yellowbank Beach. 
The paved parking areas would represent the most geographically concentrated new impervious 
surfaces. 

As described above for the Proposed Project, two small groundwater basins underlie the southern 
portion of the Alternative 1 corridor, and the proposed paved parking areas would not be underlain 
by a groundwater basin. Like the Proposed Project, approximately 3.5 miles of paved trail would 
traverse the groundwater basins, but under Alternative 1, the paved portion of the trail would be 
approximately 10 feet wide (compared to 12 feet wide for the Proposed Project), resulting in less 
surface runoff than with the Proposed Project.  

New impervious surfaces in the Needle Rock Point Groundwater Basin would total approximately 
2.2 acres, or approximately 0.5 percent of the basin’s 480 acres of surface area. New impervious 
surfaces in the Majors Creek Groundwater Basin would total approximately 2.1 acres, or 
approximately 0.6 percent of the basin’s 364 acres of surface area. In addition to the small amount 
of impervious surface area that Alternative 1 would introduce relative to the total surface area of 
each groundwater basin, that impervious surface would be distributed along virtually the entire 
length of each basin and would be no more than approximately 10 feet wide at any given location. 

Rainfall would run off the paved trail surface and into adjacent unpaved land. As with the Proposed 
Project, Alternative 1 includes installation or replacement of small culverts, ranging in diameter 
from 18 inches to 30 inches, to accommodate stormwater runoff.  

The dispersed nature of the new impervious surface over the two groundwater basins (Needle Rock 
Point Groundwater Basin and Majors Creek Groundwater Basin) would ensure that the infiltration 
capacity of each of the two basins would not be substantially altered compared to existing 
conditions. Rainfall that could have otherwise infiltrated in the Alternative 1 footprint prior to the 
introduction of new impervious surface area would leave the paved trail as runoff, but would have 
generally the same infiltration potential on adjacent lands as it did prior to implementation of the 
Alternative 1. 

This impact of Alternative 1 would be less than significant because new impervious surfaces would 
occupy a small percentage of the surface area of underlying groundwater basins and would not 
substantially alter the infiltration capacity of those basins. No mitigation is required. 
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Threshold C: Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site 

Threshold D: Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site 

Threshold E: Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff 

Impact HYD-3 THE PROJECT WOULD ALTER DRAINAGE PATTERNS IN THE PROJECT CORRIDOR, WHICH 
MAY IMPACT WATER QUALITY. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION; ALTERNATIVE 
1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
The Proposed Project would alter existing drainage patterns in the rail corridor through the 
introduction of new impervious surfaces and infrastructure, as described under Impact HYD-1. The 
introduction of new impervious surfaces including the paved trail and parking lots and the 
introduction of other Proposed Project features, such as culverts, could increase the rate and/or 
amount of surface runoff, redirect runoff to different discharge locations, or concentrate runoff 
from sheet flow to channelized flow. The rate and amount of surface runoff is determined by 
multiple factors, including the amount and intensity of precipitation, amount of other imported 
water that enters a watershed, and amount of precipitation and imported water that infiltrates to 
the groundwater. Infiltration is also determined by several factors, including soil type, antecedent 
soil moisture, rainfall intensity, the amount of impervious surfaces in a watershed, and topography. 
The rate of surface runoff is largely determined by topography and the intensity of rainfall over a 
given period of time. 

The Proposed Project would not alter precipitation amounts or intensities, nor would it involve 
irrigation or other new sources of runoff water. However, the Proposed Project would include earth-
disturbing activities that may affect site-specific infiltration and permeability during construction 
(temporary) and during operation (permanent). Temporary changes to on-site permeability would 
be minimal and limited to covered stockpiles and temporarily compacted soils. Permanent 
impervious areas that would be introduced by the Proposed Project include parking areas and the 
paved trail. In addition, soil compaction for the unpaved portions of the trail would likely result in 
long-term changes to the infiltration capacity of those permeable surfaces. 

In addition to increasing the amount of total annual runoff, the introduction of impervious surfaces 
would increase the rate of peak runoff leaving the Proposed Project corridor. Increases in the 
amount and rate of runoff could result in increased erosion and sediment transport off-site. The 
potential erosion and sedimentation impacts of increased runoff are discussed above under Impact 
HYD-1. The magnitude of change in peak runoff that would result from implementation of the 
Proposed Project is unknown at this time, but is reasonably assumed to be controllable through 
implementation of appropriate stormwater control measures. Therefore, Mitigation Measure HYD-
1(c) requires identification of the existing drainage pattern across the project corridor and 
Mitigation Measure HYD-1(d) requires completion of a Stormwater Control Plan prior to 
commencement of construction activities. The Stormwater Control Plan would result in the 



Environmental Impact Analysis 
Hydrology and Water Quality 

 
Final Environmental Impact Report (Volume 2, Draft EIR) 3.9-31 

development and implementation of measures to reduce post-development peak runoff both on- 
and off-site. 

In addition to changing the amount and rate of on- and off-site runoff, construction and operation 
of the Proposed Project would result in changes to drainage patterns along the Proposed Project 
corridor and discharge locations for off-site runoff. Grading of the Proposed Project alignment 
would alter on-site topography, which would alter on-site drainage patterns. The presence of 
parking areas and a paved trail with associated trail bed fill material, where necessary, would 
redirect runoff along and across the Proposed Project alignment. Currently, on-site runoff occurs as 
sheet flow generally towards the southwest. The drainage pattern across the Proposed Project 
corridor is already highly-altered. Major drainages are culverted beneath Highway 1 and the existing 
railroad bench; these would not be affected by implementation of the Proposed Project. Surface 
flow across the marine terraces is already disturbed by the presence of Highway 1, the railroad 
bench, and residential and agricultural development.  

Development of the Proposed Project would include installation of new on-site culverts to maintain 
the existing pattern of overland flow towards the Pacific Ocean, and some on-site runoff would be 
intercepted and detained in biofiltration swales or catch basins, as described in Section 2.6, Project 
Construction. A design-level drainage analysis and implementation of stormwater control measures 
would minimize the rate of post-development peak discharge of stormwater, and would ensure 
there is no substantial alteration of drainage patterns, exceedance of system capacity, nor 
substantial sources of polluted runoff.  

This impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant with mitigation. Compliance with 
the NPDES-required SWPPP and implementation of Mitigation Measures HYD-1(c) and HYD-1(d), 
described above, would ensure the Proposed Project would not result in the discharge of 
stormwater that would result in off-site erosion or flooding or exceed the stormwater conveyance 
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems. The stormwater control measures 
would be maintained throughout the operational life of the Proposed Project, so no expansion of 
the regional stormwater drainage system would be required.  

Mitigation Measure HYD-1(c): Conduct Design-level Drainage Analysis and 
Minimize Runoff During Construction  

Mitigation Measure HYD-1(d): Prepare Stormwater Control Plan and 
Operation and Maintenance Plan Prior to Construction and Implement 
Identified Stormwater Control Measures 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
Alternative 1 would alter existing drainage patterns in the rail corridor through the introduction of 
new impervious surfaces and infrastructure associated with Alternative 1, as described under 
Impact HYD-1. The introduction of new impervious surfaces including the paved trail and parking 
lots and other Alternative 1 features, such as culverts, could increase the rate and/or amount of 
surface runoff, redirect runoff to different discharge locations, or concentrate runoff from sheet 
flow to channelized flow. This impact under Alternative 1 would be substantially similar to this 
impact under the Proposed Project.  

Compared to the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 would result in slightly less impervious surface and 
associated runoff because the width of the new paved portion of the trail would be 10 feet, instead 
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of 12 feet. However, a design-level drainage analysis and implementation of stormwater control 
measures would still be required to minimize the rate of post-development peak discharge of 
stormwater and ensure there is no substantial alteration of drainage patterns or impact on system 
capacity. 

The impact of Alternative 1 would be less than significant with mitigation. Compliance with NPDES-
required SWPPP and implementation of Mitigation Measures HYD-1(c) and HYD-1(d), described 
above, would ensure that drainage improvements are properly designed and maintained so there is 
no stormwater discharge that would substantially alter drainage patterns, result in off-site erosion 
or flooding, or exceed drainage system capacity. 

Mitigation Measure HYD-1(c): Conduct Design-level Drainage Analysis and 
Minimize Runoff During Construction  

Mitigation Measure HYD-1(d): Prepare Stormwater Control Plan and 
Operation and Maintenance Plan Prior to Construction and Implement 
Identified Stormwater Control Measures  

Threshold H: Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect 
flood flows 

Impact HYD-4 THE PROJECT WOULD PLACE STRUCTURES IN A 100-YEAR FLOOD HAZARD AREA, BUT 
WOULD NOT IMPEDE OR REDIRECT FLOOD FLOWS. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH 
MITIGATION; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
Implementation of the Proposed Project would place a paved trail and stormwater culverts in a 100-
year flood hazard area. As described in Section 3.9.1, Existing Conditions, the Proposed Project 
alignment would cross up to six 100-year flood hazard areas. Proposed Project infrastructure with 
the potential to impede or redirect flood flows would be limited to the paved trail with associated 
trail bed fill material, where necessary, and stormwater culverts. These improvements would not 
substantially alter the drainage patterns in the 100-year floodplains. All of these 100-year 
floodplains are associated with drainages that are channeled into culverts beneath the Proposed 
Project alignment through tunnels drilled through the Santa Cruz Mudstone. All of the floodplains 
are already traversed by Highway 1 and the existing railroad bench. The addition of a paved trail 
with associated trail bed fill material, where necessary, would not substantially impede or redirect 
flood flows compared to existing conditions. 

Development of the Proposed Project would include installation of new or replacement on-site 
culverts, as described in Section 2.6, Project Construction, to maintain the existing pattern of 
overland flow towards the Pacific Ocean. Final design of the culverts would occur following 
completion of the design-level drainage analysis required by Mitigation Measure HYD-1(c). Those 
drainage improvements would be properly maintained in accordance with Mitigation Measure HYD-
1(d). 

At the cove on the north end of Panther/Yellowbank Beach, the rail bench would need to be 
widened in an area with very steep slope. Options being considered in this location include installing 
a retaining wall and building up the embankment with fill.  
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The MBSST Network Master Plan included Mitigation Measures H-5a and H-5b to limit flooding 
impacts on bridges. As the Proposed Project does not include any bridges, these measures do not 
apply and are not included herein. 

This impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant with mitigation. Mitigation 
Measures HYD-1(c) and HYD-1(d), described above, would ensure that drainage patterns are not 
substantially altered. With implementation of these measures, the Proposed Project would not 
impede or redirect flood flows that could expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving flooding. 

Mitigation Measure HYD-1(c): Conduct Design-level Drainage Analysis and 
Minimize Runoff During Construction  

Mitigation Measure HYD-1(d): Prepare Stormwater Control Plan and 
Operation and Maintenance Plan Prior to Construction and Implement 
Identified Stormwater Control Measures 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
Implementation of Alternative 1 would place the trail and stormwater culverts in up to six 100-year 
flood hazard areas, similar to the Proposed Project. The proposed infrastructure and drainage 
improvements associated with Alternative 1 would be substantially similar to those of the Proposed 
Project and would be designed to maintain or improve existing drainage patterns within flood 
hazard areas. The number and location of new culverts under Alternative 1 would be substantially 
similar to the Proposed Project as well. Alternative 1 would require less new trail bed fill material 
because the trail would be located on the existing rail bed. Therefore, the potential to interfere with 
existing flood flows would be slightly lower under Alternative 1, compared to the Proposed Project. 

As with the Proposed Project, impacts related to impedance or redirection of flood flows for 
Alternative 1 would be less than significant with mitigation. Mitigation Measures HYD-1(c), HYD-
1(d), and HYD-4(b), described above, would reduce flooding impacts to a less than significant level 
by ensuring drainage patterns are not substantially altered and the trail is cleared of debris 
following major storm or flood events. 

Mitigation Measure HYD-1(c): Conduct Design-level Drainage Analysis and 
Minimize Runoff During Construction  

Mitigation Measure HYD-1(d): Prepare Stormwater Control Plan and 
Operation and Maintenance Plan Prior to Construction and Implement 
Identified Stormwater Control Measures  

Threshold J: Be subject to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow 

Impact HYD-5 TRAIL USERS MAY BE SUBJECT TO INUNDATION BY TSUNAMI, BUT THE PROJECT WOULD 
NOT EXACERBATE THE RISK OF INUNDATION BY TSUNAMI COMPARED TO EXISTING CONDITIONS. (PROPOSED 
PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT) 
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Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
Implementation of the Proposed Project would not include construction of housing or commercial 
or industrial structures and therefore would not increase the risk of inundation by tsunami for 
people living or working in the Proposed Project corridor. In other words, the Proposed Project 
would not exacerbate the severity of this existing environmental hazard. In addition, as discussed in 
Section 3.9.1, Existing Conditions, and shown in Figure 3.9-5a and Figure 3.9-5b, the elevation and 
steep cliffs of the marine terrace limit the extent of tsunami inundation to relatively small areas 
generally associated with coves and mouths of major drainages (CalEMA 2009a, 2009b, 2009c). 
Specifically, mapped tsunami inundation areas do not reach the Proposed Project alignment except 
in one area, near the southern terminus of the alignment. Therefore, the potential for inundation of 
the trail by tsunami and risk to trail users would be very low. 

The Proposed Project corridor already supports recreational activities such as hiking. 
Implementation of the Proposed Project would increase recreation in the North Coast area by 
providing an additional recreational opportunity. Exposure of persons to inundation by tsunami 
would be temporary and limited to the duration of trail use. In addition, in light of the CBIA I 
decision described in Section 3.9.3, Methodology and Significance Thresholds, the RTC is not 
required by CEQA to address the extent to which trail users could be subject to risks from seiches, 
tsunamis, or mudflows, which are existing hazards that would not be exacerbated by the project. 
Even so, the RTC believes that such issues are important from a public policy standpoint, and has 
addressed them for that reason. 

Trail users would not be subject to risks associated with mudflow or seiche, which is the temporary 
disturbance in the water level of a lake or partially enclosed body of water due to changes in 
atmospheric pressure. There are no substantial enclosed waterbodies located in or adjacent to the 
Proposed Project corridor. There are several small agricultural ponds located adjacent to the 
Proposed Project alignment, but these ponds are not large enough to produce a seiche capable of 
inundating the proposed trail. The topography of the Proposed Project corridor is generally flat. 
Major drainages are routed beneath the existing bench that supports Highway 1 and the railway 
tracks. Due to the topography and hydrology of the Proposed Project corridor, inundation by 
mudflow is unlikely. 

Because there is no potential for inundation of the trail seiche and mudflow and the potential for 
inundation by tsunami is low, implementation of the Proposed Project would not increase long-term 
exposure of trail users to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. This impact would be less than 
significant. No mitigation is required.  

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
This impact under Alternative 1 would be similar to that described for the Proposed Project. 
Because Alternative 1 would be located slightly further inland on the existing rail bed, the risk of 
inundation by tsunami would be slightly lower than for the Proposed Project. As with the Proposed 
Project, this impact of Alternative 1 would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.  
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3.10 Land Use and Planning 
This section identifies and evaluates impacts related to land use and planning that may arise 
through implementation of the Project. Existing land uses in Santa Cruz County and the alignment 
corridor along with applicable land use policies and regulations are described in this section. 
Because the North Coast Rail Trail Project is being implemented by the federal government, local 
land use authority is preempted such that local policies and regulations do not directly apply to the 
Project. Even so, however, the overall consistency of the Project has been assessed in relation to 
applicable land use designations, zoning regulations, and other relevant plans, ordinances, and 
standards for informational purposes. Table 3.10-1 presents a summary of Project impacts 
regarding land use and planning. 

Table 3.10-1 Summary of Impacts on Land Use and Planninga 

Impact 
Significance 
Before Mitigation Mitigation 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

LUP-1. The Project would not physically divide an 
established community. 

Less than 
Significant 

None Required Less than 
Significant 

LUP-2. The Project would not conflict with applicable 
plans and policies. 

Less than 
Significant 

None Required Less than 
Significant 

a The impacts apply to both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 unless otherwise noted after the impact statement. 

3.10.1 Existing Conditions 
Santa Cruz County occupies approximately 600 square miles of urban and rural lands bordered by 
beaches and coastal bluffs along the Monterey Bay, and backed by coastal mountains and valleys to 
the east. The county supports a diverse range of habitats and land uses that include redwood 
forests in the mountains in the northern portion of the county, urban and residential development 
in the central portion, and agricultural land uses in the northwestern and southern portions. The 
majority of the population in the county is located centrally in the urban and residential 
development.  

Land uses in the county are predominately open space, which accounts for approximately 75 
percent of the land uses (293,300 acres). This is followed by agricultural lands (54,400 acres or 14 
percent), residential land (15,500 acres or 4 percent), developed non-residential uses (5,800 acres 
or 2 percent), and parks, recreation and open space (5,400 acres or 1 percent). Miscellaneous uses 
also account for a small portion of the land area in the county (14,000 acres or 4 percent) (Santa 
Cruz County 2013).  

Regional Land Uses 
The Project corridor is located in the northern portion of Santa Cruz County, along the Highway 1 
coastal corridor. Large expanses of open space and agricultural land uses dominate the landscape 
from the coast to the mountains. Rivers and streams flow from the mountains into the Pacific Ocean 
along the north coast. The area is used widely for recreational purposes, including hiking, running, 
walking, surfing, equestrian use and enjoying nature (Refer to Section 3.13, Recreation). 

The small unincorporated community of Davenport is located on Highway 1 at the northern 
terminus of the Project corridor. Davenport has a population of approximately 400 people and 
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includes residences, shops, restaurants, lodging, other visitor serving retail uses s and Pacific 
Elementary School, a small public school (US Census 2010a). The City of Santa Cruz is located 
approximately 1.0 mile south of the southern terminus of the Project corridor, and 11 miles south of 
Davenport. The City of Santa Cruz was estimated to have a 2016 population of approximately 65,000 
(US Census 2017). 

Project Corridor Land Uses 
The North Coast Rail Trail would extend approximately 7.5 miles along the existing Santa Cruz 
Branch Rail Line from the Wilder Ranch State Park parking lot and existing trails on the south to the 
Davenport Beach parking lot at the north, along the coastal (west) side of Highway 1. Land uses 
along the Project corridor include agriculture, open space with recreation trails, and rural 
residential. Davenport is at the northern end. Wilder Ranch State Park is at the southern end. 

In the corridor, there are currently 2524 crossings that extend from Highway 1, across the rail line, 
through agricultural and coastal bluff land uses, to the beach and coastline. Of these crossings, 16 
are formal paved or unpaved roads for farm vehicles or personal vehicles, sevensix are informal 
trails used by pedestrians/bicyclists to access the coast, and two are informal roads used by farmers. 
These crossings are used widely to access additional trails located within agricultural lands and 
along the coastal bluffs, local beaches, and the coastline. 

The Project corridor is located primarily in an agricultural setting, where the majority of the lands 
are used for crop production and agricultural support operations. Approximately 4.7 miles (southern 
portion) extend through agricultural land uses from the Wilder Ranch parking lot north, while the 
remaining 2.8 miles (northern portion) extend through open space, coastal bluffs, and some 
agricultural land uses. Refer to Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources, for additional information on 
those land uses. 

Dispersed rural residences are located along the Project corridor, including several farm building 
complexes. 

There are a number of local beaches that are used widely for recreation near the trail alignment. 
These include Davenport Beach, at the northern Project terminus; Bonny Doon Beach, 1.0 mile 
south of Davenport; Panther/Yellowbank Beach, 2.0 miles south of Davenport; and a number of 
smaller, less formal beaches throughout the entire corridor, including Laguna Creek, 4 Mile, Shark 
Fin Cove and Scott Creek beaches The entirety of the coast adjacent to the project alignment is 
included within the California Coastal National Monument. (Refer to Section 3.13, Recreation, for 
additional information on recreation in the North Coast area). 

The Project corridor traverses Wilder Ranch State Park, including the Coast Dairies property. The 
Coast Dairies property is located north of the ranch area of Wilder Ranch State Park, and spans a 
5.0-mile segment of Highway 1 north and south of Davenport. Beaches in the park are tied together 
by the California Coastal Trail, a system of coastal bluff trails that connect Bonny Doon, Yellow 
Bank/Panther, Davenport, Laguna Creek, 4 Mile, Shark Fin Cove, Scott Creek beaches along with a 
number of smaller informal beaches.  

Wilder Ranch State Park is located at the southern terminus of the Project alignment and supports a 
trail system that connects to neighboring trails throughout the University of California, Santa Cruz 
northern campus and the redwood forests of Henry Cowell and Big Basin State Parks. Wilder Ranch 
State Park also includes local coastal bluff trails, croplands, historic structures and agricultural 
equipment, farm animals, and a venue to host public events highlighting historical land uses 
throughout the North Coast.  
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Land uses across Highway 1 from the Project corridor (on the inland side of Highway 1) are primarily 
agricultural and open space. Agricultural development and croplands are located intermittently 
throughout the mountains in the primarily undeveloped area. The open space in these lands 
includes the BLM-managed California Coastal National Monument, Cotoni Coast Dairies property, a 
5,800-acre preserve that spans six watersheds and includes coastal prairies, redwood forests, 
riparian canyons, and grazing lands (Figure 3.13-1a in Section 3.13, Recreation). These lands are not 
currently open to the public, but recreational trails and amenities are planned for the future (Blom 
2017).  

The San Vicente Redwoods, a preserve managed by the Land Trust of Santa Cruz County, is located 
on the inland side of Highway 1, northeast of Davenport. The 8,500-acre preserve supports redwood 
forest, chaparral and riparian habitats, and a variety of cultural resources. This area is not currently 
open to the public, but an extensive trail system and parking lot along Empire Grade Road are 
planned for this area (Land Trust of Santa Cruz County 2014). Both the California Coastal National 
Monument and the San Vicente Redwoods are intended to remain as protected open space into 
perpetuity. 

3.10.2 Regulatory Setting 
This section includes a description of relevant state and local plans and policies, with a consistency 
determination presented in Table 3.10-2.  

Section 2.7, Required Permits and Approvals, states that because the North Coast Rail Trail Project is 
being implemented by the federal government, the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) 
Central Federal Lands Highway Division (CFL), the County of Santa Cruz Planning Department, and 
County Counsel all consider it to be a federal project exempt from local land use regulation (Previsch 
2017). However, the consistency of the Project with local land use plans and policies is evaluated in 
this report for informational purposes.  

As part of the Monterey Bay Sanctuary Scenic Trail (MBSST) Master Plan, the Project has been 
planned and designed in coordination with many responsible agencies and stakeholders, including 
Santa Cruz County, the California State Parks Department, private lands owners adjacent to the 
corridor, and the public. Refer to Section 1.2.3.1, MBSST Network Master Plan, for more information 
(Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission [RTC] 2014). As part of this process, 
consideration has been given to existing and proposed programs and plans to determine the design 
and Project features. 

State 

California Coastal Act 
The California Coastal Act, enacted in 1976, establishes procedures for the review of proposed 
developments in the coastal zone and policies for the protection of coastal resources and public 
access to the coastline. There are a number of Coastal Act regulations in the Public Resources Code 
that pertain to land use and planning. These include articles that protect the coastal lands and 
natural resources that they support, while providing public access to the greatest extent possible. 
There are also provisions for providing the appropriate number and distribution of public facilities to 
support the continuous population growth in California. These include recreational opportunities 
such as trails, access facilities, and public restrooms. There are also provisions to protect the rights 
of private land owners and the land uses on private properties that neighbor public access and 
coastal areas. 
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California State Parks General Planning Handbook 
The California State Parks General Planning Handbook (California State Parks Department [State 
Parks] 2010) guides planning efforts within and across California State Parks. Guidelines have been 
established to balance public use while protecting and enhancing natural resources and providing 
educational opportunities to the public. The Handbook provides a tool to standardize planning 
efforts across the State of California. The overall goals of the Handbook are to guide state park 
planning practices to guide natural resources management, restoration of unique and protected 
wildlife and vegetation, public involvement, protection of sensitive resources across the parks, to 
provide educational opportunities for the public to utilize state park lands along the extent of the 
State of California.  

Wilder Ranch State Park General Plan 
The Wilder Ranch State Park General Plan (State Parks 1980) recognizes the potential of Wilder 
Ranch State Park, at the southern terminus of the Project, to help meet California’s recreation 
demands. The plan establishes goals to provide recreational opportunities for day and overnight 
use, protect cultural and natural resources, and provide educational elements throughout the park 
for both cultural and natural resources. It also identifies areas to remove exotic plants and 
rehabilitate natural areas that have been degraded through past land uses. While preserving and 
enhancing natural resources, the plan also acknowledges the historical use of the site for 
agricultural purposes and plans for the retention of agricultural crop production in the park through 
management of lease holds to farmers. The plan establishes recreational provisions that include 
walking, hiking, mountain biking, and equestrian use interspersed with educational opportunities.  

Local 

Santa Cruz County General Plan/Local Coastal Program 
The Santa Cruz County General Plan and Local Coastal Program (LCP) Land Use Plan provides a 
framework for development and growth in the county (Santa Cruz County 1994). The General Plan 
and LCP were adopted by the County Board of Supervisors on May 24, 1994 and were certified by 
the California Coastal Commission on December 15, 1994. The Santa Cruz County General Plan and 
LCP provide policies to manage growth in the county. The policies determine where growth should 
be focused in the county, and that public services grow with the population. Growth is also balanced 
with the protection of natural resources.  

The County planning policies distinguish between urban and rural development. This policy directive 
encourages development within areas that have been defined within the Urban Services Boundary, 
while protecting agricultural and natural resources in the rural areas. Secondary growth areas have 
been identified throughout the county as well. These areas are located in rural settings, but are 
allowed the provision of full urban services (e.g., public services), and growth is more stringently 
limited than in the Urban Service Line. The Project corridor is located outside of the Urban Services 
Boundary of the county, but Davenport, at the northern terminus of the Project alignment, is within 
the Rural Services Line. Although Davenport is a small community, it is serviced by a full suite of 
infrastructure amenities (e.g., sewer, water, power, bus service). 

State law provides that a General Plan consists of eight mandatory elements. The County has 
addressed state requirements by including land use, circulation, housing, conservation and open 
space, public safety and noise, parks and recreation, public facilities and community design 
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elements in its General Plan (Santa Cruz County 1994). A new guideline adopted in 2017 now 
requires an eight element, Environmental Justice. The County has not yet developed this element. 
As noted previously, because the Project is being implemented by the federal government, local 
land use authority is preempted such that local policies and regulations do not directly apply to the 
Project. However, policies were considered for information purposes through the development of 
the Project, including those in the Conservation and Open Space, Land Use and Parks, Recreation 
and Public Facilities elements. These elements address the enhancement of public recreational 
opportunities in the county, along with providing additional access to natural amenities, preserving 
natural resources, and providing natural resource educational opportunities to the public. 

In the Land Use Element, General Plan Land Use Designations define the physical uses and intensity 
of development for each land use designation. Along the Project corridor, General Plan land use 
designations include Agriculture, Existing Parks and Recreation, and Resource Conservation, and 
Neighborhood Commercial for the northern portion of the Project alignment, and Existing Parks and 
Recreation, Mountain Residential, and Agriculture for the south. These designations are shown in 
Figure 3.10-1a and Figure 3.10-1b. 

Zoning Ordinance, Title 13 of the County Code 
The Santa Cruz County Zoning Ordinance (Chapter 13.10) implements the policies of the General 
Plan and LCP Land Use Plan by classifying and regulating the uses of land in the county. While land 
use designations characterize the physical uses and the intensity of those uses, zoning designations 
legally define permitted uses and development standards. Santa Cruz County’s Zoning Ordinance 
identifies specific zoning districts in the county and development standards that apply to each 
district. Zoning designations in and adjacent to the Project corridor are shown in Figure 3.2-3a and 
Figure 3.2-3b, in Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources.  

The majority of the Project corridor is zoned Public and Community Facilities (PF) and Commercial 
Agriculture (CA). The Project area also includes areas of Special Use (SU), Public and Community 
Facilities (PF), Parks, Recreation, and Open Space (PR), Single Family Residential and Agricultural 
(rural) (RA), Timber Production (TP), and Beach (B). These designations are defined below. 

 Beach (B) – Beach 
 Commercial Agriculture (CA) – Commercial agriculture, farm buildings, livestock raising, 

greenhouses, farm worker camps, one single-family dwelling 
 Public and Community Facilities (PF) – Administrative offices, cemeteries, churches, community 

centers, fire stations, hospitals, libraries, nursing homes, parks, and schools and colleges 
 Parks, Recreation, and Open Space (PR) – Community centers, open space uses, recreational 

facilities, visitor accommodations, and timber harvesting 
 Single Family Residential and Agriculture (RA) – One single-family dwelling, one second dwelling 

unit, home occupations, small-scale agriculture, greenhouses, wineries, private stables and 
paddocks, schools, community facilities, open space and recreation uses. 

 Special Use (SU) – All uses allowed in the “RA” or “R-1” zone district provided the use is 
consistent with the General Plan and all other permitted or conditionally permitted uses 
provided they are consistent with the General Plan and a Level 5 use approval is obtained 

 Timber Production (TP) – Growing and harvesting of timber and other forest products, 
agriculture, one single-family dwelling 
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Figure 3.10-1a  Land Use Designations: North (Davenport to Scaroni Road) 
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Figure 3.10-1b  Land Use Designations: South (Scaroni Road to Wilder Ranch) 
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Santa Cruz County Bicycle Plan 
The Santa Cruz County Bicycle Plan was developed by the Santa Cruz County Public Works 
Department to consolidate into one document all bicycle-related County plans and projects 
identified in the County General Plan, the Santa Cruz Regional Transportation Plan and other local 
documents (Santa Cruz County and RTC 2011). The plan identifies objectives and policies to guide 
the development of safe bicycle routes in support of increased bicycle use throughout the county, 
and to promote bicycle use as a primary mode of transportation. The portion of Highway 1 that 
spans the Project corridor has been identified as a bicycle route in the county. 

Santa Cruz County North Coast Beaches Unified Plan 
The Santa Cruz County North Coast Beaches Unified Plan was developed by the Santa Cruz County 
Department of Parks, Open Space and Cultural Services to consolidate into one document all 
planning that had been done for the North Coast of Santa Cruz County for eight beaches, spanning 
from Greyhound Rock Beach at the northern terminus to Laguna Creek Beach at the southern 
terminus. The plan was developed as part of the implementation of the LCP. The majority of the 
proposed trail alignment is located within the planning area that was considered, including the 
improvements proposed at the Davenport Beach, Bonny Doon Beach, and Panther/Yellowbank 
Beach parking areas.  

The plan emphasizes public access along the North Coast beaches while preserving the coastline’s 
environment and natural resources. The objectives of the plan include identifying and improving key 
access points for the public, maintaining the scenic rural character of the North Coast, providing 
interpretive signage for educational purposes, promoting sustainable recreational uses and 
providing a safe environment for the public to enjoy. The plan does not call for changes in land uses 
along the North Coast. The intent of the plan is to improve access to the North Coast beaches, 
protect sensitive wildlife and natural resources, and improve public safety throughout the North 
Coast. 

Monterey Bay Sanctuary Scenic Trail Network Final Master Plan 
The MBSST Network Final Master Plan (RTC 2014) was developed to establish the design standards 
and course for a continuous recreational trail system along the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line 
throughout Santa Cruz County. This trail would connect to the Monterey Bay Coastal Recreational 
Trail that spans the Monterey County coastline at the border of Santa Cruz and Monterey counties, 
along the Pajaro River. At full buildout, the trail would span Santa Cruz and Monterey counties, 
providing a continuous recreational trail along the entire Monterey Bay coastline.  

The North Coast Rail Trail is identified as Segment 5 of the MBSST. The Project would provide an 
accessible bicycle/pedestrian path for active transportation, recreation, and nature education along 
the existing rail corridor, consistent with the MBSST Network Master Plan. The Project objectives 
are based on and consistent with objectives and policies in the approved MBSST Network Master 
Plan. 

San Vicente Redwoods Public Access Plan 
The San Vicente Redwoods are located northeast of Davenport, across Highway 1 from the northern 
terminus of the Project corridor. As described above, the area is an 8,500-acre open space and 
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recreational area managed by the Land Trust of Santa Cruz County that will provide additional 
recreational opportunities and trails near the Project alignment, just north of Davenport.  

The San Vicente Redwoods Public Access Plan (LTSCC 2014) was developed by the Trust for the 
purposes of designing and implementing recreation, research, and educational land uses in the 
preserve while protecting and enhancing natural resources. The plan defines the vision for providing 
access and the tools that will be used to establish initial access and maintain access into the future. 
It includes the promotion of regional trail connections and the addition of trail connections to other 
public space lands where feasible. 

Cotoni-Coast Dairies Property within California Coastal National Monument 
The Cotoni-Coast Dairies property within the California Coastal National Monument is federally-
owned land managed by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). It is located on the inland side of 
Highway 1, across from the Coast Dairies property, part of Wilder Ranch State Park, as shown in 
Figure 3.13-1a in Section 3.13, Recreation. The 5,800-acre preserve spans six watersheds and 
includes coastal prairies, redwood forests, riparian canyons, and grazing lands. These lands are not 
currently open to the public, but the BLM is in the process of developing a plan for this area (Blom 
2018). The planning process for the Cotoni-Coast Dairies Public Lands is in the early stages. 
Currently, studies are being undertaken to evaluate the resources in the preserve. These studies will 
be used to determine compatible land uses throughout the preserve that will protect sensitive 
natural resources, while providing access and educational opportunities to the public, as feasible.  

3.10.3 Methodology and Significance Thresholds 

Methodology 
The potential impacts to existing land uses in and adjacent to the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 
were evaluated through the review of existing policies and plans throughout the county, including 
General Plan and LCP Land Use and Zoning Designations, polices, and existing and proposed 
recreational plans in the North Coast area of Santa Cruz County. The Project Alignment was also 
field verified to refine actual land uses on the ground throughout the extent of the trail corridor 
between Highway 1 and the coast to evaluate changes that would occur in and adjacent to the 
Project corridor as a result of Project implementation.  

For the Proposed Project’s design option near Shark Fin Cove, called Shark Fin Cove Options A and B 
(Appendix A.PP, Sheets 1 and 2), the impacts would be the same; and thus no distinction between 
the design options is made in the text. Alternative 1 does not include this design option. 

Significance Thresholds 
The introduction in Section 3.0 states that the significance thresholds used in this analysis are based 
on Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, which provides a sample Initial Study checklist that 
includes number of factual inquiries related to the subject of land use, and the other environmental 
topics. The letters and thresholds presented below correspond with the questions in the Appendix G 
Initial Study checklist.  

For the purpose of this EIR, a significant impact would occur if implementation of the Proposed 
Project or Alternative 1 would result in any of the following conditions: 

A. Physically divide an established community 
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B. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy or regulation of any agency with jurisdiction 
over the Project (including, but not limited to, the general plan, specific plan, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect 

The Appendix G checklist also includes questions that are not applicable to the Project. The Project 
corridor is not located within the boundaries of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved conservation agreement (California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife 2017). Therefore, the following checklist item is excluded from the list above 
and analysis that follows. Additional discussion can be found in Section 3.17, Effects Found to be 
Less than Significant.  

C. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan 

3.10.4 Project Impact Analysis 

Threshold A: Physically divide an established community 

Impact LUP-1 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT PHYSICALLY DIVIDE AN ESTABLISHED COMMUNITY. 
(PROPOSED PROJECT – LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT, ALTERNATIVE 1 – LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
The Proposed Project would extend through open space and agricultural land, including dispersed 
rural residences, but it would not extend through nor physically divide an established community.  

The unincorporated community of Davenport is located at the north end of the Proposed Project 
corridor on the inland side of Highway 1, which already separates the community from the lands on 
the coastal side. The Project would improve the Highway 1 crossing that connects the community on 
the inland side of the highway with the Davenport Beach parking area and lands on the coastal side.  

There are currently 2524 crossings over the rail along the 7.5-mile Proposed Project corridor, 
including 16 that are formal paved or unpaved roads for farm vehicles or personal vehicles, six that 
are informal trails used by pedestrians/bicyclists to access the coast, and two that are informal 
roads used by farmers. As described in Section 2.4, Project Characteristics (Trail Crossings) and 
shown in Table 2-1 therein, the Proposed Project would retain 15 crossings and close tennine. Of 
the tennine to be closed, sevensix are informal crossings created by farmers or 
pedestrians/bicyclists for beach access, and three are formal California Public Utilities Commission 
(CPUC) crossings. For all farmer crossings being closed, other adjacent crossings would be 
formalized to maintain access across the trail and rail. Additionally, the Proposed Project includes 
fencing between the trail and rail for safety, and there would be a break in the fencing at all trail 
crossings.  

Overall, with the improved trail crossings across the rail corridor, as well as the improvements to the 
three parking areas and the Highway 1 crossing in Davenport, the Proposed Project would improve 
the community’s connection across the rail corridor and improve access from Highway 1 to the 
coast and beaches. 

This impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant. No mitigation is required. 
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Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
Similar to the Proposed Project, the Alternative 1 trail alignment would extend through open space 
and agricultural land, including scattered rural residences; and it would not extend through nor 
physically divide an established community.  

The Alternative 1 alignment would follow the same general alignment as the Proposed Project; 
however, the rail would be removed, the trail would be located on the rail bed, and no safety 
fencing between trail and rail would be required. Of the 2524 existing crossings, the same 15 
crossings to be retained (and improved or formalized) for the Proposed Project would be converted 
to trail crossings to enable vehicles and farm equipment to cross over the trail where they currently 
cross over the tracks. The same tennine crossings proposed for closure in the Proposed Project 
would be closed under Alternative 1. No additional formal crossings or crossing closures would be 
required.  

Overall, the impacts of Alternative 1 would be similar to but less than the Proposed Project, because 
there would be no safety fencing along the Alternative 1 trail alignment between the trail and 
railroad tracks, as the railroad tracks would be removed under this alternative, thus retaining access 
across the Project corridor in locations where there is no formal trail crossing.  

This impact of Alternative 1 would be less than significant. No mitigation is required. 

Threshold B: Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including, but no limited to, the general plan, specific 
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect 

Impact LUP-2 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT CONFLICT WITH APPLICABLE PLANS AND POLICIES. 
(PROPOSED PROJECT – LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT, ALTERNATIVE 1 – LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
The Proposed Project corridor extends through agricultural, open space, and recreational lands 
owned and managed primarily by the Santa Cruz County RTC and the State Parks Department, with 
a small portion under private ownership.  

As described in Section 3. 13, Public Parks, Recreation and Open Space, the Proposed Project 
corridor extends through Wilder Ranch State Park and the Coast Dairies property, which provide 
access to coastal bluffs and a number of local beaches. The San Vicente Redwoods preserve, 
managed by the Land Trust of Santa Cruz County, and Cotoni-Coast Dairies property of the California 
Coastal National Monument, managed by the BLM, are located north and east of the Proposed 
Project corridor, across Highway 1. Implementation of the Proposed Project would support the goals 
and policies of the planning documents that guide the management of these recreational areas. The 
Proposed Project would enhance access to these areas and would support the common goals of 
enhancing recreational opportunities within the North Coast while preserving and protecting 
natural resources.  

The goals and policies of the Santa Cruz County General Plan, and LCP and the Santa Cruz County 
North Coast Beaches Unified Plan include the provision of additional recreational opportunities in 
the county while preserving public safety and natural resources and providing educational 
opportunities to the public regarding historical land uses and the current natural amenities that 
each area supports. The Proposed Project would provide connectivity between these recreation 
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areas; support the goals to enhance recreational opportunities by improving parking and access; 
provide additional public restrooms, benches, and bike racks; and include educational signage 
throughout the Proposed Project corridor. The Proposed Project would also include the addition of 
a Trail Manager who would oversee the Proposed Project corridor to ensure the trail and facilities 
are maintained in safe condition (e.g., collecting trash/recycling, repairing pavement and fencing, 
cleaning restroom), and coordinate with local law enforcement as necessary to maintain safe 
conditions along the Project corridor (Fish, 2018). Refer to Section 2.5, Project Operation and 
Maintenance. The addition of the Trail Manager along the Proposed Project corridor would support 
goals and policies to provide safe recreational opportunities throughout the county. 

The Proposed Project would also be consistent with the policies set forth in the Santa Cruz County 
Bicycle Plan because it supports development of safe bicycle routes, and with the MBSST Master 
Plan because it implements Segment 5 of the MBSST. 

As described above and in Section 2.7, Required Permits and Approvals, the Project has been 
determined to be exempt from local land use regulations by Central Federal Lands, California 
Coastal Commission, RTC, Santa Cruz County Planning Department, and County Counsel (Previsch 
2017). However, the RTC would coordinate with County offices as the Proposed Project moves 
forward, including but not limited to the Agricultural Commissioner, Planning, and Environmental 
Health Services. 

Although the Proposed Project is exempt from local land use planning policies and regulations, 
Project implementation would generally support the goals, objectives, and policies identified in the 
Santa Cruz County General Plan and LCP, and in its Zoning Ordinance. An evaluation of Proposed 
Project consistency with key relevant policies is provided in Table 3.10-2, at the end of this section. 
As described therein, the Proposed Project would: 

 Enhance and establish a safe form of alternative transportation and recreation 
 Establish regular, uniform crossings that would extend from Highway 1 to the coast along the 

alignment 
 Support policies established to ensure the provision of adequate public services through the 

inclusion of trash/recycling receptacles, the addition of bathrooms to the Davenport and 
Panther/Yellowbank Beach parking lots, and the addition of a Trail Manager to enhance safety 
and ensure safe conditions along the Proposed Project corridor 

 Provide an additional recreational use in the county, while protecting adjacent private land uses, 
including agricultural production, through fencing the Proposed Project corridor where needed 
and by providing signage to specify approved trail uses 

 Provide an educational element, including signage with local natural and agricultural resources, 
and historic land uses 

 Support a variety of policies that encourage the mix of public recreational land uses with the 
protection of natural land uses and providing educational opportunities for the public 

The Proposed Project would not be consistent with policies prioritizing agricultural uses over 
recreational uses or prohibiting the conversion of agricultural lands to other uses (Refer to Santa 
Cruz County General Plan Policies 2.22.1 and 2.22.2 in Table 3.10-2 at the end of this section).  

As discussed previously, zoning designations in the Proposed Project alignment include agriculture, 
residential and community development, timber harvesting, and open space and recreational zones. 
All of these zoning designations, except agriculture and timber harvesting, allow recreational uses, 
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including a trail. Physical effects associated with converting agricultural land to nonagricultural use 
are addressed in Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources.  

In summary, the Proposed Project would not conflict with state and local land use and planning 
documents and ordinances, and would support recreation and site-specific planning goals to 
enhance and establish safe recreational opportunities throughout the county, while protecting 
natural resources and providing educational opportunities for the public. The Proposed Project 
would be inconsistent with specific County General Plan policies prioritizing agricultural uses over 
recreational uses and prohibiting the conversion of existing agricultural uses. However, the Project 
is exempt from these local planning policies. The physical environmental consequences of such 
conversion are addressed in other sections of this Draft EIR.  

This impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant. No mitigation would be 
required. 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
As with the Proposed Project, the corridor for Alternative 1 extends through agricultural, open 
space, and recreational lands owned and managed primarily by the Santa Cruz County RTC and the 
State Parks Department, with a small portion under private ownership. Recreational lands include 
Wilder Ranch State Park and the Coast Dairies property, which provides access to coastal bluffs and 
a number of local beaches. 

The Alternative 1 trail alignment includes the same trail features and parking improvements as the 
Proposed Project. The removal of the rail under Alternative 1 would result in additional physical 
impacts to the environment, including: increased air contaminant and greenhouse gas emissions as 
hazardous materials are hauled offsite for disposal; risk of releasing hazardous material 
contaminants during removal of the rail, ties and soils within the rail bed; and adverse effects to 
historical resources from removal of the Davenport Branch Line, which extends between Davenport 
and Santa Cruz and is now part of the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line. These physical effects and 
potential impacts are further discussed in Sections 3.3, Air Quality, 3.5, Cultural Resources, 3.7, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change, and 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The 
potential for these effects to result in a policy inconsistency is addressed in the evaluation in Table 
3.10-2 for Santa Cruz County General Plan Policies 5.18.1 and 6.6.1. 

Alternative 1 would not conflict with land use and planning documents and ordinances as described 
above with two exceptions, described below.  
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Table 3.10-2 Santa Cruz County General Plan Policy Consistency Analysis 
Santa Cruz County General Plan Policy Consistency Discussion (Proposed Project/Alternative 1) 

Policy 2.22.1 Priority of Uses within the Coastal Zone. Maintain a 
hierarchy of land use priorities within the Coastal Zone: 
First Priority: Agriculture and coastal-dependent industry 
Second Priority: Recreation, including public parks; visitor serving 
commercial uses; and coastal recreation facilities. 
Third Priority: Private residential, general industrial, and general 
commercial use 

Inconsistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). The Project is located in the Coastal Zone, and the 
trail alignment extends through agricultural lands. As described in Section 3.4, Biological Resources, the trail is 
considered a “resource-dependent” use because the trail provides access to and educational signage about 
the coastal resources. However, implementation of the Proposed Project would result in the conversion of 1.4 
acres of planted crops to recreational land uses, and thus is considered inconsistent with this policy. 
Implementation of Alternative 1 would not result in the conversion of planted croplands to recreational use, 
and thus is considered consistent. Refer to Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources, for additional information. 

Policy 2.22.2 Maintaining Priority Uses. Prohibit the conversion of any 
existing priority use to another use, except for another use of equal or 
higher priority. 

Inconsistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). As described above, the Proposed Project would 
remove approximately 1.4 to 1.5 acres of lands currently used for agricultural production, and convert this use 
to recreation for the construction of the trail and associated amenities. Agriculture is considered a first 
priority land use in the Coastal Zone, while recreational land uses are considered a secondary priority. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project is considered inconsistent with this policy. Alternative 1 would not result in 
conversion of planted croplands and is therefore considered consistent with this policy.  

Policy 3.7.1 Rail Ridership Potential. Ensure that new development 
adjacent to rail lines is compatible with the General Plan and LCP Land 
Use Plan objective to preserve and protect existing railroad right-of-
way and existing rail facilities for possible future recreational travel 
and for possible future passenger rail transportation for intra-County 
commuter use. 

Consistent/Inconsistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). The Project is located along the RTC-owned 
railroad corridor in the North Coast area of Santa Cruz County. In accordance with RTC’s MBSST Master Plan, 
the Proposed Project trail alignment with the proposed multi-purpose trail alongside the rail bed is considered 
a compatible use. Fencing would be installed between the trail and the rail that would further preserve and 
protect the existing rail facilities. All roadway crossings across the trail and railroad tracks would be formalized 
and designed in accordance with CPUC requirements, and unofficial crossings would be closed through 
Project implementation. Alternative 1 would remove the rail and thus is not considered compatible with the 
objective to preserve and protect existing rail facilities. 

Policy 3.7.2 Require the design of new development near existing rail 
lines to minimize the impact of existing and potential rail system noise 
and maximize setbacks for new development. 

Consistent/Not Applicable (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). As described in Sections 3.3, Air Quality, and 
3.11, Noise, trail users are not considered sensitive receptors. Therefore, the Proposed Project is considered 
compatible without the need for greater setbacks from the rail line, in the event rail use resumes. This section 
of the Santa Cruz Branch Line is not currently used for freight or passenger service. The current rail operator 
may begin operating freight and/or passenger excursion service between Santa Cruz and Davenport within 
the next 3 to 5 years. This policy does not apply to Alternative 1 because the rail would be removed. 

Policy 3.8.1 System Continuity. Plan a bikeway network to integrate 
with other modes of transportation (train or transit stations and Park 
and Ride lots, etc.) in order to encourage and support the use of 
bicycling and reduce the use of motor vehicles. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). With both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1, 
the trail alignment would connect with the existing California Coastal Trails along the bluffs of the North Coast 
in Santa Cruz County. The trail would provide a multi-use corridor for bicyclists to utilize that is separate from 
vehicular use on Highway 1 for the length of the 7.5-mile trail corridor. The trail would connect with existing 
paved trails that are located in Wilder Ranch, at the southern terminus of the Project area. These trails 
provide connection with the city of Santa Cruz, connecting the trail alignment to the greater bicycle trail 
network throughout the city and county. Refer to Figure 3.13-1b in Section 3.13, Recreation. 

3.8.5 Regional Continuity. Coordinate with other jurisdictions to adopt 
a system of bikeways that is functional throughout the County and 
region. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). The Proposed Project is part of the MBSST Master 
Plan, which was developed in coordination with other local jurisdictions along the alignment and 
stakeholders, as described in Section 1.2.3.1, MBSST Network Master Plan. Further development of Segment 
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5 as the Proposed Project has been in coordination with the California State Parks Department, which 
manages both Wilder Ranch State Park, including the Coast Dairies property along the trail corridor. Although 
Alternative 1 is not part of the Master Plan because it involved rail removal, the trail would be along a similar 
alignment and within the same rail corridor. If Alternative 1 is selected for Segment 5, additional coordination 
would be needed with relevant jurisdictions, including Santa Cruz County, State Parks, California Coastal 
Commission, and Caltrans. For purposes of this consistency evaluation, both the Proposed Project and 
Alternative 1 are considered consistent because both include a multi-use trail considered to support bicycle 
use throughout the 7.5-mile Project corridor, and would connect to the greater bikeway system as it extends 
into Wilder Ranch State Park and south to the city of Santa Cruz. The trail would also provide access to the 
coast from the Coast Dairies property within Wilder Ranch State Park, and would improve both connectivity 
and conditions for bicycle use within the California Coastal Trail. 

3.8.7 Recreation. Plan bicycle routes to facilitate access to recreational 
areas such as regional parks, beach areas, and major tourist 
commercial/recreational facilities. Promote recreational routes to 
promote “eco-tourism”. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). The multi-use trail alignment will provide 
connectivity between Wilder Ranch State Park and the Coast Dairies property as well as beaches that span the 
coast along the 7.5-mile Project corridor. Therefore, both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 are 
considered consistent. 

3.8.8 Trail Network. Plan, develop, and maintain a network of 
countywide regional trails in both incorporated and unincorporated 
areas, through cooperative efforts with cities, property owners, and 
other interested persons in Santa Cruz County. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). The Proposed Project is part of the MBSST Master 
Plan, developed in coordination with other local jurisdictions along the alignment and stakeholders, as 
described in Section 1.2.3.1, MBSST Network Master Plan. Further development of Segment 5 as the Proposed 
Project has been in coordination with the California State Parks Department, which manages Wilder Ranch 
State Park, including the Coast Dairies property along the trail corridor. Although Alternative 1 is not part of 
the Master Plan because it involved rail removal, the trail would be along a similar alignment and within the 
same rail corridor. If Alternative 1 is selected for Segment 5, additional coordination would be needed with 
relevant jurisdictions, including Santa Cruz County, State Parks, California Coastal Commission, and Caltrans. 
Therefore, both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 are considered consistent. 

3.8.9 Right-of-Way. Utilize existing and abandoned public rights-of-way 
along flood control channels, parks, and roads, and utility and railroad 
rights-of-way wherever possible, and where consistent with the MPCB. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). The 7.5-mile multi-use trail has been planned 
through agricultural, open space, and recreational lands owned and managed primarily by the RTC and the 
State Parks Department, with some portions where ownership is still under investigation. For the Proposed 
Project the trail would be located adjacent to the existing rail line, and the rail line alignment would remain in 
place. With Alternative 1, the trail would be located in the existing rail line, and would replace the line with 
the trail. Therefore, both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 are considered consistent. 

3.8.11 Scenic Value. Locate regional bikeways along designated scenic 
roads wherever environmentally, physically, or economically feasible, 
and encourage the development of scenic vista points and rest areas 
where appropriate. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). The Highway 1 corridor along the North Coast has 
not been designated as an official scenic highway by Caltrans, but has been identified as being eligible for the 
designation, as discussed in Section 3.1, Aesthetics. The highway has been designated locally as a scenic 
roadway by Santa Cruz County. The trail alignment through both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 
would provide sweeping views of the Pacific Ocean. Both trail alignments would extend along 7.5-miles of 
Highway 1, and would provide rest areas, equipped with benches and bike racks, to take in views of the Pacific 
Ocean. Therefore, both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 are considered consistent. 
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3.8.12 Funding. Solicit and utilize all sources of local, regional, state 
and federal funds to plan, acquire right-of-way, and construct 
bikeways. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). Through a combination of sources, funding is 
available for the construction of the multi-use trail, as discussed in Section 1.0, Introduction. Some of the 
funding sources require the retention of the rail, but it is assumed that additional funding sources could be 
secured if Alternative 1 is selected. Therefore, both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 are considered 
consistent. 

3.8.13 Participation. Provide citizen participation in the bicycle 
planning process by consulting with the existing SCCRTC Bicycle 
Committee on all bicycle issues and matters. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). The RTC is the Project applicant and Project planning 
for both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 has considered applicable bicycle issues that have been 
identified by the RTC Bicycle Committee, including the provision of connectivity with existing and proposed 
trails throughout the county, the separation of bicycle pathways from vehicular traffic, and the addition of 
bicycle racks throughout the trail alignment. Therefore, both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 are 
considered consistent. 

5.1.8 Chemicals Within Sensitive Habitats. Prohibit the use of 
insecticides, herbicides, or any toxic chemical substances in sensitive 
habitats, except when an emergency has been declared, when the 
habitat itself is threatened, when a substantial risk to public health and 
safety exists, including maintenance for flood control by Public Works, 
or when such use is authorized pursuant to a permit issued by the 
Agricultural Commissioner. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). For both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 no 
proposed toxic chemical applications are planned for the trail alignment or adjacent land uses. Prior to the 
onset of construction activities, the RTC would be required to prepare an erosion control plan and would 
prepare a SWPPP in accordance with the state Stormwater NPDES, which would include the implementation 
of BMPs to ensure toxic substances that may be related to construction activities would not enter sensitive 
environments adjacent to either trail alignment, as discussed in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality. 
Therefore, both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 are considered consistent. 

5.1.9 Biotic Assessments. Within the following areas, require a biotic 
assessment as part of normal project review to determine whether a 
full biotic report should be prepared by a qualified biologist: 
(a) Areas of biotic concern, mapped 
(b) Sensitive habitats, mapped and unmapped 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). A full biotic report and jurisdictional wetland 
delineation have been prepared for both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 trail alignments that include 
the evaluation of adjacent land uses and sensitive environments, through the environmental analyses that 
have been undertaken for the proposed North Coast Rail Trail Project EIR. These are discussed in Section 3.4, 
Biological Resources. Therefore, both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 are considered consistent. 

5.2.3 Activities Within Riparian Corridors and Wetlands. Development 
activities, land alteration and vegetation disturbance within riparian 
corridors and wetlands and required buffers shall be prohibited unless 
an exception is granted per the Riparian Corridor and Wetlands 
Protection ordinance. As a condition of riparian exception, require 
evidence of approval for development from the US Army Corps of 
Engineers, California Department of Fish and Game, and other federal 
or state agencies that may have regulatory authority over activities 
within riparian corridors and wetlands. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). In support of the North Coast Rail Trail Project EIR, 
The RTC prepared a full biotic report and jurisdictional wetland delineation for both the Proposed Project and 
Alternative 1 trail alignments, discussed in Section 3.4, Biological Resources. Prior to the construction of either 
the Proposed Project or Alternative 1, the RTC would obtain permits from the US Army Corps of Engineers, 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife Services (formally California Department of Fish and Game), and 
the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board. The RTC has also coordinated with the Coastal 
Commission to determine Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA) along the trail alignments. The RTC 
would seek an exception from the County for land alterations that would occur as a result of Project 
implementation in wetland habitats for both alternatives. Therefore, both the Proposed Project and 
Alternative 1 are considered consistent. 

5.2.7 Compatible Uses With Riparian Corridors. Allow compatible uses 
in and adjacent to riparian corridors that do not impair or degrade the 
riparian plant and animal systems, or water supply values, such as non-
motorized recreation and pedestrian trails, parks, interpretive facilities 
and fishing facilities. Allow development in these areas only in 
conjunction with approval of a riparian exception. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). In support of the North Coast Rail Trail Project EIR, 
the RTC prepared a full biotic report and jurisdictional wetland delineation for both the Proposed Project and 
Alternative 1 trail alignments, as discussed in Section 3.4, Biological Resources. Prior to the onset of 
construction, the RTC would seek an exception from the County for land alterations that would occur as a 
result of Project implementation of either alternative to construct the trail alignment within areas that 
support wetland habitats. Mitigation measures have been established in the EIR, and would be implemented 
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through the construction of either alternative to protect sensitive wetland habitats to the greatest extent 
feasible, and to mitigate for all losses, both temporary and permanent. Implementation of both the Proposed 
Project and Alternative 1 would result in the addition of a non-motorized recreational and pedestrian trail 
with an educational program that includes signs that provide information on sensitive habitats located along 
either trail alignment and throughout the North Coast. Therefore, both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 
are considered consistent. 

5.2.8 Environmental Review for Riparian Corridor and Wetland 
Protection. Require environmental review of all proposed 
development projects affecting riparian corridors or wetlands and 
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report or Biotic Report for 
projects which may have a significant effect on the corridors or 
wetlands. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). In support of the North Coast Rail Trail Project EIR, 
the RTC prepared a full biotic report and jurisdictional wetland delineation for both the Proposed Project and 
Alternative 1 trail alignments. Mitigation measures were established in the EIR, and would be implemented 
through the construction of either alternative to protect sensitive wetland habitats to the greatest extent 
feasible, and to mitigate for all losses, both temporary and permanent, as discussed in Section 3.4, Biological 
Resources. Therefore, both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 are considered consistent. 

5.2.10 Development in Wetland Drainage Basins. Require development 
projects in wetlands basins to include drainage facilities or Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) which will maintain surface runoff 
patterns and water quality, unless a wetland management plan 
specifies otherwise, and minimize erosion, sedimentation, and 
introduction of pollutants.  

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). Prior to the onset of construction activities, the RTC 
would prepare an erosion control plan, would prepare a SWPPP in accordance with the state Stormwater 
NPDES, and would implement BMPs to ensure that runoff and erosion that may be related to construction 
activities would not enter sensitive environments adjacent to the trail alignment, resulting in the addition of 
toxic materials or sedimentation to wetlands, as discussed in Sections 3.4. Biological Resources and 3.9, 
Hydrology and Water Quality. Therefore, both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 are considered 
consistent.  

5.10.2 Development Within Visual Resource Areas. Recognize that 
visual resources of Santa Cruz County possess diverse characteristics 
and that the resources worthy of protection may include, but are not 
limited to, ocean views, agricultural fields, wooded forests, open 
meadows, and mountain hillside views. Require projects to be 
evaluated against the context of their unique environment and 
regulate structure height, setbacks and design to protect these 
resources consistent with the objectives and policies of this section. 
Require discretionary review for all development within the visual 
resource area of Highway One, outside of the Urban/Rural boundary, 
as designated on the GP/LCP Visual Resources Map and apply the 
design criteria of Section 13.20.130 of the County’s zoning ordinance 
to such development. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). The Proposed Project and Alternative 1 would be 
constructed along the Highway 1 coastal corridor and would provide views of the Pacific Ocean from the 
coastal bluffs and agricultural lands that would support the trail. The trail alignments would be largely 
constructed at-grade with adjacent land uses, with a few exceptions where natural barriers occur and 
diversions or additional structural support would be required. The trail alignments both include fencing, in 
some locations, that would divide the trail from adjacent land uses or be located between the trail and steep 
slopes; this fencing would consist of several wire strands connecting to posts that would preserve views of the 
Pacific Ocean and adjacent land uses, including agricultural fields, open meadows and mountain hillside views, 
following the construction of either alignment. The Project has been designed in accordance with the design 
criteria established in Section 13.20.130 of the County’s zoning ordinance, including minimal site disturbance 
and the protection of visual compatibility within the North Coast, as discussed in Section 3.1, Aesthetics. 
Therefore, both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 are considered consistent.  

5.10.3 Protection of Public Vistas. Protect significant vistas as 
described in policy 5.10.2 from all publicly used roads and vista points 
by minimizing disruption of landform and aesthetic character caused 
by grading operations, timber harvest, utility wires and poles, signs, 
inappropriate landscaping and structure design. Provide necessary 
landscaping to screen development which is unavoidably sited within 
these vistas. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). The Proposed Project and Alternative 1 would be 
largely constructed at-grade with adjacent land uses, with a few exceptions where natural barriers occur and 
diversions or additional structural support would be required. The trail alignments both include fencing that 
would divide the trail from adjacent land uses; this fencing would consist of several wire strands connecting to 
posts that would preserve views of the Pacific Ocean and adjacent land uses, including agricultural fields, 
open meadows and mountain hillside views, from within the trail alignment and Highway 1, following the 
construction of either alignment, as discussed in Section 3.1, Aesthetics. Therefore, both the Proposed Project 
and Alternative 1 are considered consistent. 
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5.10.5 Preserving Agricultural Vistas. Continue to preserve the 
aesthetic value of agricultural vistas. Encourage development to be 
consistent with the agricultural character of the community. Structures 
appurtenant to agricultural uses on agriculturally designated parcels 
shall be considered to be compatible with the agricultural character of 
surrounding area. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). Throughout the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 
alignments, the trails would be largely constructed at-grade within adjacent agricultural land uses, with a few 
exceptions where natural berms or drainages occur, and diversions or additional structural support would be 
required. The trail alignments both include fencing, in some locations, that would divide the trail from 
adjacent land uses or be located between the trail and steep slopes; this fencing would consist of several wire 
strands connecting to posts that would preserve views, including agricultural fields, following the construction 
of either alignment, as discussed in Section 3.1, Aesthetics. The Proposed Project and Alternative 1 would also 
include educational signage that would include information about current and historical agricultural land uses 
along the North Coast of the county. Therefore, both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 are considered 
consistent.  

5.10.6 Preserving Ocean Vistas. Where public ocean vistas exist, 
require that these vistas be retained to the maximum extent possible 
as a condition of approval for any new development. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). The Proposed Project and Alternative 1 would be 
largely constructed at-grade with adjacent land uses, with a few exceptions where natural barriers occur and 
diversions or additional structural support would be required. The trail alignments both include fencing, in 
some locations, that would divide the trail from adjacent land uses or be located between the trail and steep 
slopes; this fencing would consist of several wire strands connecting to posts that would preserve views of the 
Pacific Ocean from both within the trail alignments, and from adjacent land uses, as discussed in Section 3.1, 
Aesthetics. The trail alignment through either alternative would also include the provision of benches along 
the trails for the pubic to view the Pacific Ocean. Therefore, both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 are 
considered consistent.  

5.10.7 Open Beach and Blufftops. Prohibit the placement of new 
permanent structures which would be visible from a public beach, 
except where allowed on existing parcels of record, or for shoreline 
protection and for public beach access. Use the following criteria for 
allowed structures: 
(a) Allow infill structures (typically residences on existing lots of 

record) where compatible with the pattern of existing 
development. 

(b) Require shoreline protection and access structures to use natural 
materials and finishes to blend with the character of the area and 
integrate with the landform. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). The Proposed Project and Alternative 1 trail 
alignments would be largely constructed at-grade with adjacent land uses, with a few exceptions where 
natural barriers occur and diversions or additional structural support would be required. The trail alignments 
both include fencing, in some locations, that would divide the trail from adjacent land uses or be located 
between the trail and steep slopes; this fencing would consist of several wire strands connecting to posts that 
would preserve views of the Pacific Ocean from both within the trail alignments, and from adjacent land uses, 
as discussed in Section 3.1, Aesthetics. Therefore, both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 are considered 
consistent.  

5.10.10 Designation of Scenic Roads. The following roads and highways 
are valued for their vistas. The public vistas from these roads shall be 
afforded the highest level of protection. 
State Highway, Route 1 – from San Mateo County to Monterey County 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). Both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 trail 
alignments would extend along 7.5-miles of Highway 1 along the North Coast of the county. The trail 
alignments both include fencing that would consist of several wire strands connecting to posts that would 
preserve views of the Pacific Ocean, agricultural fields and open meadow from Highway 1, as discussed in 
Section 3.1, Aesthetics. Therefore, both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 are considered consistent. 
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5.10.14 In order to preserve the agricultural and coastal grassland 
vistas of the North Coast and Bonny Doon Highway 1 view corridor, 
prohibit the division of all grassland habitat as mapped on the County’s 
Resources and Constraints Maps. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). Both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 trail 
alignments would extend along 7.5-miles of Highway 1 along the North Coast of the county. Grassland habitat 
is mapped through the County’s Resources and Constraints Map across Highway 1 from both the Proposed 
Project and Alternative 1 trail alignments. Therefore, the construction of either trail alignment would not 
divide grassland habitat, and both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 are considered consistent. 

5.13.20 Conversion of Commercial Agricultural Lands. Consider 
development of commercial agricultural lands to non-agricultural uses 
only under the following circumstances: 
(a) It is determined that the land is not viable for agriculture and that 

it is not likely to become viable in the near future. 
(b) Findings are made that new information has been presented to 

demonstrate that the conditions on the land in question do not 
meet the criteria for commercial agricultural land; and 

(c) The conversion of such land will not impair the viability of, or 
create potential conflicts with, other commercial agricultural lands 
in the area. 

Substantially Consistent/Substantially Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). Implementation of the 
Proposed Project would result in the conversion of 1.4 acres of planted crops to recreational land uses. 
However, agricultural practices would continue on both privately owned lands and in Wilder Ranch State Park 
and the Coast Dairies property, where land is leased for crop production along the trail alignment. Refer to 
Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources, for additional information. Through both alignments fencing would be 
included to separate the trails from adjacent agricultural production, to deter vandalism and/or trespassing 
within agricultural land uses that may deter crop production. Finally, signage and provisions have been 
included in the Project to protect the health and safety of recreators utilizing the trail while allowing for the 
continuation of existing pest deterrent operations in adjacent agricultural areas. Therefore, implementation 
of the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 are considered consistent. 

5.13.21 Determining Agricultural Viability. Require a viability study 
conducted in response to an application which proposes to convert 
agricultural land to non-agricultural land to include, but not be limited 
to, an economic feasibility evaluation which contains at least: 
(a) An analysis of the gross revenue from the agricultural products 

grown in the area for the five years immediately preceding the 
date of filing the application. 

(b) An analysis of the operational expenses, excluding the coast of 
land, associated with the production of the agricultural products 
grown in the area for the five years immediately preceding the 
date of filing the application. 

(c) An identification of the geographic area used in the analyses. The 
area shall be of sufficient size to provide an accurate evaluation of 
the economic feasibility of agricultural uses for the land stated in 
the application. 

Recommendations regarding viability shall be made by the Agricultural 
Policy Advisory Commission based on evaluation of the viability study 
and the following criteria: parcel size, sizes of adjacent parcels, degree 
of non-agricultural development in the area, inclusion of the parcel in 
utility assessment districts, soil capabilities and topography, water 
availability and quality, and proximity to other agricultural use. 

Substantially Consistent/Substantially Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). Implementation of the 
Proposed Project would result in the conversion of 1.4 acres of planted crops to recreational land uses. 
However, agricultural practices would continue on both privately owned lands and in Wilder Ranch State Park 
and the Coast Dairies property, where land is leased for crop production along the trail alignment. Refer to 
Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources, for additional information. Because local regulations do not apply to the 
Project, an economic feasibility evaluation was not conducted, and Project does not require review by the 
Agricultural Policy Advisory Committee. 
Alternative 1 would not convert active agriculture to non-agricultural use. Therefore, this policy does not 
apply.  
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5.13.23 Agricultural Buffers Required. Require a 200-foot buffer area 
between commercial agricultural and non-agricultural land uses to 
prevent or minimize potential land use conflicts, between either 
existing or future commercial agricultural and non-agricultural land 
uses. 

Substantially Consistent/Substantially Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). To the greatest extent 
feasible, the trail alignments have been planned to incorporate spatial buffers between the Proposed Project 
and Alternative 1 trail alignments to divide the trail from adjacent agricultural land uses. However, agricultural 
practices would continue on both privately owned lands and in Wilder Ranch State Park and the Coast Dairies 
property, where land is leased for crop production along both trail alignments. Refer to Section 3.2, 
Agricultural Resources, for additional information. In areas where a 200-foot buffer is not possible, provisions 
would be included through implementation of either alternative to support the continuation of ongoing pest 
management and crop production practices, while protecting the health and safety of recreators along the 
trail through the addition of fencing and educational and safety signage. Therefore, implementation of the 
Proposed Project or Alternative 1 would not deter the current or future agricultural production on any lands 
located adjacent to the trail. Implementation of the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 are considered 
consistent. 

5.18.1 Ensure new development projects are consistent at a minimum 
with the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (now 
known as the Monterey Bay Air Resources District) Air Quality 
Management Plan and review such projects for potential impact on air 
quality. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). The Proposed Project and Alternative 1 have been 
reviewed for consistency with the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (now known as the 
Monterey Bay Air Resources District) Air Quality Management Plan to determine the potential for impacts on 
air quality, as discussed in Section 3.3, Air Resources. Implementation of either alternative would not result in 
permanent increases in air emissions; however, emissions related to construction activities would occur. 
Typical construction equipment would be utilized through both alternatives, and standard BMPs would be 
implemented throughout construction. These emissions have been accounted for in the Air Quality 
Management Plan and would not significantly impact air quality. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed 
Project and Alternative 1 are considered consistent. 

5.18.7 Alternatives to the Automobile. Emphasize transit, bicycle and 
pedestrian modes of transportation rather than automobiles. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). Implementation of the Proposed Project and 
Alternative 1 trail alignments would result in the construction of a 7.5-mile multi-use trail throughout the 
North Coast of the County that would support both pedestrian and bicycle use. As an alternative to the 
Highway 1 corridor throughout the North Coast, the location of the trail alignments would provide 
connectivity between Wilder Ranch State Park, including the Coast Dairies property, Davenport, and the 
California Coastal Trails that are located along coastal bluffs throughout the extent of the trail alignments. 
Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project and Alterative 1 would be consistent. 

5.19.1 Evaluation of Native American Sites. Protect all archaeological 
resources until they can be evaluated. Prohibit any disturbance of 
Native American Cultural Sites without an appropriate permit. 
Maintain the Native American Cultural Sites ordinance. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). A full cultural and Native American resources study 
has been undertaken by a qualified archaeologist for both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 trail 
alignments, as part of the North Coast Rail Trail Project EIR analyses. Previously identified cultural and Native 
American resources have been identified, and the area has been surveyed by qualified archeologists. Sensitive 
areas have been identified, and mitigation has been established that would require an archaeological monitor 
to be present on-site throughout Project implementation. This would ensure that existing recorded resources 
are protected, and the unexpected discovery of previously unknown resources were properly handled and 
recorded, in accordance with Chapter 16.40 of the Santa Cruz County Municipal Code, as further discussed in 
Section 3.5, Cultural Resources. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 would 
be consistent. 
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5.19.2 Site Surveys. Require an archaeological site survey (surface 
reconnaissance) as part of the environmental review process for all 
projects with very high site potential as determined by the inventory of 
archaeological sites, within the Archaeological Sensitive Areas, as 
designated on General Plan and LCP Resources and Constraints Maps 
filed in the Planning Department.  

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). A full cultural and Native American resources study 
has been undertaken by a qualified archaeologist for both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 trail 
alignments, as part of the North Coast Rail Trail Project EIR analyses. The findings of this study are detailed in 
Section 3.5, Cultural Resources. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 would 
be consistent. 

5.19.3 Development Around Archaeological Resources. Protect 
archaeological resources from development by restricting 
improvements and grading activities to portions of the property not 
containing these resources, where feasible, or by preservation of the 
site through project design and/or use restrictions, such as covering 
the site with earthfill to a depth that ensures the site will not be 
disturbed by development, as determined by a professional 
archaeologist. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). A full cultural and Native American resources study 
has been undertaken by a qualified archaeologist for both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 trail 
alignments, as part of the North Coast Rail Trail Project EIR analyses. Previously identified cultural and Native 
American resources have been identified, and the area within and around both trail alignments has been 
surveyed by qualified archeologists. Sensitive areas have been identified, and mitigation has been established 
that would require an archaeological monitor to be present on-site throughout Project implementation. This 
would ensure that existing recorded resources are protected, that Project specifications identified to protect 
existing resources were implemented, and that the unexpected discovery of previously unknown resources 
were properly handled and recorded, in accordance with Chapter 16.40 of the Santa Cruz County Municipal 
Code, as further discussed in Section 3.5, Cultural Resources. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed 
Project and Alternative 1 would be consistent. 

5.19.4 Archaeological Evaluations. Require the applicant for 
development proposals on any archaeological site to provide an 
evaluation, by a certified archaeologist, of the significance of the 
resource and what protective measures are necessary to achieve 
General Plan and LCP Land Use Plan objectives and policies. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). A full cultural and Native American resources study 
has been undertaken by a qualified archaeologist for both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 trail 
alignments, as part of the North Coast Rail Trail Project EIR analyses. Previously identified cultural and Native 
American resources have been identified, and the area within and around both trail alignments has been 
surveyed by qualified archeologists. Sensitive areas have been identified, and mitigation has been established 
that would require an archaeological monitor to be present on-site throughout Project implementation. This 
would ensure that existing recorded resources are protected, that Project specifications identified to protect 
existing resources were implemented, and that the unexpected discovery of previously unknown resources 
were properly handled and recorded, in accordance with Chapter 16.40 of the Santa Cruz County Municipal 
Code, as further discussed in Section 3.5, Cultural Resources. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed 
Project and Alternative 1 would be consistent. 

5.19.5 Native American Cultural Sites. Prohibit any disturbance of 
Native American Cultural Sites without an archaeological permit which 
requires, but is not limited to, the following:  
(a) A statement of the goals, methods, and techniques to be employed 

in the excavation and analysis of the data, and the reasons why the 
excavation will be of value. 

(b) A plan to ensure that artifacts and records will be properly 
preserved for scholarly research and public education. (c)A plan for 
disposing of human remains in a manner satisfactory to local 
Native American Indian groups. Policy 5.20.3 Development 
Activities. For development activities on property containing 
historic resources, require protection, enhancement, and/or 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). A full cultural and Native American resources study 
has been undertaken by a qualified archaeologist for the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 trail alignments 
and adjacent land uses. Previously identified cultural and Native American resources have been identified, 
and the area within and around both trail alignments has been surveyed by qualified archeologists. Sensitive 
areas have been identified, and mitigation has been established that would require an archaeological monitor 
to be present on-site throughout Project implementation. This would ensure that existing recorded resources 
are protected, that Project specifications identified to protect existing resources were implemented, and that 
the unexpected discovery of previously unknown resources were properly handled and recorded, in 
accordance with Chapter 16.40 of the Santa Cruz County Municipal Code, and all federal and State 
requirements, as further discussed in Section 3.5, Cultural Resources. Therefore, implementation of the 
Proposed Project and Alternative 1 would be consistent. 
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preservation of the historic, cultural, architectural, engineering or 
aesthetic values of the resources as determined by the Historic 
Resources Commission. Immediate or substantial hardship to a 
project applicant shall be considered in establishing project 
requirements. 

5.20.4 Historic Resources Commission Review. Require that applicants 
for development proposals on property containing a designated 
Historic Resource submit plans for the protection and preservation of 
the historic resource values to the Historic Resources Commission for 
their review and approval; require an evaluation and report by a 
professional historian or a cultural resources consultant when required 
by the Commission. 

Substantially Consistent/Inconsistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). An evaluation of historical resources 
has been prepared by a professional historian for the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 alignments and 
adjacent lands, as has been discussed further in Section 3.5, Cultural Resources. These areas include two 
historical resources; Davenport (P-44-000379) and the Davenport Branch Line, which extends between 
Davenport and Santa Cruz and is now part of the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line. Through implementation of 
the Proposed Project, the addition of fencing and the trail near the Davenport Branch Line would result in a 
limited impairment of the Davenport Branch Line. Through mitigation that has been identified through the 
Project impact analyses, the RTC shall develop an on-site interpretive exhibit with materials concerning the 
history and engineering features of the former Davenport Branch Line and its character-defining features, in 
accordance with the requirements of the Historic Resources Commission. Therefore, implementation of the 
Proposed Project would be consistent. Through implementation of Alternative 1, the Davenport Branch Line 
would be removed, and replaced by the trail alignment, resulting in a significant and unavoidable impact. 
Mitigation has been included within Alternative 1 for the RTC to prepare a Historic American Engineering 
Survey document for the Davenport Branch Line to document and archive this resource. However, the 
resource would be permanently removed. Therefore, implementation of Alternative 1 would be inconsistent. 

5.20.5 Encourage Protection of Historic Structures. Encourage and 
support public and private efforts to protect and restore historic 
structures and continue their use as an integral part of the community. 

Consistent/Inconsistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). An evaluation of historical resources has been 
prepared by a professional historian for the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 alignments and adjacent 
lands, as has been discussed further in Section 3.5, Cultural Resources. These areas include two historical 
resources; Davenport (P-44-000379) and the Davenport Branch Line, which extends between Davenport 
and Santa Cruz and is now part of the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line. Through implementation of the 
Proposed Project, the addition of fencing and the trail near the Davenport Branch Line would result in a 
limited impairment of the Davenport Branch Line. Through mitigation that has been identified through the 
Project impact analyses, the RTC shall develop an on-site interpretive exhibit with materials concerning the 
history and engineering features of the former Davenport Branch Line and its character-defining features, in 
accordance with the requirements of the Historic Resources Commission. Therefore, implementation of the 
Proposed Project would be consistent. Through implementation of Alternative 1, the Davenport Branch Line 
would be removed, and replaced by the trail alignment, resulting in a significant and unavoidable impact. 
Mitigation has been included in Alternative 1 for the RTC to prepare a Historic American Engineering Survey 
document for the Davenport Branch Line to document and archive this resource. However, the resource 
would be permanently removed. Therefore, implementation of Alternative 1 would be inconsistent. 

6.1.1 Geologic Review for Development in Designated Fault Zones. 
Require a review of geologic hazards for all discretionary development 
projects, including the creation of new lots, in designated fault zones. 
Fault zones designated for review include the Butano, Sargent, 
Zayante, and Corralitos complexes, as well as the State-designated 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). The Proposed Project and Alternative 1 alignments 
would be located in a seismically active area that are outside of those designated for review, as detailed in 
Section 3.6, Geology/Soils. No known active or potentially active faults are located in either alignment; 
therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project or Alternative 1 would be consistent. 
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Seismic Review Zones. Required geologic reviews shall examine all 
potential seismic hazards, and may consist of a Geologic Hazards 
Assessment and a more complete investigation where required. Such 
assessment shall be prepared by County staff under supervision of the 
County Geologist, or a certified engineering geologist may conduct this 
review at the applicant’s choice and expense. 

6.1.5 Location of New Development Away From Potentially Hazardous 
Areas. Require the location and/or clustering of development away 
from potentially hazardous areas where feasible and condition 
development permits based on the recommendation of the site’s 
Hazard Assessment or other technical reports. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). Implementation of the Proposed Project or 
Alternative 1 would include the addition of a trail within the North Coast of Santa Cruz County, and would also 
include the addition of several structures, as restrooms were installed at three beaches along the alignment. 
The North Coast is considered a seismically active region, and includes areas that are considered highly 
susceptible to liquefaction in the event of seismic activity, as further discussed in Section 3.6, Geology/Soils. 
Mitigation has been incorporated for both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 that includes a registered 
civil or geotechnical engineer to prepare, for review by the RTC and County Planning Department, a design-
level geotechnical investigation for the selected trail alignment. Recommendations from this report would be 
included in the final design of either trail alignment. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project or 
Alternative 1 would be consistent. 

6.3.10 Land Clearing Permit. Require a land clearing permit and an 
erosion control plan for clearing one or more acres, except when 
clearing is for existing agricultural uses. Require that any erosion 
control and land clearing activities be consistent with all General Plan 
and LCP Land Use Policies. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). Prior to implementation of the Proposed Project or 
Alternative 1, the RTC would acquire a grading permit, and would adhere to the provisions established in the 
established erosion control plan, in accordance with General Plan and LCP Land Use Policies, as further 
detailed in Section 3.6, Geology/Soils. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project or Alternative 1 
would be consistent. 

6.5.7 Certification of Adequate Fire Protection Prior to Permit 
Approval. Require all land divisions, multi-unit residential complexes, 
commercial and industrial complexes, public facilities and critical 
utilities to obtain certification from the appropriate fire protection 
agency that adequate fire protection is available, prior to permit 
approval. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). Prior to implementation of the Proposed Project or 
Alternative 1, the RTC would obtain certification from the Santa Cruz County Fire Department/CAL FIRE that 
adequate fire protection and emergency services would available for the selected trail alignment, prior to the 
approval of the Project development permit by the County Planning Department. As detailed in Section 3.12, 
Public Safety and Services, is has been verbally verified by CAL FIRE that adequate provisions would be 
available along the North Coast to support the development of either the Proposed Project or Alternative 1, 
as currently planned. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project or Alternative 1 would be 
consistent. 

6.5.8 Public Facilities Within Critical Fire Hazard Areas. Discourage 
location of public facilities and critical utilities in Critical Fire Hazard 
Areas. When unavoidable, special precautions shall be taken to ensure 
the safety and uninterrupted operation of these facilities. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). The Proposed Project and Alternative 1 trail 
alignments are not located in a Critical Fire Hazard Area, as established by Santa Cruz County in conjunction 
with CAL FIRE, as detailed in Section 3.12, Public Safety and Services. Therefore, implementation of the 
Proposed Project or Alternative 1 would be consistent. 

6.6.1 Hazardous Materials Ordinance. Maintain the County’s 
Hazardous Materials ordinance, placing on users of hazardous and 
toxic materials the obligation to eliminate or minimize the use of such 
materials wherever possible, and in all cases to minimize the release, 
emission, or discharge of hazardous materials to the environment, and 
properly to handle all hazardous materials and to disclose their 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). Implementation of the Proposed Project or 
Alternative 1 would not result in the production, release or discharge of hazardous materials into the 
environment. Mitigation is discussed in detail in Section 3.8, Hazardous Materials. The RTC shall conduct 
assessments of soils and ballast, where present in the trail corridor, under the supervision of a professional 
geologist or professional civil engineer to identify the concentrations of pesticides, herbicides, TPHs, heavy 
metals, PAHs, and any other reasonably anticipated contaminants. Alternative 1 would be constructed within 
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whereabouts. Further, maintain the County’s ordinance relating to 
ozone-depleting compounds. Ensure that any amendment of existing 
ordinance provisions is based on a finding that the amendments will 
provide protection to the environment and the community against 
toxic hazards that is equal to or stronger than the existing provisions. 

the existing RTC-owned rail line and has a greater potential for the release of hazardous materials as known 
materials occur along the rail line. Therefore Alternative 1 would also include the evaluation of subgrade soils 
within the rail line, and contaminated soils and ballast would be capped for the protection of workers and the 
environment. The mitigation measures that have been included for both the Proposed Project and Alternative 
1 have been developed in accordance with the regulations defined in the Santa Cruz County Environmental 
Health Services ordinances. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project or Alternative 1 would be 
consistent. 

6.9.6 Vibration from Rail. Evaluate vibrations from rail activities for 
future development within 200 feet of the railroad tracks as part of 
environmental review. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). The RTC-owned railroad corridor is not currently in 
use. Implementation of the Proposed Project would construct the multi-use trail within 200 feet of the 
existing railroad line, the majority of which would be located in open space (including portions of the 
alignment within and adjacent to the rail cut), with no natural barriers between the trail and the railroad 
corridor. Although recreators would experience some vibration when utilizing the trail when a train passed 
through the corridor, the effects would be temporary and sporadic; it would not be expected that vibration 
from the trail would significantly impact or deter trail users. Implementation of Alternative 1 would remove 
the rail line from within the RTC-owned corridor and replace the tracks with a multi-use trail; therefore, 
vibration would not impact the Alternative 1 trail alignment as there would be no potential future rail use 
through this alternative. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project or Alternative 1 would be 
consistent. 

6.9.7 Construction Noise. Require mitigation on construction noise as a 
condition of future project approach. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). The Proposed Project and Alternative 1 trail 
alignments would require similar construction equipment, and the duration of construction activities would 
be similar. Both alternatives include mitigation to limit noise-related construction impacts, as detailed in 
Section 3.11, Noise. Construction hours would be limited to between 8:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. on weekdays 
and 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. on Saturday or Sundays to minimize construction impacts on adjacent land uses, 
and noise reducing measures would be implemented on construction equipment when used within 150 feet 
of residences. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project or Alternative 1 would be consistent. 

6.10.1 Environmental Review. Require environmental review of all 
proposed transportation projects which may increase the average 
day/night noise levels including any increased or new uses of the 
Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). Implementation of the Proposed Project or 
Alternative 1 would result in a greater level of noise-related to the recreational use of either trail alignment. 
There would not be an increase in the permanent population throughout the North Coast as a result of 
Project implementation; however, visitor use to the area would increase, fluctuating throughout the year. The 
Proposed Project and Alternative 1 alignments would extend through or along agricultural, open space, and 
recreational lands owned and managed primarily by the RTC and the State Parks Department, with some 
portions where ownership is still under investigation. The Proposed Project and Alternative 1 alignments have 
been evaluated to determine the increase in noise that may be generated through the Project, as detailed in 
Section 3.11, Noise. It was determined that because of the distance of the trail alignments from sensitive land 
uses that an increase in noise throughout the day would not significantly impact adjacent land uses. Neither 
trail alignment would not be open at night, and therefore would not provide any additional sources of noise 
during those hours. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project or Alternative 1 would be consistent. 

6.10.2 Evaluation and Mitigation. Require the evaluation of mitigation 
measures for any project that would cause significant degradation of 
the noise environment by: 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). Based on the noise evaluations that were 
undertaken for both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1, implementation of either alternative would not 
result in a significant degradation of the noise environment surrounding the Project trail alignment. There are 
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(a) Causing the Ldn in existing residential areas to increase by 5 dB or 
more and remain below 60 dB; 

(b) Causing the Ldn in existing residential areas to increase by 3 dB or 
more and, thereby, exceed the Ldn of 60 dB; 

(c) Causing the Ldn in existing residential areas to increase by 3 dB or 
more if the Ldn currently exceeds 60 dB.  

scattered residences along the Project alignment; mitigation measures would be implemented throughout 
construction activities to limit noise-related impacts around these sites, and general limits on the times of 
construction, as detailed in Section 3.11, Noise. Furthermore, the Project alignment is not located within a 
residential area. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project or Alternative 1 would be consistent. 

7.1.5 Access to Recreational Facilities. Provide physical access to all 
recreational facilities through provision of public transportation, trail 
system development, protection of prescriptive rights to beach access 
trails, and recreational programs. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). Implementation of the Proposed Project and 
Alternative 1 would provide an additional 7.5-mile multi-purpose trail through the North Coast of Santa Cruz 
County that would enhance access to local beaches, Wilder Ranch State Park, including the Coast Dairies 
property, and the California Coastal Trails along the coastal bluffs. Both trail alignments would provide further 
connectivity throughout the North Coast, and would connect to trails within Wilder Ranch that then connect 
with trails throughout both the City of Santa Cruz and County. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed 
Project or Alternative 1 would be consistent. 

7.1.6 Americans With Disabilities Act. Actively acknowledge and 
endorse the requirements of the Americans With Disabilities Act and 
plan parks and other recreational facilities accordingly to encourage 
people with disabilities to mainstream into park programs. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). The Proposed Project and Alternative 1 trail 
alignments and CPUC beach access points that would cross from Highway 1 to local beaches would be 
designed in accordance with the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act to encourage people 
with disabilities to access either alignment and natural amenities in the North Coast. Therefore, 
implementation of the Proposed Project or Alternative 1 would be consistent. 

7.6.6 Priorities for Trail Development. Assign highest priority to 
development of those trails which are included in the State Parks 
System Trails Plan. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). The Proposed Project and Alternative 1 trail 
alignments have been included in the State Parks System Trails Plan as part of the California Coastal Trails 
alignment. The goal of the California Coast Trail is to provide a continuous trail along the entire span of the 
California coast. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project or Alternative 1 would be consistent. 

7.6.9 Trail Design. Locate, design and develop trails so as to minimize 
the impact on the areas through which they travel, subject to policy 
7.6.2, habitat and resource protection polices and ordinances, and 
subject to regular monitoring to identify times and/or locations of 
adverse impacts and trail degradation. Trails should fit the contour of 
the land; brush removal and/or grading should be minimal or 
nonexistent, and access should be controlled where necessary. Ensure 
that environmental or safety risks are eliminated or mitigated to the 
greatest extent possible. Prohibit the use of motorized vehicles on 
trails, and discourage their use by installation of effective barriers at 
the trailhead. Develop specific criteria for appropriate setbacks for 
each project. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). The Proposed Project and Alternative 1 trail 
alignments have been planned, taking into account the natural features of adjacent land uses that include 
agricultural and open space lands, and existing coastal bluff trails. Sensitive resources, including wetlands and 
cultural resources, have been avoided and protected to the greatest extent possible, and mitigation for the 
preservation and protection of these resources is detailed in Section 3.4, Biological Resources and Section 3.5, 
Cultural Resources. The trail alignments would largely follow the contour of the land, and natural features 
would remain in place to the greatest extent possible, minimizing grading and the alteration of the natural 
landscape to the greatest extent possible. In order to minimize potential issues that may occur as a result of 
the discovery of hazardous materials in the soils and ballast located along either alignment have been 
minimized through mitigation measures that would require testing and the safe removal of discovered 
materials, further detailed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Finally, risks associated with the 
location of the trail in a seismically active region have been minimized through the inclusion of mitigation 
measures in Section 3.6, Geology/Soils. Safety issues would be minimized for recreators utilizing either trail 
alignment through the addition of fencing, and the inclusion of a Trail Manager, who would provide regular 
oversite of the trail and associated trail features, further detailed in Section 2.0, Project Description. Finally, 
there would be no motorized vehicles permitted along the extent of either trail alignment. Therefore, 
implementation of the Proposed Project or Alternative 1 would be consistent. 
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7.7.1 Coastal Vistas. Encourage pedestrian enjoyment of ocean areas 
and beaches by the development of vista points and overlooks with 
benches and railings, and facilities for pedestrian access to the 
beaches, subject to policy 7.6.2. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alignment 1). The Proposed Project and Alternative 1 trail 
alignments would include the provision of benches along the trail alignments, allowing the public to enjoy 
vista points with views of the Monterey Bay. Throughout the alignments, 15 CPUC-approved crossings, some 
of which are currently formalized and some of which would also be formalized through Project 
implementation, would provide access for pedestrians and bicyclists to local beaches from Highway 1. Further 
details regarding the amenities included in the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 alignments are included in 
Section 2.0, Project Description. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 would 
be consistent. 

7.7.5 Coastal Bicycle Route. Provide for safe bicycle travel along the 
coastal corridor by developing a coordinated, continuous bicycle route 
parallel to the shoreline, subject to Policy 7.6.2. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). The Proposed Project and Alternative 1 trail 
alignments would provide a 7.5-mile multi-use trail along the coastal bluffs of the North Coast of Santa Cruz 
County. Safety provisions have been built into the Project to protect bicyclists utilizing the path that include a 
safety program to protect recreators from local pesticide use, fencing, and the provision of a Trail Manager, as 
further detailed in Section 2.0, Project Description, and Section 3.1, Agricultural Resources. The trail 
alignments would also provide access along the North Coast that is separated from vehicle use; currently this 
area is limited to bicycle use of Highway 1 to traverse the corridor. Finally, both trail alignments would 
connect to existing paved bicycle trails located within Wilder Ranch, that then further connect to the greater 
bicycle trail network throughout the city of Santa Cruz, and greater County. Therefore, implementation of the 
Proposed Project and Alternative 1 would be consistent. 

7.7.6 Hiking and Biking Trail Network. Subject to Policy 7.6.2, establish 
a system of hiking and bicycle trails and bridges which provides access 
to and connects the various parks, recreation areas, beaches, and 
urban areas. Link the County trail system between the state parks and 
provide a lateral trail route along the coast. Design trails to be 
accessible to persons with disabilities where resources can be 
protected. 

Consistent/Consistent. The Proposed Project and Alternative 1 trail alignments would include the addition of 
a 7.5-mile multi-use trail that connects Wilder Ranch State Park, including the Coast Dairies property, trails 
within the California Coastal Trails network along coastal bluffs in the North Area, and provide access to 
beaches throughout the extent of the trail alignments. The trails would be accessible by both pedestrians and 
bicyclists. Furthermore, the trail alignments would connect with existing trails located within Wilder Ranch 
State Park that connect to the greater coastal paved trails within Natural Bridges State Park, along West Cliff 
Drive, and throughout the city of Santa Cruz, and would be designed in accordance with ADA requirements. 
Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 would be consistent. 

7.7.9 Shoreline Access Maps and Charts. Designate a system of 
shoreline access to the coast, both public and private, and the 
appropriate locations for primary and neighborhood public access and 
improvements, subject to Policy.7.6.2. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). The Proposed Project and Alternative 1 trail 
alignments would both provide the addition of a 7.5-mile multi-use trail connecting Wilder Ranch State Park 
to the parking lot at Davenport Beach. The alignments would include the retainment of existing and 
formalization of a total of 15 trail crossings from Highway 1 to the coast, designed in accordance with CPUC 
standards. The RTC would accept responsibility for the maintenance and liability of both the trail alignments 
and crossings to ensure their continued maintenance over time, and signage throughout the trail alignments 
would be included, detailing the extent of the trail and beach access points, as further detailed in Section 2.0. 
Project Description. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 would be 
consistent. 

7.7.10 Protecting Existing Beach Access. Protect existing pedestrian, 
and where appropriate, equestrian and bicycle access, whether 
acquired by grant or through use, as established through judicial 
determination of prescriptive rights, and acquisition through 
appropriate legal proceedings. Protect such beach access through 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). The Proposed Project and Alternative 1 trail 
alignments would include the retainment and/or formalization of a total of 15 trail crossings from Highway 1 
to the coast, designed in accordance with CPUC standards. Informal access crossings would be removed along 
the alignment. The RTC would accept responsibility for the maintenance and liability of the 15 crossings, to 
ensure continued access to local beaches over time throughout this area of the North Coast. Therefore, 
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permit conditions such as easement dedication or continued 
maintenance as an accessway by a private group, subject to Policy 
7.6.2. 

implementation of the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 would be consistent. 

7.7.13. Access Maintenance Responsibility and Liability. Open 
accessways only after a public agency or private association agrees to 
accept responsibility for maintenance and liability of the accessway, 
including regular garbage collection and recycling at the trailhead, 
along the trail, and at the beach destination. Notwithstanding the 
foregoing, it is the policy of Santa Cruz County to accept offers to 
dedicate coastal access, to complete, open and maintain or assist 
other public agencies or private non-profit groups to complete, open, 
and maintain coastal accessways between the first public road and the 
shoreline as soon as it is feasible. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). The Proposed Project and Alternative 1 trail 
alignments would include the retainment and/or formalization of a total of 15 formal trail crossings from 
Highway 1 to the coast, designed in accordance with CPUC standards. The RTC would accept responsibility for 
the maintenance and liability of the crossings that would include regular trash and recycling collection at the 
crossings, along the trail alignments, and at the beaches, in all areas where trash and recycling receptacles are 
placed through Project implementation. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 
would be consistent. 

7.7.14 Prime Public Access Points. Primary public access points shall be 
developed only when they can provide automobile parking or an 
acceptable alternative, and when all environmental impacts and use 
conflicts can be satisfactorily mitigated, subject to policy 7.6.2. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). Primary Public Access Points along the Proposed 
Project and Alternative 1 trail alignments include Davenport Beach, Panther/Yellowbank Beach and Bonny 
Doon Beaches. Access from Highway 1 to the coast would be enhanced in accordance with CPUC 
requirements as part of the Project, providing more formal pedestrian and bicycle access to local beaches, 
and additional parking would be provided at these beaches, as further detailed in Section 2.0, Project 
Description. Environmental impacts have been analyzed and mitigated, to the greatest extent possible, across 
a full range of resource topics though the completion of the North Coast Rail Trail Project EI Project 
Description. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 would be consistent. 

7.7.15 Areas Designated for Primary Public Access. The following are 
designated as primary public access, subject to policy 7.6.2: 
North Coast 
…Davenport Beach, Panther Beach, Bonny Doon Beach….  

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). Primary Public Access Points along the Proposed 
Project and Alternative 1 trail alignments include Davenport Beach, Panther/Yellowbank Beach and Bonny 
Doon Beach. Access from Highway 1 to the coast would be enhanced in accordance with CPUC requirements 
as part of the implementation of either trail alignment, providing more formal pedestrian and bicycle access 
to local beaches. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 would be consistent. 

7.7.16 Improvements at Primary Access Points. Provide, encourage 
provision of, and/or require as a condition of new development 
approval, subject to policy 7.6.2, the following improvements at 
primary destinations: path improvements and maintenance; recycling, 
garbage collection; automobile parking, or in an impacted 
neighborhood, an acceptable alternative such as beach shuttle; bicycle 
parking; transit service; access provisions for disabled if feasible; 
restrooms; law enforcement; scenic overlooks if appropriate; safety 
signs if needed, and identification signs. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). The Proposed Project and Alternative 1 trail 
alignments would be located along 7.5-miles of the North Coast of Santa Cruz County, and would provide a 
continuous trail, that is separated from vehicular traffic, through this stretch of the North Coast, providing 
access to the Primary Access Points of Davenport Beach, Panther Beach and Bonny Doon Beach, as further 
detailed in Section 2.0, Project Description. The selected trail alignment would be maintained overtime by the 
RTC, and garbage and recycling receptacles would be located throughout the trail alignment, and at beach 
coastal crossings. Enhanced parking would also be provided at Davenport, Panther/Yellowbank and Bonny 
Doon beaches. Benches would be provided along the trail, and scenic overlooks would be preserved and 
enhanced for public enjoyment. Finally, a Trail Manager would provide ongoing surveillance of the trail and 
ensure that the trail remains maintained and free of hazards to the public. Therefore, implementation of the 
Proposed Project and Alternative 1 would be consistent.  
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Santa Cruz County General Plan Policy Consistency Discussion (Proposed Project/Alternative 1) 

7.7.27 Accessways and Agricultural Areas. Minimize the number of 
accessways through and adjacent to agricultural areas. Delineate the 
accessways adjacent to agricultural areas, so it is clear where the 
public is allowed. As needed, use such methods as low barriers, fences, 
thorny hedges and paving. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). The Proposed Project and Alternative 1 trail 
alignments would be located adjacent to agricultural land uses, particularly throughout the southern portion 
of the trail alignments. Natural barriers would separate the trail from nearby agricultural land uses in some 
areas. In areas where natural barriers do not occur, fencing would be installed along the extent of the trail 
alignment to provide separation of the trail from agricultural land uses. CPUC-approved crossings from 
Highway 1 to the coast would also be retained and/or formalized, and coastal access clearly marked, to 
provide clearly delineated accessways for the public to access the coast throughout the agricultural areas of 
the trail alignments. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 would be 
consistent. 

7.7.28 Separating Agricultural Fields and Accessways. Require 
separation of agricultural fields and identified accessways by as much 
distance as practicable and further providing buffer zones, elevation 
separations, fencing, landscaping with natural vegetation where 
practicable. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). The Proposed Project and Alternative 1 trail 
alignments would be located adjacent to agricultural land uses, particularly throughout the southern portion 
of the trail alignments. Natural barriers would separate the trail from nearby agricultural land uses in many 
areas. In areas where natural barriers do not occur, fencing would be installed along the extent of the trail 
alignment to provide separation of the trail from agricultural land uses. The Proposed Project and Alternative 
1 also included measures to minimize risks to recreators utilizing the trail during times when pesticide 
application is occurring. Signage that includes warnings about the pesticides being applied, times of 
application, and temporary limits on trail use would be installed, as necessary, to protect recreators from risks 
associated with pesticides, as further detailed in Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources. CPUC-approved crossings 
from Highway 1 to the coast would also be retained and/or formalized, and coastal access clearly marked, to 
provide clearly delineated accessways for the public to access the coast throughout the agricultural areas of 
the trail alignments. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 would be 
consistent. 

7.7.29 Separating Access Users From Toxic Spraying. Require 
separation of access users from aerial and highly toxic spraying, and 
post the hazard of aerial and highly toxic spraying. Consider, where 
appropriate, provision of a gate at the road and a sign on the gate for 
pesticide spray warnings. 

Consistent/Consistent (Proposed Project/Alternative 1). The Proposed Project and Alternative 1 trail 
alignments would be located adjacent to agricultural land uses on which pesticide spraying is undertaken. The 
Project has included measures to minimize risks to recreators utilizing the trail during times when pesticide 
application is occurring, that include signage that includes warnings about the pesticides being applied, times 
of application, and temporary limits on trail uses throughout these times, as further detailed in Section 3.2, 
Agricultural Resources. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 would be 
consistent. 
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3.11 Noise 
This section describes the existing noise conditions and the regulatory framework applicable to 
noise, and identifies potential noise impacts resulting from Project construction and operation. 
Table 3.11-1 summarizes identified Proposed Project and Alternative 1 impacts related to noise. 

Table 3.11-1 Summary of Project Impacts Related to Noisea 

Impact 
Significance 
Before Mitigation Mitigation 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

N-1. Operation of the Project would not expose 
persons to or generate excessive noise levels. 

Less than Significant None required Less than 
Significant 

N-2. The Project would not expose persons to or 
generate excessive ground-borne vibration or 
ground-borne noise levels.  

Potentially Significant 
(Proposed Project) 
Less than Significant 
(Alternative 1) 

N-2(a), N-2(b) 
(Proposed Project) 
None Required 
(Alternative 1) 

Less than 
Significant 

N-3. The Project would not result in a 
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels 

Less than Significant None required Less than 
Significant 

N-4. Construction may result in a substantial 
temporary increase in noise levels 

Potentially Significant N-2(b), N-4 Less than 
Significant 

a The impacts and mitigation apply to both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 unless otherwise noted. 

3.11.1 Existing Conditions 

Overview of Noise 
Sound is described technically in terms of the loudness (amplitude) of the level and frequency 
(pitch) of the sound. The standard unit of measurement of the loudness of sound is the decibel (dB). 
Since the human ear is not equally sensitive to sound at all frequencies, a special frequency-
dependent rating scale has been devised to relate noise to human sensitivity. The A-weighted 
decibel scale (dBA) performs this compensation by discriminating against frequencies in a manner 
approximating the sensitivity of the human ear (RTC 2013). 

Decibels are based on the logarithmic scale. In terms of human response to noise, a sound 10 dBA 
higher than another is judged to be twice as loud; a sound 20 dBA higher is four times as loud, and 
so forth. Everyday sounds normally range from 30 dB (very quiet) to 100 dB (very loud). In general, a 
3 dB change in noise levels is noticeable, while 1-2 dB changes are generally not perceived. A 5 dBA 
increase is readily noticeable, while a difference of 10 dBA would be perceived as a doubling of 
loudness. Noise levels typically attenuate at a rate of 6 dBA per doubling of distance from point 
sources such as industrial machinery. Noise from lightly traveled roads typically attenuates at a rate 
of about 4.5 dBA per doubling of distance. Noise from heavily traveled roads typically attenuates at 
about 3 dBA per doubling of distance (RTC 2013). 

In addition to the actual instantaneous measurement of sound levels, the duration of sound is 
important since sounds that occur over a long period are more likely to be an annoyance or cause 
direct physical damage or environmental stress. Several rating scales have been developed to 
account for the known effects of noise on people. Based on these effects, the observation has been 
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made that the potential for noise to impact people depends on the total acoustical energy content 
of the noise. A number of noise scales have been developed to account for this factor. These scales 
include the Equivalent Noise Level (Leq), the Day Night Noise Level (Ldn) and the Community Noise 
Equivalent Level (CNEL) (RTC 2013).  

Leq is the sound level corresponding to a steady-state sound level containing the same total energy 
as a time-varying signal over a given sample period. Leq is the “energy” average noise level during 
the time period of the sample. Leq can be measured for any time period, but is typically measured 
for 15 minutes, 1 hour, or 24 hours. 

Ldn is a 24-hour, time-weighted average noise level. Time-weighted refers to the fact that noise 
which occurs during certain sensitive time periods is penalized for occurring at these times. In the 
Ldn scale, those events that take place during the night (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) are penalized by 10 dBA. 
This penalty was selected to attempt to account for increased human sensitivity to noise during the 
quieter period of day, where sleep is the most probable activity. 

CNEL is similar to the Ldn scale except that it includes an additional 5 dBA penalty for events that 
occur during the evening (7 p.m. to 10 p.m.) time period. Thus, both the Ldn and CNEL noise 
measurements represent a 24-hour average of A-weighted noise levels with Ldn providing a 
nighttime adjustment and CNEL providing both an evening and nighttime adjustment.  

Overview of Vibration 
Vibration is defined as dynamic excitation of an elastic system, such as the ground or a structure, 
that results in oscillatory movement of the system (Caltrans 2013). Typical manmade causes of earth 
borne vibration include trains and construction activities such as blasting, pile-driving, and operation 
of heavy earth-moving equipment (Federal Transit Administration [FTA] 2006). The resulting waves 
transmitted through solid material are referred to as structure-borne or ground-borne vibration. 
Vibration energy spreads out as it travels through the ground, causing the vibration amplitude to 
decrease with distance away from the source. Because the effects of vibration elicit a greater 
response than the vibration itself, vibration is typically only perceptible to people inside buildings 
(FTA 2006).  

Vibration levels are typically expressed in terms of the peak particle velocity (PPV) and root mean 
square (rms) amplitude, both in inches per second (in/sec). PPV is most appropriate for evaluating 
building damage potential. Caltrans estimates that continuous vibration levels of less than 0.08 PPV 
and single-event vibration levels of less than 0.12 PPV do not result in damage to even the most 
fragile historic buildings (Caltrans 2013). PPV but does not account for human response to vibration. 
The rms amplitude is used to represent average vibration amplitude, which accounts for the time it 
takes for the human body to respond to vibration signals. The rms amplitude is also given in decibel 
notation, referenced as vibration decibels (VdB), which serves to compress the range of numbers 
required to describe vibration relative to human response (FTA 2006). The general human response 
to different levels of ground-borne vibration velocity levels is described in Table 3.11-2.  

The rumbling sound caused by the vibration of room surfaces is called ground-borne noise. Ground-
borne noise is often perceived as louder than community noise sources (broadband noise) at the 
same noise level. This is accounted for by setting the limits for ground-borne noise lower than those 
set for broadband noise. The relationship between ground-borne vibration and ground-borne noise 
depends on the frequency content of the vibration and the acoustical absorption of the receiving 
room. If the vibration spectrum peaks at 30 Hz, the A-weighted sound level will be approximately 40 
dBA lower than the velocity level. Correspondingly, if the vibration spectrum peaks at 60 Hz, the A-
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weighted sound level will be about 25 dBA lower than the velocity level (FTA 2006). The same 
human reaction corresponds to a given vibration velocity level and it’s resulting noise level; 
therefore, for simplicity, this analysis refers only to a source’s vibration velocity level (VdB) to 
describe potential human response to ground-borne vibration and noise. 

Table 3.11-2 Human Response to Ground-borne Vibration 
Vibration 
Velocity Level 

Noise 
Levela Human Reaction 

65 VdB 40 dBA Approximate threshold of perception for many people. Mid-frequency sound may disturb 
sleep. 

75 VdB 50 dBA Approximate dividing line between barely perceptible and distinctly perceptible. Many 
people find that transportation-related vibration at this level is annoying. Mid-frequency 
noise disturbs sleep and considered annoying in more quiet areas. 

85 VdB 60 dBA Vibration acceptable only if there are an infrequent number of events per day. Low 
frequency noise disturbs sleep and mid-frequency noise can be annoying to daytime noise 
sensitive land uses such as schools. 

aApproximate noise level when vibration spectrum peak is near 60 Hz. 
Source: FTA 2006 

Sensitive Receptors 
Noise level allowances for various types of land uses reflect the varying noise sensitivities associated 
with those uses. In general, noise-sensitive land uses (called “sensitive receptors”) are any 
residence, hospital, school, hotel, library, office, or similar facility where quiet is an important 
attribute of the environment. Such uses have more stringent noise level allowances than most 
commercial or agricultural uses that are not subject to impacts such as sleep disturbance.  

Passive parks are generally considered noise-sensitive because they typically involve activities that 
would be sensitive to noise, such as reading or conversation. On the other hand, parks used for 
active recreation purposes, such as a multi-use trail or public beaches, are generally not considered 
noise-sensitive as they usually involve sport activities or other active recreational pursuits. The 
County of Santa Cruz does not designate an active recreational trail as noise-sensitive. 

The Project would extend through undeveloped open space and agricultural land, with some rural 
residences along the Project corridor. The unincorporated community of Davenport, with a 
population of approximately 400, is at the proposed northern terminus. The nearest noise sensitive 
receptor to the Project alignment in this community is Davenport Roadhouse Restaurant and Inn, 
which is sensitive because it a place where people regularly sleep. Davenport Roadhouse is located 
on Davenport Avenue, approximately 240 feet northeast of the Proposed Project alignment, 220 
feet northeast of the Alternative 1 alignment, and 160 feet northeast of the Davenport Beach 
parking lot (Refer to Sheet 1 of Appendix A.PP and Appendix A.2). Highway 1 extends between the 
Davenport Roadhouse and the Project features. 

As described in Section 3.3.1, Existing Conditions (Sensitive Receptors), scattered rural residences 
are located along the Project corridor, including the farm building complexes identified by location 
along the Project corridor, from north to south below. The distances are estimated based on aerial 
images from the building closest to the Project that could be a residence (Appendix A). Points of 
geographic reference (e.g., Panther/Yellowbank Beach) have been provided for reference, in 
addition to the specific graphic in Appendix A. 
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 Farm building complex located north of Panther/Yellowbank Beach, on the east side of Highway 
1: approximately 245 feet from the Proposed Project alignment, and approximately 170 feet 
from the Alternative 1 alignment (refer Sheet 3 of Appendix A.PP and Appendix A.1). 

 Farm building complex located south of Panther/Yellowbank Beach: approximately 60 feet from 
the Proposed Project alignment, and approximately 75 feet from the Alternative 1 alignment 
(Refer to Sheet 4 of Appendix A.PP and Appendix A.1) 

 Farm building complexes along Coast Road: as close as approximately 30 feet from the Proposed 
Project alignment, and approximately 50 feet from the Alternative 1 alignment (Refer to Sheet 5 
of Appendix A.PP and Appendix A.1) 

 Farm building complexes near Old Dairy Gulch, north of Wilder Ranch: approximately 40 to 100 
feet from the Proposed Project alignment, and approximately 60 to 80 feet from the Alternative 
1 alignment (Refer to Sheet 10 of Appendix A.PP and Appendix A.1) 

Existing Noise Levels 
The ambient noise environment along the Project corridor is defined by agricultural operations and 
vehicular traffic, primarily on Highway 1, which runs adjacent to the corridor. The Project corridor 
also includes an existing, but inactive railroad line. Existing noise exposure from these sources is 
described below.  

Agricultural Operations 
As noted in Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources, the Project corridor is adjacent to agricultural land 
for approximately 4.7 miles or approximately 62.7 percent of the Project corridor. Some of the more 
common noise sources associated with farming operations include tractors, harvesting equipment, 
spray equipment, aerial crop-dusters, and stationary power sources, including internal combustion 
pump engines. Maximum noise levels generated by farm-related tractors typically range from 77 to 
85 dB at a distance of 50 feet from the tractor, depending on the horsepower of the tractor and the 
operating conditions (RTC 2013).  

Due to the seasonal nature of the agricultural industry, there are often extended periods when no 
noise is generated on properties that are actively being farmed, followed by short periods of 
intensive mechanical equipment use and corresponding noise generation. Due to this high degree of 
variability of agricultural activities, it is not feasible to reliably quantify the noise generation of 
agricultural uses in terms of the daily or hourly noise standards commonly utilized to assess impacts 
of other noise sources. However, these uses may generate short-term periods of elevated noise 
during all hours of the day and night. 

Agricultural uses in Santa Cruz County are protected by the County’s Municipal Code (Chapter 16.50, 
Agricultural Land Preservation and Protection Ordinance). The Ordinance is intended to support and 
encourage continued agricultural operations in the county and to forewarn prospective purchasers 
and residents of property adjacent to agricultural operations of the sounds, odors, dust and 
hazardous chemicals that accompany agricultural operations. The ordinance states, “no agricultural 
activity, operation, or facility or appurtenances thereof shall be or become a nuisance, public or 
private, if it has been conducted and maintained for commercial purposes, and in a manner 
consistent with proper and accepted customs and standards as established and followed by similar 
agricultural operations, and in a manner consistent with all applicable Federal, State and local laws, 
regulations, permits and approvals, and the conditions thereof, after it has been in operation for 
more than three years if it was not a nuisance when it began” [§ 16.50.010(C)]. Therefore, normal 
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and usual agricultural operations creating elevated sound levels are not normally considered a 
nuisance. Refer to Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources, for more information about existing 
agricultural operations adjacent to the corridor.  

Roadway Noise 
Highway 1 is the most substantial source of roadway noise along the Project corridor. Highway noise 
is related to such factors as vehicle speed, traffic volume, degree of exhaust muffling, roadway 
condition, and composition of roadway traffic. As discussed in greater detail in Section 3.11.3, 
Methodology and Significance Thresholds, levels of highway noise are estimated to range from 66 to 
69 dBA CNEL at a distance of 50 feet from Highway 1 in the Project vicinity.  

Railroad Operations 
The 7.5-mile-long Project corridor primarily aligns with the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line, which 
parallels Highway 1 in the North Coast area and extends almost 32 miles from Davenport in Santa 
Cruz County to Pajaro in Monterey County. As described in Section 3.4.1, Existing Conditions 
(History), the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line in the North Coast area has not been in regular operation 
since the Davenport Cement Plant closed in 2010 and thus generates no railroad operational noise. 

3.11.2 Regulatory Setting 

Federal 

Federal Transit Administration Vibration Guidelines 
Although the FTA standards are intended for federally funded mass transit projects, the impact 
assessment procedures and criteria included in the Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment 
Manual (FTA 2006) are routinely used for projects proposed by local jurisdictions. The manual 
includes guideline criteria for assessing the impacts of ground-borne vibration, presented in Table 
3.11-3.  

Table 3.11-3 FTA Ground-borne Vibration Impact Criteria 

Land Use Category 

Impact Levels (Vdb) 

Frequent Eventsa Occasional Eventsb Infrequent Eventsc 

Category 1: Buildings where vibration would 
interfere with interior operations 

65 65 65 

Category 2: Residences and buildings where people 
normally sleep 

72 75 80 

Category 3: Institutional land uses with primarily 
daytime uses 

75 78 83 

Note: Vibration levels are measured in or near the vibration-sensitive use. 
a “Frequent Events” is defined as more than 70 vibration events of the same source per day. 
b “Occasional Events” is defined as between 30 and 70 vibration events of the same source per day. 
c “Infrequent Events” is defined as fewer than 30 vibration events of the same source per day. 

Source: FTA 2006 
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State 
As required by Section 65302 of the Government Code of California, desirable noise levels are stated 
in the Noise Element of General Plans prepared by counties and cities. Division 28 of the California 
Health and Safety Code requires that the State Office of Noise Control in the Department of Health 
Services develops model elements and model noise ordinances to guide local jurisdictions in 
developing noise standards. The objective of noise standards is to provide the community with a 
means of judging the noise environment that it deems to be generally acceptable. The state has also 
adopted guidelines for land use compatibility and community noise environment in the State of 
California General Plan Guidelines, published by the State Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research (OPR 2017). Noise levels up to 60 dBA CNEL are considered normally acceptable for low-
density residential land use, and noise levels up to 70 dBA CNEL are conditionally acceptable with 
incorporation of noise insulation features. Noise levels up to 70 dBA CNEL are normally acceptable 
for schools and commercial land use. 

Local 
Section 2.7, Required Permits and Approvals notes that because the Project is being implemented by 
the federal government, local land use authority is preempted such that local policies and 
regulations do not directly apply to the Project. Therefore, the following local requirements do not 
apply to the Project, but are being considered in this EIR because potential inconsistencies with 
these requirements could be indicative of an underlying physical effect. The focus of this analysis 
will be on underlying environmental effects, rather than strict compliance with County regulations. 
In this way, the County’s General Plan and Municipal Code provide a reference for determining 
whether the Project’s impacts would be considered significant and have been incorporated into the 
Significance Thresholds outlined in Section 3.11.3 below. 

Santa Cruz County General Plan and Local Coastal Program 
According to the Santa Cruz County General Plan Public Safety and Noise Element, noise sensitive 
land uses include residential (residences, hotels, and motels), institutional (schools, libraries, 
museums, hospitals, personal care, meeting halls, and churches), and office (office buildings, 
business commercial, and professional). The recommended exterior noise limit for all noise-
sensitive land uses is 60 dB Ldn (or CNEL), and the recommended maximum interior noise level is 45 
dB Ldn (or CNEL). The Public Safety and Noise Element includes goals and policies to regulate noise 
sources. In addition, the Circulation Element of the County’s General Plan and Local Coastal Program 
includes Policy 3.7.2 that regulates noise from rail facilities. The following policies apply to noise in 
the county: 

 Policy 6.9.6. Evaluate vibrations from rail activities for future development within 200 feet of 
the railroad tracks as part of environmental review 

 Policy 6.9.7. Require mitigation of construction noise as a condition of future project approvals 
 Policy 6.10.1. Require environmental review of all proposed transportation projects which may 

increase the average day/night noise levels including any increased or new uses of the Southern 
Pacific Railroad right-of-way 

 Policy 6.10.2. Require the evaluation of mitigation measures for any project that would cause 
significant degradation of the noise environment by: 
(a) Causing the Ldn in existing residential areas to increase by 5 dB or more and remain below 

60 dB 
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(b) Causing the Ldn in existing residential areas to increase by 3 dB or more and, thereby, 
exceed an Ldn of 60 dB 

(c) Causing the Ldn in existing residential areas to increase by 3 dB or more if the Ldn currently 
exceeds 60 dB 

 Policy 3.7.2. Require the design of new development near existing rail lines minimize the impact 
of existing and potential rail system noise and maximize setbacks for new development 

Santa Cruz County Municipal Code 
Chapter 8.30 (Noise) of the Santa Cruz County Municipal Code establishes noise regulations in Santa 
Cruz County. Section 8.30.010 of the County’s Municipal Code states that “offensive noise” shall not 
be permitted between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m. Section 8.30.010 of the County Code 
states that daytime noise that exceeds 75 db at the property line of the property from which the 
sound is broadcast should be considered offensive. The ordinance also states that the necessity of 
the noise should be taken into consideration in determining whether a noise is in violation of the 
code (8.30.010(C)(5)). 

3.11.3 Methodology and Significance Thresholds 

Methodology 
The analysis of noise impacts considers the effects of both temporary construction-related noise 
and long-term noise associated with operation of the proposed trail and trail amenities. For 
construction noise, short-term noise levels are estimated using the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) Roadway Construction Noise Model. The potential for exposure of persons to excessive 
ground-borne vibration from construction is evaluated using reference vibration levels provided in 
the FTA’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual (FTA 2006).  

Operational noise from increased traffic in the Project vicinity is assessed using standard noise 
modeling equations adapted from the FHWA Highway Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108) 
with California Vehicle Noise Emission Levels, data from the North Coast Rail Trail EIR Transportation 
Impact Analysis (TIA) (Kimley-Horn 2018; refer to Appendix K), and data from the California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans 2016). The modeling calculations take into account the 
posted vehicle speed, average daily traffic volume, and the estimated vehicle mix. The noise model 
assumes that roadways would experience a decrease of approximately 3 dBA for every doubling of 
distance from the roadway. Peak hour volumes reported in the traffic analysis were assumed to 
account for ten percent of total daily traffic.  

For the Proposed Project’s design option near Shark Fin Cove, called Shark Fin Cove Options A and B 
(Appendix A.PP, Sheets 1 and 2), the impacts would be the same and thus no distinction between 
the design options is made in the text. Alternative 1 does not include this design option. 

Significance Thresholds 
The introduction in Section 3.0 states that the significance thresholds used in this analysis are based 
on Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, which provides a sample Initial Study checklist that 
includes a number of factual inquiries related to the subject of noise and the other environmental 
topics. Thus, the letters and thresholds presented below correspond with the questions in the 
Appendix G Initial Study checklist. The RTC has used its discretion to modify the checklist by using 
more specific language that better reflects local noise conditions and regulations.  
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For purposes of this EIR, a significant impact would occur if implementation of the Proposed Project 
or Alternative 1 would result in any of the following conditions: 

A. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the 
local general plan or noise ordinance. A significant impact would occur if noise would exceed 
existing ambient noise levels to the extent that noise would be considered offensive under the 
County Noise Ordinance. 

B. Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne 
noise levels. A significant impact would occur if vibration would exceed the Caltrans screening 
level of 0.12 PPV for building damage or the FTA threshold of 85 Vdb for daytime annoyance. 

C. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels 
existing without the Project. With regard to noise-sensitive uses, the County of Santa Cruz 
establishes a threshold for noise compatibility of 60 dB Ldn (or CNEL) for all noise-sensitive land 
uses (including residential, institutional, and office uses). In accordance with General Plan Policy 
6.10.2, a substantial permanent increase in noise levels would occur if the Project would: 
 Cause the Ldn in existing residential areas to increase by 5 dB or more and remain below 60 

dB 
 Cause the Ldn in existing residential areas to increase by 3 dB or more and, thereby, exceed 

an Ldn of 60 dB 
 Cause the Ldn in existing residential areas to increase by 3 dB or more if the Ldn currently 

exceeds 60 dB 

D. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above 
levels allowed under the County Noise Ordinance. A temporary noise increase would be 
considered substantial if it would be considered offensive under the County Noise Ordinance 
(75 dBA).1  

Although the Project would be exempt from local regulation, the County Noise Ordinance and 
General Plan are being considered in this analysis because the levels in these local regulations have 
been established to determine the noise levels considered acceptable to the community. 

The Appendix G Initial Study checklist also includes questions that are not applicable to the Project, 
including being located in an airport land use plan area or within 2 miles of a public or private 
airport. Neither the Proposed Project nor Alternative 1 would be located in an airport land use plan 
area or within 2 miles of a public or private airport. Therefore, the following checklist items are 
excluded from the list above and the analysis below. Additional discussion can be found in Section 
3.17, Effects Found to be Less than Significant. 

E. For a project located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public airport, 
expose people to excessive noise levels 

F. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, expose people to excessive noise levels 

                                                      
1 Although the Project would be exempt from this local regulation, potential inconsistencies with these requirements could be indicative 
of an underlying physical effect, and the ordinance provides a reference for determining whether an environmental impact would occur.  
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3.11.4 Project Impact Analysis 

Threshold A: Expose persons to or generate noise levels in excess of standards established in the 
local general plan or noise ordinance 

Impact N-1 OPERATION OF THE PROJECT WOULD NOT EXPOSE PERSONS TO OR GENERATE EXCESSIVE 
NOISE LEVELS. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
This section addresses the potential for operation of the trail and parking lots to generate new 
sources or noise. The permanent increase in noise levels that would occur as a result of increased 
traffic on roadways is addressed under Threshold C, and temporary increase in noise levels that 
would occur from Proposed Project construction is addressed under Threshold D.  

As stated above in Section 3.11.1, Existing Conditions, active recreation trails are not considered 
noise-sensitive land uses by the County of Santa Cruz. Ambient noise on the trail from roadway 
noise and agricultural operations would not substantially interfere with active use of the trail. As 
such, no significant noise incompatibility would occur with use of the Proposed Project alignment 
for trail use. Therefore, the following analysis focuses on the impacts of the Proposed Project on the 
surrounding environment, and impacts of the environment on the Proposed Project are not further 
addressed. Further, public agencies subject to CEQA are not required to analyze whether existing 
environmental conditions may impact a project’s future users (California Building Industry 
Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369, 377-378 (“CBIA I”)). 

Operational noise along the proposed trail alignment would be minimal and may include the sound 
of trail users talking, and maintenance workers collecting garbage or maintaining Proposed Project 
features. Noise is not expected from dogs or horses because they would be prohibited from trail 
use, as described in Section 2.5, Operations and Maintenance. The new noise sources would be 
intermittent, but would contribute incrementally to the ambient noise levels in the Proposed 
Project vicinity. The existing noise environment in the vicinity includes agricultural operations and 
roadway noise from Highway 1, as discussed in Section 3.11.1, Existing Conditions. Noise from 
pedestrians and bicyclists would be intermittent and incremental and typically limited to normal 
conversation. Normal conversation typically results in a noise level of 65 dBA at 3 feet. The nearest 
off-site receptor to the Proposed Project is a farm building complex located southwest of Coast 
Road. At this distance, conversation levels would attenuate to approximately 45 dBA and would not 
be noticeable above existing conditions.  

Regular maintenance activities would include occasional repairs, litter removal, tree and shrub 
trimming, and debris (e.g., dirt or sand) removal that would potentially involve the use of power 
equipment. It is currently unknown what type of equipment would be required for occasional 
repairs. A leaf blower or similar equipment is anticipated to be used to clear debris from the trail, 
such as sand, dirt, and leaves. Therefore, a typical leaf blower is assumed to represent conditions 
from operation of equipment for routine maintenance. Newer leaf blowers typically generate noise 
levels of 65 dBA or below at 50 feet from the equipment. However, older leaf blowers generate an 
average noise level of 78 dBA at 50 feet (Long Beach 2017). This noise level is similar to smaller 
pieces of construction equipment (see Impact N-4 below) and is assumed to be a worst-case noise 
level for maintenance and operation activities. As such, noise from maintenance equipment would 
be audible at nearby receptors. However, maintenance would be occasional, limited in duration, 
and would be similar to existing noise levels generated by agricultural equipment in the area. As 
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such, maintenance of the trail would not be expected to generate a noticeable increase in ambient 
noise levels compared to existing conditions. 

Parking lots have the potential to generate nuisance noise such as car alarms or loud car stereos. 
The Proposed Project would include improvements to three existing parking lots along the trail at 
Davenport Beach, Bonny Doon Beach, and Panther/Yellowbank Beach. However, as these parking 
lots are currently in use, operation of the parking lots following the proposed improvements would 
be similar to existing conditions.  

A peak net increase of 300 vehicle trips daily is anticipated for the trail, which would be dispersed 
over the course of the day and across all four parking lots that would serve the Proposed Project 
(including the three that would be improved, and the existing lot at Wilder Ranch) (Kimley-Horn 
2018). A substantial increase in parking lot noise would not be expected to occur. 

Parking lot improvements to the Davenport Beach and Panther/Yellowbank Beach parking lots 
would include construction of new restroom facilities. Similar to the trail and parking lots, noise 
from the new restroom facilities would consist of intermittent noise from human activity such as 
conversation. In addition, the restrooms at Davenport Beach may include flush toilets that would be 
a source of intermittent noise. The toilets at Panther/Yellowbank Beach would be waterless vault 
toilets that would not generate flushing noise. Additionally, restrooms would not include sinks and, 
therefore, would not require hand dryers. As these parking lots are currently a source of 
intermittent noise, the addition of restroom noise would not substantially increase ambient noise 
levels in the vicinity of the parking lots. Additionally, the restroom facilities would not be located 
close to a sensitive receptor. The nearest receptors to the Davenport Beach parking lot would be 
commercial uses located approximately 200 feet north of the lot, across Highway 1. The nearest 
receptors to the Panther/Yellowbank Beach restrooms would be a farm building complex located 
approximately 600 feet southeast of the existing parking lot. Noise would not be expected to 
audibly increase compared to existing conditions. 

This impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant because the Project would not 
generate noise levels that would be substantially different than existing conditions. No mitigation is 
required. 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
Alternative 1 would locate the proposed trail on top of the existing rail line, rather than on the 
coastal side of the rail line. Beyond this change, Alternative 1 would be substantially similar to the 
Proposed Project and would generate the same number of trail users. As such, operational noise 
resulting from Alternative 1 would be same as for the Proposed Project. The same receptor that is 
closest to the Proposed Project is the closest receptor to Alternative 1 (farm complex southwest of 
Coast Road), located approximately 50 feet from Alternative 1, compared to 30 feet under the 
Proposed Project. Therefore, exposure to operational noise would be slightly reduced compared to 
the Proposed Project. 

As with the Proposed Project, this impact of Alternative 1 would be less than significant. No 
mitigation is required.  
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Threshold B: Expose persons to or generate excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne 
noise levels 

Impact N-2 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT EXPOSE PERSONS TO OR GENERATE EXCESSIVE GROUND-
BORNE VIBRATION OR GROUND-BORNE NOISE LEVELS. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH 
MITIGATION; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
Ground-borne vibration and noise would be limited to the construction phase. The PPV metric is 
most appropriate for evaluating building damage potential associated with vibration. Typical 
vibration levels for available construction equipment required for the Proposed Project are provided 
in Table 3.11-4. Caltrans estimates that vibration levels less than 0.12 PPV do not result in damage 
to even the most fragile historic buildings (Caltrans 2013). The nearest sensitive receptors are 
approximately 30 feet from the Proposed Project alignment, and as shown in Table 3.11-4, the 
highest level of construction-related vibration at this distance would be 0.16 PPV, during operation 
of the vibratory roller. Additionally, there are no vibration sensitive receptors located in the Project 
area, such as research, manufacturing, hospitals, or university research operations, where vibration 
would interfere with the operation of equipment.  

Vibration decibels (VdB) are most appropriate to describe vibration relative to human response and 
are used here to describe human response to ground-born vibration and its corresponding ground-
borne noise level (FTA 2006). As shown in Table 3.11-4, vibration levels would naturally reduce to 
below 85 Vdb more than 50 feet from the construction area, which is the level that may be 
annoying to daytime noise sensitive land uses. Two sensitive receptors would be within 50 feet of 
the Proposed Project alignment (one farm complex located south of the Proposed Project on Coast 
Road and one farm complex located west of Old Dairy Gulch). The impact would only occur during 
operation of vibratory equipment, such as a vibratory roller. Rollers would be used during asphalt 
construction (approximately 18 days) and unpaved shoulder construction (approximately 18 days). 
Additionally, as discussed in greater detail under Impact AIR-4 in Section 3.3, Air Quality, due to the 
linear nature of the Proposed Project, construction activities would only be within 50 feet of the two 
nearest sensitive receptors for approximately one day.  

Table 3.11-4 Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment 
Construction 
Equipment 

Approximate PPV/VdB  
at 25 feet 

Approximate PPV/VdB  
at 30 feet1 

Approximate PPV/VdB  
at 50 feeta 

Large Bulldozer 0.089/87 0.068/85 0.031/78 

Loaded Trucks 0.076/86 0.058/84 0.027/77 

Small Bulldozer 0.003/58 0.002/56 0.001/45 

Vibratory Roller 0.210/94 0.16/92 0.074/85 

a Based on the formula VdB = VdB(25 feet) – 30log(d/25) provided by the FTA (2006) 

Source: FTA 2006 
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Although vibration-causing construction activities would be limited, if they occurred at nighttime, 
vibration levels at the two nearest sensitive receptors could disturb sleep. Although nighttime 
construction is not anticipated, if it were to occur, vibration levels would potentially disturb sleep, 
thereby exposing these receptors to excessive ground-borne vibration. 

Impacts of the Proposed Project related to ground-borne vibration during construction would be 
less than significant with mitigation. Implementation of Mitigation Measures N-2(a) and N-2(b) 
would reduce impacts by minimizing the potential nuisance of vibration by allowing surrounding 
uses time to prepare, and by limiting construction to daytime hours. 

Mitigation Measure N-2(a): Provide Notification of Construction Vibration 
(Proposed Project Only) 
The construction contractor shall provide written notification at least three weeks prior to the start 
of any construction activities involving use of vibratory equipment (e.g., asphalt construction and 
unpaved should construction) to all residential units located within 50 feet of the construction area 
that will produce the vibration. The notice shall inform residents of the estimated start date and 
duration of daytime vibration-generating construction activities.  

Mitigation Measure N-2(b): Limit Construction to Daytime Hours2  
The construction contractor shall limit construction activities within 150 feet of a sensitive receptor 
(e.g., residence) to between the hours of 8:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. on weekdays and 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 
p.m. on Saturday or Sunday. 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
The potential ground-borne vibration impacts from construction of Alternative 1 would be reduced 
compared to the Proposed Project. The same construction equipment would be required for 
Alternative 1, and vibration levels would be the same. However, as the trail would be located on top 
of the existing rail line, the Alternative 1 alignment would be farther from existing sensitive 
receptors. Whereas the nearest sensitive receptor to the Proposed Project is approximately 30 feet 
from the alignment, the nearest sensitive receptor to Alternative 1 is approximately 50 feet from 
the alignment. Construction vibration levels would be below nuisance levels at a distance of 50 feet 
from the nearest construction equipment. Therefore, due to the increased distance from sensitive 
receptors, construction-generated vibration impacts would be reduced when compared to the 
Proposed Project, and mitigation would not be required.  

In contrast to the Proposed Project, this impact would be less than significant for Alternative 1. No 
mitigation is required.  

                                                      
2 This mitigation measure is a refinement of Mitigation Measure N-1(a) (Construction Hours) from the MBSST Master Plan EIR (RTC 2013). 
The original measure has been revised to consider Project-specific details, the specific locations of nearby sensitive receptors, and specific 
local noise concerns and regulation (County of Santa Cruz Noise Ordinance). 
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Threshold C: Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the Project 
vicinity above levels existing without the Project 

Impact N-3 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT RESULT IN A SUBSTANTIAL PERMANENT INCREASE IN AMBIENT 
NOISE LEVELS. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
The Proposed Project would generate local traffic by encouraging pedestrians, bicyclists, and other 
trail users to visit the trail (i.e., drive and park). The Proposed Project would generate an estimated 
net increase of 300 average daily vehicle trips (ADT) (Kimley-Horn 2018). The potential for the 
Proposed Project to permanently increase traffic noise is addressed under the following scenarios: 
Existing plus Project, Year 2035 plus Project, and Year 2040 plus Project. Traffic volumes for each 
scenario with and without the Proposed Project are provided in the Transportation Impact Analysis 
(Kimley-Horn 2018, Appendix K). Noise levels are estimated at locations 50 feet from the roadway 
centerline. Noise levels at distances further than 50 feet would be lower due to attenuation 
provided by increased distance from the noise source. Generally, noise from heavily traveled 
roadways would experience a decrease of approximately 3 dBA for every doubling of distance from 
the roadway (Caltrans 2013).  

Existing Plus Project Scenario 
Existing and Existing plus Project traffic noise levels are provided in Table 3.11-5, which shows that 
Project-generated traffic would not result in an increase in noise levels in the Existing plus Project 
scenario. Therefore, a significant impact would not occur. 

Table 3.11-5 Existing Plus Project Traffic Noise Levels 

Roadway Segment Existing 
Existing + 

Project 
Increase in 
Noise Level 

Significant 
Impact? 

Highway 1 South of Davenport Beach Parking Lot 66.0 66.0 0 No 

Bonny Doon North Driveway to Bonny 
Doon South Driveway 

68.2 68.2 0 No 

North of Panther Beach Parking Lot 68.5 68.5 0 No 

Note: Noise levels are calculated at 50 feet from roadway centerline. Noise levels are based upon traffic data provided by Kimley-Horn 
2018. Estimated traffic levels for each roadway are included in Appendix K. Refer to Appendix N for noise data sheets.  

Year 2035 Scenario 
The Year 2035 scenario includes cumulative growth and development in the Proposed Project area 
through Year 2035. Table 3.11-6 provides Year 2035 traffic noise levels, with and without the 
Proposed Project, showing that Proposed Project-related traffic noise would not result in an 
increase in noise levels in the Year 2035 scenario. A significant impact would not occur. 
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Table 3.11-6 Year 2035 Traffic Noise Levels 

Roadway Segment 
2035 Without 

Project 
2035 + 
Project 

Increase in 
Noise Level 

Significant 
Impact? 

Highway 1 South of Davenport Beach Parking Lot 71.0 71.0 0 No 

Bonny Doon North Driveway to Bonny 
Doon South Driveway 

73.5 73.5 0 No 

North of Panther Beach Parking Lot 72.8 72.8 0 No 

Note: Noise levels are calculated at 50 feet from roadway centerline. Noise levels are based upon traffic data provided by Kimley-Horn 
2018. Estimated traffic levels for each roadway are included in Appendix K. See Appendix N for noise data sheets. 

Year 2040 Scenario 
The Year 2040 scenario includes cumulative growth and development in the Project area through 
Year 2040. Table 3.11-7 provides Year 2040 traffic noise levels, with and without the Proposed 
Project, demonstrating that Project-related traffic noise would not result in an increase in noise 
levels in the Year 2040 scenario. A significant impact would not occur. 

Table 3.11-7 Year 2040 Traffic Noise Levels 

Roadway Segment 
2040 Without 

Project 
2040 + 
Project 

Increase in 
Noise Level 

Significant 
Impact? 

Highway 1 South of Davenport Beach Parking Lot 71.2 71.2 0 No 

Bonny Doon North Driveway to Bonny 
Doon South Driveway 73.7 73.7 0 No 

North of Panther Beach Parking Lot 73.0 73.0 0 No 

Note: Noise levels are calculated at 50 feet from roadway centerline. Noise levels are based upon traffic data provided by Kimley-Horn 
2018. Estimated traffic levels for each roadway are included in Appendix K. See Appendix N for noise data sheets. 

The Proposed Project would not result in a permanent increase in traffic noise levels. This impact 
would be less than significant. No mitigation is required. 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
The alignment of Alternative 1 would vary slightly compared to the Proposed Project, but 
Alternative 1 would generate the same number of trail users and would result in the same trip 
generation as the Proposed Project under the Existing plus Project, Year 2035 plus Project, and Year 
2040 Plus Project scenarios (Kimley-Horn 2018). Therefore, refer to the impact discussion above for 
Proposed Project (Coastal Side). Impacts of Alternative 1 would be the same as the Proposed 
Project.  

As with the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 would not result in a permanent increase in traffic noise 
levels. This impact would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.  
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Threshold D: Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the 
Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project 

Impact N-4 CONSTRUCTION MAY RESULT IN A SUBSTANTIAL TEMPORARY INCREASE IN NOISE LEVELS. 
(PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT 
WITH MITIGATION) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
The operation of heavy equipment during construction of the Proposed Project would result in 
temporary increases in noise in the immediate vicinity. Table 3.11-8 provides average noise levels 
associated with heavy equipment that may be required for Proposed Project construction.  

Table 3.11-8 Typical Construction Noise Levels  

Equipment 
Typical Noise Level (dBA) 

30 Feet from Source 
Typical Noise Level (dBA) 

50 Feet from Source 

Backhoe 84 80 

Dump Truck 88 84 

Concrete Mixer 89 85 

Grader 89 85 

Dozer 89 85 

Paver 89 85 

Scraper 89 85 

Source: FHWA 2006 for noise levels at 50 feet. Noise levels at 30 feet assume attenuation rate of 6 dBA for every doubling of distance. 

As described in Section 2.6, Project Construction, construction of the Proposed Project is planned to 
begin in 2021 occur in 2020, and would continue for approximately 12 months to construct the 
entire alignment, including the trail and parking lots. In general, construction activities for the 
Proposed Project would include excavation of material sources, clearing and grubbing, grading, 
placement of crushed aggregate base and paved surface, revegetation, installation of signs, and 
other safety-related features necessary to meet current design practice.  

The grading and excavation phases of construction tend to create the highest noise levels because 
of the operation of the heaviest equipment. Noise levels from the excavation phase of the Proposed 
Project were determined based on typical equipment noise levels determined by the FHWA 
Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM). The construction area for the Project is linear and 
limited in width, which would limit the number of pieces of construction equipment in operation at 
once. The three noisiest pieces of construction equipment (grader, dozer, and compactor) that 
could be required for the Project were assumed to operate simultaneously in the same location, and 
would have the potential to generate noise levels up to 88 dBA at 30 feet from the construction site 
(the distance of the nearest sensitive receptor). Similar equipment would be required throughout 
the 12-month construction duration.  

Noise levels from point sources, such as construction sites, typically attenuate at a rate of about 6 
dBA per doubling of distance (Caltrans 2013). Construction noise levels would have the potential to 
exceed the Santa Cruz County Noise Ordinance standard of 75 dBA for offensive noise up to 
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approximately 150 feet from the construction area. Several receptors would be located within this 
distance: as discussed previously, the receptors closest to construction would be farm complexes 
located south of the Proposed Project alignment on Coast Road and west of Old Dairy Gulch, located 
approximately 30 and 40 feet from the Project corridor; and several other farm complexes located 
north and south of the Project corridor on Coast Road, east of Old Diary Gulch, and one farm 
complex south of Panther/Yellowbank Beach, would be located within 150 feet of construction.  

The Noise Ordinance states that the necessity of the noise should be taken into consideration in 
determining whether a noise is in violation of the code (8.30.010(C)(5)). Permitted construction is 
specifically listed as an example. Although the Project would be exempt from the County Noise 
Ordinance, the regulation is considered in this analysis because the noise levels in the ordinance 
have been established to determine those considered acceptable to the community. Therefore, 
because construction noise would have the potential to exceed the noise level typically considered a 
nuisance in the county, a potentially significant impact would occur. 

This impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant with mitigation. Implementation 
of Mitigation Measure N-2(b), described above, would restrict construction to daytime hours; and 
Mitigation Measures N-4(a), described below, would muffle construction equipment such that noise 
levels at nearby sensitive receptors would not exceed applicable thresholds.  

Mitigation Measure N-2(b): Limit Construction to Daytime Hours 

Mitigation Measure N-4: Implement Noise-Reducing Measures for 
Construction Equipment Used within 150 feet of Residences3 
During construction, the construction contractor shall employ the following noise-reducing 
measures where use of construction equipment occurs within 150 feet of residences (considered a 
sensitive receptor) on Coast Road, east and west of Old Dairy Gulch, and south of 
Panther/Yellowbank Beach): (1) Use acoustical shelters around air compressors, generators, and any 
other stationary construction equipment; (2) properly muffle and maintain all construction 
equipment powered by internal combustion engines; (3) prohibit unnecessary idling of internal 
combustion engines; and (4) whenever feasible, use electrical power to run air compressors and 
similar power tools.  

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
As discussed in Section 2.6, Project Construction, construction activities for Alternative 1 would be 
similar to those for the Proposed Project, and would occur for the same duration of 12 months. 
However, construction of Alternative 1 would likely begin after the year 2028. In addition, 
construction of Alternative 1 would require track removal, but would result in less overall ground 
disturbance and less excavation, fill, and materials import than the Proposed Project. 

Given the similarities in construction techniques, construction-generated noise levels of Alternative 
1 would be similar to those from the Proposed Project. However, due to the location of the trail on 
top of the existing rail line, the Alternative 1 alignment would be farther from existing sensitive 
receptors. Whereas the nearest sensitive receptor to the Proposed Project is approximately 30 feet 

                                                      
3 This mitigation measure is a refinement of Mitigation Measure N-1(b) (Acoustical Shelters) and Mitigation Measure N-1(c) (Construction 
Equipment) from the MBSST Master Plan EIR (RTC 2013). The original measures have been revised to consider Project-specific details, the 
specific locations of nearby sensitive receptors, and specific local noise concerns and regulation (County of Santa Cruz Noise Ordinance).  
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from the alignment, the nearest sensitive receptor to Alternative 1 is approximately 50 feet from 
the alignment.  

The three noisiest pieces of construction equipment (grader, dozer, and compactor) that could be 
required for the Proposed Project would also be required for Alternative 1 during the Road Base 
Construction phase. At 50 feet from construction, the estimated noise level at this nearest receptor 
would be 83.6 dBA, compared to 88 dBA for the Proposed Project. While noise levels would be 
reduced, the same sensitive receptors would be exposed to nuisance noise levels exceeding the 
threshold of 75 dBA. A significant impact would occur.  

As with the Proposed Project, this impact of Alternative 1 would be less than significant with 
mitigation. Mitigation Measures N-2(b) and N-4(a), described above, would restrict construction to 
daytime hours and would muffle construction equipment such that noise levels at nearby sensitive 
receptors would not exceed applicable thresholds. 

Mitigation Measure N-2(b): Limit Construction to Daytime Hours 

Mitigation Measure N-4: Implement Noise-Reducing Measures for 
Construction Equipment Used within 150 feet of Residence 
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3.12 Public Safety and Services 
This section identifies and evaluates impacts related to public safety and services that may arise 
through implementation of the North Coast Rail Trail Project in the northern portion of 
unincorporated Santa Cruz County, along the Highway 1 coastal corridor. The analysis addresses 
existing public safety features and services, in addition to measures that have been included in the 
design of the Project, to ensure that public safety and services are retained or enhanced following 
Project implementation. Public services analyzed in this section include emergency response, fire 
protection, police protection, schools, parks, health care facilities and libraries. Refer to Section 
3.13, Recreation, for an evaluation of other recreation facilities that are not parks. 

Table 3.12-1 Summary of Impacts on Public Safety and Servicesa 

Impact 
Significance 
Before Mitigation Mitigation 

Significance  
After Mitigation 

PUB- 1. The Project would not result in the need for 
additional emergency response or fire protection 
facilities to maintain acceptable service ratios or 
response times.  

Less than 
Significant 

None Required Less than 
Significant 

PUB-2. The Project would not result in the need for 
additional police protection or law enforcement 
facilities to maintain acceptable service ratios or 
response times. 

Less than 
Significant 

None Required Less than 
Significant 

PUB-3. The Project would not result in the need for 
the construction of new or additional park facilities, 
nor the degradation of existing facilities. 

Less than 
Significant 

None Required Less than 
Significant 

PUB-4. The Project would not result in the need for 
the construction of new or additional health service 
facilities. 

Less than 
Significant 

None Required Less than 
Significant 

a The impacts apply to both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 unless otherwise noted after the impact statement. 

3.12.1 Existing Conditions 

Regional and Project Corridor Public Services 
A wide range of state and local government entities provide extensive public services to Santa Cruz 
County residents related to fire and police protection, public health and safety, education, parks, 
and general public resources, including libraries.  

The agencies that provide services throughout the Project corridor are discussed below.  

Emergency Response Services 
Emergency response services are provided under the provisions established through the County 
Emergency Medical Service (EMS) plan that is administered by the County Public Health Department 
under the Santa Cruz County Health Services Agency (SCR911 2017). Public safety services are 
overseen by Santa Cruz Regional 9-1-1 (SCR911), formally the Santa Cruz Consolidated Emergency 
Communications Center, a Joint Powers Authority that has been established for the County. All 911 
calls are received by SCR911 and routed to the American Medical Response (AMR), which provides 
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24-hour American Life Support ambulance transport throughout the county, or the appropriate fire 
or police department, depending on the emergency being reported. The appropriate first responder 
is determined by the requirements of the emergency being reported and the provisions available to 
provide first response services, in addition to the location and requirements for accessing the 
reported emergency.  

Fire Protection Services 
Fire protection in California is the responsibility of the federal, state, or local government, 
depending on the individual jurisdiction. The state of California is responsible for fire protection in 
the rural unincorporated areas of Santa Cruz County. The Project corridor is located in the State 
Responsibility Area of the North Coast of Santa Cruz County, and is provided service by the Santa 
Cruz County Fire Department (SCCFD).  

Santa Cruz County contracts with the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
(CAL FIRE) San Mateo-Santa Cruz Unit to provide administrative and operational management of the 
SCCFD (Hess 2018). CAL FIRE has its headquarters in Felton, and is required to provide service only 
during the state-declared fire season, normally five months out of the year from May to September. 
Although the County is not required to provide year-round fire protection in unincorporated areas, 
the County has a long-standing cooperation agreement with CAL FIRE to provide these services year-
round.  

The Project corridor is located in County Service Area 48 (CSA 48). The two stations that would 
primarily serve the Project corridor are the CAL FIRE Big Creek Station (Station 33) on Swanton 
Road, and Davenport Volunteer Station (Station 37) on Marine View Avenue, with backup from the 
City of Santa Cruz Fire Department, as necessary. These stations provide fire protection and 
suppression, rescue, and hazardous materials services. The stations are staffed 24 hours a day, 7 
days a week. Volunteers that staff the Davenport Volunteer Station are professionally trained 
firefighters but are non-salaried; the County funds a CAL FIRE officer year-round to manage the 
training of volunteers. 

Police Protection Service 
Police protection is provided throughout Santa Cruz County by a combination of Sheriff, California 
Highway Patrol (CHP), and State Park Peace Officer (SPPO), California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (CDFW), and U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM) services in state parks and federal 
lands, as discussed below. 

SANTA CRUZ COUNTY SHERIFF’S OFFICE 
The Santa Cruz County Sheriff’s Office provides primary law enforcement services in the 
unincorporated portions of Santa Cruz County, where the Project corridor is located. There are six 
Sheriff’s service centers in the county, with the headquarters at the Live Oak/Soquel Service Center 
on Soquel Avenue in the city of Santa Cruz.  

The services provided by the Sheriff’s Office expanded in May of 2017 to include the North Coast 
Service Center, located on Marine View Avenue in Davenport, which serves the Project corridor 
(Fish 2018). This office has three full-time staff members on duty seven days a week to provide first 
response services, crime prevention, and vandalism deterrence along the coast and throughout the 
open space areas; they also provide increased safety on remote beaches and increased patrolling of 
Highway 1.  
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CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL (CHP) 
The CHP is responsible for patrolling state highways and county roadways, enforcing traffic 
regulations, responding to traffic accidents, and providing service and assistance to drivers in 
disabled vehicles. CHP maintains a mutual aid agreement with the Santa Cruz County Sheriff’s Office 
and assists local governments during emergencies when requested (Fish 2018). The County is 
located in the CHP Coastal Division whose service area includes 325 miles along the central coast. 
The area office in Santa Cruz County (Office 720) is located on Soquel Drive in Aptos, approximately 
14 miles south of the Project corridor. 

CALIFORNIA STATE PARKS LAW ENFORCEMENT 
California State Parks Peach Officers (SPPO) are fully sworn state police officers responsible for 
criminal investigations, traffic enforcement, search and rescue, emergency medical response, and 
general crime and vandalism investigation in state parks throughout California. 

The Project corridor extends through Wilder Ranch State Park, including the Coast Dairies property, 
which is part of Wilder Ranch State Park. Because the SPPOs cover such a large area, law 
enforcement provisions are coordinated between the SPPOs and the local sheriff’s department to 
determine the most efficient and effective mode of response for each reported emergency (Wolcott 
2018).  

There are no lifeguard services provided at Wilder Ranch or the Coast Dairies property, or for any 
beaches along the Project corridor. 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE (CDFW) 
CDFW provides 2-3 wardens throughout all of Santa Cruz County. They perform routine patrolling 
and respond to complaints on the North Coast related to special status biological resources, 
jurisdictional waterways, or related to hunting (Fish 2018). 

Similar to the California SPPO, the CDFW wardens cover an extensive area as the County supports 
extensive areas that support special status species, jurisdictional waterways and areas where 
hunting may occur, either legally or through illegal means. Therefore, law enforcement provisions 
are coordinated between the CDFW wardens and the local sheriff’s department to determine the 
most efficient and effective mode of response for each reported emergency (Fish 2018). 

U.S. BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT (BLM) 
BLM provides one ranger out of the Hollister area that covers Santa Cruz County, San Benito County 
and Monterey County. The Ranger routinely patrols areas operated by the BLM; in Santa Cruz 
County this is limited largely to the mountain side of Highway 1 along the North Coast (Fish 2018). 

Similar to the California SPPO and CDFW, the BLM Ranger covers an extensive area both within 
Santa Cruz County, and additional areas within San Benito and Monterey Counties. Therefore, law 
enforcement provisions are coordinated between the BLM ranger and the local sheriff’s department 
to determine the most efficient and effective mode of response time for each reported emergency 
(Fish 2018).  
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Parks  
The North Coast of Santa Cruz County is largely undeveloped, and includes many existing and 
planned parks located along the Project corridor. These areas are further discussed in Section 3.13, 
Recreation, and shown in Figure 3.13-1a and Figure 3.13-1b. 

FEDERAL 
The BLM California Coastal National Monument includes the Cotoni-Coast Dairies property that is , 
as of this writing, a new and undeveloped entity located across Highway 1 from the Project corridor 
adjacent to the Coast Dairies property, which is part of Wilder Ranch State Park. These lands are not 
currently open to the public, but will eventually include an extensive network of hiking and biking 
trails, and educational elements to highlight the natural resources located within the site. The 
National Monument also includes the coastline adjacent to the entirety of the Project alignment, 
extending 12 nautical miles seaward. There are currently no management plans proposed for the 
coastline area (Blom 2018). 

STATE 
The state of California owns and operates 14 state parks throughout the county, and the Project 
corridor extends through Wilder Ranch State Park, including the Coast Dairies property.  

As described in Section 3.13, Recreation, the Coast Dairies property includes 2,000 acres and 
extends from approximately Wilder Ranch to north of Davenport. The park includes the California 
Coastal Trail, a system of coastal bluff trails that connect Sharktooth, Bonny Doon, 
Panther/Yellowbank, and Laguna Creek beaches, and additional small unofficial beaches along the 
coast. Farmers also lease and grow crops within the state park jurisdiction through existing lease 
holds to farmers. 

Wilder Ranch State Park includes approximately 7,000 acres and is located at the southern terminus 
of the Project alignment. The park supports a trail system that connects with neighboring trails 
throughout the University of California, Santa Cruz northern campus and regional mountains where 
hiking, mountain biking, and equestrian use are permitted. The park also includes farm animals, 
historic structures, events to provide educational opportunities to the public about historical land 
uses and agricultural land uses in the park, and coastal bluff trails. Farmers lease land and grow 
crops in the park.  

LOCAL 
Local parks that are located or planned within the vicinity of the Project corridor are managed by 
the Land Trust of Santa Cruz County and the Santa Cruz County Parks, Open Space and Cultural 
Services Department. 

The planned San Vicente Redwoods preserve is located north of the Town of Davenport, across 
Highway 1 from the Project corridor. The preserve is not currently open to the public, but will 
include an extensive network of pedestrian and biking trails (Land Trust of Santa Cruz County, 2018).  

The Santa Cruz County Parks, Open Space and Cultural Services Department maintain 38 
neighborhood, community, regional or rural parks; 27 coastal access points; and a regional swim 
center. The County’s “Park Finder” map includes the Davenport Landing Coastal Access, located 1.5 
miles north of the Davenport Beach parking area, and the Bonny Doon Beach Coastal Access, which 
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is the same as the Bonny Doon Beach parking area that is proposed for improvements (Santa Cruz 
County 2018).  

Figure 7-2 in the Santa Cruz County General Plan identifies the beaches as a “Regional” park type 
and Pacific Elementary School as “Local Rural” park type (Santa Cruz County 1994). However, there 
are no County-operated and maintained neighborhood or community park facilities in Davenport or 
along the Project corridor.  

Health Care Facilities 
The Public Health Department of the Santa Cruz County Health Services Agency has contracted 
emergency ambulance services for unincorporated Santa Cruz County to AMR since 1990 (Santa 
Cruz County 2012). AMR provides 24-hour Advanced Life Support ambulance transport and 
maintains ten ambulance stations throughout Santa Cruz County. The closest station to the Project 
corridor is approximately 4.0 miles away on Hubbard Street in the city of Santa Cruz. Between four 
and eight ambulances are deployed to station locations, depending on anticipated demand. AMR 
also deploys additional units during peak demand times, such as holidays. 

The major hospitals in the county are Dominican Hospital, Sutter Maternity and Surgery Birth 
Center, and Watsonville Community Hospital. Dominican Hospital and Watsonville Community 
Hospital operate emergency rooms. The closest to the Project corridor is Dominican Hospital, 
located approximately 6.0 miles away at 1555 Soquel Drive in Santa Cruz. There are also a number 
of additional County- and privately operated medical facilities, including urgent care facilities 
provided by Sutter and Doctors on Duty. The closest urgent care facility to the trail corridor is the 
Santa Cruz Westside Sutter Urgent Care, approximately 2.5 miles away at1301 Mission Street in the 
city of Santa Cruz. 

Schools 
There are ten kindergarten-through-12th grade (K-12) school districts in Santa Cruz County. The 
Project corridor is located in two school districts: Pacific Elementary School District and Santa Cruz 
City School District.  

The closest facility to the Project corridor is Pacific Elementary School, a small elementary school 
located in Davenport. It is the only school in the Pacific Elementary School District, and it provides 
preschool through 6th grade education to children in and adjacent to the northern portion of the 
Project corridor.  

The Project corridor is also within in the Santa Cruz City School District, and those elementary school 
students, who live along the corridor outside the Pacific Elementary School District, attend Bayview 
and Westlake Elementary Schools in western Santa Cruz. Mission Hill Junior High School and Santa 
Cruz High School, located in west Santa Cruz, serve middle and high school students along the entire 
Project corridor.  

Libraries 
A Santa Cruz City-County library system serves the county. The Santa Cruz County Public Library 
system includes ten neighborhood branches. The closest library to the Project corridor is the 
Garfield Park Library brand, located at, at 705 Woodrow Avenue in the city of Santa Cruz, 
approximately 3.0 miles from the southern end of the Project corridor.  
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3.12.2 Regulatory Setting 
The following section summarizes the state and local policies and regulations applicable to the 
Project. There are no relevant federal regulations regarding public services applicable to the Project. 

State 

California Master Mutual Aid Agreement 
The California Master Mutual Aid Agreement is a framework agreement between the state of 
California and local governments for aid and assistance by the interchange of services, facilities, and 
equipment, including but not limited to fire, police, medical and health, communication, and 
transportation services and facilities for emergency rescue, relief, evacuation, rehabilitation, and 
reconstruction services. The Project alignment is covered by a mutual aid agreement between the 
state and Santa Cruz County to provide fire and emergency response services, and the BLM, CDFW, 
CHP, California State Parks Department, and Santa Cruz County’s Sheriff’s Department to provide 
police services throughout the county. 

Local 

Santa Cruz County General Plan  
The Santa Cruz County General Plan provides a framework for development and growth in the 
county (Santa Cruz County 1994). The Parks, Recreation and Public Facilities Element 
includes objectives and policies for the adequate provision of public services to support existing and 
future populations. Because the Project is being implemented by the federal government, local land 
use authority is preempted such that local policies and regulations do not directly apply to the 
Project. However, key parks and public facilities policies and objectives relevant to the Project 
include objectives to provide adequate public services including fire, emergency response, police 
and schools, and safe recreational areas and passive natural open spaces for the citizens of Santa 
Cruz County. 

Santa Cruz County-San Mateo County Community Wildfire Protection Plan 

The Santa Cruz County-San Mateo County Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CAL FIRE 2010 San 
Mateo-Santa Cruz Unit, The Resource Conservation Districts for San Mateo County and Santa Cruz 
County 2010) was developed in 2010 through a collaborative planning group, that included CAL 
FIRE, the Santa Cruz County Resource Conservation District, the San Mateo County Resource 
Conservation District, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, in conjunction with public stakeholders 
throughout each county. The purpose of the plan is to identify hazards seen across the landscape 
within the two counties, and to provide strategies to mitigate wildfire risks in an effort to restore 
healthier, more resilient ecosystems while protecting life and property. The plan identifies projects 
that will benefit the community as a whole, identifies funding mechanisms for each, and identifies 
the types of treatments that will be used for each project. This plan is used by CAL FIRE for planning 
purposes, and for the overall management of the lands with the San Mateo-Santa Cruz Unit.  

Santa Cruz Public Libraries Facilities Master Plan 
The Santa Cruz Public Libraries Facilities Master Plan 2014-2023 (Santa Cruz Public Libraries 2013) 
was developed to create modern library facilities that provide updated library service for the 
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entirety of the county. The library system throughout the county includes 10 branch libraries, a 
bookmobile, and a headquarters facility that work together as an integrated system, sharing 
resources, programs and administration. The plan includes three planning stages for each library 
facility; these include the Capital Maintenance, Gain and Attain plans. These plans identify funding 
mechanisms and growth opportunities for each library facility, in addition to measures to provide 
overall general maintenance, improvements and eventual building and program replacement to 
provide modern library services at each location. 

3.12.3 Methodology and Significance Thresholds 

Methodology 
The assessment of impacts to public safety and services is based on a review of emergency 
response, fire and police protection, schools and libraries, and potential changes in the level of 
service that may be required through the addition of a new trail along the Project corridor in the 
North Coast area.  

For the Proposed Project’s design option near Shark Fin Cove, called Shark Fin Cove Options A and B 
(Appendix A.PP, Sheets 1 and 2), the impacts would be the same and thus no distinction between 
the design options is made in the text. Alternative 1 does not include this design option. 

Significance Thresholds 
Notably, CEQA does not treat impacts on service ratios or responses times to be adverse effects on 
“the environment.” (City of Hayward v. Board of Trustees of the California State University (2015) 
242 Cal.App.4th 833, 843.) Rather, what matters under CEQA is whether, in order to maintain 
adequate service ratios or response times, a city, county, or other service provider would have to 
build new or expanded physical facilities, which themselves could result in environmental effects. 
(Id. at pp. 843-844; see also Goleta Union School Dist. v. Regents of University of California (1995) 37 
Cal.App.4th 1025, 1032-1033 [CEQA is not concerned with school overcrowding, which is a socio-
economic effect, but is concerned with the impacts of school construction needed to alleviate 
overcrowding].) Thus, under CEQA, the environmental analysis relating to the provision of the 
above-mentioned services should be limited to possible construction-related impacts, if any, 
associated with the services.  

The introduction in Section 3.0 states that the significance thresholds used in this analysis are based 
on Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, which provides a sample Initial Study checklist that 
includes a number of factual inquiries related to the subject of public safety and services, and the 
other environmental topics. Thus, the thresholds presented below correspond with the questions in 
the Appendix G Initial Study checklist.  

For purposes of this EIR, a significant impact would occur if implementation of the Proposed Project 
or Alternative 1 would result in any of the following conditions. 

A. Substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities or a need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of the following public 
services: 
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 Fire protection 
 Police Protection 
 Parks 
 Schools 
 Other public facilities, including health care facilities and libraries 

The Project would not result in an addition to the permanent population that would utilize schools 
or libraries. Therefore, schools and libraries are not included in the analysis below. Additional 
discussion can be found in Section 3.17, Effects Found to be Less Than Significant.  

3.12.4 Project Impact Analysis 

Threshold A: Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new 
or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response 
times or other performance objectives for any of the public services: 

 Fire Protection 

 Police Protection 

 Parks 

 Health Care Facilities 

Impact PUB-1 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT RESULT IN THE NEED FOR ADDITIONAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
OR FIRE PROTECTION FACILITIES TO MAINTAIN ACCEPTABLE SERVICE RATIOS OR RESPONSE TIMES. (PROPOSED 
PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
The Proposed Project would introduce a paved multi-purpose trail along the rail corridor, with an 
estimated 951 trail users on a summer weekend day, discussed in more detail in Section 2.5, Project 
Operation and Maintenance. In addition to people using the trails for recreation, there could be 
transient or homeless people resting or loitering, as expressed in comments received during the 
scoping process. The increased human activity along the Project corridor could result in additional 
calls for emergency response and fire protection services to this area of the North Coast. The 
expansion of services could result in the need for additional facilities to support the expanded 
services required to meet the needs of the increased population utilizing recreational facilities 
within the North Coast.  

Emergency response services are provided by SCR911 and AMR, and fire protection and emergency 
responses services are provided by the SCCFD and CAL FIRE.  

The SCR911 and AMR coordinate to provide emergency response services for Santa Cruz County. 
Initially, a 9-1-1 call is received by the SCR911 and routed to the appropriate local agency to provide 
emergency services. In the event that ambulance transportation service is required, AMR is 
contacted. AMR has a number of facilities in Santa Cruz County, the closest of which is located at 
116 Hubbard Street in Santa Cruz. This facility serves the North Coast area and ambulance 
availability fluctuates between four and eight ambulances depending on the expected needs and 
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prior season fluctuations in the County (Santa Cruz County 2012). AMR does not anticipate that the 
expansion of the proposed recreational opportunities throughout the North Coast area, including 
the Proposed Project, other segments of the MBSST Network, and planned trails in the Cotoni-Coast 
Dairies property of the California Coastal National Monument and San Vicente Redwoods preserve, 
would require additional ambulance service to continue to effectively serve the North Coast area 
because none of these projects, including the Proposed Project, would result in a permanent 
increase in the overall population.  

The SCCFD and CAL FIRE monitor population growth and projections in Santa Cruz County, and 
respond with fluctuations in provisions to always improve response times and to meet the needs of 
the changing population. In addition to the general goal of improving response times in the sparsely 
populated North Coast area, CAL FIRE has acknowledged the planned increase in recreational 
opportunities throughout the North Coast area, including the Proposed Project, other segments of 
the MBSST Network, and planned trails in the Cotoni-Coast Dairies property of the California Coastal 
National Monument and San Vicente Redwoods preserve. As a result, fire services, including 
emergency response services, have expanded in the North Coast area to improve general response 
times in the area (Hess 2018).  

The Proposed Project would not result in the construction of buildings or other facilities that 
present unique challenges for fire protection and emergency response services. Additionally, trail 
users are not expected to generate a need for emergency services that warrants the expansion of 
existing facilities or emergency response services, or the construction of new fire stations or other 
emergency response facilities. Because providers have anticipated an increase in the need for 
emergency response and fire protection services in the North Coast area, response times would 
remain consistent with existing conditions, or would improve as the overall staffing in the North 
Coast area increases (Hess 2018, Fish 2018) 

CAL FIRE intends to continue to monitor overall response times to ensure that the current level of 
service remains or improves, and will increase provisions as necessary. Although CAL FIRE provides a 
portion of the first response services in the rural North Coast area, there is not an average response 
time as the provision of services is dependent more on the location and ease of access to a site, 
than the distance to the site. Therefore, it is anticipated that response times for services related to 
fire protection and emergency services provided by CAL FIRE, would continue to adequately serve 
the area in and surrounding the Project corridor with implementation of the Proposed Project. 
Therefore, there would be no need for additional facilities to be constructed to support the North 
Coast following project implementation. 

The Proposed Project trail alignment would allow sufficient emergency access for responders and 
first response equipment. Emergency vehicles could access the trail from the existing roadways and 
the 15 trail crossings listed in Table 2-1. CAL FIRE specifically indicated that for access they would 
require a minimum of 12 feet to accommodate fire trucks along the Proposed Project trail alignment 
(Hess 2018). The trail would easily accommodate this as the total width of the trail would be 20 feet, 
including the paved trail and unpaved shoulders. Therefore, additional facilities would not be 
required to be constructed to support the access of emergency vehicles along the Proposed Project 
alignment. 

CAL FIRE has anticipated and responded to potential for increased recreational use in the North 
Coast area, including by the Proposed Project, as part of their regular expansion of services in rural 
portions of the county. It is not anticipated that increased use of the rail corridor by trail users 
would increase the demand for emergency services such that the efficiency or effectiveness of both 
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fire and emergency response services would be reduced in the North Coast area that would require 
additional facilities (Hess 2018). 

Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated 
with the provision of new or expanded facilities to maintain acceptable emergency response or fire 
protection services. This impact would be less than significant. No mitigation is required. 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
The impacts of Alternative 1 would be similar to the Proposed Project, as the trail alignment would 
be along the rail corridor and estimated trail use would be the same. Increase in fire and emergency 
response services is evaluated annually by SCCFD and CAL FIRE to identify additional needs that 
fluctuations and growth in the county population will require. These entities recognize additional 
recreational use throughout the North County, and have grown in response to continue to provide 
adequate fire and emergency response services; however, this growth has not and is not projected 
to result in the need for additional facilities for either fire or emergency services. CAL FIRE will 
continue to monitor the need for additional resources to ensure that, at a minimum, response times 
remain consistent with existing conditions. 

The Alternative 1 trail alignment would allow sufficient emergency access for responders and first 
response equipment. Emergency vehicles could access the trail from the existing roadways and the 
15 trail crossings listed in Table 2-1. Although the Alternative 1 trail alignment would be narrower 
than the Proposed Project (14 feet wide instead of 20 feet wide), the overall width of 14 feet would 
still accommodate the minimum 12-foot width CAL FIRE requires to support fire and emergency 
response vehicles, and no additional facilities would be required to accommodate access for 
emergency vehicles. Alternative 1 would not impact the ability, therefore, of first responders to 
access and respond to emergency situations. 

CAL FIRE has anticipated and responded to the proposed increase in recreational use throughout 
the North Coast area, and will continue to monitor the level of use and requirements to continue to 
provide both fire and emergency response services.  

Therefore, Alternative 1 would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or expanded facilities to maintain acceptable emergency response or fire 
protection services. This impact would be less than significant. No mitigation is required. 

Impact PUB-2 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT RESULT IN THE NEED FOR ADDITIONAL POLICE PROTECTION OR 
LAW ENFORCEMENT FACILITIES TO MAINTAIN ACCEPTABLE SERVICE RATIOS OR RESPONSE TIMES. (PROPOSED 
PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
As described for Impact PUB-1, the Proposed Project would introduce a paved multi-purpose trail 
along the rail corridor and an estimated 951 trail users on a summer weekend day. The increased 
human activity along the Proposed Project corridor, including the potential for increased transient 
or homeless persons loitering or trespassing onto adjacent lands, could result in additional calls 
from the general public or the Trail Manager for police protection or law enforcement service to this 
area of the North Coast.  

Police protection services are provided by the Santa Cruz County Sheriff’s Office, California Highway 
Patrol, California SPPO, CDFW and BLM.  
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The Santa Cruz County Sheriff’s Office monitors the growth and crime rates of the population in 
Santa Cruz County, and responds with fluctuations in provision to meet the needs of the changing 
population. The Sheriff’s Office works with the CHP, California SPPO, CDFW and BLM to provide 
ongoing services throughout the North Coast to meet the increasing population in the county, and 
to address changes in land uses that may impact required service levels. The Sheriff’s Office 
acknowledges the planned increase in recreational opportunities throughout the North Coast area, 
including those associated with the Proposed Project and planned trails in the Cotoni-Coast Dairies 
property of the California Coastal National Monument and San Vicente Redwoods preserve. As a 
result, the Sheriff and associated emergency response services have been expanded through the 
establishment of the North Coast Service Center to enhance services provided throughout the North 
Coast of Santa Cruz County (Fish 2018). The North Coast Service Center would continue to provide 
adequate space for the services provided for the Proposed Project Alignment, and the construction 
of additional facilities would not be required as a result of project implementation. 

The Proposed Project would not require the construction of additional Santa Cruz County Sheriff’s 
stations or the expansion of services currently provided by the Sherriff’s Department, as increases in 
the need for services along the North Coast, including those associated with the Proposed Project 
alignment, have been anticipated and provisions have already expanded to meet the anticipated 
growth in temporary populations that are associated with recreational land uses. The increase in 
recreational land uses and of facilities in this area such as bathrooms, may increase public safety 
concerns in the North Coast area. Potential issues include trespassing on adjacent lands, vandalism, 
and the establishment of homeless encampments, all of which may increase crime in the North 
Coast.  

In an effort to minimize impacts that may occur through implementation of the Proposed Project, 
the project has included a number of measures that would deter potential increases in crime. These 
measures include the installation of fencing between the trail and rail, and fencing between the trail 
and adjacent land uses in areas where no existing natural barriers occur to deter the public from 
leaving the established trail.  

The Proposed Project would also include a Trail Manager, whose duties would include patrolling the 
trail to ensure that the alignment was being used in accordance with the established trail rules. The 
Trail Manager would report suspicious activity immediately to the local Sherriff’s Office. In addition 
to the regular presence of the Trail Manager, trail users would also provide surveillance of the trail 
for indications that vandalism or illegal campsites established along the Proposed Project corridor.  

In the event that illegal encampments were established along the Proposed Project alignment, the 
local Sheriff would respond upon being informed of their presence. It is the duty of the Sheriff’s 
Office to both cite and relocate those citizens who illegally camp in the unincorporated county 
public lands. The Sheriff’s department would relocate the citizen and all belongings to the 
appropriate facility in the county, in accordance with the Homeless Services Center, and remove 
debris and waste from the site. The County would provide appropriate services for individuals that 
may include transitional shelters, permanent housing programs, and income and employment 
support, with the goal of reducing the overall homeless population throughout the county (Fish 
2018). If ongoing illegal camping is identified along the Proposed Project alignment, regular patrol of 
the alignment by the Sheriff’s Office or SPPO would be instated to ward off the establishment of 
permanent illegal campers.  

Because staffing through the Sheriff’s Office has been increased to improve the overall response 
efficiency and effectiveness throughout the North Coast area of Santa Cruz County, including to 
address the planned increase in the recreational population, the need for additional Sheriff’s 
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services to provide public safety throughout the Proposed Project alignment are not anticipated. 
Therefore, the construction of additional facilities would not be required.  

In summary, the anticipated increase in recreational use in the North Coast area by the Sheriff’s 
office, regular inspections of the trail by the Trail Manager, fencing along the trail alignment, and 
presence of trail users is expected to minimize potential criminal activity such as vandalism, 
trespassing, and illegal camping. Thus, the need associated with the Proposed Project for police 
protection and law enforcement services provided by the Sherriff’s Department and/or CHP and 
State Parks Department would be to address relatively infrequent occurrences, and are not 
expected to result in the need for unanticipated expansion of services or new facilities.  

Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated 
with the provision of new or expanded facilities to maintain acceptable police protection or law 
enforcement services. This impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant. No 
mitigation is required. 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
The impacts of Alternative 1 would be similar to those of the Proposed Project, as the trail 
alignment would be in the same general location, and the anticipated trail use would be the same. 
The increased human activity along the Project corridor, including the potential for transient or 
homeless persons loitering or trespassing onto adjacent lands, could result in additional calls for 
police protection or law enforcement service to this area of the North Coast; however, the 
construction of additional facilities would not be required to maintain the provision of law 
enforcement services. Refer to the discussion above for the Proposed Project.  

Compared to the Proposed Project, there could be a slight reduction in trespassing and vandalism 
into adjacent lands, because the alignment would remain on the rail bed, whereas the Proposed 
Project alignment extends along the higher embankment on the coastal side to retain coastal views 
in narrow or constrained portions of the rail corridor.  

Therefore, Alternative 1 would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or expanded facilities to maintain acceptable police protection or law enforcement 
services. This impact would be less than significant. No mitigation is required. 

Impact PUB-3 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT RESULT IN THE NEED FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF NEW OR 
ADDITIONAL PARK FACILITIES, NOR THE DEGRADATION OF EXISTING FACILITIES. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS 
THAN SIGNIFICANT; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
The Proposed Project would introduce a new multi-purpose trail and trail users through Wilder 
Ranch State Park, including the Coast Dairies property. These park properties provide large open 
space areas that can accommodate the new trail and estimated 951 trail users on peak summer 
days. The physical environmental effects of constructing the new trail on state park lands are 
addressed in other sections of this EIR, so this discussion focuses on the potential impact to the 
state parks as a whole. There are no other parks that would be affected by the Proposed Project. 
Additionally, the Proposed Project would not result in permanent population increases that would 
generate the demand for new parks, including neighborhood or community parks.  

The Proposed Project would enhance public recreation in Wilder Ranch State Park, including the 
Coast Dairies property, by facilitating the construction of a multi-use trail that would provide 
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connectivity between the Coast Dairies property, Wilder Ranch State Park, major and minor beaches 
along the coast, including Davenport Beach, Panther/Yellowbank Beach, Bonny Doon Beach, and the 
California Coastal Trails along the bluffs. The new trail would also facilitate connections to planned 
recreational amenities in the Cotoni-Coast Dairies property of the California Coastal National 
Monument and San Vicente Redwood preserve areas.  

The Proposed Project would also improve access to the state parks by improving parking at 
Davenport Beach, Panther/Yellowbank Beach, and Bonny Doon Beach, with additional bathrooms at 
both Davenport Beach and Panther/Yellowbank Beach. Benches and interpretive signs in the parking 
lots and along the trail would also enhance state park use.  

In summary, the Proposed Project would not increase the permanent population creating a demand 
for new parks or expanded park facilities in the North Coast area of Santa Cruz County. The 
Proposed Project would enhance the existing Wilder Ranch State Park and Coast Dairies property 
through which the new trail would extend by improving accessibility to and connectivity between 
park trails and beaches. It would also enhance the existing state parks through the addition of 
amenities, including improved parking and restrooms, trash and recycle receptacles, bike racks, 
benches and signage. Introducing an estimated 951 trail users on a peak summer day is not 
anticipated to result in substantial degradation of existing park resources and open space land uses 
along the trail alignment above existing conditions because the Project includes development of an 
Operations & Maintenance Plan to be implemented by a Trail Manager that regularly inspects and 
maintains trail facilities.  

Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project would not result in the need for additional 
recreational facilities or parks, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
effects, nor result in the degradation of existing park facilities and resources within the state parks 
or North Coast area. This impact would be less than significant. No mitigation would be required.  

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
The impacts of Alternative 1 would be similar to the Proposed Project, as the trail alignment would 
be in the same general location, and the anticipated trail use would be the same. There would be no 
substantial difference in potential impacts to park facilities as a result of degradation of existing or 
growing population in the North Coast area. Alternative 1 would result in the same improved 
accessibility and connectivity to state park resources. Refer to the discussion above for the Proposed 
Project.  

Alternative 1 would not result in the need for additional recreational facilities or parks, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental effects, nor result in the degradation of 
existing park facilities and resources within the state parks or North Coast area. This impact would 
be less than significant. No mitigation is required. 

Impact PUB-4 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT RESULT IN THE NEED FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF NEW OR 
ADDITIONAL HEALTH SERVICE FACILITIES. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS 
THAN SIGNIFICANT) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
The Proposed Project would not result in an increase in the permanent population that would need 
health care services, and thus would not result in the need for new health care facilities or the 
expansion of existing facilities. However, there would be an increase in trail users, including 
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bicyclists, walkers, runners, hikers, surfers, and general recreators, through the use of the new trail 
and access to additional recreational opportunities along the Proposed Project corridor.  

Use of the new trail and increased use of other recreation opportunities accessed by the trail could 
result in an increase in injuries and/or medical emergencies. These injuries and/or medical 
emergencies would be treated by the existing health care facilities in the county, including 
Dominican Hospital, Sutter Westside Urgent Care facility, and other health care facilities in the city 
of Santa Cruz. However, bicyclists currently utilizing Highway 1 for cycling along the North Coast are 
in close proximity to high-speed vehicular traffic; therefore, safety for bicyclists along the North 
Coast would improve with project implementation, and it is anticipated there would be reduction in 
bicycle/ vehicular traffic related injuries. The potential impacts to emergency response providers is 
addressed above in Impact PUB-1. 

Temporary population influxes throughout Santa Cruz County are common as the county supports a 
wide variety of amenities, both constructed and natural, that draw many visitors year-round. The 
increase in the use of health care facilities as a result of the Proposed Project trail alignment would 
not be expected to be substantial enough to require construction of new health care facilities, nor 
would existing facilities need to be expanded, resulting in potential physical effects on the 
environment.  

Therefore, this impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant. No mitigation is 
required. 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
The impacts of Alternative 1 would be similar to the Proposed Project, as the trail alignment would 
be in the same general location, and the anticipated trail use would be the same. Therefore, 
expected injuries and/or the need for health service facilities would be similar to the Proposed 
Project. There would also be no increase in the permanent population of the North Coast area as a 
result of the Alternative 1 alignment. Refer to the discussion above for the Proposed Project. 

The increase in the use of health care facilities as a result of the injuries incurred by users of the 
Alternative 1 trail alignment would not be expected to be substantial such that new health care 
facilities would need to be constructed or existing facilities would need to be expanded, resulting in 
potential physical effects on the environment.  

Therefore, this impact of Alternative 1 would be less than significant. No mitigation is required. 
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3.13 Recreation 
This section evaluates the potential environmental effects associated with implementation of the 
Project to public parks, recreation, and open space recreational resources. Existing and planned 
recreational land uses located in and near the Project corridor are identified to assess the impacts 
that the Project could have on recreational and open space facilities along the North Coast of Santa 
Cruz County. Table 3.13-1 presents a summary of Project impacts on recreation. 

Table 3.13-1 Summary of Impacts on Recreationa 

Impact 
Significance 
Before Mitigation Mitigation 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

REC-1. The Project would result in increased use but 
not substantial physical deterioration of existing 
recreational facilities  

Less than 
Significant 

None Required Less than 
Significant 

REC-2 The Project would result in construction of a 
new recreational facility 

Less than 
Significant 

None required Less than 
Significant 

a The impacts and mitigation apply to both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 unless otherwise noted. 

3.13.1 Existing Conditions 
Santa Cruz County supports a wide variety of parks and recreational opportunities from the 
redwood forest parklands in the mountains to the beaches along the coast of Monterey Bay and the 
Pacific Ocean. The mild climate and abundance of open space and formal recreational areas, as well 
as unique natural resources in the county, provide an ideal environment for recreators including 
hikers, cyclists, surfers, and others.  

Santa Cruz County has more state parks than any other county in California. The state of California 
owns and operates 14 parks throughout the County, ranging from those along the coast to those in 
the expansive forests in the mountains. The Project corridor extends through Wilder Ranch State 
Park, which includes the Coast Dairies property, described further below. 

The Santa Cruz County Parks Open Space and Cultural Services Department maintains 38 
neighborhood, community, regional, or rural parks; 27 coastal access points; and a regional swim 
center. There are approximately 223 miles of bicycle paths (Class I paths) and 196 miles of bicycle 
lanes (Class II paths) throughout the county. A sampling of the recreational opportunities in the 
county include hiking, cycling, surfing, sailing, equestrian use, and nature viewing. 

Following is a description of the recreational resources along and near the Project corridor. 

Project Corridor  
The Project corridor extends through open space and agricultural land with trails to the coastal 
bluffs and beaches.  

As described in Section 2.4, Project Characteristics, there are currently 2524 trails or roadways 
crossing through the Project corridor. They extend from Highway 1 to the coastal bluffs and 
beaches, crossing through open space, agricultural land, and the rail line. Of these crossings, 16 are 
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formal1 paved or unpaved roads used by farm vehicles or personal vehicles, sevensix are informal 
trails used by pedestrians/bicycles to access the coast, and two are informal roads used by farmers. 
These crossings are regularly used by recreators to access additional trails located adjacent to 
agricultural lands and along the coastal bluffs, local beaches, and the coastline. 

The Project corridor is located in an agricultural setting, where the majority of the lands are used for 
crop production. The remainder of the corridor extends through open space and coastal bluffs. 
There are a number of local beaches that are widely used for recreation along the coastal side of the 
Project alignment, including: Davenport Beach located at the north end of the Project corridor; 
Bonny Doon Beach located 1.0 mile south of Davenport; Panther/Yellowbank Beach located 2.0 
miles south of Davenport; and a number of smaller beaches including Laguna Creek, Four Mile, 
Shark Fin Cove, and Scott Creek beaches. Much of this land is in State Park property, as described 
below. 

Federally Protected Resources 
There are three federally protected resources located along the Project corridor, including the 
Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary, and the California Coastal National Monument that 
includes the Cotoni-Coast Dairies lands inland, and the shoreline that extends adjacent to the length 
of the Project alignment. The entire California shoreline is protected through this national 
monument, from the Oregon border to the north extending to the Mexican border to the south. 

The Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary was designated on September 18, 1992, by the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration under the authority of the National Marine 
Sanctuaries Act. The Sanctuary stretches from Marin on the north to Cambria on the south along 
276 miles of the coast, extending an average distance of 30 miles from the shore. The Sanctuary 
supports sandy beaches, rocky shores, kelp beds and marine habitats for an extensive variety of 
marine wildlife and vegetation. The Sanctuary was established with the purpose of protecting 
marine natural resources, research and education, and public use, including commercial fishing and 
recreational activities. The Sanctuary may be accessed from beaches along the Project corridor. 

The California Coastal National Monuments were created to protect islands, rocks, pinnacles, and 
exposed reefs that had not been appropriated or reserved in other ways, and include over 20,000 
named and unnamed places off the coast within 12 nautical miles. The California Coastal National 
Monuments include Cotoni-Coast Dairies property, and the coastline and open waters, both located 
along the Project alignment as shown in Figure 3.13-1a. 

The Cotoni-Coast Dairies National Monument is federally-owned land that is managed by the United 
Stated Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and was added to the California Coastal National 
Monuments program in 2017. It is located on the inland side of Highway 1, across from the Coast 
Dairies property within Wilder Ranch State Park. The 5,800-acre preserve spans six watersheds and 
includes coastal prairies, redwood forests, riparian canyons, and grazing lands. These lands are not 
currently open to the public, but the BLM is in the process of developing an access plan for this area 
(Blom 2018). Currently, studies are being undertaken to evaluate the resources in the preserve. 
These studies will be used to determine compatible land uses throughout the preserve that will  

protect sensitive natural resources, while providing access and educational opportunities to the 
public, as feasible.  

                                                      
1 “Formal” crossings are those designated and permitted by the California Public Utility Commission (CPUC), which regulates railroad 
crossings. 
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The California Coastal National Monument also includes unique coastal habitat for marine-
dependent wildlife and vegetation on more than 20,000 rocks, islands, exposed reefs and pinnacles 
along the entirety of the California coastline, and was established in 2000. This area is also managed 
by the BLM. This area includes the coastline adjacent to the Project alignment and extending 
approximately 12 nautical miles seaward, ending along the continental shelf. The area provides 
extensive opportunities for nature viewing throughout the coasts of California, as well as providing 
wildlife and oceanic habitats to support natural resources. 

State Parks 
There is one state park located along the Project corridor, Wilder Ranch State Park, (Figure 3.13-1b), 
which includes the Coast Dairies property. 

Wilder Ranch State Park is located at the southern terminus of the Project corridor. The 7,000-acre 
park extends from the crest of Ben Lomond Mountain to the seashore, and provides opportunities 
for hiking, mountain biking, and horseback riding. The widespread trail system connects to 
neighboring trails throughout the University of California, Santa Cruz north campus, and throughout 
the Santa Cruz Mountains. The park also includes coastal bluff trails, croplands, historic structures, 
and farm animals. Public events are hosted there throughout the year, detailing historic land uses in 
the park and throughout the greater Santa Cruz region. The trail corridor’s southern terminus is at 
the Wilder Ranch parking lot.  

The Coast Dairies property is located west of Highway 1 on lands managed by the California State 
Parks Department within Wilder Ranch State Park (Figure 3.13-1a). The property includes most of 
the Project corridor, spanning from Wilder Ranch on the south to just north of Davenport. The 
property includes a system of unimproved coastal bluff trails that connect Davenport, Davenport 
Cove (Shark Fin Cove), Bonny Doon Beach, Panther/Yellowbank Beach and Laguna Creek Beach. The 
lands within the Coast Dairies property also include old ranch properties and several additional 
small informal beaches. There is not currently a plan in place for these lands; however, they are 
used extensively for recreational purposes. 

San Vicente Redwoods 
San Vicente Redwoods is 8,500 acres of open space, owned and managed by the Land Trusty of 
Santa Cruz County, located northeast of Davenport (outside the parameters shown in Figure 3.13-
1a). Formerly known as the CEMEX Redwoods, San Vicente Redwoods supports redwood forest, 
chaparral and riparian habitats, and a variety of cultural resources. San Vicente Redwoods is owned 
and managed by the Land Trust of Santa Cruz County as part of the Living Landscape Initiative 
Partners, which includes the Peninsula Open Space Trust, Save the Redwoods League and the 
Sempervirens Fund. Although not currently open to the public, the Land Trust of Santa Cruz is 
planning an extensive trail system and parking lot along Empire Grade Road that would be open to 
the public (Land Trust Santa Cruz County 2018). 

Bicycle Routes and Trails 
Santa Cruz County manages extensive bicycle routes and trail systems, from designated bike lanes 
that extend along county roadways to mountain bike trails that weave through the open space 
areas (RTC 2016).  
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Figure 3.13-1a Recreational Facilities: North (Davenport to Scaroni Road) 
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Figure 3.13-1b Recreational Facilities: South (Scaroni Road to Wilder Ranch) 
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The North Coast area includes bicycling routes on both Highway 1 and mountain bike trails through 
state parks, primarily on the inland side of Highway 1. Highway 1, near the Project corridor, is a 
popular road route for cyclists. This facility provides a connection between the cities of San 
Francisco, Half Moon Bay, Santa Cruz, and Monterey, and other popular tourist destinations along 
the central coast. Bicyclists using this corridor also access the beaches, state parks, and the 
unincorporated community of Davenport using the existing formal and informal pathways that 
connect Highway 1 to the coast.  

Wilder Ranch at the southern end of the Project corridor is a major destination for mountain biking 
in the mountains of Santa Cruz County. From the trails in Wilder Ranch, there are connections that 
lead to additional mountain bike trails through formal and informal connections through UCSC’s 
upper campus, the City of Santa Cruz Pogonip open space, Henry Cowell State Park, and Big Basin 
State Park. Additionally, there is a well-used paved bicycle path extending on the coastal side of 
Highway 1 from Wilder Ranch south to Shaffer Road in Santa Cruz. This bike path varies in distance 
from the rail corridor, ranging from approximately 500 feet to 1,500 feet, and part of designated 
Segment 6 of the Monterey Bay Sanctuary Scenic Trail (MBSST) Network Master Plan (RTC 2014).  

3.13.2 Regulatory Setting 

Federal 

National Marine Sanctuaries Act 
The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, within the U.S. Department of Commerce, 
provides authority for the National Marine Sanctuaries Act, originally enacted as Title III of the 
Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act of 1972. This act authorizes the Secretary of 
Commerce to designate and protect areas of the marine environment with special significance due 
to their conservation, recreational, ecological, historical, scientific, cultural, archeological, 
educational, or aesthetic qualities as national marine sanctuaries. National marine sanctuaries 
consist of designated marine waters and submerged lands and can extend up to the mean high-
water line.  

The National Marine Sanctuary System includes 13 sanctuaries, including the Monterey Bay National 
Marine Sanctuary that extends from San Francisco to Cambria, including the area of the Pacific 
Ocean located west of the Project corridor.  

Coast Dairies Long-Term Resource Protection and Access Plan 
The Coast Dairies Long-Term Resource Protection and Access Plan (The Trust for Public Land 2001) is 
an existing condition report for the property that includes both the Coast Dairies property within 
Wilder Ranch State Park, and what is now the Cotoni-Coast Dairies National Monument. As 
described above, these areas are located north of the Wilder Ranch farm area, and span both the 
coastal and inland sides of Highway 1. The purpose of the plan is to provide direction and guidance 
on how to best manage natural and physical resources, visitor use, development, and use of lands 
and facilities, while protecting natural resources throughout the property. This plan will be the basis 
for future environmental analyses as further plans for the properties are implemented. The Coast 
Dairies Plan will be used as a template against which future project implementation plans are 
reviewed to determine whether such projects will protect and enhance the values of the property.  
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State and Regional 

Monterey Bay Sanctuary Scenic Trail Network Final Master Plan 
As described in Section 1.2.2, MBSST Network Master Plan and EIR, the MBSST Network Master Plan 
was developed by the RTC to establish the alignment and design standards for a continuous 
transportation and recreational trail system along the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line through Santa 
Cruz County (RTC 2014). This trail would connect to the Monterey Bay Coastal Recreational Trail 
that serves parts of Monterey County, eventually meeting at the Pajaro River, which divides the two 
counties. At full buildout, the trails would serve most of Santa Cruz and Monterey counties, 
providing a continuous recreational trail along the entire Monterey Bay coastline. This Project 
comprises Segment 5 of the MBSST. Relevant goals, objectives, and policies in the MBSST Network 
Master Plan include the provision of a trail that extends along the Santa Cruz Branch Line 
throughout the county that would separate pedestrian and bicycle traffic from roadways and 
vehicle traffic. The trail system would use existing recreational trails to the fullest extent possible, 
and would provide scenic views of the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary while minimizing 
impacts of the trail on environmental resources. The MBSST Network is also part of the California 
Coastal Trail through Santa Cruz County. 

Wilder Ranch State Park General Plan 
The Wilder Ranch State Park General Plan (California State Parks Department [State Parks] 1980) 
recognizes the potential of Wilder Ranch State Park, at the southern terminus of the Project, to help 
meet California’s recreation demands. The plan establishes goals to provide recreational 
opportunities for day and overnight use, protect cultural and natural resources, and provide 
educational elements throughout the park for both cultural and natural resources. It also identifies 
areas to remove exotic plants and rehabilitate natural areas that have been degraded through past 
land uses. While preserving and enhancing natural resources, the plan also acknowledges the 
historical use of the site for agricultural purposes and plans for the retention of agricultural crop 
production in the park through management of lease holds to farmers. The plan establishes 
recreational provisions that include walking, hiking, mountain biking, and equestrian use 
interspersed with educational opportunities. 

San Vicente Redwoods Public Access Plan 
The San Vicente Redwoods is located northeast of Davenport, as described above. The San Vicente 
Redwoods Public Access Plan (Land Trust of Santa Cruz County 2014) was developed to design and 
guide development of recreation, research, and educational land uses in the San Vicente Redwoods 
while protecting natural resources. The plan defines the vision for providing access along with the 
tools that will be used to establish initial access and maintain access in the future. The policies in the 
plan support the use of the preserve as an amenity to promote regional trail connections and to 
provide additional trail connections to other public open space lands where feasible.  

Local 
The following section summarizes the local policies and regulations applicable to the Project. As 
described in Section 2.7, Required Permits and Approvals, this Project is exempt from local land use 
regulations. The following is provided for informational purposes. 
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Santa Cruz County General Plan  
The Santa Cruz County General Plan (1994) provides a framework for development and growth in 
the County. The Parks, Recreation, and Public Facilities Element includes objectives and policies for 
the adequate provision of recreational resources to support existing and future populations. Key 
recreational policies include the ongoing provision of recreational opportunities for people all ages, 
income groups and those with disabilities. It is the goal of the County to establish and maintain a 
geographical distribution of regional parks and facilities based on population groupings and open 
space available, to provide low intensity uses that are compatible with scenic values and natural 
settings throughout the county, and to provide an educational component in recreational 
development that includes information about the natural setting, history, and historical land uses 
throughout the county. 

Santa Cruz County Parks Department Strategic Plan 
The Santa Cruz County Parks Department Strategic Plan (Santa Cruz County 2018) provides a 10-year 
roadmap for the department that will assist in adapting and growing the support for a healthy, 
connected, and culturally vibrant Santa Cruz County. It also creates a resource for understanding 
what the department does and how the department serves the community. The plan provides 
guidance for partnering and collaborating with other relevant agencies, describes a collective vision 
for the County Parks Department, and establishes goals and objectives within the 10-year time 
frame. The goals of the plan include maintaining and enhancing the quality of parks facilities, and 
improving access between existing parks and programs. 

Santa Cruz County Bicycle Plan 
The Santa Cruz County Bicycle Plan (Santa Cruz County and RTC 2011) was developed by the Santa 
Cruz County Public Works Department to consolidate into one document all bicycle-related plans 
and projects that were identified in the County General Plan, the Santa Cruz Regional Transportation 
Plan (RTP), and other local documents. The purpose of the plan is to identify objectives and policies 
to guide the development of safe bicycle routes to support increased bicycle use throughout the 
county, and to promote bicycle use as a primary mode of transportation. The portion of Highway 1 
that spans the project corridor has been identified as a bicycle route in the county by this plan, as 
well as part of the Pacific Coast Bicycle Route system. 

Santa Cruz County North Coast Beaches Unified Plan 
The Santa Cruz County North Coast Beaches Unified Plan was developed by the Santa Cruz County 
Department of Parks, Open Space and Cultural Services to consolidate into one document all 
planning that had been done for the North Coast of Santa Cruz County for eight beaches, spanning 
from Greyhound Rock Beach at the northern terminus to Laguna Creek Beach at the southern 
terminus. The plan was developed as part of the implementation of the LCP. The majority of the 
proposed trail alignment is located within the planning area that was considered, including the 
areas proposed for improvements at Davenport, Bonny Doon and Panther/Yellowbank Beaches.  

The plan emphasizes public access along the North Coast beaches while preserving the coastline’s 
environment and natural resources. The objectives of the plan include identifying and improving key 
access points for the public, maintaining the scenic rural character of the North Coast, providing 
interpretive signage for educational purposes, promoting sustainable recreational uses and 
providing a safe environment for the public to enjoy. The plan does not call for changes in land uses 
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along the North Coast; the intent of the plan is to improve access to the North Coast beaches, 
protect sensitive wildlife and natural resources, and improve public safety throughout the North 
Coast. 

3.13.3 Methodology and Significance Thresholds 

Methodology 
The analysis considers potential impacts of the Project on existing and planned recreational 
resources along the Project corridor and in the county.  

For the Proposed Project’s design option near Shark Fin Cove, called Shark Fin Cove Options A and B 
(Appendix A.PP, Sheets 1 and 2), the impacts would be the same; and thus no distinction between 
the design options is made in the text. Alternative 1 does not include this design option. 

Significance Thresholds 
The introduction in Chapter 3 states that the significance thresholds used in this analysis are based 
on Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, which provides a sample Initial Study checklist that 
includes a number of factual inquiries related to the subject of recreation and the other 
environmental topics. Thus, the letters and thresholds presented below correspond with the 
questions in the Appendix G Initial Study checklist.  

For purposes of this EIR, a significant impact would occur if implementation of the Proposed Project 
or Alternative 1 would result in any of the following conditions. 

A. Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such 
that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated 

B. Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities 
which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment 

3.13.4 Project Impact Analysis 

Threshold A: Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated 

Impact REC-1 THE PROJECT WOULD RESULT IN INCREASED USE BUT NOT SUBSTANTIAL PHYSICAL 
DETERIORATION OF EXISTING RECREATIONAL FACILITIES. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT, 
ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
The Proposed Project would not increase the residential population in the North Coast area (e.g., by 
introducing new housing) and thus would not result in an increased demand for and use of existing 
recreational facilities (e.g., parks and trails) in the North Coast area. However, the Proposed Project 
would provide a new recreational resource (multi-purpose trail) and increase connectivity and 
opportunity to use a variety of existing recreational facilities in the North Coast area. 

Existing recreational facilities located on the coastal side of Highway 1 and directly accessible from 
the Project corridor include Wilder Ranch State Park (7,000 acres) and the Coast Dairies property 
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(2,000 acres), which is part of Wilder Ranch State Park, and approximately seven miles of coastal 
bluff trails and numerous beaches.  

Additionally, on the inland side of Highway 1, lands planned for future recreational use include San 
Vicente Redwoods preserve (8,500 acres) and Cotoni-Coast Dairies National Monument (5,800 
acres), which would support additional hiking and biking trails.  

As stated in Section 2.5, Project Operation and Maintenance (Trail Users), it is estimated that 951 
daily trail users may be present along the corridor on summer weekends (Kimley-Horn 2018; 
Appendix K). This number would vary seasonally, with fewer trail users on weekdays, in the winter, 
and in times of inclement weather. Introducing the new trail and trail users in the Project corridor 
would increase access to and likely use of Wilder Ranch State Park, the Coast Dairies property, 
coastal bluff trails, and beaches. The existing facilities are very large open space areas with primarily 
natural and passive uses, and do not include substantial infrastructure that would deteriorate 
through increased use. Therefore, the new trail users are not anticipated to increase the use of 
other existing recreational facilities such that it would result in a substantial physical deterioration 
of existing recreational facilities, open space, or beaches in the North Coast area. 

The Proposed Project also includes a number of features that would enhance the existing 
recreational facilities along the Project corridor, including: parking improvements at Davenport 
Beach, Bonny Doon Beach, and Panther/Yellowbank Beach parking areas, including bike racks, 
trash/recycling receptacles, interpretive signs, and access paths to the trail corridor; restroom 
facilities at Davenport Beach and Panther/Yellowbank Beach parking areas; and trail amenities over 
the length of the Project alignment (e.g., benches, bike racks, trash/recycle receptacles, interpretive 
signs). Many of these features and amenities would be used by existing visitors to the North Coast 
area, including users of existing Wilder Ranch State Park, the Coast Dairies property, coastal bluff 
trails, and beaches. These features and amenities could also be used by recreators using the 
planned future trails within the San Vicente Redwoods preserve and Cotoni-Coast Dairies National 
Monument. 

The Proposed Project additionally includes the identification of a Trail Manager and preparation of 
an Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Plan. The Trail Manager would be responsible for 
implementing the O&M Plan and maintaining the facilities along the Project corridor. This would 
include: maintaining proper signage; managing the maintenance and remediation of any hazards 
that become present along the trail; and ensuring that trash and materials along the trail are 
disposed of in a timely and proper manner. Through ongoing trail maintenance and oversight via the 
Trail Manager, physical deterioration of the proposed trail and associated amenities, some of which 
would be utilized by existing recreators in the North Coast area, would not be substantial. 

Although the Proposed Project trail would increase accessibility to and use of state parks, open 
space, and beaches along the project alignment, it is expected that the use of these facilities would 
be passive, and that recreators would not significantly degrade the existing facilities. Furthermore, 
the Project would provide a new recreational opportunity along the North Coast, with additional 
amenities and trail supervision that would enhance the accessibility of recreational areas 
throughout this area.  

This impact of the Proposed Project would be positive in providing additional recreational facilities 
to the region. It would therefore be considered beneficial and less than significant. No mitigation is 
required. 
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Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
Like the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 would provide a new multiuse trail and may introduce up to 
951 trail users on a summer weekend day in the Project corridor, which would increase the use of 
existing recreational facilities along the corridor. The potential impacts from the Alternative 1 trail 
alignment would be similar to the Proposed Project trail alignment. Some users would find this 
Alternative superior from a recreational standpoint through the elimination of rail facilities since the 
trail access pathways would be less complicated. Some recreators would also find that their 
experience would be superior aesthetically since the fencing between the trail and railroad line, and 
the railroad line itself, would not be present, as the tracks would be removed and the trail would 
extend on top of the rail bed.  

The new trail users are not anticipated to increase the use of other existing recreational facilities 
such that it would result in a substantial physical deterioration of the facilities. Alternative 1 would 
provide the same recreational amenities along the trail alignment, as well as a Trail Manager to 
implement the O&M Plan, which would be beneficial to the existing and proposed recreational 
facilities. Refer to the impact discussion above.  

This impact of Alternative 1 would be less than significant. No mitigation is required. 

Threshold B: Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment 

Impact REC-2 THE PROJECT WOULD RESULT IN CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW RECREATIONAL FACILITY. 
(PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT, ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
The Proposed Project would be a new multi-use trail extending approximately 7.5 miles along the 
existing rail corridor, from Davenport on the north to Wilder Ranch on the south. As described in 
Table 2-2 (Section 2.6, Project Construction), the Proposed Project trail alignment would result in 
approximately 37.6 acres of ground disturbance. 

The Project would not require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities beyond that 
which has been included as part of the Project, which include parking lot improvements and access 
paths between three parking areas and the trail alignment.  

The physical effects of the Proposed Project trail alignment and other project features on 
environmental resources are analyzed in Sections 3.1 through 3.17 of this EIR, and therefore are not 
discussed further in this section. A summary of impacts and required mitigation is provided in Table 
ES-1 in the Executive Summary.  

The new multi-use trail would provide an additional recreational amenity in Santa Cruz County that 
is not currently available in the North Coast area. The new trail would provide an opportunity for 
the public to walk, run, bicycle, and view nature through open space areas; and would improve 
access to the coastal bluffs and beaches, California Coastal Trail, and Wilder Ranch State Park, 
including the Coast Dairies property. Additionally, the Project would provide an educational 
opportunity to experience and learn about the coastal, agricultural, and biological resources in the 
area through the interpretive signage. This is considered beneficial.  
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Because the new multiuse trail would not require construction or expansion of other recreational 
facilities beyond that included as part of the Project, as well as result in a beneficial effect, this 
impact is considered less than significant. No mitigation would be required.  

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
Like the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 would be a new multi-use trail extending approximately 7.5 
miles along the existing rail corridor, from Davenport on the north to Wilder Ranch on the south. 
Alternative 1 would result in approximately 29.1 acres of ground disturbance, as described in Table 
2-2 (Section 2.6, Project Construction). The physical effects on environmental resources are analyzed 
in Sections 3.1 through 3.17 of this EIR, and a summary of impacts and required mitigation is 
provided in Table ES-1 in the Executive Summary.  

Like the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 would not require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities beyond that which has been included as part of the Project, and would provide 
an additional recreational amenity in Santa Cruz County that is not currently available in the North 
Coast area which is considered beneficial. Therefore, this impact is considered less than significant. 
No mitigation would be required.  
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3.14 Transportation/Circulation 
This section evaluates potential impacts relating to transportation and traffic on and around the 
Project corridor that might occur associated with the development of the Project. The existing 
setting and impact analysis is based on the Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) prepared by Kimley-
Horn (2018; Appendix K). A summary of the potential impacts related to transportation and 
circulation is presented in Table 3.14-1. 

Table 3.14-1 Summary of Project Impacts on Transportation/Circulationa 

Impact 
Significance  
Before Mitigation Mitigation 

Significance  
After Mitigation 

T-1. New vehicle trips by trail users would not result 
in traffic delay exceeding Caltrans standards on 
Highway 1 under the existing plus Project scenario. 

Less than 
Significant 

T-1None Required  Less than 
Significant 

T-2. The Project would be consistent with policies 
promoting multi-modal transportation. 

No Impact T-1None Required  No Impact 

T-3. The Project may increase design hazards and 
traffic risks at roadway crossings and parking lots.  

Potentially 
Significant 

T-3(a), T-3(b), T-
3(c) 

Less than 
Significant 

T-4. Increased demand for parking by trail users 
would be accommodated at parking locations, both 
formal and informal, along Highway 1. 

Less than 
Significant 

None Required Less than 
Significant 

a The impacts and mitigation apply to both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 unless otherwise noted. 

3.14.1 Existing Conditions 

Road Network 

Highway 1 parallels the 7.5-mile trail corridor and provides vehicular access from San Francisco to 
the north and Santa Cruz to the south. This highway generally has two lanes in the Project area 
between Wilder Ranch State Park and Davenport, although limited sections have three and four 
lanes. The speed limit in this area is 45 miles per hour (mph) at Davenport Beach and 55 mph at 
Bonny Doon Beach and Panther/Yellowbank Beach. Several parking locations line this segment of 
Highway 1 and provide access to existing coastal pedestrian trails. Bonny Doon Road intersects with 
Highway 1 at Bonny Doon Beach, providing vehicular access from the unincorporated community of 
Bonny Doon to the northeast. Several local roads also intersect Highway 1 along the Project 
corridor, including: Marine View Avenue, Ocean Street, Center Street, Davenport Avenue, and Old 
Coast Road in Davenport; Bonny Doon Road; Laguna Road; Coast Road (near Coast Dairies); Back 
Ranch Road; Scaroni Road; Dimeo Lane; and Coast Road (near Wilder Ranch). Laguna Road, Coast 
Road (both locations), and Scaroni Road are all loop roads that intersect with Highway 1 in two 
locations.  

Traffic Conditions 
Most vehicle traffic on this portion of Highway 1 occurs on weekends. Kimley-Horn directed traffic 
volume counts on Highway 1 during a mid-day peak period (11 a.m. to 2 p.m.) on Saturday, October 
18, 2017. This weekend did not represent a peak weekend, but a typical Saturday during the year. 
Traffic counts were conducted where Highway 1 intersects with the Davenport Lot: North, Bonny 
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Doon Beach, and Panther/Yellowbank Beach parking lots. Figure 3.14-1 shows counts of existing 
vehicular turning movements at these locations.  

In addition to estimated peak existing demand, Kimley-Horn used Google Earth satellite imagery to 
count parked vehicles on a busy, sunny day during the peak summer season (Friday, September 1, 
2017, Labor Day weekend). 

Parking Conditions 
The TIA identified 11 parking locations scattered adjacent to Highway 1 parallel to the Project 
corridor. People primarily access these parking locations to visit the beaches and inland recreation 
areas. Parking demand is highest on warm sunny days during the summer and over warm holiday 
weekends. At these times, the parking locations reach capacity and visitors use the gravel shoulders 
along Highway 1 for informal and overflow parking. Parking is permitted along Highway 1 in most 
sections of the corridor from 6 a.m. to 10 p.m. “No Parking” zones have been established along 
sections, indicated by the red dashed lines in Figure 3.14-2. 

Of the 11 parking locations identified, the Project includes improvements at the following three 
parking lots on the coastal side of Highway 1:  

 The Davenport Lot: North is unpaved and accommodates approximately 54 parked vehicles. This 
lot also provides parking for people going to the restaurants and stores in Davenport, on the 
inland side of Highway 1, as well as for tourists accessing bluff top trails and beaches in the 
vicinity.1 

 The Panther/Yellowbank Beach Lot is unpaved and accommodates approximately 160 parked 
vehicles.  

 The Bonny Doon Beach Lot is paved and includes 55 parking spaces.  

Currently, there are no signals at the study parking areas; however, there are left turn pockets at 
the Davenport Lot: North and Bonny Doon Beach Lots. No left turn pockets are provided at the 
Panther/Yellowbank Beach lot. The driveways to these parking lots currently function like side street 
stop-controlled intersections.  

To estimate average existing parking demand along the Project corridor, Kimley-Horn conducted a 
field count of parking activity on a typical sunny weekend day outside the peak summer season 
(Saturday, October 28, 2017), between the hours of 11 a.m. and 2 p.m. In addition, to estimate peak 
existing demand, Kimley-Horn used Google Earth satellite imagery to count parked vehicles on a 
busy, sunny day during the peak summer season (Friday, September 1, 2017, on Labor Day 
weekend). Table 3.14-2 compares these counts of average and peak hourly parking demand, which 
apply to the busiest daytime hours between mid-morning and mid-afternoon). The peak-day counts 
taken on September 1, 2017 are roughly representative of parking capacity in the studied parking 
locations (Vo 2018). 

                                                      
1 The Davenport Lot, located at the north end of the trail alignment, on the coastal side of the Highway 1/Ocean Street intersection in 
Davenport, is split into two sections for the purpose of this analysis – Davenport Lot: North and Davenport Lot: South. As described in 
Section 2.0, Project Description, the northern portion of the lot (Davenport Lot: North) is publicly-owned and under Caltrans jurisdiction, 
and the southern portion of the lot (Davenport Lot: South) is privately-owned. As stated here, Davenport Lot: North accommodates 
approximately 54 parked vehicles; Davenport Lot: South accommodate approximately 56 parked vehicles, for a total of 110 parked 
vehicles combined.  
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Figure 3.14-1 Weekend Turning Movement Volumes 

 
Source: Kimley-Horn 2018; refer to Appendix K  
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Figure 3.14-2 Parking and No Parking Locations 
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Table 3.14-2 Existing Peak and Average Hourly Parking Demand near the Project 
Corridor 

Locationa 

Counts of Parked Cars 

September 1, 2017 
(Peak Day) 

October 28, 2017 
(Average Day) 

1. Cement Plant Lot 33 4 

2a. Davenport Lot: North (unpaved) 54 23 

2b. Davenport Lot: South (unpaved) 56 25 

3. Shark Fin Cove Beach (unpaved) 66 13 

4. Bonny Doon Beach paved 55 20 

5. Bonny Doon Beach at Bonny Doon Road (unpaved) 11 0 

6. Panther/Yellowbank Beach north (unpaved) 48 4 

7. Panther/Yellowbank Beach south (unpaved) 160 1 

8. Laguna Beach (unpaved) 46 4 

9. Four Mile Beach (unpaved) 54 1 

10. Wilder Ranch State Park (paved) 32 n/a 

11. Wilder Ranch State Park unpaved 16 39 

12. Other parking lots along Highway 1 and shoulder 
parking 42 4 

Total Parking Demand 673 138 

a The location number refers to the project locations numbered in Figure 3.14-2. 

The three parking lots to be improved as part of the Project are shown in bold. 

Source: Kimley-Horn 2018; refer to Appendix K 

As shown in Table 3.14-2, during an average hour on a peak day, 54 cars were parked in Davenport 
Lot: North, 55 cars in the Bonny Doon Beach Lot, and 160 cars in the Panther/Yellowbank Beach Lot. 
Additionally, 362 cars were parked in other formal lots along the corridor, while 42 cars were parked 
elsewhere along Highway 1 (i.e., on the highway shoulder). Altogether 673 vehicles were parked 
along Highway 1 from Davenport to Wilder Ranch on this peak day.  

Pedestrian and Bicyclist Circulation 
Pedestrian activity along the Project corridor occurs at parking locations next to Highway 1 and 
existing pedestrian trails leading to the coastline. At the Davenport Beach lot (including Davenport 
Lot: North and Davenport Lot: South), pedestrians also cross Highway 1 to gain access to the 
restaurants and shopping in Davenport. On its northern and southern approaches into Davenport, 
Highway 1 has pedestrian warning signs and flashing beacons.  

Pedestrian trails leading to the coastline are shown in Figure 2-8 and Table 2-1 in Section 2.0, 
Project Description. There are 2524 existing crossings over the rail line between Davenport and 
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Wilder Ranch State Park. These include 16 formal crossings designated and permitted by the 
California Public Utilities Commission, sevensix informal pedestrian crossings, and two informal 
agricultural crossings. 

Bicycle activity along the Project corridor occurs primarily along Highway 1. Although Highway 1 
lacks striped bicycle lanes, bicyclists currently use the paved and striped shoulder. The shoulder 
width varies from approximately 1.0 foot to 11 feet. South of the Project corridor, Wilder Ranch has 
a separated bike path adjacent to Highway 1 on the coastal side of the highway that connects to 
Santa Cruz. No bicycle racks are currently provided at any of the parking lot locations along Highway 
1. 

Rail Operations 
The 7.5-mile-long Project corridor extends along the RTC-owned Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line 
corridor. Currently, no regular freight or passenger services occur along the rail line in the Project 
vicinity. In June 2018, because the Santa Cruz and Monterey Bay Railway did not meet contractual 
obligations, the RTC entered into an agreement with a new rail operator to provide rail operations 
on the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line and to serve as the common carrier on this line as designated by 
the Surface Transportation Board (STB). 

Traffic Safety 
Existing traffic safety hazards occur where pedestrians cross Highway 1 to and from parking areas. 
Near the Davenport Lot: North, potentially unsafe crossings were observed during the October 28, 
2017 parking survey, where pedestrians would start to cross the road to access retail shops and 
restaurants and oncoming cars were forced to stop. Pedestrians were also observed crossing from 
the inland side of Highway 1 at Bonny Doon Road to access the beach. Highway 1 lacks signage 
warning motorists of pedestrian crossings with the exception of the pedestrian crossing warning 
sign in Davenport.  

Two collisions resulting in pedestrian injuries occurred between 2013 and 2017 on the segment of 
Highway 1 parallel to the Project corridor, based on data from the Statewide Integrated Traffic 
Record System (SWITRS). The proximity of bicyclists riding on the shoulder of Highway 1 to 
motorists traveling at highway speeds also poses a traffic safety hazard. Between 2013 and 2017, 
the SWITRS database reports one fatal accident and seven severe injuries from collisions between 
bicyclists and motorists on the segment of Highway 1 parallel to the Project corridor. However, no 
collisions involving pedestrians or bicyclists were reported within 500 feet of the Davenport Lot: 
North, Bonny Doon Beach Lot, or Panther/Yellowbank Beach Lot during these years.  

3.14.2 Regulatory Setting 

State 

LOS Standards 
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) sets standards for acceptable traffic 
conditions on state highways. The applicable standards for Highway 1 near the Project corridor are 
Level of service (LOS) D or worse under existing conditions and LOS E for cumulative conditions. LOS 
is a performance measure, commonly used by public agencies, based on a scale of A to F with A 
being the best (free-flow traffic) and F being the worse (stop-and-go congestion). 
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Vehicle Miles Traveled 
EIRs are not yet required to specifically address vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in assessing the 
significance of traffic impacts. Enacted in 2013, SB 743 mandated revisions to the CEQA Guidelines 
“establishing criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts of projects within 
transit priority areas. Those criteria shall promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the 
development of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses.” In developing 
these criteria, the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) “shall recommend potential 
metrics to measure transportation impacts that may include, but are not limited to, vehicle miles 
traveled, vehicle miles traveled per capita, automobile trip generation rates, or automobile trips 
generated.” SB 743 also gave OPR the discretion to propose similar CEQA Guidelines revisions 
“establishing “alternative metrics to the metrics used for traffic levels of service for transportation 
impacts outside transit priority areas. The alternative metrics may include the retention of traffic 
levels of service, where appropriate and as determined by the office.”  

In November 2017, OPR released its proposed changes to the CEQA Guidelines, including the 
addition of Section 15064.3, which would implement the mandates of SB 743 (OPR 2017b:77-90a). 
In support of these changes, which would apply statewide and not just within transit priority areas, 
OPR also published its Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA, which 
recommends that the transportation impact of a project be based on whether it would generate a 
level of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per capita (or VMT per employee) that is 15 percent lower than 
existing development in the region (OPR 2017a:12-13).  

At the time of writing this EIR, the California Natural Resources Agency has not yet adopted OPR’s 
proposed addition of Section 15064.3 to the CEQA Guidelines. The proposed text states that “the 
provisions of this section shall apply prospectively as described in section 15007. A lead agency may 
elect to be governed by the provisions of this section immediately. Beginning on January 1, 2020, 
the provisions of this section shall apply statewide.” Section 15007 provides that “[n]ew 
requirements in amendments will apply to steps in the CEQA process not yet undertaken by the 
date when agencies must comply with the amendments.” But “[i]f a document meets the content 
requirements in effect when the document is sent out for public review, the document shall not 
need to be revised to conform to any new content requirements in Guideline amendments taking 
effect before the document is finally approved.” If, as expected, section 15064.3 becomes effective 
some time in 2018, its directives will not be immediately binding on public agencies. Section 15007 
states that “[p]ublic agencies shall comply with new requirements in amendments to the Guidelines 
beginning with the earlier of the following two dates: (1) The effective date of the agency’s 
procedures amended to conform to the new Guideline amendments; or (2) The 120th day after the 
effective date of the Guideline amendments.” Proposed section 15064.3 does not apply to this EIR.  

The impact analysis methodology used in this EIR is based on and is consistent with currently 
adopted Caltrans thresholds for traffic conditions, which use intersection LOS to determine impacts 
on the transportation system. 

Local 

LOS Standards 
The intersection and highway segment LOS objective for the County of Santa Cruz is LOS C, with LOS 
D as the minimum acceptable level of service. For facilities already operating at LOS E or F, the 
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maximum acceptable increase in traffic associated with a development is equivalent to one percent 
of the volume to capacity ratio of the sum of all critical movements. 

As described in Section 3.14.3, LOS is a qualitative assessment of an intersection’s performance 
based on traffic volumes and roadway capacity, using letter grades A to F. LOS A represents free 
flow conditions, and LOS F represents stop-and-go congestion (refer to Table 3.14-4).  

County of Santa Cruz General Plan 
The Transportation and Circulation Element of the County’s General Plan, adopted in 1994, includes 
objectives and policies that address the bikeway system, pedestrian travel, and roadway 
capacity/level of service (Santa Cruz County 1994). Because the Project is being implemented by the 
federal government, local land use authority is preempted such that local policies and regulations 
do not directly apply to the Project. Nevertheless, key policies pertaining to transportation and 
circulation are listed below for informational purposes: 

 Objective 3.8a, System Development. To develop a bikeway network maximizing the safety and 
convenience of users of all levels of experience within that system. The network should be 
primarily for commuter travel designed to increase the potential of combining bicycle travel 
with other forms of transportation and also include the opportunity for recreational use. 

 Policy 3.8.5, Regional Continuity. Coordinate with other jurisdictions to adopt a system of 
bikeways that is functional throughout the County and region. 

2040 Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Plan  
The 2040 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), adopted on June 14, 2018, is intended to guide 
transportation planning decisions in Santa Cruz County (RTP 2018). The RTP includes broad 
transportation goals and policies, a program of short and long-range transportation projects, and a 
financial plan for funding the projects. Sustainability policies applicable to the Project are listed 
below. 

 Policy 1.3. Transportation Infrastructure: Improve multimodal access to and within key 
destinations. 

 Policy 1.4. Transportation Infrastructure: Ensure network connectivity by closing gaps in the 
bicycle, pedestrian and transit networks. 

 Policy 2.1. Safety: Prioritize funding for safety projects and programs that will reduce fatal or 
injury collisions. 

 Policy 2.2. Safety: Encourage projects that improve safety for youth, vulnerable users and 
transportation disadvantaged. 

 Policy 2.4. System Design: Reduce the potential for conflict between bicyclists, pedestrians, and 
vehicles. 

The 2040 RTP project list includes the North Coast Rail Trail from Wilder Ranch to Davenport (RTC 
2018).  
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3.14.3 Methodology and Significance Thresholds 

Methodology 

Traffic Congestion 
This section evaluates traffic congestion when adding vehicle trips associated with the Proposed 
Project and Alternative 1 to existing conditions, and to future conditions in the years 2035 and 2040, 
on Highway 1, based on the TIA prepared by Kimley-Horn (2018; Appendix K). Future traffic volumes 
on Highway 1 and turning volumes at its intersections with the Davenport Lot: North, Bonny Doon 
Beach Lot, and Panther/Yellowbank Beach Lot were estimated based on Caltrans 2014 and 2040 
peak-hour volumes on Highway 1. A conservative scenario of full occupancy of these three parking 
lots was assumed, with parking spaces turning over (i.e., vehicles arriving and leaving) three times 
during the peak 11 a.m. to 2 p.m. period.  

The intersection LOS analysis was based on a proposed design of the Davenport Lot: North that 
would include 51 spaces and a design of the Panther/Yellowbank Beach Lot that would include 55 
spaces. However, parking lot designs have been adjusted such that Davenport Lot: North would 
provide 43 spaces and the Panther/Yellowbank Beach Lot would provide 48 spaces. Intersection 
delays are expected to improve slightly with this reduction in proposed parking capacity and 
subsequent turning volumes at the driveways. LOS would remain unchanged. The results presented 
in the TIA (Kimley-Horn 2018, Appendix K) and summarized below can therefore be considered 
conservative. 

New vehicle trips projected to travel Highway 1 were estimated based on the anticipated number of 
trail users and the proportion of trail users expected to arrive and leave by motor vehicle. Visitor 
counts from similar existing trails near the Project corridor were used to estimate the number of 
users on the proposed trail. Table 3.14-3 shows these counts from representative trails, including 
the Wilder Ranch Trail and Arana Gulch Trail in Santa Cruz County, and the Monterey Bay Coastal 
Recreation Trail in Monterey County. Trail counts taken during non-peak months were increased by 
26 percent to estimate average peak summer use on summer weekend days based on a comparison 
of non-summer and summer weekend bicycle trips on the Arana Gulch Trail. 

Table 3.14-3 Daily Weekend Trail Use Estimates during Summer Months 

Count Location Estimated Trail Counta (People/day) Count Date 

Wilder Ranch Trail, Santa Cruz 1,738 February 4, 2018 

Arana Gulch Trail, Santa Cruz 1,874 October 2017 

Monterey Bay Coastal Recreation Trail 
(north of Fremont Boulevard), Seaside 

998 February 3, 2018 

a Counts during non-summer months were multiplied by 1.26 to estimate trail use during the summer months. 

Source: Kimley-Horn 2018; see Appendix K 

Based on these estimates of the number of users on representative trails, peak daily use of the 
Project during average summer weekends was estimated at 951 trail users during summer 
weekends. It was assumed that the average trail user would start at the northern or southern 
sections of the proposed 7.5-mile trail, traveling 3.75 miles to the center and then back. This pattern 
of trail use would result in an average trip length of 7.5 miles. It was assumed that more people 
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would use the southern section of the trail because of its proximity to Santa Cruz. Based on the 
average trip distance and proximity to a population center, a greater number of trail users were 
estimated for the southern section of the trail with 560 trail users estimated on the southern 
section of the trail and 391 trail users on the northern section.  

Trail users would access the Project corridor either by motor vehicle, bicycle, or on foot. It was 
assumed that 750 out of 951 trail users on summer weekend days would drive to access the trail. 
Assuming 2.5 persons per vehicle, the 750 people traveling by motor vehicle (as opposed to other 
modes of transportation) would amount to 300 new vehicle trips per peak day. 

The number of new vehicle trips during Saturday midday peak hours (11 a.m. to 2 p.m.) was 
estimated based on assumed daily trips and observations of parking turnover at the Davenport Lot: 
North, Bonny Doon Beach, and Panther/Yellowbank Beach parking lots. The estimated 300 vehicle 
trips per day would need 100 parking spaces in the peak hour. During parking counts taken in 
October 2017, up to 50 percent of parking spaces turned over at these parking lots. Therefore, it 
was estimated that the Project would generate 150 peak-hour trips. 

The effect of new vehicle trips on traffic conditions at intersections was evaluated in terms of LOS. 
As described above, this is a qualitative assessment of an intersection’s performance based on 
traffic volumes and roadway capacity. An intersection is characterized by a letter grade ranging from 
A to F, where LOS A represents free flow conditions and LOS F represents forced flow or breakdown 
conditions. The LOS rating is also accompanied by the level of delay. Table 3.14-4 summarizes the 
range of delay associated with LOS A through F. This section evaluates overall LOS at each 
intersection, as well as the “worst” (most congested) approach at each intersection. 

Table 3.14-4 Intersection Level of Service Criteria 
LOS All-Way Stop-Controlled Signalized 

A Delay of 0 to 10 seconds. Upon stopping, drivers are 
immediately able to proceed. 

Delay of 0 to 10 seconds. Most vehicles arrive 
during the green phase, so do not stop at all. 

B Delay of 10 to 15 seconds. Drivers may wait for one or 
two vehicles to clear the intersection before proceeding 
from a stop. 

Delay of 10 to 20 seconds. More vehicles stop than 
with LOS A, but many drivers still do not have to 
stop. 

C Delay of 15 to 25 seconds. Drivers will enter a queue of 
one or two vehicles on the same approach, and wait for 
vehicle to clear from one or more approaches prior to 
entering the intersection. 

Delay of 20 to 35 seconds. The number of vehicles 
stopping is significant, although many still pass 
through without stopping. 

D Delay of 25 to 35 seconds. Queues of more than two 
vehicles are encountered on one or more approaches. 

Delay of 35 to 55 seconds. The influence of 
congestion is noticeable, and most vehicles have to 
stop. 

E Delay of 35 to 50 seconds. Longer queues are 
encountered on more than one approach to the 
intersection. 

Delay of 55 to 80 seconds. Most, if not all, vehicles 
must stop and drivers consider the delay excessive. 

F Delay of more than 50 seconds. Drivers enter long 
queues on all approaches.  

Delay of more than 80 seconds. Vehicles may wait 
through more than one cycle to clear the 
intersection.  

Source: San Mateo County Parks Department 2018 
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This analysis applies Caltrans thresholds of LOS D or worse under existing conditions and LOS E for 
cumulative conditions. For intersections where traffic delay already exceeds these thresholds, the 
addition of any Project-generated traffic to the facility would be considered a significant impact. 

For the Proposed Project’s design option near Shark Fin Cove, called Shark Fin Cove Options A and B 
(Appendix A.PP, Sheets 1 and 2), the impacts would be the same and thus no distinction between 
the design options is made in the text. Alternative 1 does not include this design option. 

Vehicle Miles Traveled 
VMT is the measure of miles traveled in a specific geographic area for a given period; it provides an 
indication of automobile and truck travel on a transportation system. This metric is often used in 
noise, air quality, and greenhouse gas emissions analyses. VMT can also be used to quantify the 
impact of a project or plan on the larger transportation system. While, prior to the future effective 
date of proposed CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3 (as discussed earlier), the CEQA Guidelines do 
not currently apply VMT as the primary metric for evaluating a project’s effect on the transportation 
network, following is a voluntary discussion of the Project’s effects on countywide VMT included for 
informational purposes. 

Impact T-1 discusses how the Project would serve as a new recreational resource that attracts 
additional visitors to the coastal area of Santa Cruz, and thus generates new vehicle trips on 
Highway 1 as trail users drive to and from parking lots adjacent to the highway. The Project would 
generate an estimated 300 new vehicle trips per day and 150 peak-hour trips during peak summer 
days. Although it is possible that some new vehicle trips would be redirected from existing 
recreational destinations elsewhere in Santa Cruz County, other trips would be added to existing 
recreational travel in the county. Additional vehicle trips that are not redirected from other 
destinations would result in an increase in county-wide VMT. The estimated 300 new vehicle trips 
per day would result in an increase of approximately 3,210 VMT per day (300 trips x 10.7 average 
miles per trip) (Vo 2018). Based on the 2009 National Household Travel Survey, the average social 
and recreational trip length is 10.7 miles (Federal Highway Administration 2009). Despite the 
increase in VMT, some visitors who currently drive to coastal destinations such as beaches, trails, 
and view points would opt instead to bicycle or walk to the proposed trail, which would reduce the 
Project’s increase in county-wide VMT. The estimated increase of 3,210 VMT per day does not 
factor in this expected reduction from bicycling and pedestrian trips. Furthermore, rail service would 
reduce vehicle trips, resulting in an estimated decrease in VMT by 375 per day. 

Parking Availability 
Based on the parking capacity analysis presented in the TIA, this analysis assumes that after 
implementation of the proposed parking lot improvements, the parking lot capacity would be as 
follows: 

 Davenport Lot: North: 43 delineated parking spaces 
 Bonny Doon Beach Lot: 48 parking spaces 
 Panther/Yellowbank Beach Lot: 48 parking spaces 

It is assumed that the other informal parking locations along Highway 1 parallel to the Project 
corridor would have capacities equal to the maximum demand shown in Table 3.14-2. As is the case 
under existing conditions, it is assumed that parking locations along Highway 1 would remain filled 
to capacity during peak use, with parking demand spilling over onto the shoulder of Highway 1. It is 
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also assumed that after implementation of the Project, the three improved parking lots would be 
fully occupied for average weekday and peak weekend times during the summer. The Project would 
have a significant impact on parking availability if it increases demand to the extent that cannot be 
accommodated by parking locations along Highway 1 and the highway’s shoulder. Although not 
included in Appendix G CEQA checklist, parking has been added to the significance thresholds 
discussed below. 

Traffic Hazards 
This analysis evaluates potential traffic hazards associated with pedestrian crossings of Highway 1, 
sight distance at intersections between Highway 1 and improved parking lots, agricultural vehicles 
crossing the proposed trail. 

Sight distance is assessed to ensure that vehicles exiting the Davenport Lot: North, Bonny Doon 
Beach Lot, and Panther/Yellowbank Beach Lot have adequate visibility to make safe turns onto 
Highway 1. Two forms of sight distance are assessed: stopping sight distance and corner sight 
distance. Stopping sight distance is the distance necessary for vehicles traveling on highways to stop 
before reaching an object in their path. Corner sight distance is the line of sight necessary for 
vehicles entering a highway to safely anticipate approaching vehicles. A field review of available 
sight distance was conducted at their intersections with Highway 1 on October 28, 2017. The sight 
distance needed under various assumptions of physical conditions and driver behavior is directly 
related to vehicle speeds and to the distance traversed during perception-reaction time and braking. 
Adequate sight distance is evaluated in accordance with the American Association of State Highway 
and Transportation Officials’ (AASHTO) publication A Policy on Geometric Design (AASHTO 2011). 

Significance Thresholds 
The introduction in Section 3.0 explains that the significance thresholds used in this analysis are 
based on Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, which provides a sample Initial Study checklist 
that includes number of factual inquiries related to the subject of transportation and circulation 
along with the other environmental topics. Lead agencies are under no obligation to use these 
inquiries in fashioning thresholds of significance; however, it is a common practice and the RTC has 
elected to use them here. Thus, the letters and thresholds presented below primarily correspond 
with the questions in the Appendix G Initial Study checklist.  

Although not currently on the Appendix G Initial Study checklist, a threshold for parking impacts has 
been added as threshold “G” below. This EIR evaluates the Project’s effects on parking capacity in 
the interest of public disclosure and consistency with recent CEQA-related case law (e.g., the 2013 
case Taxpayers for Accountable School Bond Spending v. San Diego Unified School District 215 Cal. 
App. 4th 1013, 1050-1054). 

For purposes of this EIR, a significant impact would occur if implementation of the Proposed Project 
or Alternative 1 would result in any of the following conditions. 

A. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for 
the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation 
including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation 
system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways, and freeways, pedestrian 
and bicycle paths, and mass transit 
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B. Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including but not limited to level 
of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the county 
congestion management agency for designated roads or highways 

D.  Substantially increase hazards to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) 
or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment) 

G.  Increased demand for parking to the extent that parking for trail users cannot be 
accommodated by parking locations along Highway 1 and the highway’s shoulder 

The Appendix G Initial Study checklist also includes questions that are not applicable to the Project. 
The Project would not affect public or private airport facilities and would not cause a change in the 
directional patterns of aircraft. Additionally, the Project would not conflict with adopted policies, 
plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities. Therefore, the following 
checklist items C, E, and F are excluded from the list and analysis. Additional discussion can be found 
in Section 3.17, Effects Found to be Less than Significant. Impacts related to emergency access are 
discussed in Section 3.12, Public Safety and Services. 

C.  Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change 
in location that results in substantial safety risks 

E.  Result in inadequate emergency access.  
F.  Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian 

facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities.  

3.14.4 Project Impact Analysis 

Threshold A: Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all 
modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and 
relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to 
intersections, streets, highways, and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and 
mass transit 

Threshold B: Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including but not 
limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards 
established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or 
highways 

Impact T-1 NEW VEHICLE TRIPS BY TRAIL USERS WOULD NOT RESULT IN TRAFFIC DELAY EXCEEDING 
CALTRANS STANDARDS ON HIGHWAY 1 UNDER THE EXISTING PLUS PROJECT SCENARIO. (PROPOSED PROJECT: 
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
The Proposed Project would serve as a new recreational resource that attracts additional visitors to 
the coastal area of Santa Cruz, and would generate new vehicle trips on Highway 1 as trail users 
drive to and from parking lots adjacent to the highway. Section 3.14.3, Methodology and 
Significance Thresholds, indicates it is estimated that the Proposed Project would add 300 daily 
vehicle trips and 150 peak-hour trips on peak weekend days during the summer. These new trips 
would increase existing traffic delay at the intersections of Highway 1 with driveway entrances to 
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the Davenport Lot: North, Bonny Doon Beach Lot, and Panther/Yellowbank Beach parking Lot. Table 
3.14-5 compares existing traffic delay at these intersections with modeled after implementation of 
the Project. 

Table 3.14-5 Existing and Existing + Project Intersection Level of Service during 
Weekend Peak Hours in Summer Months 

Intersection Controla Movement 

Existing Conditions 
Existing Conditions 

+ Project 

Delay 
(sec/vehb) LOS 

Delay 
(sec/veh) LOS 

Highway 1/ 
Davenport Lot: North 
Driveway 

TWSC Overall 0.6 A 0.6 A 

Worst 
Approach 

13.1 B (EB) 13.6 B (EB) 

Highway 1/ 
Bonny Doon Beach 
North Driveway 

TWSC Overall 1.4 A 1.5 A 

Worst 
Approach 

16.1 C (WB) 17 C (WB) 

Highway 1/ 
Bonny Doon Beach 
South Driveway 

TWSC Overall 0.3 A 0.3 A 

Worst 
Approach 

13.3 B (EB) 13.4 B (EB) 

Highway 1/ 
Panther/Yellowbank 
Beach Driveway 

TWSC Overall 0.1 A 0.1 A 

Worst 
Approach 

13.4 B (EB) 13 B (EB) 

1 TWSC = two-way stop-controlled intersection 
2 sec/veh = seconds of delay per vehicle 
EB = east bound, WB = west bound 
Source: Kimley-Horn 2018; Refer to Appendix K 

As shown in Table 3.14-5, the worst approach to an intersection affected by the Proposed Project, 
at Highway 1 and the northern entrance to the Bonny Doon Beach parking lot, would have LOS C 
conditions under the existing scenario and with Proposed Project-generated traffic. This level of 
traffic delay would not exceed the applicable Caltrans threshold of LOS D or worse under existing 
conditions. This impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant. No mitigation is 
required. However, targeted public outreach to promote walking and bicycling between the City of 
Santa Cruz and the proposed trail, instead of traveling by motor vehicle, has the potential to reduce 
Proposed Project-generated traffic. Therefore, although not required to reduce a significant impact 
to a less than significant level, the RTC would implement Mitigation Measure T-1, described below, 
as a condition of project approval. 

Mitigation Measure T-1: Public Outreach for Bicycling and Walking 
Prior to operation of the North Coast Rail Trail, the RTC shall publish informational materials, in print 
and/or on-line, that explain how pedestrians and bicyclists can access the trail from within the City 
of Santa Cruz, including from other segments of the MBSST Network and other existing paved trails. 
The RTC also shall coordinate with the City of Santa Cruz to install signage in a highly visible location 
on the MBSST that includes a map of paved bicycle and pedestrian access routes to the North Coast. 
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Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
Similar to the Proposed Project, it is estimated that Alternative 1 would generate 300 new vehicle 
trips per day and 150 peak-hour trips during peak summer days. This alternative would have a 
similar effect on existing traffic conditions. As shown in Table 3.14-5, the addition of trips generated 
by the Project would not result in traffic delay exceeding the Caltrans threshold of LOS D or worse. 
This impact of Alternative 1 would be less than significant. No mitigation is required. However, 
implementation of Mitigation Measure T-1, as described above, would be required to further reduce 
traffic generated by Alternative 1. 

Impact T-2 THE PROJECT WOULD BE CONSISTENT WITH POLICIES PROMOTING MULTI-MODAL 
TRANSPORTATION (PROPOSED PROJECT: NO IMPACT; ALTERNATIVE 1: NO IMPACT) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
The Proposed Project would be consistent with plans and policies promoting multi-modal 
transportation, including the Santa Cruz County General Plan and Santa Cruz County RTP, described 
in Regulatory Setting, as well as the MBSST Network Master Plan. 

The Proposed Project would improve pedestrian and bicyclist access and circulation in the North 
Coast area. Currently, the trail corridor is not open to pedestrian access, although 16 formal 
pedestrian crossings and sevensix informal pedestrian crossings intersect the corridor between 
Davenport and Wilder Ranch State Park, providing access to coastal resources. Bicyclists also 
currently have access to the paved and striped shoulder of Highway 1 that is parallel to the trail 
corridor.  

The 7.5-mile multi-use trail would introduce a route dedicated to pedestrians and bicyclists. This 
route would provide connectivity to intersecting trails that lead to the coastal bluffs and beaches, 
improving the overall trail network. When combined with the pedestrian crossing at Davenport, the 
Proposed Project would also provide trail access to Davenport from a limited number of residences 
along the corridor. 

As a segment of the larger MBSST Network, the Proposed Project would ultimately help provide 
pedestrian and bicyclist access throughout Santa Cruz County, as well as through Monterey County 
to Pacific Grove, as future MBSST segments are constructed. In addition to improving connectivity, 
the trail would provide extended, high-quality views of scenic coastal resources such as Davenport 
Beach, Shark Fin Cove, Bonny Doon Beach, Panther/Yellowbank Beach, and Four Mile Beach, as 
discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics. Mitigation Measure T-1, discussed above under Impact T-1, 
would educate MBSST trail users in the city of Santa Cruz about paved pedestrian and bicyclist 
routes to the North Coast Rail Trail, which has the potential to increase active transportation in the 
Project corridor, consistent with RTC policy to promote multi-modal access. 

The Proposed Project would also improve pedestrian access to and from the Davenport Lot: North 
and to the unincorporated community of Davenport. Currently, the Highway 1/Ocean Street 
intersection has signage with flashing yellow lights to warn motorists of pedestrians crossing to and 
from the Davenport Lot (both North and South). The Proposed Project would include improvements 
to the existing pedestrian crossing. These improvements, to be determined in coordination with 
Caltrans, may include increased signage, striping, and lighting upgrades.  

In conjunction with the new trail, the Proposed Project would add a variety of amenities for trail 
users in the form of benches, bike racks, informational signs, nature education, restrooms, and trash 
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containers. Most of these trail amenities would be located in the improved parking lots, while 
others would be placed at strategic locations along the trail, approximately 0.5 mile apart. New 
restrooms would be added to the Davenport Lot: North and Panther/Yellowbank Beach Lot. These 
amenities would improve the quality of the user experience while using the Proposed Project. 

By improving pedestrian and bicyclist connectivity and providing amenities for trail users, the 
Proposed Project would be consistent with applicable policies for non-motorized circulation. The 
Proposed Project would provide the option of multi-modal access along the Highway 1 corridor, 
consistent with Policy 1.3 in the 2040 RTP, and contribute to completion of a regional trail network, 
consistent with Policy 1.4. The trail would also provide multi-modal access to scenic recreational 
resources including beaches. The Proposed Project would be consistent with County policy to 
promote multi-modal access and would be consistent with the 2040 RTP, which includes the North 
Coast Rail Trail Project in its project list. 

Although the Proposed Project would be implemented by the federal government and therefore 
would not be subject to local regulations, the proposed MBSST trail segment would nonetheless be 
consistent with Policy 3.8.5 in the Santa Cruz County General Plan to provide a bikeway system with 
regional connectivity. 

The MBSST Master Plan EIR identified a potentially significant impact related to local connectivity. 
According to the EIR, the “installation of fencing in areas where pedestrians currently access the rail 
corridor may hinder this access and prohibit crossings at non-roadway crossings. Although such 
crossings are currently illegal, eliminating this accessibility may be perceived as a loss of local 
connectivity, and may impact the ability of locals to make short non-vehicular trips” (RTC 2013). 
Mitigation Measure T-7 (Trail Access) was included in the Master Plan EIR to require the 
consideration of openings in trail fencing to allow for pedestrian and bicycle access in locations 
other than staging areas and roadway crossings.  

Due to the rural nature of the Proposed Project corridor, existing pedestrian activity is limited 
primarily to beach goers and pedestrians on existing informal, unpaved trails. Although the 
Proposed Project would close tennine existing rail crossings, the trail would improve pedestrian and 
bicyclist connectivity, as discussed above. Furthermore, as described in Section 3.3, Recreation, the 
Proposed Project would improve access to state parks, open space, and beaches in the North Coast 
area. As the Proposed Project would improve connectivity along the North Coast, Mitigation 
Measure T-7 from the MBSST Master Plan EIR does not apply and is not included herein.2  

The Proposed Project would have a beneficial effect on pedestrian and bicyclist circulation. 
Therefore, no impact would occurthis impact would be less than significant. No mitigation is 
required.  

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
Similar to the Proposed Project and as described above for this impact, Alternative 1 would be 
consistent with plans and policies promoting multi-modal transportation, including the Santa Cruz 
County General Plan and Santa Cruz County RTP, by introducing a 7.5-mile multi-purpose trail 
offering pedestrian and bicyclist access to coastal resources and amenities for trail users. It would 
also improve pedestrian access across Highway 1 to and from the Davenport Lot: North parking 
area.  

                                                      
2 Additionally, increasing access within an active agricultural area would not be appropriate from an agricultural resource perspective. 
Conflicts between active agricultural operations and trail users are analyzed in Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources. 
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Alternative 1 would not be consistent with and would in fact conflict with the MBSST Master Plan’s 
vision for a multi-purpose trail alongside a rail that does not preclude future passenger service. 
Replacement of the existing railroad tracks with a trail would preclude the possibility of adding 
passenger rail service in the corridor. However, the MBSST Master Plan does not establish measures 
of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system as a whole, taking into consideration 
all modes of transportation. Therefore, the removal of the rail would not conflict with a policy 
establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, and would not 
result in a significant impact. 

Overall, Alternative 1 would have a beneficial effect on pedestrian and bicyclist circulation. No 
impact would occur. This impact would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.  

Threshold D: Substantially increase hazards to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment) 

Impact T-3 THE PROJECT MAY INCREASE DESIGN HAZARDS AND TRAFFIC RISKS AT ROADWAY 
CROSSINGS AND PARKING LOTS. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION; 
ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
The Proposed Project could affect traffic safety at roadway crossings, parking lots, and farm vehicle 
crossings. These potential design hazards and incompatible uses are discussed below.  

Pedestrian Crossings 
In Davenport, the Proposed Project would introduce design features to reduce existing traffic 
hazards for pedestrians crossing Highway 1. Currently, the Highway 1/Ocean Street intersection has 
signage with flashing yellow lights to warn motorists of crossing to and from the Davenport Lot: 
North parking lot. Despite this formally marked intersection, potentially unsafe crossings of Highway 
1 were observed in the vicinity during the October 28, 2017 parking survey, where pedestrians 
would start to cross the road to access retail shops and restaurants and oncoming cars had to stop. 
The Project would include improvements to the existing pedestrian crossing. These improvements, 
to be determined in coordination with Caltrans, may include increased signage, striping, and lighting 
upgrades such as a High Intensity Activated Crosswalk (HAWK) beacon or similar. Better signage, 
striping, and/or lighting would provide a clearer warning to motorists of crossing pedestrians at the 
Highway 1/Ocean Street intersection, reducing traffic hazards between motorists and pedestrians in 
this part of Davenport. 

Pedestrian use of the northern section of the trail alignment and trail users accessing the Davenport 
Lot: South parking lot could result in increased jaywalking behavior beyond existing conditions near 
this lot. Although the proposed improvements to the formalized pedestrian crossing of Highway 1 
by the Davenport Lot: North would incentivize use of that crossing, pedestrians walking to and from 
the Davenport Lot: South may continue to engage in potentially unsafe crossings for the sake of 
convenience. A potential increase in jaywalking behavior may represent a hazardous condition. 
Outside of Davenport, new trail users traveling by motor vehicle could increase the number of 
people parking on the shoulder of Highway 1 during peak days, as discussed in Impact T-4. If trail 
users park on the inland side of Highway 1, they would need to cross the highway to access the 
Proposed Project on the coastal side of Highway 1. These pedestrian crossings in areas without 
crosswalks or signage would be potentially unsafe. However, sufficient parking space is available on 
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the coastal side of Highway 1 to accommodate additional parking demand by trail users. As shown 
in Figure 3.14-2, several miles on the coastal side of Highway 1 parallel to the Proposed Project 
corridor are not subject to no-parking restrictions, thus allowing daytime parking on the shoulder. 
Because of the abundance of parking capacity on the coastal side of Highway 1, it is expected that 
few trail users would park on the inland shoulder of Highway 1. The Proposed Project would not 
result in a substantial increase in unsafe pedestrian crossings by people parking on the shoulder of 
Highway 1. 

At the south end of the trail alignment, the proposed trail connection to Wilder Ranch would extend 
alongside and on existing paths between the rail corridor and Coast Road, and then continue along 
the coastal side of Coast Road. Before crossing Wilder Creek, the trail would be entirely on Coast 
Road. Coast Road is closed to public vehicle access. The trail would be within the existing paved 
roadway area, but delineated to separate from the portion on which State Parks vehicle access 
would be allowed. As such, there would be no design hazards associated with the trail connection to 
Wilder Ranch. 

The Proposed Project would cross two segments of Scaroni Road, a narrow one-lane road that loops 
south of Highway 1 to provide access to agricultural properties. In this location, bicycles and 
pedestrians would cross the roadway in the same location, without the benefit of a path separated 
from automobiles. This crossing may lead to conflicts between user groups, which could be a 
hazardous condition. Mitigating design features in the MBSST Network Master Plan to minimize user 
conflicts would apply to the Proposed Project, including: 

 Use clear signage or pavement markings to define etiquette and yielding protocol 
 Set multi-use mode priority and communicate at access points 
 Enforce rules using volunteer trail patrols and a uniformed presence – especially when a trail is 

new, to establish precedent and expectations. 

Consistent with these design features, adequate sight lines would be provided where the proposed 
trail crosses Scaroni Road. The Master Plan also recommends simple advisories to trail users of 
etiquette to avoid conflicts, such as bicyclists yielding to pedestrians and giving a clear warning 
before passing slower traffic. The above mitigating design features and recommendations would 
minimize user conflicts on the trail.  

Despite these design features, trail crossings at public roadways could result in conflicts between 
vehicles and trail users. Figure 2-9 in Section 2.0, Project Description, shows a typical public roadway 
crossing where signage would be installed on the roadway indicating the presence of a multi-use 
trail. However, placement of stop or yield signs on the trail is not currently proposed. Measuring 
approximately 15 feet, the crossings would be relatively short and there is a low volume of traffic on 
Scaroni Road. Nevertheless, without adequate sight distance, conflicts at the Scaroni Road crossings 
may represent a hazardous condition. 

Parking Lots 
The Proposed Project would alter the configuration of Davenport Lot: North, Bonny Boon Beach Lot, 
and Panther/Yellowbank Beach Lot along Highway 1. An assessment of sight distance was 
performed to determine if existing sight distance is adequate for vehicles approaching driveways to 
these parking lots on Highway 1 and for vehicles exiting the driveways. Table 3.14-6 compares the 
available stopping sight distance approaching each parking lot on Highway 1 to AASHTO standards. 
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Table 3.14-6 Stopping Sight Distance 

Parking Lot 
Required Stopping 
Sight Distance (ft.) 

Available Stopping 
Sight Distance (ft.) Meets Requirements? 

Davenport Lot: North 360 >610 Yes 

Bonny Doon Beach 495 >610 Yes 

Panther/Yellowbank Beach 495 >610 Yes 

Source: Kimley-Horn 2018 (refer to Appendix K) 

As shown in Table 3.14-6, the available stopping sight distance at each parking lot exceeds 610 feet, 
which is longer than the required distances. Table 3.14-7 compares the available corner sight 
distance for vehicles exiting the parking lots to AASHTO standards. 

Table 3.14-7 Corner Sight Distance 

Parking Lot 

Required Corner 
Sight Distance (ft.) 

Available Corner 
Sight Distance (ft.) 

Meets 
Requirements? Left Turn Right Turn 

Davenport Lot: North 500 430 >610 Yes 

Bonny Doon Beach 610 530 >610 Yes 

Panther/Yellowbank Beach 610 530 >610 Yes 

Source: Kimley-Horn 2018 (refer to Appendix K) 

As shown in Table 3.14-7, the available corner sight distance at each parking lot exceeds 610 feet, 
which is longer than the required distances. Because motor vehicles approaching and exiting 
driveways in the Proposed Project improved parking lots would have adequate stopping and corner 
sight distances, it would be safe for drivers to merge into flowing traffic on Highway 1. No mitigation 
is required for parking lots.  

Farm Vehicle Crossings 
As discussed in Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources, approximately 3.4 miles of the Proposed Project 
alignment follow existing farm roads (Short 2018), representing 47 percent of the Proposed Project 
alignment.3 In addition, numerous farm roads in the North Coast area cross the existing rail line, 
shown in Figure 2-8 and listed in Table 2-1 in Section 2.0, Project Description. Of the 2524 crossings, 
16 are formal4 paved or unpaved roads used by farm vehicles, sevensix are informal trails used for 
pedestrian/bicycle access to the beaches or coastal bluffs, two are informal crossings used by farm 
vehicles.  

Existing agricultural roads in the Proposed Project vicinity are used by large farm equipment (ring 
rollers, land planes, plows, tractors, and pesticide trailers), farm trucks, and personal vehicles. 
According to the North Coast Farmers, farm vehicle trips at some existing rail crossings can exceed 

                                                      
3 In their NOP comment letter, the North Coast Farmers stated that 3.9 miles of existing farm roads are located immediately adjacent to 
the existing rail line (North Coast Farmers 2017). However, there was no source provided for this information. A review of the Proposed 
Project alignment by the engineer designing the Project indicated a distance of 3.4 miles (Short 2018). This was based on a review of 
Project drawings in GIS format, where farm access roads were defined to include any dirt road that connects fields and/or runs parallel to 
the edge of a farm field, over which the Proposed Project would lie. 
4 “Formal” crossings are those designated and permitted by the California Public Utility Commission, which regulates railroad crossings. 
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300 trips per day (North Coast Farmers 2017).5 At each of these crossings, the potential exists for 
conflicts between trail users and farm vehicle and equipment.  

As shown in Figure 2-9 and Figure 2-10 in Section 2.0, Project Description, improvements at trail 
crossings with public and private roads would include grading, installation of pavement and 
concrete crossing panels, and signage. As currently proposed, the trail itself would not include 
signage warning trail users of agricultural vehicles or other vehicles, and signage on roadways 
crossing the trail would include signs warning that “no motor vehicles” are allowed and signs 
indicating the presence of a multi-use trail at crossings with public roadways. Mitigation Measure T-
3(b) includes a requirement that additional signs be installed on the trail warning about the 
presence of farm vehicles. The adequacy of trail crossings to accommodate farm equipment is 
addressed under Impact AG-3 in Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources.  

Master Plan EIR Mitigation 
The MBSST Master Plan EIR identified that construction activity associated with the MBSST Network 
could introduce a hazard by creating temporary conflicts between construction vehicles and 
materials and existing traffic (RTC 2013). Specifically, the loss of travel lanes and roadway shoulder 
areas during construction could potentially create conflicts due to unexpected merging. Mitigation 
Measure T-6 (Construction Activity) required the preparation of a traffic control plan to minimize 
these conflicts. Construction of the Proposed Project would not require construction staging on road 
shoulders, nor would it require temporary lane or road closures. As such, this mitigation measure 
does not apply and is not included herein.  

Mitigation Measure T-5(a) (Crosswalk Markings) from the Master Plan EIR required that trail 
crossings of roadways incorporate a distinctive crosswalk pattern to orient different types of trail 
users. The Proposed Project would cross two segments of Scaroni Road, a narrow one-lane road 
that loops south of Highway 1 to provide access to agricultural properties. At these narrow 
crossings, distinctive crosswalk patterns are not recommended due to the rural nature of the area 
and to minimize visual impacts. As such, this mitigation measure does not apply and is not included 
herein. 

Summary 
The Proposed Project could result in conflicts between vehicles and/or farm equipment and trail 
users, at roadway crossings. Mitigation Measures T-3(a), T-3(b), and T-3(c), described below, would 
reduce these safety hazards by requiring safety features, adequate sight distance, and increased 
signage. Therefore, this impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant with 
mitigation.  

Mitigation Measure T-3(a): Design Roadway Crossings to Minimize Safety 
Hazards6 
The Federal Highway Administration Central Federal Lands Highway Division (CFL) shall design trail 
crossings with public roadways to minimize potential safety hazards. This shall include the following: 

                                                      
5 This figure has not been independently verified by the RTC. 
6 This mitigation is a refinement of Mitigation Measures T-3(a) (Trail Crossing Warning Signs), T-3(c) (Right-of-Way Priority), and T-5(b) 
(Line-of-Sight) in the MBSST Master Plan EIR (RTC 2013). 
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 Caution signs shall be installed along vehicular roadways preceding each trail crossing to warn 
motorists of trail users.  

 Right-of-way priority shall be given to the facility with the higher volume of traffic, and indicated 
with appropriate stop sign or yield sign given to the cross traffic.  

 Crossings with public roads shall be designed so that the approaching driver and bicyclist or 
pedestrian have a view of each other within the appropriate stopping sight distance suggested 
by AASHTO Guidelines. This sight distance shall be provided through a combination of measures 
such as minor vegetation trimming and/or removal, sidewalk/shoulder curb extensions, 
roadway realignment or narrowing, etc. 

Mitigation Measure T-3(b): Install Agricultural Vehicle and Trail Warning Signs7 
Informational signs shall be installed along the trail, preceding agricultural road crossings, warning 
trail users of the presence of agricultural vehicles. Informational signs shall also be installed on the 
roadways preceding the trail crossings and where agricultural access points intersect with adjacent 
roadways, warning operators about the presence of pedestrians and bicyclists. 

Mitigation Measure T-3(c): Install Pedestrian Signage at Davenport Lot: South 

To minimize jaywalking behavior by new trail users and pedestrians leaving the Davenport Lot: 
South, informational signage shall be installed to direct pedestrians who desire to cross Highway 1 
to the formalized pedestrian crossing of Highway 1 at Ocean Street, adjacent to the improved 
Davenport Lot: North. 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
Alternative 1 could affect traffic safety at roadway crossings, parking lots, and farm vehicle 
crossings. The impacts would be similar to those of the Proposed Project, for pedestrian crossings, 
parking lots, farm vehicle crossings, and construction.  

Similar to the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 would involve improvements to the existing 
pedestrian crossing of Highway 1 at Ocean Street and installation of signage to minimize trail 
conflicts with agricultural vehicles. As shown in Table 3.14-6 and Table 3.14-7, sight distance also 
would be adequate for vehicles at the intersections of the Davenport Lot: North, Bonny Doon Beach 
Lot, and Panther/Yellowbank Beach Lot.  

Also similar to the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 could result in conflicts between vehicles and/or 
farm equipment and trail users as well as increased jaywalking behavior at roadway crossings. 
Mitigation Measures T-3(a), T-3(b), and T-3(c), described above, would reduce these safety hazards 
by requiring safety features, adequate sight distance, and increased signage. Therefore, this impact 
of Alternative 1 would be less than significant with mitigation.  

Alternative 1 would have a less than significant impact related to design hazards. No mitigation is 
required. 

                                                      
7 This mitigation is a refinement of Mitigation Measure T-3(b) (Agricultural Access Safety) in the MBSST Master Plan EIR (RTC 2013) 
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Mitigation Measure T-3(a): Design Roadway Crossings to Minimize Safety Hazards 

Mitigation Measure T-3(b): Install Agricultural Vehicle and Trail Warning Signs 

Mitigation Measure T-3(c): Install Pedestrian Signage at Davenport Lot: South 

Threshold G: Increased demand for parking to the extent that parking for trail users cannot be 
accommodated by parking locations along Highway 1 and the highway shoulder 

Impact T-4 INCREASED DEMAND FOR PARKING BY TRAIL USERS WOULD BE ACCOMMODATED AT 
PARKING LOCATIONS, BOTH FORMAL AND INFORMAL, ALONG HIGHWAY 1. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN 
SIGNIFICANT; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
As discussed under Impact T-1, trail users would generate an estimated 300 daily vehicle trips and 
150 peak-hour trips on peak weekend days during the summer. Trail users arriving by motor vehicle 
would likely use the 11 parking locations along Highway 1, as listed in Table 3.14-2, or the shoulder 
of the highway. As described under Section 3.14.1, Existing Conditions (Parking Conditions), the 
Davenport Lot: North, Bonny Doon Beach Lot, and Panther/Yellowbank Beach Lot are currently and 
would continue to be fully occupied during peak weekend times; the other parking locations along 
Highway 1 are currently and would continue under the Proposed Project to be fully occupied during 
peak summer days, with parking demand spilling over onto the shoulder of Highway 1. The trail 
would be readily accessible on foot from these parking areas, which would spread out parking 
demand across the Project corridor.  

Although new trail users arriving by vehicles would increase the demand for parking in these areas, 
under the Proposed Project, sufficient overflow parking space would remain in informal parking lots 
on the shoulder of Highway 1 to accommodate the additional demand. As shown in Figure 3.14-2, 
several miles of Highway 1 parallel to the Proposed Project corridor are not subject to no-parking 
restrictions, thus allowing daytime parking on the shoulder.  

This impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant because it would not result in 
inadequate parking supply. No mitigation is required.  

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
Similar to the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 would generate an estimated 300 daily vehicle trips 
and 150 peak-hour trips on peak weekend days during the summer, and thus a similar demand for 
parking. Although new trail users arriving by vehicles would increase demand for parking at the 11 
identified parking locations along Highway (Table 3.14-2), sufficient overflow parking space would 
remain on the shoulder of Highway 1 to accommodate additional demand. As shown in Figure 3.14-
2, several miles of Highway 1 parallel to the Project corridor are not subject to no-parking 
restrictions and allow daytime parking on the shoulder.  

This impact of Alternative 1 would be less than significant because it would not result in inadequate 
parking supply. No mitigation is required.  
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3.15 Tribal Cultural Resources 

This section includes an analysis of potential impacts to tribal cultural resources based on the results 
of consultation with local California Native Americans. This work is conducted pursuant to Assembly 
Bill (AB) 52, which serves to increase the involvement of native peoples in CEQA analytical work. 
Table 3.15-1 summarizes identified Proposed Project and Alternative 1 impacts related to tribal 
cultural resources. 

Table 3.15-1 Summary of Project Impacts on Tribal Cultural Resourcesa 

Impact 
Significance 
Before Mitigation Mitigation 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

TCR-1. The Project may cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a tribal cultural 
resource. 

Potentially 
Significant 

TCR-1 Less than 
Significant 

a The impacts and mitigation measures apply to both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 unless otherwise noted. 

3.15.1 Existing Conditions 

Regional Tribal Cultural Resources 
This discussion focuses on Native American groups in the Monterey Bay area. Penutian groups 
settled around Monterey Bay at approximately 500 B.C., displacing earlier Hokan populations 
(Breschini and Haversat 1997). Linguists have identified eight Ohlone languages (Shipley 1978). The 
language spoken in the Santa Cruz area was called Awaswas.  

The Ohlone, like most native California groups, were organized according to politically independent 
land-holding groups referred to by anthropologists as “tribelets.” There were approximately 40 
Ohlone tribelets. The basic Ohlone social unit was the family household of about 15 individuals, 
which was extended patrilineally (Levy 1978). Households grouped together to form villages, and 
villages combined to form tribelets. Tribelets exchanged trade goods, such as obsidian, shell beads, 
and baskets; participated in ceremonial and religious activities together; intermarried; and could 
have extensive reciprocal obligations to one another involving resource collection. At the time of 
the arrival of the Spanish and establishment of Mission Santa Cruz in 1791, the Santa Cruz area was 
in the territory of the Uypi tribelet. 

For the Ohlone, like other native Californians, the acorn was a dietary staple, eaten as mush or 
made into bread. The Ohlone used a range of other plant resources, including buckeye, California 
laurel, elderberries, strawberries, manzanita berries, goose berries, toyon berries, wild grapes, wild 
onion, cattail, amole, wild carrots, clover, and herbs. Animals eaten by the Ohlone included large 
fauna such as black-tailed deer, Roosevelt elk, antelope, and marine mammals such as sea lion, and 
sea otter; smaller mammals such as dog, skunk, raccoon, rabbit, and squirrel; birds, including geese 
and ducks; and fish such as salmon, sturgeon, and mollusks (Levy 1978). 

Besides granting sustenance, the Monterey Bay area’s flora and fauna provided the Ohlone with raw 
materials to construct dome-shaped shelters and sweat houses. Animal bones, teeth, beaks, and 
claws were made into awls, pins, knives, and scrapers. Pelts and feathers became clothing and 
bedding, while sinews were used for cordage and bow strings. Feathers, bone, and shells were 
crafted into ornaments (Levy 1978). 
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Assembly Bill 52 Consultation 
As described in Section 3.15.2, Regulatory Setting, Assembly Bill 52 of 2014 (AB 52) requires 
consultation with Native American tribes. The RTC prepared and sent AB 52 notification letters to 
the following tribes listed with the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) on January 18, 
2018: the Amah Mutsun Tribal Band, the Amah Mutsun Tribal Band of San Juan Bautista, the 
Costanoan Ohlone Rumsen-Mutsun Tribe, the Muwekma Ohlone Indian Tribe of the San Francisco 
Bay Area, and the Indian Canyon Mutsun Band of Costanoan. Letters were received by contacts 
between January 20, 2018 and February 2, 2018.  

The RTC received one response requesting consultation from Ann Marie Sayers of the Indian Canyon 
Mutsun Band of Costanoan on February 28, 2018. On March 20, 2018, RTC hosted a conference call 
with Ms. Sayers, RTC staff, and staff from Rincon Consultants, Inc. During the call, Ms. Sayers did not 
identify any specific tribal cultural resources in the Project corridor, but requested that 
archaeological and Native American monitoring be required for all ground disturbance associated 
with the Project. She requested to be kept informed regarding progress on the Project and to be 
informed of who will conduct the cultural resource mitigation. 

3.15.2 Regulatory Setting 
AB 52 expanded CEQA by defining a new resource category, “tribal cultural resources.” AB 52 
establishes that “a project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the 
environment” (PRC Section 21084.2). It further states that the lead agency shall establish measures 
to avoid impacts that would alter the significant characteristics of a tribal cultural resource, when 
feasible (PRC Section 21084.3). PRC Section 21074 (a)(1)(A) and (B) defines tribal cultural resources 
as “sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a 
California Native American tribe,” and meets either of the following criteria: 

a. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register 
of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k) 

b. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial 
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources 
Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code 
Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California 
Native American tribe 

In recognition of California Native American tribal sovereignty and the unique relationship of 
California local governments and public agencies with California Native American tribal 
governments and with respect to the interests and roles of project proponents, it is the intent AB 52 
to accomplish all of the following: 

(1) Recognize that California Native American prehistoric, historic, archaeological, cultural, and 
sacred places are essential elements in tribal cultural traditions, heritages, and identities 

(2) Establish a new category of resources in CEQA called “tribal cultural resources” that considers 
the tribal cultural values in addition to the scientific and archaeological values when 
determining impacts and mitigation 

(3) Establish examples of mitigation measures for tribal cultural resources that uphold the existing 
mitigation preference for historical and archaeological resources of preservation in place, if 
feasible 
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(4) Recognize that California Native American tribes may have expertise with regard to their tribal 
history and practices, which concern the tribal cultural resources with which they are 
traditionally and culturally affiliated (Because CEQA calls for a sufficient degree of analysis, tribal 
knowledge about the land and tribal cultural resources at issue should be included in 
environmental assessments for projects that may have a significant impact on those resources) 

(5) In recognition of their governmental status, establish a meaningful consultation process 
between California Native American tribal governments and lead agencies, respecting the 
interests and roles of all California Native American tribes and project proponents, and the level 
of required confidentiality concerning tribal cultural resources, early in the CEQA environmental 
review process, so that tribal cultural resources can be identified, and culturally appropriate 
mitigation and mitigation monitoring programs can be considered by the decision-making body 
of the lead agency 

(6) Recognize the unique history of California Native American tribes and uphold existing rights of 
all California Native American tribes to participate in, and contribute their knowledge to, the 
environmental review process pursuant to CEQA 

(7) Ensure that local and tribal governments, public agencies, and project proponents have 
information available, early in CEQA environmental review process, for purposes of identifying 
and addressing potential adverse impacts to tribal cultural resources and to reduce the 
potential for delay and conflicts in the environmental review process 

(8) Enable California Native American tribes to manage and accept conveyances of, and act as 
caretakers of, tribal cultural resources 

(9) Establish that a substantial adverse change to a tribal cultural resource has a significant effect 
on the environment 

AB 52 also establishes a formal consultation process for California tribes regarding those resources. 
The consultation process must be completed before a CEQA document can be certified. AB 52 
requires that lead agencies “begin consultation with a California Native American tribe that is 
traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project.” Native 
American tribes to be included in the process are those that have requested notice of projects 
proposed in the jurisdiction of the lead agency. 

3.15.3 Methodology and Significance Thresholds 

Methodology 
Analysis of tribal cultural resources included a review of the ethnographic and archaeological setting 
of the Project corridor, as well as a consideration of the results of AB 52 consultation between the 
RTC and local Native Americans. For the Proposed Project’s design option near Shark Fin Cove, 
called Shark Fin Cove Options A and B (Appendix A.PP, Sheets 1 and 2), the impacts would be the 
same; and thus no distinction between the design options is made in the text. Alternative 1 does not 
include this design option. 

Significance Threshold 
The introduction in Section 3.0 states that the significance thresholds used in this analysis are based 
on Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, which provides a sample Initial Study checklist that 
includes a number of factual inquiries related to the subject of tribal cultural resources and the 
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other environmental topics. Thus, the letters and thresholds presented below correspond with the 
questions in the Appendix G Initial Study checklist.  

For purposes of this EIR, a significant impact would occur if implementation of the Proposed Project 
or Alternative 1 would result in any of the following conditions. 

A. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in 
Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is 
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object 
with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 

1. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local 
register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or 

2. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial 
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources 
Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource 
Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a 
California Native American tribe. 

3.15.4 Project Impact Analysis 

Threshold A: Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, 
defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, 
cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the 
landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American 
tribe, and that is: 

 1. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or 
 in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code 
 section 5020.1(k), or 

 2. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by 
 substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in 
 subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria 
 set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead 
 agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native 
 American tribe. 

Impact TCR-1 THE PROJECT MAY CAUSE A SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE CHANGE IN THE SIGNIFICANCE OF A 
TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCE. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION; ALTERNATIVE 1: 
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
As of the date of this Draft EIR, no specific tribal cultural resources have been identified in the 
Proposed Project corridor. However, during Project ground disturbance, there is potential for 
encountering previously undiscovered cultural resources of Native American origin that could be 
considered tribal cultural resources. Ground disturbance activities during construction include 
excavation of material sources, clearing and grubbing, grading, placement of crushed aggregate 
base and paved surface, revegetation, and installation of signs and other project features. Once 
constructed and in use, ground disturbing activities and the potential for inadvertent discovery are 
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not anticipated for the Proposed Project, regardless of whether Shark Fin Cove Option A or Option B 
is selected.  

This impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant with mitigation. Implementation 
of Mitigation Measure TCR-1 below would reduce the impact on tribal cultural resources by 
requiring documentation of known tribal cultural sites, monitoring for unknown sites during 
construction, and continued consultation with local Native Americans if resources of Native 
American origin are unearthed during construction. 

Mitigation Measure TCR-1: Conduct Native American Monitoring During 
Construction 
A Native American monitor shall be retained and remain present during disturbing activities within 
previously undisturbed native soils, including any archaeological excavation, and shall participate in 
the orientation meeting required under Mitigation Measure CR-2(b) in Section 3.5, Cultural 
Resources. 

In the event that cultural resources of Native American origin are identified during construction, the 
Native American monitor shall have the authority to halt and redirect ground disturbance away 
from the find. The RTC and/or the State Parks District Tribal Liaison, as appropriate, shall consult 
with a qualified archaeologist and begin or continue Native American consultation procedures. If the 
RTC and/or State Parks District Tribal Liaison, in consultation with local Native Americans, 
determines that the resource is a tribal cultural resource and thus significant under CEQA, a 
mitigation plan shall be prepared and implemented in accordance with state guidelines and in 
consultation with Native American groups. The mitigation plan may include but would not be 
limited to avoidance, capping in place, excavation and removal of the resource, interpretive 
displays, sensitive area signage, or other mutually agreed upon measure. 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
As with the Proposed Project, no specific tribal cultural resources have been identified in the 
Alternative 1 alignment. Compared to the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 would have a smaller 
disturbance area and require less overall grading (refer to Table 2-2 in Section 2.0, Project 
Description). Therefore, this alternative would have less potential to disturb previously unidentified 
resources than the Proposed Project. Nevertheless, there is potential for previously unknown tribal 
cultural resources to be unearthed during construction and similar mitigation would be required. 

The impact of Alternative 1 to tribal cultural resources would be less than significant with 
mitigation. Mitigation Measure TCR-1 would reduce this impact by requiring continued consultation 
with local Native Americans if potential tribal cultural resources are unearthed during construction.  

Mitigation Measure TCR-1: Conduct Native American Monitoring During 
Construction 
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3.16 Utilities and Service Systems 
This section evaluates potential Project impacts to wastewater, water, stormwater, and solid waste 
infrastructure and services. Whereas wastewater conveyance and water supply are evaluated in this 
section, Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, provides a more detailed analysis of runoff 
patterns and surface water quality. Table 3.16-1 presents a summary of Project impacts regarding 
utilities and service systems. As a 7.5-mile linear facility, the Project would be encompassed in 
numerous municipal service system areas. 

Table 3.16-1 Summary of Impacts on Utilities and Service Systemsa 

Impact 
Significance  
Before Mitigation Mitigation 

Significance  
After Mitigation 

UTIL-1. The Project would not generate wastewater 
in excess of existing wastewater capacity nor require 
construction of new wastewater treatment facilities 
or expansion of existing facilities. 

Less than 
Significant 

None Required Less than 
Significant 

UTIL-2. The Project would not generate water 
demand in excess of existing supplies nor require 
construction of new water treatment facilities of the 
expansion of existing facilities. 

Less than 
Significant 

None Required Less than 
Significant 

UTIL-3. The Project would not require construction 
of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities. 

Less than 
Significant 

None Required Less than 
Significant 

UTIL-4. The Project would not generate solid waste 
in excess of local landfill capacity, and would comply 
with applicable regulations. 

Less than 
Significant 

None Required Less than 
Significant 

a The impacts and mitigation apply to both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 unless otherwise noted. 

3.16.1 Existing Conditions 

Water Supply Infrastructure 
The Davenport County Sanitation District (DCSD) provides potable water to the unincorporated 
community of Davenport, where the Project terminates on the north. Water is supplied from two 
surface water intakes: one from San Vicente Creek and the other on Mill Creek, which feeds into San 
Vicente Creek. The water flows approximately 3.0 miles by gravity pipeline along San Vicente and 
then to the DCSD Water Treatment Plant (WTP) located at the old Davenport Cement Plant, 
constructed in 2011 after plant closure. 

The DCSD WTP was designed to meet current surface water requirements for high-turbidity water 
and consists of a pre-filtration system with 20-micron disc filters, sand filtration, and a bank of bag 
filters. The DCSD WTP also includes a 250,000-gallon steel storage tank for peak day storage plus fire 
flows (DCSD 2015). Current water use in the DCSD service area varies throughout the year, but is 
normally somewhere between 45,000 and 65,000 gallons per day (gpd) (Edler 2018). Table 3.16-2 
below illustrates the water use from 2014 through 2017 for the DCSD service area. 
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Table 3.16-2 DCSD Water Use 
Year Average Daily Water Use (gal.) Peak Month Peak Month Water Use (gal.) 

2014 42,503 July 1,757,400 

2015 47,804 August 1,767,300 

2016 48,736 September 1,772,400 

2017 54,773 June 1,969,100 

Source: Edler 2018 

The Davenport Recycled Water Project is currently under construction. A Phase III drinking water 
improvements project that includes the installation of new water lines and meters is scheduled for 
2018-2019 (DCSD 2017). Currently, the Davenport WTP is rated for 100,000 gallons per day (gpd) at 
approximately 104 gallons per minute (gpm), which accounts for filter downtime for backwashing 
and cleaning (Edler 2018). Current planned improvements will not increase the capacity of the DCSD 
water treatment plant. Therefore, future water supply for the DCSD service area can only increase 
to the DCSD water treatment plant’s current capacity of 100,000 gpd. 

Underground water supply infrastructure near the Project corridor includes potable water pipelines 
in the DCSD service area at the Project’s northern end and potable water pipelines in the Santa Cruz 
County Sanitation District (SCCSD) service area at the Project’s southern end. In addition, the City of 
Santa Cruz recently replaced water infrastructure pipelines in the North Coast area, including along 
much of the Project corridor, including the raw water pipeline which generally parallels Highway 1. 
Other underground water supply infrastructure along the Project corridor includes agricultural 
irrigation lines serving adjacent agriculture operations. There are no known groundwater wells 
within the Project or Alternative 1 alignments.  

Wastewater Infrastructure 

Davenport Wastewater Treatment Plant 
DCSD also provides wastewater collection, treatment, and disposal for the unincorporated 
community of Davenport. The existing wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) in Davenport receives 
untreated wastewater from the WTP at the decommissioned Davenport Cement Plant, the portions 
of the Davenport community northwest and southeast of the cement plant. With the Davenport 
Cement Plant out of operation, the wastewater is primarily residential with a small component of 
commercial and institutional flow (DCSD 2015). The Davenport Recycled Water Project that is 
currently under construction would provide additional improvements to the WWTP. These 
improvements would not increase overall capacity of the WWTP, but rather are required to meet 
the disinfected tertiary requirements under the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 22 (State 
Drinking Water Standards) (DCSD 2015). 

The wastewater is treated in a 4-million-gallon capacity aerated lagoon where it undergoes primary 
and secondary treatment. A submersible pump conveys lagoon effluent to downstream treatment 
facilities. Coagulant and hypochlorite are added to the lagoon effluent prior to treatment in an 
up-flow sand filter. The filter has an area of 19 square feet, which equates to a capacity of 95 gpm or 
136,800 gpd at the maximum allowable loading rate under Title 22 requirements (DCSD 2015). 

The treated wastewater then passes through a 3,000-gallon chlorine contact chamber for 
disinfection. Sodium bisulfite is injected after the chlorine contact chamber for de-chlorination and 
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the secondary treated water is pumped to a spray field adjacent to the plant for application to 
unmowed grass (DCSD 2015).  

The treatment plant is operated under Order No. 95-27, Water Discharge Requirements (WDR), 
issued by the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). The WDR states that 
monthly daily average dry weather influent from May to October shall not exceed 50,000 gpd. Flow 
records for 2011 through 2017 indicate that the treatment plant met this requirement (DCSD 2015, 
Edler 2018). The WDR also states that monthly average wet weather influent flow from November 
to April may exceed 50,000 gpd, provided effluent meets applicable reclaimed water requirements 
(DCSD 2015). Table 3.16-3 provides flow characteristics from the collection system for 2014 through 
2017.  

Table 3.16-3 Davenport Wastewater Treatment Plant Flow Characteristics 
Year Average Daily Flow (gal.) Peak Month Peak Month Flow (gal.) 

2014 18,872 December 1,609,291 

2015 17,426 January 739,931 

2016 24,605 January 1,360,545 

2017 31,769 February 2,314,053 

Source: Edler 2018 

The WWTP has a maximum treatment capacity of 50,000 gpd. The filter can only receive a maximum 
45 gpm, while eight to 10 of the 45 gpm is backwashed (Edler 2018). As shown in Table 3.16-3, the 
2017 peak month (February) had a flow rate of approximately 2.3 million gallons, equating to almost 
83,000 gpd. This exceeds the WWTP treatment capacity of 50,000 gpd. However, the WWTP may 
exceed this capacity during wet months (November to April), provided that discharged excess flow 
meets reclaimed water requirements. 

City of Santa Cruz Wastewater Treatment Facility 
The Wastewater Treatment Facility (WWTF) located in and operated by the City of Santa Cruz would 
be the receiving facility for the liquid waste hauled from the Panther/Yellowbank Beach parking lot 
restroom and the Davenport Beach parking lot restroom, if it is not connected to existing DCSD 
wastewater infrastructure. The Septage Receiving Facility at the WWTF is designed to receive and 
dispose of septic tank pumping (City of Santa Cruz 2017). 

The Santa Cruz County Sanitation District (SCCSD) provides sewage collection, treatment, and 
disposal services to various unincorporated communities in the county. The SCCSD’s customers 
generate approximately 5 to 6 million gpd that ultimately ends up at the WWTF in Santa Cruz. The 
SCCSD has a service agreement with the City of Santa Cruz to treat its sewage because the SCCSD 
has no wastewater treatment of its own. Through this agreement, the SCCSD has treatment capacity 
rights for 8 million gpd at the WWTF. After treatment at the WWTF, treated wastewater is 
discharged to Monterey Bay through an ocean outfall that is also used by the City of Scotts Valley. 
Currently, the WWTF treats approximately 12 million gpd (Santa Cruz County 2018a). 

The City of Santa Cruz has been treating sewage at the WWTF near Neary Lagoon and disposing of 
effluent in the ocean since 1928. Treatment capacity has been expanded several times to 
accommodate the growth of the City and the addition of flows from the SCCSD. The current rated 
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design capacity is 17 million gpd. The WWTF is also designed to accommodate a wet weather flow 
of 81 million gpd (City of Santa Cruz 2018). 

Solid Waste 
Santa Cruz County Recycling and Solid Waste Services (RSWS) is responsible for the operation and 
administration of solid waste diversion and disposal in the unincorporated area of Santa Cruz 
County. RSWS operates the County’s two solid waste facilities, the Buena Vista Landfill west of 
Watsonville and the Ben Lomond Transfer Station in the San Lorenzo Valley (Santa Cruz County 
2018b). Waste from the North Coast area is taken to the Ben Lomond Transfer Station, located 
approximately 8.3 miles east of the Project alignment, before it is ultimately disposed at the Buena 
Vista Landfill. 

RSWS accepts over 450 tons of refuse daily. The Buena Vista Landfill accepts an average of 350 tons, 
while the Ben Lomond Transfer Station accepts 100 tons of refuse daily. The Buena Vista Landfill is a 
Class III landfill operating under state of California Solid Waste Facilities Permit from the California 
Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). The Ben Lomond Transfer Station 
also operates under state of California Solid Waste Facilities Permit from CalRecycle. The Buena 
Vista Landfill is equipped with an environmental liner system exceeding federal Subtitle D and state 
of California standards, including a leachate collection and removal system and a four-layer 
composite liner (Santa Cruz County 2018c). Materials accepted at the Buena Vista Landfill are Class 
III non-hazardous residential, commercial, and industrial waste; dewatered sewage sludge; and low-
level petroleum contaminated soils. Materials accepted at the Ben Lomond Transfer station are 
Class III non-hazardous residential, commercial, and industrial waste. Table 3.16-4 shows capacity 
information for the Buena Vista Landfill. 

Table 3.16-4 Buena Vista Landfill Maximum Throughput and Remaining Capacity 

Average Daily Throughputa 
Maximum Daily 

Permitted Throughputb 

Remaining Capacityc 

Tonnage Cubic Yards (CY) 

450 tons 838 tons 1,851,423 tons 3,085,706 

Sources: 
a Santa Cruz County 2018b 
b CalRecycle 2018a 
c Santa Cruz County 2013 

3.16.2 Regulatory Setting 

State and Regional 

Water 
Drinking water quality is regulated by the California Department of Public Health (CDPH), the 
California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), and the nine RWQCBs. The Project 
corridor is within the boundaries of the Central Coast RWQCB. The California Code of Regulations 
(CCR), Title 22 (State Drinking Water Standards) is the primary body of state legislation providing 
water system standards, including those for water supply, storage capacity, and water quality. Other 
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considerations include the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, the Safe Drinking Water Act, 
and the SWRCB Non-degradation Policy. 

Senate Bill (SB) 610 (2002) amended the California Water Code to require detailed analysis of water 
supply availability of certain types of development projects. The primary purpose of SB 610 is to 
improve the linkage between water and land use planning by ensuring greater communication 
between water providers and local planning agencies, and ensuring that land use decisions for 
certain types of development projects are fully informed as to whether sufficient water supplies are 
available to meet project demands. SB 610 requires the preparation of a Water Supply Assessment 
(WSA) for a project that is subject to CEQA and involves any of the following: 

 Residential development of 500 or more dwelling units 
 Shopping centers or businesses employing more than 1,000 people or having more than 

500,000 square feet of floor space 
 Commercial office building employing more than 1,000 people or having more than 250,000 

square feet of floor space 
 Hotel, motel, or both, having more than 500 rooms 
 Industrial, manufacturing, or processing facility, or industrial park planned to house more than 

1,000 people, occupying more than 40 acres of land, or having more than 650,000 square feet of 
floor space 

 Mixed-use project including one or more of the projects specified in Water Code Section 10910 
 Any project that would demand an amount of water equivalent to, or greater than, the amount 

of water required by a 500 dwelling unit project 

As the Project does not fall under any of the above screening criteria, the requirements under SB 
610 do not apply. 

Assembly Bill (AB) 1881, the Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (MWELO), required cities 
and counties to adopt landscape water conservation ordinances by January 31, 2010, or to adopt a 
different ordinance that is at least as effective in conserving water as the ordinance. The County of 
Santa Cruz adopted Chapter 13.13, Water Conservation – Water Efficient Landscaping, of the Santa 
Cruz County Code (SCCC) with AB 1881. Executive Order B-29-15 required the state to revise the 
MWELO to increase water efficiency standards for new and retrofitted landscapes through more 
efficient irrigation systems, greywater usage, on-site stormwater capture, and by limiting the 
portion of a landscape that can be covered in turf. It also requires reporting on the implementation 
and enforcement of local ordinances (California Department of Water Resources 2017). However, 
the Project does not include any landscaping that would require watering;1 therefore, AB 1881 and 
SCCC Chapter 13.13 would not apply. 

Wastewater 
RWQCBs set the specific requirements for community and individual wastewater treatment and 
disposal and reuse facilities through the issuance of WDRs, required for wastewater treatment 
facilities under the California Water Code Section 13260. Requirements for disposal are set to 
protect present and potential beneficial uses of the water that receive the effluent. CDPH sets 

                                                      
1 Areas disturbed by construction activities would be revegetated with native species and would be watered periodically until established 
(e.g., by hand or small water truck) in accordance with recommendations made by a qualified biologist 
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specific requirements for treated effluent reuse, or recycled water, through Title 22 of the CCR. 
These requirements are primarily set to protect public health.  

CCR, Title 22, Division 4, Chapter 3, Sections 60301 through 60355 are used to regulate recycled 
wastewater and are administered jointly by CDPH and the RWQCBs. Title 22 contains effluent 
requirements for four levels of wastewater treatment, from non-disinfected secondary recycled 
water to disinfected tertiary recycled water. Higher levels of treatment have higher effluent 
standards, allowing for a greater number of uses under Title 22, including irrigation of freeway 
landscaping, pasture for milk animals, parks and playgrounds, and vineyards and orchards for 
disinfected tertiary recycled water. 

Solid Waste 
The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) set a requirement for cities and 
counties throughout the state to divert 50 percent of all solid waste from landfills by January 1, 
2000 through source reduction, recycling, and composting. To help achieve this, the Act required 
that each city and county prepare and submit a Source Reduction and Recycling Element. AB 939 
also established the goal for all California counties to provide at least 15 years of on-going landfill 
capacity. 

In 2007, SB 1016 subsequently amended AB 939 such that it now entails the 50 percent diversion 
requirement to be calculated in a per capita disposal rate equivalent. CalRecycle sets a target per 
capita disposal rate for each jurisdiction, and each jurisdiction must submit an annual report to 
CalRecycle with an update of its progress in implementing diversion programs and its current per 
capita disposal rate. In 2011, AB 341 was passed in 2011 setting a state policy goal whereby no less 
than 75 percent of solid waste generated be source reduced, recycled, or composted by 2020.  

In 2008, the California Building Standards Commission adopted the nation’s first green building 
standards. The California Green Building Standards Code (Part 11, Title 24, known as “CalGreen”) 
was adopted as part of the California Building Standards Code. Section 4.408, Construction Waste 
Reduction Disposal and Recycling, mandates that in the absence of a more stringent local ordinance, 
a minimum of 50 percent of non-hazardous construction and demolition debris must be recycled or 
salvaged. The Code requires the applicant to have a waste management plan for on-site sorting or 
construction debris, which is submitted to the County of Santa Cruz for approval. 

Local 
The Santa Cruz County General Plan includes policies relating to public water utilities. Section 2.7, 
Required Permits and Approvals, notes that because the Project is being implemented by the federal 
government, local land use authority is preempted such that local policies and regulations do not 
directly apply to the Project. Nevertheless, key policies pertaining to utilities and service systems are 
listed below for informational purposes. 

 Policy 2.1.6, Public Services Adequacy. Consider the adequacy of public service capacity 
(including without limitation sewer, water, roads), public school capacity, terrain, access, 
pattern of existing land use in the neighborhood, unique circumstances of public value, location 
with respect to regional or community shopping and other community facilities; access to 
transportation facilities including transit, rail, bicycle and pedestrian facilities; and parcel size in 
the surrounding area in determining the specific density to be permitted for individual projects 
within each residential density range, as appropriate. 
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 Policy 7.18.1, Linking Growth to Water Supplies. Coordinate with all water purveyors and water 
management agencies to ensure that land use and growth management decisions are linked 
directly to the availability of adequate, sustainable public and private water supplies. 

 Policy 7.18.3, Impacts of New Development on Water Purveyors. Review all new development 
proposals to assess impacts on municipal water systems, County water districts, or small water 
systems. Require that either adequate service is available or that the proposed development 
provide for mitigation of its impacts as a condition of project approval. 

 Policy 7.18.6, Water Conservation Requirements. Utilize the best available methods for water 
conservation in new developments. Work with all water purveyors to implement demand 
management programs and water conservation measures. In areas where shortage or 
groundwater overdraft has been substantiated by the water purveyor, require water 
conservation measures for new and existing uses. Require the use of water-saving devices such 
as ultra low-flow fixtures and native drought-resistant planting in new development projects to 
promote ongoing water conservation. 

 Policy 7.19.1, Sewer Service to New Development. Concurrent with project application, require 
a written commitment from the service district. A written commitment is a letter, with 
appropriate conditions, from the service district guaranteeing that the required level of service 
for the project will be available prior to issuance of building permits, or in the case of a 
subdivision, prior to filing the Final Map or Parcel Map. The County decision making body shall 
not approve any development project unless it determines that such project has adequate 
sewage treatment plant capacity. 

 Policy 7.23.3, On-Site Stormwater Detention. Where it is not possible to alleviate drainage 
problems through on- and off-site improvements required by Policy 7.23.1, require on-site 
stormwater detention sufficient to maintain, at a minimum, post-development peak flows at 
predevelopment levels for the selected design rainstorm for all development projects greater 
than one acre in area, and to alleviate current drainage problems, if feasible. When on-site 
detention is used, the development projects shall be conditioned to ensure ongoing operation 
and maintenance of the detention basins. 

The Santa Cruz County Code contains several ordinances that related solid waste collection and 
transport. For example, County Code 7.20.010 requires garbage collection services are property 
licensed, Codes 7.20.017 and 7.20.095 prohibit the mixing of recyclables and garbage, and Codes 
7.20.110 and 7.20.130 require timely retrieval of garbage from garbage containers. As the Project is 
being implemented by the federal government, local land use authority is preempted such that local 
policies and regulations do not directly apply. Although these local requirements do not apply to the 
Project, they are being considered in this EIR because potential inconsistencies with these 
requirements could be indicative of an underlying physical effect. However, the focus of this analysis 
will be on underlying environmental effects, rather than strict compliance with County regulations. 

3.16.3 Methodology and Significance Thresholds 

Methodology 
Assessment of impacts to utilities and service systems is based on review of site information, 
conditions, and proposed uses; information provided in the County’s Sewer System Management 
Plan, which contains information pertaining to the DCSD’s management, operation and 
maintenance, design, construction, and emergency response; and state and County information 
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regarding the capacity and features of utility infrastructure, including potable water, wastewater, 
and solid waste infrastructure and facility capacity.  

For the Proposed Project’s design option near Shark Fin Cove, called Shark Fin Cove Options A and B 
(Appendix A.PP, Sheets 1 and 2), the impacts would be the same and thus no distinction between 
the design options is made in the text. Alternative 1 does not include this design option. 

Significance Thresholds 
The introduction in Section 3.0 states that the significance thresholds used in this analysis are based 
on Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, which provides a sample Initial Study checklist that 
includes number of factual inquiries related to the subject of utilities and service systems, as well as 
the other environmental topics. Thus, the letters and thresholds presented below correspond with 
the questions in the Appendix G Initial Study checklist.  

For purposes of this EIR, a significant impact would occur if implementation of the Proposed Project 
or Alternative 1 would result in any of the following conditions. 

A. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable RWQCB 

B. Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
effects (Note that water and wastewater are addressed under separate impact discussions 
below) 

C. Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects 

D. Have insufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and 
resources, or if new or expanded entitlements are needed 

E. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the 
Project that it has adequate capacity to serve the Project’s demand in addition to the provider’s 
existing commitments 

F. Be served by a landfill with insufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the Project’s solid 
waste disposal needs. 

G. Not comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste 

Conflicts with hazardous material pipelines, power transmission lines, and telecommunication lines 
are not addressed in the significance thresholds above. Impacts related to these types of utility 
conflicts are addressed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, specifically under Impact 
HAZ-3. Potential impacts to water quality are addressed in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water 
Quality. 
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3.16.4 Project Impact Analysis 

Threshold A: Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality 
Board 

Threshold B: Require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects 

Threshold E: Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may 
serve the project that it lacks adequate capacity to serve the project’s demand in 
addition to the provider’s existing commitments 

Impact UTIL-1 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT GENERATE WASTEWATER IN EXCESS OF EXISTING WASTEWATER 
CAPACITY NOR REQUIRE CONSTRUCTION OF NEW WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITIES OR EXPANSION OF 
EXISTING FACILITIES. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
As described in Section 2.4, Project Characteristics, the Proposed Project would include the 
installation of restrooms at the Davenport Beach and the Panther/Yellowbank Beach parking lots. 
The restroom at the Davenport Beach lot would include two toilets, and would either connect to the 
existing DCSD water/wastewater system or consist of waterless vault toilets that would be emptied 
via septic truck. The restroom at the Panther/Yellowbank Beach lot would include two waterless 
vault toilets. Each waterless vault toilet (up to four for the Proposed Project) would have a 
1,000-gallon concrete storage vault that would be emptied regularly with a septic truck. The 
frequency of disposal would be determined by the Trail Manager when the Operations & 
Maintenance (O&M) Plan is developed, as described in Section 2.5, Project Operation and 
Maintenance. 

Section 3.16.1, Existing Conditions, notes that if the restroom at the Davenport Beach parking lot 
connects to the DCSD water/wastewater infrastructure, wastewater service needs would be fulfilled 
by DCSD. If it is not connected to DCSD infrastructure, the bathroom at the Panther/Yellowbank 
Beach parking lot would require periodic liquid waste hauling services, along with the Davenport 
Beach parking lot bathroom. This liquid waste hauling service would be the responsibility of the RTC 
and would likely be carried out by a private company. The liquid waste hauled out from the 
restrooms would be received by the Septage Receiving Facility at the WWTF located in and operated 
by the City of Santa Cruz. To determine wastewater generation associated with the Proposed 
Project, this analysis makes the following assumptions:2 

 A maximum of 951 daily trail users (Kimley-Horn 2018; Appendix K) 
 25 percent of trail users, or 238 people, would use a restroom during their visit 
 A maximum of 1,346 non-trail related parking lot users, based on existing peak parking demand 

of 673 cars (Kimley-Horn 2018; Appendix K), with an average of two passengers per vehicle 

                                                      
2 These assumptions are conservative because they are based on peak summer demand. As reported in the TIA (Kimley-Horn 2018), 
average parking demand in October was about 20 percent of peak summer demand. Parking demand in the winter or in times of 
inclement weather would be lower. These assumptions are also used in the analysis for greenhouse gas emissions, which considers water 
use, in Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change. 
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 50 percent of parking lot users, or 673 people, would use a restroom during their visits 
 Each 1,000-gallon waterless vault tank has an average capacity of 15,000 uses 

Based on the above assumptions, it is estimated that up to 911 visitors (238 trail users + 673 non-
trail related parking lot users) would use Proposed Project restrooms on a peak weekend day.  

The 911 visitors would generate approximately 228 restroom uses daily for each 1,000-gallon tank, 
divided among four waterless vault toilets. Assuming that both bathrooms are waterless vault 
toilets and not connected to any existing water/wastewater system, the estimated wastewater 
generated by the Proposed Project would be approximately 61 gallons daily. The Santa Cruz WWTF 
currently treats approximately 12 million gpd and has a capacity of 17 million gpd. Therefore, the 
anticipated wastewater generated by the Proposed Project would represent less than 0.001 percent 
of the Santa Cruz WWTF’s remaining daily treatment capacity. 

Assuming that the Davenport Beach parking lot restroom is connected to the existing DCSD 
wastewater infrastructure, wastewater would ultimately be disposed of at the DCSD WWTP in 
Davenport. The DCSD WWTP has a dry-weather treatment capacity of 50,000 gpd and had an 
average daily flow rate of approximately 32,000 gpd in 2017. Following federal standard of 1.6 
gallons per flush (USEPA 2013), wastewater generated by the Davenport Beach parking lot restroom 
is anticipated to be 729 gallons, representing approximately 0.04 percent of the DCSD WWTP’s 
remaining daily treatment capacity. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not exceed the 
treatment capacity of the applicable receiving facility.  

This impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant because the Project would not 
place wastewater service demands on the DCSD sewer system nor the Santa Cruz WWTF in excess 
of allowable treatment capacity, nor would it require new or expanded sanitation facilities. No 
mitigation is required. 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
Alternative 1 would include construction of the same restroom facilities as the Proposed Project, 
and would thus generate the same amount of wastewater and level of sewage disposal needs. Refer 
to the discussion above. 

This impact of Alternative 1 would be less than significant because Alternative 1 would not place 
wastewater service demands on the DCSD sewer system nor the Santa Cruz WWTF in excess of 
allowable treatment capacity, nor would it require new or expanded sanitation facilities. No 
mitigation is required.  

Threshold B: Require or result in the construction of new water treatment facilities or expansion 
of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
effects 

Threshold D: Have insufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing 
entitlements and resources, or if new or expanded entitlements are needed 

Impact UTIL-2 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT GENERATE WATER DEMAND IN EXCESS OF EXISTING SUPPLIES 
NOR REQUIRE CONSTRUCTION OF NEW WATER TREATMENT FACILITIES OF THE EXPANSION OF EXISTING 
FACILITIES. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT) 
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Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
The Project would generate demand for water during construction and possibly once the trail is in 
operation, if the restrooms in the Davenport Beach parking lot use flush toilets instead of waterless 
vault toilets. Construction activities would use water to prepare concrete, control dust, wash 
equipment tires and parts as needed, and re-seed disturbed areas.  

As discussed under Impact UTIL-1 above, as well as Impact GHG-1, it is estimated that up to 911 
visitors (238 trail users + 673 non-trail related parking lot users) would use the Proposed Project 
restrooms on a peak weekend day, with approximately half (455.5) using the restrooms at 
Davenport Beach parking lot and half using the restrooms at Panther/Yellowbank Beach parking lot.  

Assuming the restrooms at the Davenport Beach and Panther/Yellowbank Beach parking lots are 
both waterless vault toilets that would not connect to existing water infrastructure, the bathrooms 
would not have any operational water demand. However, if the Davenport Beach parking lot 
restroom is connected to DCSD water infrastructure, the restroom is estimated to generate a water 
demand of approximately 729 gpd, based on the assumptions described above and the federal 
standard of 1.6 gallons per flush (USEPA 2013). The Proposed Project restrooms would not include 
sinks and the only water demand would be associated with flush toilets at the Davenport Beach 
parking lot. Furthermore, the Davenport WTP currently has a treatment capacity of 100,000 gpd and 
experienced a water demand of 55,000 gpd in 2017. As the Proposed Project would generate a 
water demand of approximately 729 gpd, it would constitute approximately 0.02 percent of 
remaining treatment capacity at the Davenport WTP. 

Additionally, as described in Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources, the Proposed Project alignment 
would remove up to 1.5 acres of active cropland. Crops produced along the alignment include 
pumpkins, berries, kiwis, artichokes, broccoli, cauliflower, peas, brussels sprouts, celery, beets, 
leeks, citrus, radicchio, herbs and edible flowers. All of these crops require irrigation. The removal of 
1.5 acres of irrigated farmland would reduce water demand associated with this irrigation by up to 
approximately 4.4 acre-feet per year (Santa Cruz County 2017; Brouwer et al 1989; Johnson and 
Betsy 2015; refer to Appendix M). A single acre-foot contains approximately 43,560 cubic feet and 
1.0 cubic-foot of water contains approximately 7.48 gallons; therefore, with the potential daily 
water demand of 729 gallons, net daily water demand resulting from the Proposed Project would 
decrease by approximately 3,200 gallons per day.  

This impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant because the Project would not 
place water service demands on the DCSD water supply in excess of available capacity nor would it 
require new or expanded water treatment facilities. No mitigation is required. 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
Implementation of Alternative 1 would result in the same water demand as the Proposed Project for 
water during construction and possibly once the trail is in operation, if the restrooms in the 
Davenport Beach parking lot use a flush toilet instead of a waterless vault toilet. Refer to the 
discussion above.  

Because Alternative 1 would be located along the existing rail line, it would not convert any active 
farmland, as discussed in Section 4.3, Agricultural Resources, and it would not reduce water demand 
associated with existing irrigation. Therefore, Alternative 1 would result in a net increase in water 
demand by 729 gpd, or approximately 0.02 percent of remaining treatment capacity at the 
Davenport WTP. 
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This impact of Alternative 1 would be less than significant because Alternative 1 would not place 
water service demands on the DCSD water supply in excess of available capacity, which could 
require new or expanded water treatment facilities. No mitigation is required. 

Threshold C: Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects 

Impact UTIL-3 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT REQUIRE CONSTRUCTION OF NEW STORMWATER DRAINAGE 
FACILITIES OR EXPANSION OF EXISTING FACILITIES. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT; 
ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
The Proposed Project could alter stormwater drainage as it relates to surface water runoff from the 
paved parking lots and paved trail. As described below, stormwater drainage facilities would be 
incorporated into the parking lot improvements.  

The Proposed Project would include paving the Davenport Beach and the Panther/Yellowbank 
Beach parking lots. The Bonny Doon Beach parking area is already paved. The improvements at the 
Davenport Beach and Panther/Yellowbank Beach parking lots would consist of grading, hot asphalt 
concrete paving, and drainage and other improvements. The stormwater drainage facilities would 
be constructed in compliance with water quality regulations discussed in the regulatory setting of 
Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, and would likely include a small catch basin at the 
Davenport Beach parking lot and bioswales at the Panther/Yellowbank Beach parking lot. At the 
already-paved Bonny Doon Beach parking area, improvements would be limited to connections to 
the trail and would not include alterations to existing drainage. 

In general, stormwater would surface flow from the new paved trail to the adjacent impervious 
areas. As described in Section 2.6, Project Construction (Stormwater Drainage), small culverts 
ranging in diameter from 18 to 30 inches would be installed and/or replaced at approximately 30 
locations along the existing railroad bench in ditches to improve drainage along the Proposed 
Project corridor. In some places these smaller culverts would be installed perpendicular to the 
Proposed Project alignment to allow stormwater runoff to pass beneath the proposed trail bed in 
order to maintain existing overland flow patterns. 

Due to these built-in design features built, the Project would not require new or the expansion of 
existing stormwater drainage facilities that could result in significant environmental impacts. 
Additionally, the proposed trail would cross an identified drainage at nine locations. As described in 
Section 2.6, Project Construction (Drainage Crossings), a reinforced soil slope retaining wall would 
likely be constructed to support the trail and the existing drainage patterns.  

This impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant because the proposed 
stormwater collection improvements would be adequate for future drainage conditions such that 
new or expanded water drainage facilities, beyond those proposed, would not be necessary. No 
mitigation is required. 
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Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
Implementation of Alternative 1 would result in generally the same drainage patterns as the 
Proposed Project from the paved parking lots and paved trail. Stormwater drainage facilities would 
be incorporated into the parking lot improvements in compliance with existing regulations.  

Under Alternative 1, the railway would be removed and the trail would be constructed on the rail 
bed. The track ballast would be leveled and used as a foundation for trail pavement. Drainage 
patterns of stormwater surface flow onto adjacent impervious areas would be the similar as under 
the Proposed Project.  

This impact of Alternative 1 would be less than significant because the proposed stormwater 
collection improvements would be adequate for future drainage conditions, such that new or 
expanded water drainage facilities, beyond those proposed, would not be necessary. No mitigation 
is required. 

Threshold F: Be served by a landfill with insufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the 
project’s solid waste disposal needs 

Threshold G: Not comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste 

Impact UTIL-4 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT GENERATE SOLID WASTE IN EXCESS OF LOCAL LANDFILL 
CAPACITY, AND WOULD COMPLY WITH APPLICABLE REGULATIONS. (PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN 
SIGNIFICANT; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT) 

Proposed Project (Coastal Side) 
The Proposed Project would generate construction waste that would be disposed of at the Buena 
Vista Landfill or at the Ben Lomond Transfer Station, which periodically transfers solid waste to the 
Buena Vista Landfill. As Table 3.16-4 notes, the Buena Vista Landfill has a maximum daily 
throughput of 838 tons of solid waste but receives an average of 450 tons of solid waste daily. Thus, 
the facility has a remaining capacity of 388 tons per day, which equates to approximately 646 cubic 
yards (CY), utilizing the Buena Vista Landfill’s refuse conversion rate of 1,200 pounds for every cubic 
yard of solid waste (Santa Cruz County 2013). AB 341 has established a 75 percent waste diversion 
standard, which is applied to the total daily waste generated by the Project to obtain the actual 
anticipated solid waste generated by the Project to be disposed of at the Buena Vista Landfill. 

As stated in Table 2-2, Construction Estimates (Section 2.6, Project Construction), the Proposed 
Project would generate approximately 2,000 CY of construction-related waste that would be 
disposed of at the Buena Vista Landfill. During operation, a minimal amount of solid waste would be 
generated by trail users. The Proposed Project would include two trash and recycling receptacles at 
each rest area (to be located approximately 0.5 to 1 mile apart), at each of the parking lots, and in 
each restroom. This translates to eight trash and recycling receptacles at the restrooms and parking 
lot areas and 15 trash and recycling receptacles at 0.5-mile rest areas along the trail, for a total of 23 
trash/recycling cans that would collect operational solid waste. Although the frequency of waste 
collection would be determined by the Trail Manager when developing the O&M Plan, it is 
reasonable to assume the trash and recycling receptacles would be emptied twice a week during 
peak periods to accommodate the anticipated volume of trail users. This creates a worst-case 
scenario of generating approximately 4,800 CY of solid waste annually. 
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As shown in Table 3.16-5, maximum daily solid waste generated by the Proposed Project would be 
approximately 5.5 CY during construction and 13.1 CY during operation. However, after applying the 
75 percent solid waste diversion rate, solid waste generated by the Proposed Project would reduce 
to approximately 1.4 CY per day for construction and 3.3 CY per day for operation. This equates to 
less than one percent of the Buena Vista Landfill’s remaining daily capacity. Therefore, the Proposed 
Project would be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate anticipated 
Proposed Project demands. In addition, solid waste receiving facilities that would serve the 
Proposed Project operate under state of California Solid Waste Facilities Permits issued by 
CalRecycle, and therefore comply with applicable solid waste statutes and regulations. 

Table 3.16-5 Proposed Project Estimated Solid Waste Generation – Buena Vista Landfilla 

Scenario 

Estimated 
Waste 

Generation  
Total Daily Waste 

Generationb 
Total Daily Waste 
Sent to Landfillc 

Percent of Remaining 
Allowable Daily 

Throughputd 

Construction (2021 2020) 2,000 5.5 1.4 0.2% 

Operational (starting 2022 2021) 4,784 13.1 3.3 0.5% 
a All amounts are shown in Cubic Yards (CY). 
b Construction waste is generated over a total of 12 months. Daily waste generation is derived from dividing both construction and 
operational waste generated by Alternative 1 by 365 days. 
c AB 341 has established a 75% waste diversion standard, which is applied to the total daily waste generated by the Project to obtain 
the actual anticipated solid waste generated by the Project to be disposed of at the Buena Vista Landfill. 
d The Buena Vista Landfill’s average daily refuse intake is 450 tons (CalRecycle 2018a). The remaining allowable daily throughput at the 
Buena Vista Landfill is 388 tons. For metric conversion, one cubic yard is approximately equal to 1,200 pounds (Santa Cruz County 
2013). 

This impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant because the Project would not 
generate solid waste in excess of available capacity at the Buena Vista Landfill, and would comply 
with applicable solid waste regulations. No mitigation is required. 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
Alternative 1 would generate the same amount of operational waste from trail users as the 
Proposed Project because the same number of trail users are expected and the same trash and 
recycling collection facilities would be provided along the trail and in the parking lots. As shown in 
Table 3.16-5, this equates to 3.3 CY of solid waste per day, or less than one percent of the Buena 
Vista Landfill’s remaining daily capacity. Impacts from Alternative 1 operation would therefore be 
less than significant.  

Compared to the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 would result in more construction-related waste 
associated with removing the tracks, which would require disposal of thousands of railroad ties that 
were treated with creosote, also referred to as treated wood waste (TWW), and potentially 
contaminated soils and rail ballast. In total, Alternative 1 would generate approximately 13,000 CY 
of construction waste, compared to 2,000 CY for the Proposed Project. Because construction waste 
generated by Alternative 1 would require the disposal of contaminated material, waste would need 
to be disposed at facilities permitted to accept such waste. 

The closest facility that would accept TWW would be the Corinda Los Trancos Landfill located in Half 
Moon Bay, approximately 35 miles north of the Project corridor. If the concentration of 
contamination found in the soil and ballast hauled off-site would require disposal at a Waste 
Discharge Requirement (WDR) Class II facility, the contaminated soil and ballast would likely be 
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hauled to the Altamont Landfill or the Vasco Road Sanitary Landfill, both located in Livermore 
approximately 60 miles northeast of the Project corridor. If the concentration of contamination 
found in the soil and ballast hauled off-site would require disposal at a WDR Class III facility, the 
contaminated soil and ballast would likely be hauled to the Forward Landfill, located in Stockton 
approximately 80 miles northeast of the Project corridor. Although materials may be disposed of in 
multiple locations, it is conservatively assumed herein that all materials may be disposed of at any 
single facility. 

Table 3.16-6, presents the remaining capacities at each of the landfills that may accept construction 
waste from Alternative 1 and the percent of maximum allowable daily throughput for each, 
assuming that all construction materials are disposed of at that facility. As shown therein, all of the 
facilities have adequate remaining capacities to accept construction waste from Alternative 1. This 
analysis conservatively assumes that none of the construction waste is diverted pursuant to AB 341 
due to the potentially hazardous nature of the materials; however, if some of the waste can be 
diverted, the percent of maximum daily throughput would be lower than shown in Table 3.16-6. 

Table 3.16-6 Alternative 1 Estimated Construction Waste Generation and Disposala 

Landfill 
Maximum Daily Refuse 

Intake (CY)a 
Daily Waste Sent to Landfill 

(CY)b 
Percent of Maximum 
Daily Refuse Intakec 

Buena Vista 647 35.6 5.5 

Corinda Los Trancos 5,997 35.6 0.6 

Forward 14,447 35.6 0.2 

Altamont 18,583 35.6 0.2 

Vasco Road 4,197 35.6 0.8 
a CalRecycle 2018a, 2018b, 2018c, 2018d, 2018e  
b Construction waste is generated over a total of 12 months. Daily construction waste generation is derived from dividing total 
construction waste by 365 days. Because most construction waste from Alternative 1 would require special disposal for contaminated 
materials, it is conservatively assumed that none of this waste is diverted pursuant to AB 341.  
c For metric conversion, one cubic yard is approximately equal to 1,200 pounds (Santa Cruz County 2013). 

This impact of Alternative 1 would be less than significant because the Project would not generate 
solid waste in excess of available capacity at any of the identified landfills, and would comply with 
applicable solid waste regulations. No mitigation is required. 
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3.17 Effects Found to be Less than Significant 
Section 15128 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires an EIR to briefly describe any possible 
significant effects that were determined not to be significant and, therefore, were not discussed in 
detail. This section addresses the potential environmental effects of the Project that clearly would 
not be significant and are not addressed in the preceding sections of this EIR.  

The discussion is based on the thresholds contained in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. As 
described under “Significance Thresholds” in the preceding Sections 3.1 through 3.16, the letters 
and thresholds correspond with the questions in the Appendix G Initial Study Checklist. Any items 
not addressed in this section are addressed in Sections 3.1 through 3.16 of this EIR.  

3.17.1 Forestry Resources 
The following checklist items excluded from discussion in Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources, are 
discussed below. 

C.  Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land or timberland 
D.  Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use 

The Project corridor consists of agricultural and open space lands, and does not include forest lands 
or resources that may be harvested for timber production. Although there are lands on the inland 
side of Highway 1 zoned for Timber Production, the Project corridor does not include any areas that 
have this designation. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project or Alternative 1 would 
not remove forest lands or convert forest lands to non-forest use. Both trail alignments would also 
not conflict with existing zoning for forest land or timberland, as these zoning designations are not 
present within the Project corridor. Implementation of the trail alignments would also not impact 
the ability to access or harvest lands that have been identified as supporting timber production 
across Highway 1. Therefore, no impacts to forestry resources would occur from the Proposed 
Project or Alternative 1. 

3.17.2 Geology/Soils 
The following checklist items excluded from discussion in Section 3.6, Geology/Soils, are discussed 
below. 

A. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving the following, or create a situation that results in: 
1. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 

Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other 
significance of a known fault 

E. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater 
disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater 

The Project corridor is located in a seismically active area that would experience strong ground 
shaking following an earthquake along any one of several nearby faults, including the San Andres 
fault, the Zayante-Vergeles fault, the San Gregorio fault zone, and the Monterey Bay–Tularcitos fault 
zone. However, known earthquake faults are not present directly within the Project corridor. 
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Therefore, the rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zoning Maps, would not be expected. Furthermore, implementation of the Proposed Project 
or Alternative 1 would not include construction of habitable structures and therefore would not 
expose residents to a risk of injury or death involving fault rupture. Proposed restroom facilities 
would be used by trail visitors but would not be inhabited. The restroom facilities would also be 
constructed in accordance with the requirements of the California Building Standards Commission 
and would be designed to withstand adverse effects from strong ground shaking. Therefore, ground 
rupture, and impacts that would be associated with this phenomenon on human life, are not 
anticipated. This impact would be less than significant for the Proposed Project and Alternative 1. 

Implementation of the Proposed Project or Alternative 1 would not include the need for the use of 
septic tanks, and would not require alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not 
available for the disposal of wastewater. The restroom facilities proposed at Davenport and 
Panther/Yellowbank beaches would be prefabricated structures, with up two ADA-accessible toilets, 
located on a 12-foot by 18-foot pads. The toilets at Davenport Beach would be either waterless 
vault toilets, with at least a 1,000-gallon concrete storage vault that would be periodically emptied 
with a septic truck, or flush toilets that connect to the Davenport water/wastewater system. The 
toilets at Panther/Yellowbank Beach would be a waterless vault toilets as described above. Because 
no additional need for the use of a septic tank, or alternative waste water disposal system would be 
required for either the Proposed Project or Alternative 1, this impact would be less than significant 
for the Proposed Project and Alternative 1.  

3.17.3 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
The following checklist items excluded from discussion in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, are discussed below. 

C. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. 

E. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, result in a safety hazard for 
people residing or working in the project area. 

F. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, result in a safety hazard for people residing 
or working in the project area. 

G. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan. 

Pacific Elementary School is located approximately 0.1 mile east of the Davenport Beach parking lot, 
at the northern terminus of the Project corridor. Implementation of the Proposed Project or 
Alternative 1 would not routinely transport, use, or dispose of hazardous materials throughout 
operation, and, as such, would not emit hazardous emissions within one-quarter mile of Pacific 
Elementary School.  

Throughout construction activities for either the Proposed Project or Alternative 1, contaminated 
soils and materials associated with preparing the Project corridor to support the multi-use trail 
would be removed from the site, and disposed of at an appropriate facility. Through the transport of 
these soils from the Project corridor to the appropriate disposal facility, transportation would occur 
along Highway 1, within one-quarter mile of Pacific Elementary School. Through standard best 
management practices (BMP) included in the Project, all materials would be removed from the 
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Project corridor in a manner that would minimize any dust or emissions, and ongoing testing would 
ensure proper measures were undertaken through any remediation activities that were required for 
the safe handling of all materials discovered. Therefore, it is not anticipated that Pacific Elementary 
School would be exposed to hazardous material emissions. This impact would be less than 
significant for the Proposed Project and Alternative 1. 

The Project corridor is not located within an airport land use plan, or within two miles of a public or 
private airport. The nearest airport to the Project corridor is the Bonny Doon Village Airport, a 
privately-owned single-runway airport, located approximately 5.5 miles northeast of the Project 
corridor. Given this distance, the Project would not result in an airport-related safety hazard to 
construction workers or future trail users. Therefore, the Project would not facilitate any activities 
that could pose a safety hazard to people residing, working or utilizing the Project corridor or 
adjacent lands. This impact would be less than significant for the Proposed Project and Alternative 
1. 

Implementation of the Proposed Project or Alternative 1 would result in the addition of a multi-use 
trail along the Highway 1 corridor through 7.5 miles of the North Coast area. However, the trail 
would be separated from Highway 1, and vehicular traffic would not be permitted on the trail, with 
the exception of maintenance vehicles, farm related vehicles and machinery, in areas where the 
unpaved path would serve as a farm access road for a short distance, and emergency response 
vehicles, as needed. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project or Alternative 1 would not 
impair the implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant for the Proposed 
Project and Alternative 1. 

3.17.4 Hydrology and Water Quality  
The following checklist items excluded from discussion in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, 
are discussed below. 

G. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map 

I. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, 
including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam 

Implementation of the Proposed Project or Alternative 1 would result in the construction of a multi-
use trail, and would not place housing or structures within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped 
on the federal Flood Insurance Rate Map, and shown on Figures 3.9-4a and Figure 3.9-4b in Section 
3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality. The Project would involve the construction of restroom facilities 
at the Davenport Beach and Panther/Yellowbank Beach parking lots. These are the only structures 
that are included in the Project, and they would be located outside of the five locations in which the 
Project corridor would cross the 100-year flood hazard zone. Therefore, implementation of the 
Project would not place structures within the 100-year flood hazard zone. This impact would be less 
than significant for the Proposed Project and Alternative 1.  

In Santa Cruz County, dam failure inundation mapping is only available for Newell Creek Dam, which 
impounds Loch Lomond Reservoir, located approximately 10 miles northeast of the Project corridor 
(DWR 2017). The failure of Newell Creek Dam would inundate a substantial portion of the City of 
Santa Cruz and several upstream communities, but would not inundate any location along the 
Project corridor. Similarly, the failure of levees, including levees along the San Lorenzo River, would 
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not result in inundation of the Project corridor. The San Lorenzo River is located approximately 3.5 
miles east of the Project alignment at the nearest point and flooding due to failure of a levee along 
the river would be limited to Santa Cruz city limits (City of Santa Cruz 2017). Therefore, 
implementation of the Proposed Project or Alternative 1 would not expose people or structures to 
areas with reduced flooding risks as a result of levees or dams. There would be no impact for the 
Proposed Project and Alternative 1. 

3.17.5 Land Use and Planning 
The following checklist item excluded from discussion in Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, is 
discussed below. In addition, potential impacts related to urban decay are discussed below.  

C. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan 

No habitat conservation or natural community conservation plans, or other approved conservation 
agreements (USFWS 2017) apply to the Project corridor, or would be affected by the 
implementation of either the Proposed Project or Alternative 1. Therefore, the Project would not 
conflict with a habitat conservation or natural community conservation plan. There would be no 
impact for the Proposed Project and Alternative 1. 

Urban decay occurs within areas of urban development where extended long-term business 
vacancies result in the physical deterioration to those properties or structures that impairs the 
proper utilization of the properties or structures, and the health, safety and welfare of the 
surrounding community. The Project corridor is not located within an area that supports urban 
development. However, the unincorporated community of Davenport is located on the inland side 
of Highway 1, across from the northern terminus of the Project. Implementation of either the 
Proposed Project or Alternative 1 would improve the crossing between the Project corridor and 
Davenport, and include improved parking and the addition of bathroom facilities at the Davenport 
Beach parking lot. Through the additional public use and connectivity of the multi-use trail that 
would be added to the North Coast area as a result of the Project, it is expected that the Project 
would result in the greater use of restaurants and local businesses within Davenport, particularly 
throughout the summer months, when it is expected that the greatest level of recreation use would 
occur, as further detailed in Section 3.14 Transportation/Circulation. Therefore, implementation of 
the Project would not result in conditions that would minimize the population that utilize 
Davenport, and it is not anticipated that buildings and businesses within the community would 
remain vacant. There would be no impact related to urban decay as a result of the Proposed Project 
or Alternative 1. 

3.17.6 Noise 
The following checklist items excluded from discussion in Section 3.11, Noise, are discussed below.  

E.  For a project located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public airport, 
expose people to excessive noise levels 

F. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, expose people to excessive noise levels 

The Project corridor is located within a rural portion of Santa Cruz County, along the North Coast. 
This area is not included in an airport land use plan, or within two miles of a public airport. As 
described under 3.17.3, the Project corridor is also not located within two miles of a private airstrip. 
Bonny Doon Village Airport, a private, single-runway airport, is the closest airport facility, located 
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approximately 5.5 miles northeast of the Project corridor. Therefore, implementation of the 
Proposed Project or Alternative 1 would not result in the exposure of people utilizing the trail, or 
constructing and maintaining the trail, to excessive noise related to the operation of either a private 
or public air strip. There would be no impact for the Proposed Project and Alternative 1. 

3.17.7 Public Safety and Services 
The following checklist items excluded from discussion in Section 3.12, Public Safety and Services, 
are discussed below.  

A. Substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities or a need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of the following public 
services: 

 Schools 
 Libraries  

As a multi-use trail, the Project would not increase the residential or employment populations of 
Santa Cruz County. Rather, it would provide recreational opportunities for current residents and an 
alternative to passenger car travel. While the Project would generate an estimated 951 trail users 
on a summer weekend day, these trail users would not increase demand for schools or libraries. 
Therefore, impacts of the Proposed Project or Alternative 1 on these services would be less than 
significant. 

3.17.8 Transportation/Circulation 
The following checklist items excluded from discussion in Section 3.14, Transportation/Circulation, 
are discussed below.  

C.  Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change 
in location that results in substantial safety risks 

E.  Result in inadequate emergency access.  
F.  Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian 

facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities.  

Implementation of the Proposed Project or Alternative 1 would not result in an increase in the 
permanent population within the North Coast area. There are also no large airport facilities within 
the vicinity of the Project corridor. As described above, Bonny Doon Village Airport, a privately-
owned single-runway airport, is the closest airport facility, located approximately 5.5 miles 
northeast of the Project corridor. Finally, the Project would not include any features that would 
result in a change in the directional patterns of aircraft throughout the North Coast. Therefore, 
implementation of the Proposed Project or Alternative 1 would have no impact on air traffic 
patterns. 

Both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 would include the construction of multi-use trails 
greater than 14-feet in total width, which would provide adequate access along the extent of the 
Project corridor for emergency response vehicles, as further discussed in Section 3.12, Public Safety 
and Services. The Proposed Project and Alternative 1 would also each retain 15 existing rail 
crossings, providing multiple access points to the trail from Highway 1 for emergency vehicles. 
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Because the Project corridor would be accessible and would be wide enough to support emergency 
access throughout the extent of both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1, the impact of the 
Project on emergency access would be less than significant.  

The overall goal of local policies, plans and programs is to provide additional recreational bicycle 
access and trails for the public, further connecting existing local bicycle paths and trails, and 
providing the public alternative transportation methods outside of vehicular use (refer to Sections 
3.10, Land Use and Planning, and 3.14, Transportation/Circulation). Both the Proposed Project and 
Alternative 1 would provide a new multi-purpose trail providing separation of pedestrians and 
bicyclists from vehicular traffic, and connecting local recreational amenities throughout the Project 
corridor. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with local polices, plans and programs regarding 
alternative uses to vehicles. The Project would be consistent with such plans and policies, and would 
improve the overall safety of travel throughout the North Coast area for pedestrians and bicyclists. 
There would be no impact for the Proposed Project and Alternative 1. 

3.17.9 Mineral Resources 
Mineral resources are not discussed elsewhere in this EIR. Consistent with other sections of this EIR, 
the letters and thresholds presented below correspond with the questions in the Appendix G Initial 
Study checklist for mineral resources. 

A. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region 
and the residents of the state 

B. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated 
on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan 

The Project would not result in loss of availability of a known mineral resource or a locally-important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use 
plan, as there are no known mineral resources that are located along the Project corridor (County of 
Santa Cruz 1994). Implementation of the Proposed Project or Alternative 1 would also not result in a 
change in access or ability to recover known mineral resources within the County. Therefore, no 
impacts related to mineral resources would occur through the implementation of the Proposed 
Project or Alternative 1. 

3.17.10 Population and Housing 
Population inducement is discussed in Section 4.0, Other CEQA Required Discussions. That discussion 
corresponds with the below checklist item from the CEQA Appendix G Initial Study checklist.  

A. Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure) 

The remaining checklist items related to population and housing are discussed below.  

B. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere 

C. Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere 

Although there are scattered rural residences along the Project corridor, there are no residences 
within the Proposed Project or Alternative 1 trail alignments. Therefore, the Project would not 
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displace any existing housing or people nor result in the need for construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere. Therefore, impacts related to population and housing would be less than 
significant for the Proposed Project and Alternative 1. 
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4 Other CEQA Required Discussions 

This section provides a cumulative impact analysis and discusses growth-inducing impacts, 
irreversible environmental impacts, and significant and unavoidable impacts that would be caused 
by the Proposed Project and Alternative 1. 

4.1 Cumulative Impact Analysis 

4.1.1 Methodology 
The term “cumulative impacts” refers to “two or more individual effects which, when considered 
together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts” (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15355). 

A cumulative impact can result from the combination of two or more individually significant 
impacts, or the combination of two or more impacts that are individually less than significant but 
constitute a significant change in the environment when considered together. To analyze a 
proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts, CEQA requires the lead agency to identify 
past, present, and probable future projects in the vicinity, summarize their effects, identify the 
incremental contribution of the proposed project to any significant cumulative impacts occurring in 
the project region, and recommend mitigation measures as appropriate (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15130[b]). Mitigation measures should focus on any cumulatively considerable incremental 
contribution from the proposed project or alternative to any significant cumulative effect created by 
the past, present, and probable future projects, together with the proposed project or alternative 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15130[a][3]; see also CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2[a][4]). 

Section 15130 of the State CEQA Guidelines permits two approaches for identifying cumulative 
projects to analyze. The first is the “list” approach, based on a list of past, present, and probable 
future projects that produce related or cumulative impacts. The list may include projects both 
within and outside the North Coast area. The second is the “projections” approach, based on a 
summary of projections contained in an adopted plan or related planning document, such as a 
regional transportation plan, or in an EIR prepared for such a plan. The projections may be 
supplemented with additional information such as regional modeling. A reasonable combination of 
the two approaches may also be used.  

This EIR uses a combination of the “list” and “projections” approaches. Table 4-1 presents the list of 
cumulative projects that are considered in the discussions below for each environmental topic. 
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Table 4-1 List of Cumulative Projects 
Project Name Location Description 

Davenport Cement Plant Coastal 
Restoration and Reuse Plan 

Davenport Plan to redevelop 103-acre site with visitor 
center/museum, trails, camping and/or cabins, 
agriculture, and open space usesa 

Davenport Recycled Water Project Davenport Improvements to the storage of treated water at 
the wastewater treatment plant to ensure no 
potential discharge or runoff from the spray field 
during the wet seasonb 

Cotoni-Coast Dairies National 
Monument Management Plan 

Inland side of Highway 1, 
from Laguna Creek to 
Swanton Road 

Management plan for public access and 
resource protection in 5,800-acre area 

San Vicente Redwoods Preserve Inland side of Highway 1, 
north of Davenport 

Public access and forest restoration in 8,500-
acre open space area 

Rail Service Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line Although the exact extent of freight and/or 
passenger rail service is unknown at this time, 
for the purpose of analysis it is assumed herein 
that the rail operator may operate freight 
and/or passenger rail service along the North 
Coast, as described in Section 2.5, Project 
Operation and Maintenance/Rail Operation and 
Maintenance. 

Unified Corridor Investment Study Santa Cruz County Study of transportation improvements to 
Highway 1, Soquel Avenue/Soquel 
Drive/Freedom Boulevard, and Santa Cruz 
Branch Rail Linec 

Monterey Bay Sanctuary Scenic Trail 
Network (MBSST) Master Plan 

Santa Cruz County Master Plan to establish a continuous alignment 
and a set of design standards for a multi-use trail 
along the Coastal Rail Trail spine (RTC-owned rail 
corridor) and associated spur trails, for the 
length of Santa Cruz County 

a Santa Cruz County 2017a, 2017b. 
b DCSD 2015. 
c The Unified Corridor Investment Study (UCIS) identifies a 16-20 feet wide trail for the “Trail alongside Rail” scenario in the rural area 
north of Wilder Ranch (RTC 2018). More information regarding the UCIS is provided in Section 1.0, Introduction, and Appendix C. 

In addition to the list of cumulative projects, the projections approach is used for some issue areas 
where appropriate. For this method, the analysis considers buildout of the Santa Cruz County 
General Plan and Local Coastal Program (LCP) and the City of Santa Cruz General Plan.  

The Santa Cruz County General Plan and LCP Land Use Plan provides a framework for development 
and growth in the county (Santa Cruz County 1994). The policies determine where growth should be 
focused in the county, and that public services grow with the population. Growth is also balanced 
with the protection of natural resources. The General Plan and LCP contain policies that address the 
existing and future land uses in unincorporated Santa Cruz County. The General Plan and LCP were 
adopted by the County Board of Supervisors on May 24, 1994, and were certified by the California 
Coastal Commission on December 15, 1994.  

The City of Santa Cruz General Plan was adopted in 2012 and is a comprehensive, integrated, and 
internally consistent statement of Santa Cruz’s development policies for the city. Although the 
Project corridor is located outside of the city boundary, planned growth in the City would be 

https://sccrtc.org/projects/multi-modal/unified-corridor-study
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expected to incrementally augment the Project user populations. Therefore, planned city growth 
could contribute to cumulative impacts. Accordingly, buildout under the City of Santa Cruz General 
Plan is considered in this cumulative analysis. 

The cumulative impact analysis for each environmental or resource topic considers the effects of 
cumulative projects located in an appropriate geographic area, which varies by resource topic. For 
example, the appropriate geographic area for aesthetic impacts is the viewshed from the Project 
corridor, which is the scope of human eyesight in the vicinity of the corridor. The appropriate 
geographic area for air quality impacts is the North Central Coast Air Basin, which covers an area of 
more than 5,100 square miles. 

For each resource topic, cumulative impacts were determined in the following manner. 

1. Determine whether there is a significant cumulative impact under future conditions with the 
Project; if yes, then 

2. Determine if the Project would or would not make a cumulatively considerable (i.e., significant) 
contribution to the identified significant cumulative impact. 

The cumulative impacts for all the resource topics are discussed in Sections 4.1.2 through 4.1.17, 
below. In the discussions, “Project” refers to both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 trail 
alignments, unless otherwise specified. In summary, the Project’s contribution to cumulative 
impacts would not be considerable, except for contribution to significant cumulative impacts to 
traffic (the addition of vehicle trips to Highway 1). In addition, Alternative 1 would result in a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant historic resource impact as a result of the 
removal of the majority of the Davenport Branch Line (now called Santa Cruz Branch Line).  

4.1.2 Aesthetics 
The cumulative setting for aesthetics covers the entire coastal area visible to and from the Project 
corridor, stretching from Highway 1 and adjacent lands to the coastline. This geographic extent is 
appropriate because the cumulative viewshed is limited to the scope of human eyesight in the 
vicinity of a project site. The Project corridor is a part of a coastal plain between Davenport and 
Wilder Ranch State Park. This area consists largely of preserved natural open space and agricultural 
land, and has a rural visual character. Scenic coastal resources, including beaches, coves, and bluffs 
contribute to the high visual quality of the area.  

IMPACT AES-C CUMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT WOULD NOT SIGNIFICANTLY ALTER THE VISUAL CHARACTER 
OR QUALITY OF THE NORTH COAST AREA, AND THE PROJECT’S CONTRIBUTION WOULD NOT BE CUMULATIVELY 
CONSIDERABLE.  

Cumulative development in the viewshed from the Project corridor would be limited based on 
current land use plans and zoning designations. It is anticipated that the Davenport Cement Plant 
site, located approximately 0.2 mile northwest of the Project corridor on the inland side of Highway 
1, would be redeveloped into a park with visitor center/museum, trails, camping and/or cabins, 
agriculture, and open space uses although decision making is still in progress. This cumulative 
project would involve demolition of some or all existing industrial structures that are visible from 
the northern portion of the trial corridor near Davenport (refer to the photo simulations at Bonny 
Doon Beach in Figure 3.1-8 and Figure 3.1-10 in Section 3.1, Aesthetics). With the loss of these 
prominent artificial structures, natural features such as rugged coastal bluffs, coves at the outlets of 
streams, and beach strands with high scenic quality would become more visually dominant. 
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Furthermore, the cumulative project at the Davenport Cement Plant site would introduce 
recreational facilities and landscaping that would turn the site into a visual amenity.  

Aside from the Project, other cumulative projects in the viewshed could involve development of 
agricultural structures or residences on farmland that would not substantially alter the visual 
character of the rural Project corridor and its vicinity. As discussed under Impact AES-3 in Section 
3.1, Aesthetics, the proposed trail and associated structural improvements also would be visually 
compatible with the coastal bluff and agricultural character of the vicinity. Thus, the combination of 
the Project with other cumulative development would not have a significant cumulative impact, and 
would not substantially degrade existing character or quality. Therefore, the Project’s contribution 
to cumulative changes in the visual character of the North Coast area would also not be 
cumulatively considerable. 

4.1.3 Agricultural Resources 
The cumulative setting for agricultural resources includes any proposed developments in the North 
Coast area of Santa Cruz County. The North Coast area is defined as the area north of Santa Cruz city 
limits to the San Mateo County line and west of China Grade and Empire Grade roads. The North 
Coast area contains approximately 99 acres of Prime Farmland and has approximately 19,892 acres 
of land enrolled under Williamson Act contracts, equating to approximately 27 percent of the North 
Coast region’s land (Santa Cruz County 2017a, Department of Conservation 2017). The Project 
would be located in unincorporated northern Santa Cruz County along the Pacific Ocean coastline. 
The 7.5-mile-long Project area extends along the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line corridor, from the 
Wilder Ranch State Park parking lot and existing trails on the south to the Davenport Beach parking 
lot on the north, and is adjacent to agricultural properties.  

IMPACT AG-C CUMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT WOULD NOT RESULT IN SIGNIFICANT CUMULATIVE 
AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES IMPACTS, AND THE PROJECT’S CONTRIBUTION WOULD NOT BE CUMULATIVELY 
CONSIDERABLE.  

Cumulative development in the North Coast area would be limited and would not convert 
substantial amounts of farmland to non-agricultural use. As shown in Table 4-1, cumulative projects 
in the area are limited to public access improvements, a wastewater treatment plant upgrade, and a 
potential future rail service on an existing rail line, and segments 1 through 6 of the MBSST 
Network. None of these reasonably foreseeable projects would convert agricultural land to non-
agricultural use. Potential commercial redevelopment in Davenport similarly would not convert any 
agricultural land. Because agricultural properties adjacent to the Project corridor are currently 
zoned for agricultural production, future non-agricultural development would not be permitted. Any 
structures built on agricultural properties would be limited to those associated with commercial 
agriculture, and would not be considered a non-agricultural use. Therefore, cumulative 
development in the North Coast area would not convert Important Farmland to a non-agricultural 
use. 

As discussed under Impact AG-1 in Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources, the Proposed Project would 
convert 7.0 to 7.6 acres of Important Farmland to non-agricultural use. For reasons described in 
Section 3.2, the direct conversion of Important Farmland would not be considered substantial, and 
the impact would be less than significant. Alternative 1 would convert approximately 40 percent less 
total Important Farmland compared to the Proposed Project. Neither the Proposed Project nor 
Alternative 1 would contribute to a significant cumulative effect related to the direct conversion of 
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agricultural land. Therefore, the Project’s contribution to the direct conversion of agricultural land 
would not be cumulatively considerable.  

While cumulative development in the North Coast area would not convert agricultural land to non-
agricultural use, several cumulative projects would contribute to increased conflicts between 
agricultural and non-agricultural uses because they may increase the number of visitors to the North 
Coast area. Long-term agricultural viability in the North Coast area could be adversely affected by 
such conflicts. The County of Santa Cruz Right-to-Farm Ordinance is a regulatory mechanism 
intended to ensure the viability of agriculture in the county, and would provide mitigation for this 
cumulative impact. Where cumulative development abuts agricultural land, additional project-
specific mitigation would also be anticipated. As such, cumulative impacts related to agricultural 
land use conflicts would be significant but mitigable.  

Project design features and mitigation measures required in Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources, 
would reduce potential Project-generated conflicts to a less than significant level. Therefore, the 
Project’s contribution to agricultural land use conflicts would not be cumulatively considerable. 

4.1.4 Air Quality 
The geographic scope for considering cumulative impacts to air quality is the North Central Coast Air 
Basin (NCCAB), which is composed of Monterey, Santa Cruz, and San Benito counties and covers an 
area of more than 5,100 square miles. Air pollutants have impacts that are often, though not 
always, cumulative by nature. Any new source of pollution may contribute with foreseeable future 
projects to violations of criteria pollutant standards if the existing background sources cause 
nonattainment conditions, as they do according to the state standards for ozone and particulate 
matter in the Monterey Bay Air Resources District (MBARD). Air districts manage attainment of the 
criteria pollutant standards by adopting rules, regulations, and attainment plans, which make up a 
multifaceted programmatic approach to such attainment. 

IMPACT AIR-C CUMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT MAY RESULT IN SIGNIFICANT CUMULATIVE AIR QUALITY 
IMPACTS, BUT THE PROJECT’S CONTRIBUTION WOULD NOT BE CUMULATIVELY CONSIDERABLE.  

The MBARD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines includes recommendations for the analysis of cumulative 
impacts pertaining to ozone and localized pollutants. Inconsistency with the Air Quality 
Management Plan (AQMP) is considered a cumulatively adverse air quality impact. Future 
development in the NCCAB would potentially exceed the AQMP growth assumptions and result in 
cumulatively considerable Project emissions. For example, development of the Davenport Cement 
Plant Coastal Restoration and Reuse Plan and potential future rail service on the Santa Cruz Branch 
Line in the Project vicinity could emit criteria air pollutants from construction and operation. As 
described in Section 2.5, Project Operation and Maintenance/Rail Operation and Maintenance, it is 
assumed that the rail operator could resume freight and/or passenger rail service in 3-5 years, or 
possibly sooner. Trains, if powered by diesel locomotives, would emit criteria air pollutants on an 
infrequent basis in the rail corridor. However, emissions from rail operation may be offset by 
reduced vehicular emissions as some people may opt to take the train to visit Davenport instead of 
drive. As discussed in Impacts AIR-1 and AIR-3 in Section 3.3, Air Quality, both the Proposed Project 
and Alternative 1 would be consistent with the AQMP, and in fact would help to implement the 
plan. Therefore, based on the MBARD Guidelines, the Project’s contribution to a cumulative air 
quality impact related to AQMP consistency would not be cumulatively considerable. In addition, as 
indicated in Impact AIR-4, the Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution 
to congestion at study area roadways under future cumulative conditions and would not result in 
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impacts related to CO hotspots. Because the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 would be 
consistent with the AQMP and would result in less than significant impacts pertaining to ozone and 
localized pollutants, the Project’s contribution to cumulative air quality impacts would not be 
cumulatively considerable. 

4.1.5 Biological Resources 
The cumulative setting for biological resources includes proposed developments in the North Coast 
area of Santa Cruz County from the coastal aspects of the foothills inland of Highway 1 extending to 
the ocean, and from Lower Swanton Road in the north to just west of the Santa Cruz city limits, at 
Natural Bridges State Beach. This cumulative extent is appropriate because it encompasses the 
mosaic of representative habitat types (and associated biological resources) affected by the 
Proposed Project, including creeks and drainages, natural communities, agriculture, rangeland, and 
coastal development. The 7.5-mile-long Project area extends along the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line 
corridor, from the Wilder Ranch State Park parking lot and existing trails on the south to the 
Davenport Beach parking lot on the north, and intercepts a range of habitat types. Project activities 
would occur in this area, and the interaction between the affected environment and Project 
activities and facilities would be limited to this area. 

IMPACT BIO-C CUMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT MAY RESULT IN SIGNIFICANT CUMULATIVE BIOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES IMPACTS, AND THE PROJECT’S CONTRIBUTION WOULD NOT BE CUMULATIVELY CONSIDERABLE. 

As shown in Table 4-1, cumulative projects in the North Coast area, including the Davenport Cement 
Plan Coastal Restoration and Reuse Plan, the Cotoni-Coast Dairies National Monument Management 
Plan, the San Vicente Redwoods Preserve, Rail Service, and Monterey Bay Sanctuary Scenic Trail 
Network (MBSST) Master Plan, consist of public access improvements that introduce a substantial 
increase of public use to the coastal portion of the North Coast Area. Both construction of the 
access improvements and the increased public access and use would result in increased: 

 Trampling, and degradation of sensitive habitats; 
 Disruption of habitat values associated with edge habitat; 
 Degradation of wetlands, creeks, drainages, riparian habitat, water quality, associated habitat 

values and functions, and ecosystems services; including channelization of storm runoff that 
may increase stream flow, erosion, and sedimentation; 

 Disruption of wildlife utilization of biological resources for foraging; hydration; cover, shelter, 
aestivation/hybernacula; nesting and breeding; movement, dispersal, and migration; including 
for sensitive fish species, CRLF, sensitive and native nesting birds, and San Francisco dusky-
footed woodrat; 

 Fragmentation of contiguous natural landscapes, and loss of large hunting territories for higher 
order predators; and 

 Illegal camping, introduction of litter (including human foods), urine and fecal matter, illegal off-
leash dogs (causing harassment and mortality of wildlife). 

Taken cumulatively, these impacts would result in degradation and fragmentation of the suite of 
habitat types and associated biological resources that occur within the cumulative setting on the 
North Coast, and result in overall diminished regional ecological functions and values. 
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The Project would contribute to these impacts by adding Project-related infrastructure and 
provisions for on-going maintenance. Conservation of biological resources would be necessary to 
minimize and mitigate cumulative impacts. 

Cumulative impacts associated with Alternative 1 would be similar to those of the Proposed Project, 
but slightly greater because the alignment of Alternative 1 would result in greater impacts overall 
due to the location of Alternative 1 entirely within the rail cut. As described in Section 3.4, Biological 
Resources, the mosaic of sensitive habitats, especially palustrine emergent wetlands, is 
concentrated along the narrow rail cut, providing wildlife habitat, including cover, shelter, nesting 
habitat, foraging resources, hydration and/or aquatic habitat, as well as movement and dispersal 
habitat. Therefore, impacts from Alternative 1 would result in greater impacts to this diverse linear 
habitat feature, including to CRLF and CRLF critical habitat, nesting birds, and wildlife movement. 

Presumably, permanent losses of sensitive habitats, including wetlands, associated with each public 
access project listed in Table 4-1 would be mitigated within each project’s planning purview, as with 
the Proposed Project and therefore would not be considered cumulative impacts. 

As discussed in Section 3.4, Biological Resources, mitigation identified in this EIR would reduce 
Project-level impacts. Mitigation Measure BIO-8(c) prescribes the development of a Project-specific 
Biological Resources Mitigation and Management Plan (MMP), which would mitigate permanent 
loss of sensitive natural communities, and mitigate impacts to other sensitive biological resources 
known to occur within the Project corridor, including wildlife movement habitat. The MMP would 
also protect and enhance the functions and values of habitats adjacent to the creeks. The MMP 
would specifically address and mitigate for the fragmentation of sensitive natural communities, 
including ESHA, which would minimize the Project’s contribution to potential cumulative impacts. 
The MMP also requires the inclusion of strategies to protect remaining sensitive habitats along the 
rail corridor from impacts associated with operation of the trail. Outcomes would be monitored 
both quantitatively and qualitatively to ensure performance criteria are met, and adaptive 
management strategies would be employed to ensure long-term viability, functions, and values of 
biological resources in the immediate area around the Proposed Project. Mitigation Measure BIO-9b 
outlines the development of a Wetland Mitigation and Management Plan for this project, which 
would also minimize the Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts through long-term 
monitoring. Mitigation Measures BIO-C(a) and BIO-C(b) described below specifically target potential 
cumulative impacts, through the addition of conservation goals and objectives and provision for 
qualitative performance criteria and adaptive management into both MMPs. 

The development of Project-related infrastructure (e.g., garbage collection, restrooms), and 
provisions for on-going maintenance and conservation of biological resources would further reduce 
Project-level impacts. As described in Section 2.4, Project Characteristics, the Project would include 
garbage and recycling facilities, and bathroom facilities at improved parking lots. As described in 
Section 2.5, Project Operation and Maintenance, a Trail Manager would be identified and an 
Operations & Maintenance Plan would be developed that includes trash and recycling collection, 
tree and shrub trimming, and fence repair and replacement. Additional measures in the O&M to 
protect biological resources would further reduce cumulative impacts.  

Therefore, with the following additional mitigation measures, the Project’s contribution to 
cumulative biological resources impacts would be not cumulatively considerable.  
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Mitigation Measure BIO-C(a): Include Cumulative Conservation Goals and 
Objectives in Project-Specific Biological Resources Mitigation and Management 
Plan (Mitigation Measure BIO-8c)  
To mitigate for cumulative impacts, the Project-Specific Biological Resources Mitigation and 
Management Plan (MMP) developed as Mitigation Measure BIO-8(c) shall include specific goals, 
objectives, and qualitative performance criteria to maintain functional connectivity between habitat 
patches and open spaces, including the functions and values of the existing linear feature comprised 
of sensitive habitats and wetlands along the rail bed, for movement, dispersal, migration, and 
genetic exchange of native plants and animals through the conservation of the following.: 

 Sensitive habitats and edge habitats.; 
 Ecosystems services and water quality associated with wetlands, creeks, drainages, riparian 

habitat.; 
 Wildlife movement habitat, including resources for foraging; hydration; cover, shelter, 

aestivation/hybernacula; nesting and breeding; movement, dispersal, migration; with special 
consideration given to the sensitive and breeding species listed above.; and Wildlife bypasses 
shall be considered as a strategy. 

 Contiguous natural landscapes and connected hunting territories for higher order predators. 

The MMP shall include adaptive management strategies specifically addressing cumulative impacts 
if performance criteria are not met. 

The MMMP shall include an evaluation of (and adaptive management as needed for) the effects of 
illegal camping, litter (including human foods), urine and fecal matter, and illegal off-leash dogs on 
biological resources. Ecosystems West revise this measure so includes performance standards, even 
if qualitative.  

Mitigation Measure BIO-C(b): Include Maintenance and Conservation of Biological 
Resources in the Project Operations & Maintenance Plan 
To mitigate for cumulative impacts, the Project Operations & Maintenance Plan shall provide for the 
maintenance and conservation of biological resources along the trail alignment by maintaining 
fencing and vegetative barriers which protect biological resources, install and maintain additional 
protective fencing around areas determined biologically sensitive by a qualified biologist, and 
enforce hours of trail use. 

4.1.6 Cultural Resources 
The geographic scope for considering cumulative impacts to cultural resources is based on the 
historic, ethnographic, and prehistoric period use patterns of the Project area and surrounding 
region. The geographic extent of cumulative impacts for the historic period is the North Coast area 
of Santa Cruz County. For the ethnographic period, the geographic extent includes the entire 
traditional Ohlone territory. The geographic context for the prehistoric period includes Santa Cruz 
County and nearby portions of adjacent counties.  
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IMPACT CR-C CUMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT MAY RESULT IN SIGNIFICANT CUMULATIVE CULTURAL 
RESOURCE IMPACTS. THE PROJECT’S CONTRIBUTION WOULD NOT BE CUMULATIVELY CONSIDERABLE, EXCEPT 
FOR CUMULATIVE IMPACTS TO THE HISTORIC DAVENPORT BRANCH LINE THAT WOULD RESULT FROM 
IMPLEMENTATION OF ALTERNATIVE 1. 

Cumulative development in the North Coast area of Santa Cruz County may result in a significant 
cumulative impact to historic resources. It is anticipated that the Davenport Cement Plant site, 
located approximately 0.2 mile northwest of the Project corridor on the inland side of Highway 1, 
would be redeveloped into a park with visitor center/museum, trails, camping and/or cabins, 
agriculture, and open space uses but decision making is still in progress. This cumulative project 
would involve demolition of some or all existing industrial structures that are visible from the 
northern portion of the trial corridor near Davenport. The unincorporated community of Davenport 
and the Davenport Cement Plant are potential historic resources (Leachman 2017), and the 
Davenport Cement Plant Coastal Restoration and Reuse Plan could result in cumulative impacts to 
these resources.  

In addition, although there are no cumulative projects that would remove all or a portion of the rail 
line, there are local organizations advocating for the removal of the rail line, as described in Section 
1.2, Project Background. It is reasonable to expect that the organizations will continue advocating 
for rail removal as future segments of the MBSST Network are implemented, particularly if 
Alternative 1 is implemented for the Project (MBSST Segment 5). In combination with potential 
impacts to the Davenport Cement Plant, as well as potential impacts to the Davenport Branch Line 
that would result from Alternative 1, cumulative impacts to historic resources would be potentially 
significant. 

As discussed in Section 3.5, Cultural Resources, the approximately 7.5-mile segment of the 
Davenport Branch Line is eligible for federal, state, and local designation as a historic resource. For 
the Proposed Project, implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-1(a) would require interpretive 
displays documenting the history of the Davenport Branch Line and surrounding historical 
resources. By communicating the history of the Project corridor and its contribution to regional 
history, this mitigation would ensure that historical resource impacts resulting from the Proposed 
Project would be reduced to a less than significant level. As such, the Proposed Project’s 
contribution to cumulative historic resource impacts would not be cumulatively considerable.  

Alternative 1 would result in a significant and unavoidable project-level impact to the Davenport 
Branch Line because it would remove the rail line and replace it with a multi-use trail. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-1(a) requires installation of interpretive displays 
communicating the significance and history of the Davenport Branch Line, and Mitigation Measure 
CR-1(b) requires preparation of a historic documentation package prior to removal of the rail. 
However, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable for Alternative 1. 

While this impact would remain significant and unavoidable at the Project-level, the potential for a 
significant and unavoidable cumulative impact would depend upon if this loss is considered a 
substantial contribution to the significant cumulative loss of historical resources in the North Coast 
area, and whether other cumulative projects would similarly remove portions of the rail line. 
Alternative 1 would remove 7.5 miles of the approximately 12-mile long Davenport Branch Line, 
which represents 62.5 percent of this historical resource determined eligible for listing in the NRHP 
and CRHR. Therefore, the contribution of Alternative 1 to a significant cumulative historic resource 
impact would be cumulatively considerable. 
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Cumulative development may also impact archaeological resources within Ohlone tribal territory. 
For example, in order to operate rail service on the rail corridor, the rail operator could engage in 
ground disturbance to make improvements to the existing railroad tracks. As with historic 
resources, impacts to archaeological resources are typically site-specific, and would be addressed on 
a project-by-project basis. Compliance with Mitigation Measures CR-2(a) and CR-2(b) would ensure 
that the known archaeological resources within the Project alignment are the subject of data 
indexing and preserved through capping, and any unknown archaeological resources are protected 
through monitoring and recovery. Data indexing would preserve important information from the 
sites for future study, thereby reducing the loss of data in the archaeological region as a whole. 
Thus, cumulative impacts to archaeological resources would be less than significant, and the 
Project’s contribution to this cumulative effect would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Construction of the Project and other projects in coastal Santa Cruz County could cumulatively 
contribute to the loss of significant paleontological resources. For the Proposed Project and 
Alternative 1, compliance with Mitigation Measures CR-3 would ensure that any significant 
paleontological resources present within the Project alignment would be identified, preserved, and 
curated at a location where they would be accessible for future research. As no paleontological 
resources have been identified in the Project alignment and impacts to paleontological resources 
would be less than significant, the Project’s contribution to this cumulative effect would not be 
cumulatively considerable.  

Impacts to human remains are site-specific. With implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-4 to 
stop work if there is an unanticipated discovery and adherence to existing regulations, impacts to 
human remains by the Project would be less than significant. Thus, the Project’s contribution to 
cumulative impacts to human remains would not be cumulatively considerable.  

4.1.7 Geology and Soils 
The geographic scope for considering cumulative impacts to geology and soils is the Project corridor 
and the immediately adjacent areas. The geographic scope would also include off-site lands where 
earth movements along the Project corridor could affect adjacent property. This scope is 
appropriate because geologic materials and soils occur at specific locales and are generally affected 
by activities directly on or immediately adjacent to the soils, and not by activities occurring outside 
the area. In addition, any geologic impacts of the Project would be site-specific. 

IMPACT GEO-C CUMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT WOULD NOT RESULT IN SIGNIFICANT CUMULATIVE GEOLOGY 
AND SOILS IMPACTS, AND THE PROJECT’S CONTRIBUTION WOULD NOT BE CUMULATIVELY CONSIDERABLE. 

There are no planned projects immediately adjacent to the Project corridor. Cumulative buildout of 
the Santa Cruz County General Plan could expose new residents and structures to seismic and other 
geologic hazards in the county. However, these seismic and soil issues are specific to each project 
and, for purposes of this cumulative analysis, the geographic context focuses on the Project area 
and immediately adjacent lands. Because of the site-specific nature of potential seismic and soil 
issues, any future development along the corridor would be required to address these issues on a 
case-by-case basis through preparation of required soils and geotechnical engineering studies and 
adherence to the recommendations therein. They would also be required to adhere to existing local 
and state laws and regulations including the applicable California Building Standards Code (CBSC) 
standards and requirements. Thus, the combination of the Project with other cumulative 
development would not have a significant cumulative impact. Furthermore, with adherence to the 



Other CEQA Required Discussions 

 
Final Environmental Impact Report (Volume 2, Draft EIR) 4-11 

applicable laws and regulations and required mitigation, the Project’s contribution to any 
cumulative geology and soils impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. 

4.1.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change 
Greenhouse gases (GHG) and climate change are, by definition, cumulative impacts. The geographic 
scope for considering cumulative impacts related to GHG emissions is the state of California. 
Although GHG emissions have worldwide repercussions, the contribution of the Project to the 
impact is addressed in light of the goals for reducing statewide emissions.  

IMPACT GHG-C CUMULATIVE STATEWIDE DEVELOPMENT WOULD RESULT IN A SIGNIFICANT CUMULATIVE 
GHG IMPACT, BUT THE PROJECT’ CONTRIBUTION WOULD NOT BE CUMULATIVELY CONSIDERABLE WITH 
MITIGATION.  

Statewide GHG emissions are an existing significant cumulative impact. As such, the state has 
established the following statewide emissions reductions targets:  
 By 2020, reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels 
 By 2030, reduce GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels 
 By 2050, reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels 

Cumulative projects, such as potential future rail service on the existing rail line and redevelopment 
of the Davenport Cement Plant site, would increase statewide GHG emissions. The Project would 
result in a minor contribution to this increase in GHG emissions from cumulative projects. The 
Project would result in a net increase of 291 MT CO2e annually under the Proposed Project or 289 
MT CO2e under Alternative 1. However, the Project would be consistent with the recommendations 
of the 2017 CARB Scoping Plan for achieving statewide emissions reduction targets, with the 
exception of electric vehicle (EV) infrastructure.  

Additionally, the Project would implement a segment of the MBSST Network, identified as an action 
item in County of Santa Cruz Climate Action Strategy (CAS) to reduce county-wide emissions 
consistent with state goals (Santa Cruz County 2013). Mitigation Measure GHG-1 would require 
installation of EV infrastructure so that the Project would implement all feasible and applicable 
recommendations of the 2017 Scoping Plan and County CAS. With implementation of Mitigation 
Measure GHG-1, the Project would be in compliance with statewide and local emissions reduction 
strategies and targets, the Project’s contribution to cumulative GHG emissions impacts would not 
be cumulatively considerable. 

4.1.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
Cumulative impacts associated with hazards and hazardous materials are generally site-specific. As 
such, the geographic scope for considering cumulative impacts to most hazards is the Project 
corridor and the immediately adjacent areas. For cumulative impacts related to the transport, use, 
and disposal of hazardous materials, the geographic extent would include the Highway 1 corridor 
through the North Coast area, as well as the areas immediately adjacent to the rail line, if future 
freight and/or passenger rail service includes the transport of hazardous materials. The geographic 
scope for wildland fire hazards is the North Coast area of Santa Cruz County. 
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Impact HAZ-C CUMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT MAY RESULT IN SIGNIFICANT CUMULATIVE HAZARDS AND 
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS IMPACTS, BUT THE PROJECT’S CONTRIBUTION WOULD NOT BE CUMULATIVELY 
CONSIDERABLE.  

Cumulative buildout of the Santa Cruz County General Plan could expose new residents and 
structures to hazardous materials impacts in the county, including where development would be 
located on former agricultural or industrial properties, or within or adjacent to the rail line. 
However, hazardous materials releases are generally specific to each project and, for purposes of 
this cumulative analysis, the geographic context focuses on the Project area and immediately 
adjacent lands. Because of the site-specific nature of potential hazardous materials-related issues, 
any future development along the corridor would be required to address these issues on a case-by-
case basis through project-specific environmental review and adherence to the mitigation measures 
therein. Therefore, cumulative impacts would not be significant. 

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the Proposed Project and Alternative 
1 could expose construction workers, trail users, and maintenance personnel to agricultural 
chemicals due to the Project corridor’s proximity to existing agricultural properties, as well as 
exposure to existing soil contaminants released during Project construction. However, 
implementation of Mitigation Measures AG-3(b), AG-3(e), and AG-5 in Section 3.2, Agricultural 
Resources, and Mitigation Measures HAZ-4(a), HAZ-4(b), and HAZ-4(c), where applicable, would 
reduce Project-specific impacts to a less than significant level. With these measures, the Project’s 
contribution to a cumulative impact from exposure to agricultural chemicals or other soil 
contaminants would not be cumulatively considerable.  

Cumulative projects located along Highway 1 or the rail line, including redevelopment of the 
Davenport Cement Plant, could cumulatively increase the potential for exposure of people to 
hazards from material transport. Although the transport of hazardous materials or waste could 
occur along Highway 1, as discussed throughout Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 
USEPA and USDOT laws and regulations have been promulgated to track and manage the safe 
interstate transportation of hazardous materials and waste. Similarly, under authority delegated by 
the Secretary of Transportation, the Federal Railroad Administration administers a safety program 
that oversees the movement of hazardous materials throughout the United States rail 
transportation system. Regulations pertaining to the transport of hazardous materials on railroads 
include specialized training, container sealing and movement, labeling, and emergency response. 
Enforcement of these laws and regulations and rapid response by local agencies would reduce 
hazards to the public or environment from reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous materials. Compliance with these existing regulations would 
generally limit the potential for hazardous materials exposure in the along the Highway 1 corridor, 
the rail corridor, and beyond, such that cumulative impacts would be less than significant. As 
impacts of the Project would be site-specific and less than significant, they would not contribute to a 
significant cumulative effect. This impact would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Buildout of the Santa Cruz County General Plan could place additional habitable structures in areas 
designated as having a high wildfire hazard. Given the increased prevalence of wildfire resulting 
from climate change, this cumulative impact is potentially significant. As discussed in Section 4.8, 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the Project would not place residents in a fire hazard severity 
zone, and would not conflict with the County’s emergency response or evacuation plans contained 
in the LHMP or increase the existing fire hazard in the area and would provide appropriate access 
and evacuation routes for trail users. As such, the Project’s contribution to this cumulative impact 
would not be cumulatively considerable. 
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4.1.10 Hydrology and Water Quality 
The Davenport Hydrologic Sub-Area (HSA) is the cumulative setting for surface water resources. The 
Davenport HSA is a coastal watershed that that drains an area of approximately 106 square miles. 
The southern boundary of the watershed is just west of the Santa Cruz city limits, at Natural Bridges 
State Beach. The watershed extends in the north to the headwaters of Waddell Creek, which begin 
in Big Basin Redwoods State Park near the San Mateo/Santa Cruz county boundary. Waddell Creek 
discharges to the Pacific Ocean just south of Año Nuevo State Park. This cumulative extent is 
appropriate because all Project activities would occur in this watershed, and interaction between 
the affected environment and Project activities and facilities would be limited to this watershed and 
its interface with the Pacific Ocean.  

The cumulative setting for groundwater resources is limited to the boundaries of Needle Rock Point 
and Majors Creek groundwater basins, the only two basins that underlie the Project corridor. 
Needle Rock Point Groundwater Basin underlies approximately 1.8 miles of the Project corridor, 
from the southern terminus to just east of the intersection with Baldwin Creek. Majors Creek 
Groundwater Basin underlies approximately 1.7 miles of the Project corridor, from just west of the 
intersection with Baldwin Creek to just east of the intersection with Laguna Creek. Both 
groundwater basins are narrow, measuring approximately 0.3 to 0.4 mile in width, and lie beneath 
the marine terraces that support the Project alignment. 

IMPACT HYD-C CUMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT WOULD NOT RESULT IN SIGNIFICANT CUMULATIVE 
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY IMPACTS, AND THE PROJECT’S CONTRIBUTION WOULD NOT BE 
CUMULATIVELY CONSIDERABLE. 

As shown in Table 4-1, cumulative projects in the North Coast area, including a portion of the 
Davenport HSA, are limited to public access improvements, a wastewater treatment plant upgrade, 
and a potential future rail service on an existing rail line. These reasonably foreseeable projects 
would not introduce a substantial amount of new impermeable surfaces, and would not result in 
substantially more off-site runoff in local waterways. Other development in the Davenport HSA area 
allowable under the Santa Cruz County General Plan may increase impermeable surfaces, which 
could increase runoff, exacerbate flooding conditions, and reduce groundwater recharge. However, 
the amount of impervious surface would be relatively minor, and adherence to the National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System General Construction Permit administered by the State 
Water Resources Control Board would minimize increases in runoff from cumulative development. 
Every construction project that disturbs one or more acres of land surface or that is part of a 
common plan of development or sale that disturbs more than 1.0 acre of land surface would require 
coverage under the Construction General Permit. Compliance with these requirements would 
reduce cumulative impacts to a less than significant level.  

As discussed in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, the Project would result in an increase of 
pollutant discharges to Waters of the State, would alter drainage patterns in the Project corridor, 
and would place structures in a 100-year flood hazard area. However, mitigation identified in this 
EIR would reduce these Project-level impacts to a less than significant level. With mitigation, these 
Project impacts would not be significant, would not result in a substantial contribution to 
cumulative impacts, and thus would not be cumulatively considerable.  
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4.1.11 Land Use and Planning 
The cumulative setting for land use and planning includes the North Coast area. Figure 4.10-1a and 
Figure 4.10-1b in Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning, show that land use designations in this area 
are primarily Agriculture and Parks and Recreation, with some Mountain Residential and Public 
Facility. Land uses are predominately open space and agricultural, with scattered agricultural and 
residential buildings, and the small unincorporated community of Davenport.  

IMPACT LUP-C CUMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT WOULD NOT RESULT IN SIGNIFICANT CUMULATIVE LAND USE 
IMPACTS, AND THE PROJECT’S CONTRIBUTION WOULD NOT BE CUMULATIVELY CONSIDERABLE.  

As shown in Table 4-1, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects in the North Coast area 
are primarily public access improvements and infrastructure improvements, including a wastewater 
treatment plant upgrade and potential future rail service on an existing rail line. Other development 
in the North Coast area allowable under the Santa Cruz County General Plan/LCP may include 
limited rural residential development and/or commercial redevelopment within Davenport, in 
particular redevelopment of the 103-acre Davenport Cement Plant. Because the majority of land in 
the North Coast area is within the Coastal Zone and zoned for agricultural production and 
parks/open space, future development would be limited. 

Future projects in the North Coast area would leave the region largely undeveloped as they consist 
of preservation and improvements to existing uses, or would be similar to existing uses. The primary 
planned development is the Davenport Cement Plant Coastal Restoration and Reuse Plan, which 
could redevelop the 103-acre site with a visitor center, cabins/camping, trails, agriculture, and open 
space.  

Cumulative development projects would be required to comply with policies established by the 
Santa Cruz County General Plan/LCP, other adopted planning documents, and zoning requirements 
that limit the bounds and extent of development, as described in Section 3.10, Land Use and 
Planning. Projects would also need to support the common goal of improving connectivity and 
access throughout the North Coast, providing additional recreational opportunities, and protecting 
and preserving natural resources. Planned uses and development would result in additional visitors 
and employees to the Davenport community and North Coast area, but would not introduce new 
land uses that would conflict with existing rural and agricultural land uses, substantially change land 
use patterns, physically divide the established community of Davenport, or conflict with relevant 
plans and policies. Therefore, cumulative development would not result in significant cumulative 
land use impacts. 

Implementation of the Proposed Project or Alternative 1 would introduce a multi-use trail along the 
existing rail corridor and parking improvements, improving connectivity and accessibility within the 
North Coast for existing and planned land uses, and providing a recreational land use where lands 
are now largely undeveloped. As described in Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, the addition of 
the trail and parking improvements would not physically divide an established community or conflict 
with applicable plans and policies, and the impact would be less than significant. As described in 
Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources, potential conflicts with adjacent agricultural land uses would be 
minimized through project features, including fencing, signage, public education and a Trail 
Manager who would oversee the facility. The addition of amenities that are part of the Project, 
including enhanced public parking, access, and restrooms, would further limit impacts to adjacent 
land uses by providing necessary services for the increased population using this area. Although 
overall use of the lands within the North Coast would increase, the land use impact of the Proposed 
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Project or Alternative 1 would be less than significant, would not result in a substantial contribution 
to an existing cumulative land use impact, and thus would not be cumulatively considerable. 

4.1.12 Noise 
The geographic extent for the analysis of cumulative construction noise, stationary noise, and 
vibration impacts is generally limited to areas within 0.5 mile of the Project corridor. Beyond this 
distance, impulse noise may be briefly audible and steady noise from construction activity or Project 
operations would generally dissipate such that the level of noise would reduce to below applicable 
noise standards and/or blend in with the background noise level. Similarly, vibration is a localized 
phenomenon that reduces progressively as the distance from the source increases. As such, this 
geographic extent is appropriate for construction noise, stationary noise, and vibration. For traffic-
related noise, the cumulative geographic extent considered in this analysis is the Highway 1 corridor 
from Davenport to the City of Santa Cruz. 

IMPACT N-C CUMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT MAY RESULT IN SIGNIFICANT CUMULATIVE NOISE IMPACTS, 
BUT THE PROJECT’S CONTRIBUTION WOULD NOT BE CUMULATIVELY CONSIDERABLE.  

Cumulative projects in the North Coast area would not introduce new stationary noise sources, such 
as HVAC equipment, that could potentially generate noise levels in excess of local standards. Other 
developments in the area allowable under the Santa Cruz County or City of Santa Cruz general plans 
would not occur in close enough proximity to generate higher cumulative noise levels from 
stationary sources when combined (City of Santa Cruz 1994, Santa Cruz County 2014). As such, 
cumulative stationary noise impacts within approximately 0.5 mile of the Project corridor would not 
be significant.  

As discussed in Section 3.11, Noise, neither the Proposed Project nor Alternative 1 would generate 
significant on-site operational noise levels. Operation of the trail would result in minimal and 
incremental noise from human conversations and possibly the flushing of toilets and the new 
Davenport Beach restroom facility. Ground-borne vibration and noise would be limited to the 
construction phase. The generation of ground-borne vibration during construction would also be 
less than significant for Alternative 1, and mitigated to less than significant for the Proposed Project. 
Vibration would cease after construction is completed. As these noise and vibration impacts would 
not be substantial, they would not combine with other cumulative development to generate 
cumulative noise or vibration impacts, including potential vibration generated by future rail 
operation. Thus, the Project’s contribution to a cumulative impact would not be cumulatively 
considerable. 

A cumulative ambient noise impact would occur if cumulative development through Year 2040 
would result in an increase in ambient noise of 3 dBA or more on Highway 1 compared to existing 
conditions. This analysis relies on projections of traffic volumes on Highway 1 under Year 2040 
conditions, as presented in the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) prepared by Kimley-Horn (2018; 
Appendix K). Table 4-2 compares Year 2040 traffic noise levels to existing conditions and shows the 
Project’s contribution to changes in noise levels.  

As shown in Table 4-2, cumulative traffic noise levels would increase by more than 3 dBA in the 
Project area in the future, resulting in a significant cumulative impact. However, traffic generated by 
the Proposed Project or Alternative 1 would not measurably contribute to this increase in noise 
levels on Highway 1.  
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The potential future operation of rail service in the Project corridor also would generate ambient 
noise. It is assumed that passenger excursion trains would operate summer weekends, plus 
occasional holiday trips. On this schedule, excursion trains would infrequently generate noise on 
weekends and holidays, resulting in a modest increase in average daily noise levels. Rail service 
could also include freight service, but the extent of future freight service in the Project corridor is 
unknown, particularly given the lack of current and anticipated freight needs in the Davenport area. 
Traffic generated by the Proposed Project would not measurably add to average rail noise levels. 

Thus, although ambient noise may increase as a result of rail operation and cumulative increases in 
traffic volumes, the Project’s minimal contribution to a significant cumulative impact related to 
ambient noise would not be cumulatively considerable.  

Table 4-2 Cumulative Traffic Noise Impacts  

Roadway Segment 

Noise Level (CNEL) 

Significant 
Cumulative 

Impact? 

Increase 
Attributable 

to Project 
Cumulatively 

Considerable? Existing 
2040 + 
Project 

Increase 
in Noise 

Level 

Highway 1 South of Davenport 
Beach Parking Lot 

66.0 71.2 5.2 Yes 0 No 

Bonny Doon North 
Driveway to Bonny Doon 
South Driveway 

68.2 73.7 5.5 Yes 0 No 

North of 
Panther/Yellowbank 
Beach Parking Lot 

68.5 73.0 4.5 Yes 0 No 

Note: Noise levels are calculated at 50 feet from roadway centerline. Noise levels are based upon traffic data provided by RTC 2018. 
Estimated traffic levels for each roadway are included in Appendix K. See Appendix N for data sheets. 

4.1.13 Public Safety and Services 
The cumulative setting for public safety and services includes the service areas for fire, emergency 
response, police, schools, parks and recreational facilities, and other general public services, 
including libraries. Many of these service areas are county-wide, but particular focus is paid to the 
North Coast area, as this is where the Project would be constructed. The North Coast area is 
sparsely populated and largely rural, except for the unincorporated community of Davenport which 
supports approximately 400 residents. The agricultural and open space land uses in the North Coast 
area limit future population growth. Emergency service providers, park facilities, schools, and health 
service facilities that serve the North Coast area are described in Section 3.12, Public Safety and 
Services.  

IMPACT PUB-C CUMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT WOULD NOT RESULT IN SIGNIFICANT CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
TO PUBLIC SAFETY AND SERVICES, AND THE PROJECT’S CONTRIBUTION WOULD NOT BE CUMULATIVELY 
CONSIDERABLE. 

Cumulative development in the North Coast area would include redevelopment of the Davenport 
Cement Plant site into a park with visitor center/museum, trails, camping and/or cabins; 
management of the Cotoni-Coast Dairies property of the California Coastal National Monument and 
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San Vicente Redwoods Preserve for ongoing open space and public access; and potential future rail 
service along the existing rail line. In addition, the Davenport Recycled Water Project would improve 
treated water storage at the wastewater treatment plant in Davenport to ensure there is no 
discharge during wet weather flows. Although these cumulative projects would increase visitors to 
the North Coast area, they would not result in an increase in permanent population. Because an 
increase in the population of permanent residents is not expected within the North Coast area, the 
need for additional schools and libraries in this area would not change over time. However, public 
services that provide safety for the overall population, both temporary and permanent, would 
require expansion in the event that growth in the temporary population increases the need for 
services. 

The services provided by the Sheriff’s Office expanded in May of 2017 to include the North Coast 
Service Center, located on Marine View Avenue in Davenport. The North Coast Service Center was 
planned to accommodate cumulative recreational improvements in the North Coast, including the 
North Coast Rail Trail Project, the Cotoni-Coast Dairies property of the California Coastal National 
Monument, and the San Vicente Redwoods Preserve. This center would provide emergency 
response services for trail users in the North Coast area, in conjunction with the U.S. Bureau of Land 
Management, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, California Highway Patrol, California State Parks 
Department, and/or AMR for ambulance transport, as necessary. Because the requirements for 
emergency services depend largely on the location and specifics of the emergency, emergency 
response times would continue to vary in this rural area. Additionally, the Project would provide a 
new paved trail that would be wide enough to provide emergency vehicle access to areas that are 
currently difficult to access in the event of an emergency. 

New public bathrooms and access to areas previously closed to the public in the North Coast could 
increase the potential for illegal encampments that require monitoring by police. It is the 
responsibility of the County Sheriff’s Department to work with the Santa Cruz Homeless Services 
Center to clear illegal encampment throughout the unincorporated areas of the County, and to 
relocate violators to appropriate facilities. Areas in which illegal encampments were established 
would also be cleared of debris, and waste would be removed to continue to provide a safe 
environment for the public throughout this area. It is anticipated that patrolling of encampments by 
officers within the North Coast Service Center, in conjunction with the Trail Manager, would not 
require additional police facilities. 

New recreational visitors to cumulative projects would not substantially affect the overall level of 
service required for fire, emergency response, police protection or health care facilities in the North 
Coast to continue to provide services for the public. Therefore, the development of cumulative 
projects would not be expected to require the construction of additional facilities to provide 
sufficient public services in this area. The cumulative impact would be less than significant, and the 
Project’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable  

4.1.14 Recreation 
The cumulative setting for public parks, recreation, and open space resources includes the North 
Coast area of Santa Cruz County. As shown in Figure 4.13-1a and Figure 4.13-1b in Section 4.13, 
Recreation, existing parks, open space, and recreational facilities in this area include the Cotoni-
Coast Dairies property of the California Coastal National Monument, including both the land 
managed by the U.S. Bureau of Land Management and the California State Parks Department on 
both sides of Highway 1, Wilder Ranch State Park, including the Coast Dairies property, and 
numerous existing unpaved trails and public access beaches. Cumulative projects listed in Table 4-1 
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include additional recreational facilities or opportunities, including increased access at the Cotoni-
Coast Dairies property of the California Coastal National Monument and San Vicente Redwoods 
Preserve; redevelopment of the Davenport Cement Plant site with trails, camping and/or cabins, 
and open space uses; and potential future passenger rail on the existing rail line. In addition, 
pursuant to the MBSST Network Master Plan, the existing rail corridor in the North Coast area and 
throughout Santa Cruz County is planned for development with a multi-use trail. The Project is 
Segment 5 of the MBSST Network. 

IMPACT REC-C CUMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT WOULD NOT RESULT IN SIGNIFICANT CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
TO RECREATION, AND THE PROJECT’S CONTRIBUTION WOULD NOT BE CUMULATIVELY CONSIDERABLE.  

The MBSST Network, of which the Project is a part, would provide a continuous recreational trail 
system along the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Corridor throughout the entirety of Santa Cruz County, at 
full buildout. At the Pajaro River, this trail would connect to Monterey County’s portion of the 
MBSST project and its Monterey Bay Coastal Recreational Trail. It is expected that recreational use 
of this trail network would increase as the trail continues to develop. This growth in recreational use 
would result in an increase in demand for bathrooms, trash and recycle receptacles, and general 
amenities within recreational and open space facilities, including within the North Coast area of 
Santa Cruz County. It is anticipated that levels of use would fluctuate throughout the year, peaking 
in the summer on weekends and holidays.  

Other cumulative development in the North Coast area would include redevelopment of the 
Davenport Cement Plant site into a possible park with visitor center/museum, trails, camping and/or 
cabins; management of the Cotoni-Coast Dairies property of the California Coastal National 
Monument and San Vicente Redwoods Preserve for ongoing open space and public access; and 
potential future passenger rail service along the existing rail line. These cumulative projects would 
increase visitors to the North Coast area, which would place further demand on existing parks, open 
space, and recreational facilities.  

Cumulative increased demand would not be expected to result in physical deterioration of 
recreational and open space facilities, as the operators of each facility would continuously evaluate 
on-site amenities for adequate maintenance. Specifically, the Cotoni-Coast Dairies property of the 
California Coastal National Monument and the San Vicente Redwoods Preserve management plans 
will ensure that these areas are managed for both public access and resource protection in the long-
term. The Trail Manager for the Project would similarly be responsible for implementing an 
Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Plan for the trail. These ongoing management efforts, 
combined with the relatively minor amount of cumulative development anticipated in the North 
Coast area, would result in less than significant cumulative impacts to recreation. 

The Project would provide a new recreational opportunity in the North Coast area and would 
improve connections to existing parks, open space, and beaches. As discussed in Section 3.13, 
Recreation, the Project would not result in a substantial physical deterioration of existing 
recreational facilities at a project-level. Therefore, the Project’s contribution to cumulative 
recreational impacts would not be cumulatively considerable.  

4.1.15 Transportation/Circulation 
The cumulative setting for transportation is future traffic conditions on Highway 1 near the Project 
corridor during the years 2035 and 2040. The analysis of cumulative transportation/circulation 
impacts is based on the TIA prepared for the Project (Kimley-Horn 2018; Appendix K).  
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IMPACT T-C CUMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT WOULD RESULT IN SIGNIFICANT CUMULATIVE TRAFFIC 
IMPACTS, AND THE PROJECT’S CONTRIBUTION WOULD BE CUMULATIVELY CONSIDERABLE. 

Peak-hour cumulative traffic conditions in 2040 were based on Caltrans estimates of future traffic 
growth to that year on Highway 1. For 2035, peak-hour cumulative traffic conditions were estimated 
by deriving an annual growth factor based on Caltrans traffic data from 2014 and estimates of 2040 
traffic conditions, then using this growth factor to reduce estimated 2040 traffic volumes.1 
Cumulative traffic conditions were modeled at the intersections of Highway 1 with the Davenport 
Beach, Bonny Doon Beach, and Panther/ Yellowbank Beach parking lots (Kimley-Horn 2018).  

This analysis assumes a 12 percent increase in the county’s population to 2040, based on the 2040 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy prepared by the Association of 
Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG 2018), that would result in a corresponding increase in 
estimated vehicle trips associated with the Project. The trail would generate an estimated 150 peak-
hour trips in 2040.  

Table 4-3 compares cumulative traffic delay at the intersections of Highway 1 with the Davenport 
Beach, Bonny Doon Beach, and Panther/Yellowbank Beach parking lots with modeled cumulative-
plus-Project conditions for the year 2035.  

Table 4-3 2035 Cumulative and Cumulative-Plus-Project Intersection Level of Service 
during Weekend Peak Hours 

Intersection Controla Movement 

Cumulative Conditions 
Cumulative + Project 

Conditions 

Delay 
(sec/veh) LOS 

Delay 
(sec/veh) LOS 

Highway 1/ 
Davenport 
Beach 
Driveway 

TWSC Overall 1.4 A 2 A 

Worst Approach >50 F (EB) >50 F (EB) 

Highway 1/ 
Bonny Doon 
Beach North 
Driveway 

TWSC Overall 25.1 D 31.7 D 

Worst Approach >50 F (WB) >50 F (WB) 

Highway 1/ 
Bonny Doon 
Beach South 
Driveway 

TWSC Overall 1.3 A 1.6 A 

Worst Approach >50 F (EB) >50 F (EB) 

Highway 1/ 
Panther Beach 
Driveway 

TWSC Overall 0.2 A 0.2 A 

Worst Approach >50 F (EB) >50 F (EB) 

a TWSC = two-way stop-controlled intersection 

Source: Kimley-Horn 2018; Appendix K 

                                                           
1 The traffic model utilized for the analysis projects to 2035; however, Caltrans requested analysis of a 2040 cumulative scenario. 
Therefore, the cumulative analysis herein considers both 2035 and 2040.  
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As shown in Table 4-3, it is estimated that the worst approach to all three parking lots would exceed 
50 seconds of delay per vehicle during peak hours under the cumulative scenario for 2035. This level 
of delay would represent LOS F conditions, which exceed the Caltrans threshold of LOS E for the 
cumulative scenario. Therefore, cumulative projects through the year 2035 would have a significant 
and unavoidable cumulative impact on traffic conditions. Because any worsening of existing traffic 
conditions would exceed the applicable Caltrans threshold, and because mitigation to completely 
avoid an increase in vehicle trips on Highway 1 would not be feasible, the Project’s contribution to a 
significant traffic impact would be cumulatively considerable for the year 2035. However as 
discussed in Section 3.14, Transportation/Circulation, although not required to reduce the project 
impact to a less than significant level, the RTC would implement Mitigation Measure T-1 as a 
condition of project approval to incrementally reduce vehicle trips by promoting walking and 
bicycling between the city of Santa Cruz and the proposed trail. 

Table 4-4 compares cumulative traffic delay at the intersections of Highway 1 with the Davenport 
Beach, Bonny Doon Beach, and Panther/Yellowbank Beach parking lots with modeled cumulative 
plus Project conditions for the year 2040. 

Table 4-4 2040 Cumulative and Cumulative + Project Intersection Level of Service 
during Weekend Peak Hours 

Intersection Controla Movement 

Cumulative Conditions 
Cumulative + Project 

Conditions 

Delay 
(sec/veh) LOS 

Delay 
(sec/veh) LOS 

Highway 1/ 
Davenport 
Beach 
Driveway 

TWSC Overall 1.7 A 2.4 A 

Worst Approach >50 F (EB) >50 F (EB) 

Highway 1/ 
Bonny Doon 
Beach North 
Driveway 

TWSC Overall 30 E 38.4 E 

Worst Approach >50 F (WB) >50 F (WB) 

Highway 1/ 
Bonny Doon 
Beach South 
Driveway 

TWSC Overall 1.5 A 2 A 

Worst Approach >50 F (EB) >50 F (EB) 

Highway 1/ 
Panther Beach 
Driveway 

TWSC Overall 0.3 A 0.2 A 

Worst Approach >50 F (EB) >50 F (EB) 

a TWSC = two-way stop-controlled intersection 

Source: Kimley-Horn 2018; Appendix K 

As shown in Table 4-4, it is estimated that the most congested approach to all three parking lots 
would exceed 50 seconds of delay per vehicle during peak hours under the cumulative scenario for 
2040. In addition, overall cumulative traffic conditions at the intersection of Highway 1 with the 
northern driveway to the Bonny Doon Beach parking lot were estimated at LOS E during weekend 
peak hours. Cumulative delay at the most congested approach to the parking lots and overall delay 
at the Bonny Doon Beach parking lot would reach or exceed the Caltrans threshold of LOS E. 



Other CEQA Required Discussions 

 
Final Environmental Impact Report (Volume 2, Draft EIR) 4-21 

Therefore, cumulative projects through the year 2040 would have a significant and unavoidable 
cumulative impact on traffic conditions, similar to the year 2035. Mitigation Measure T-1 would 
incrementally reduce vehicle trips by promoting walking and bicycling between the city of Santa 
Cruz and the proposed trail. However, bBecause it would not be feasible to prevent the addition of 
any vehicle trips to Highway 1, the Project’s contribution to a significant traffic impact would be 
cumulatively considerable for the year 2040.  

If the existing railroad tracks are left in place under the Proposed Project, the potential future 
operation of excursion trains in the rail corridor during summer weekend and holidays between 
Santa Cruz and Davenport would increase parking demand. It is assumed that some recreational 
users would park in the Davenport Beach parking area to access the excursion trains. In this case, 
parking demand for the proposed trail would combine with rail use at the parking area during 
summer weekends. However, as discussed in Section 3.14, Transportation/Circulation, overflow 
parking space would remain available to accommodate trail users on several miles of Highway 1 
parallel to the rail corridor. Therefore, the Project’s contribution to an impact on parking availability 
would not be cumulatively considerable. 

4.1.16 Tribal Cultural Resources 
The geographic scope for considering cumulative impacts to tribal cultural resources is based upon 
the ethnographic use patterns in the Project corridor and surrounding region. For the ethnographic 
period, the geographic extent includes the entire traditional Ohlone territory.  

IMPACT TCR-C CUMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT WOULD NOT RESULT IN SIGNIFICANT CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
TO TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES AND THE PROJECT’S CONTRIBUTION WOULD NOT BE CUMULATIVELY 
CONSIDERABLE.  

As shown in Table 4-1, cumulative projects in the North Coast area are limited to public access 
improvements, a wastewater treatment plant upgrade, and a potential future rail service on an 
existing rail line. Other development in the North Coast area allowable under the Santa Cruz County 
General Plan may include limited rural residential development and/or commercial redevelopment 
within Davenport. Because the majority of land in the North Coast area is zoned for agricultural 
production, future non-agricultural development would not be permitted. Because ground 
disturbance in the North Coast area would be fairly limited based on the project cumulative 
conditions, the potential for cumulative impacts to tribal cultural resources would not be significant. 
In addition, compliance with AB 52 and continued involvement by local Native Americans in regional 
planning would generally minimize the destruction of tribal cultural resources such that cumulative 
impacts would be less than significant.  

As discussed in Section 3.15, Tribal Cultural Resources, no tribal cultural resources have been 
identified within the Project alignment. Potential impacts to previously unidentified tribal cultural 
resources would be reduced to a less than significant level with implementation of Mitigation 
Measure TCR-1, which requires Native American construction monitoring. As implementation of this 
measure would minimize adverse effects on any potential tribal cultural, the Project’s contribution 
to this impact would not be cumulatively considerable.  

4.1.17 Utilities and Service Systems 
The geographic extent for the analysis of cumulative impacts to water and wastewater service is the 
service area for the Davenport County Sanitation District (DCSD), which includes the unincorporated 
community of Davenport and the service area for the Santa Cruz County Sanitation District (SCCSD) 
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because the City of Santa Cruz Wastewater Treatment Facility (WWTF) would receive septic tank 
effluent from the Project bathrooms. The SCCSD WWTF currently serves residents and businesses in 
the City of Santa Cruz and the communities of Live Oak, Capitola, Soquel, and Aptos. The geographic 
extent for the analysis of cumulative impacts to solid waste services is the service area for the Santa 
Cruz County Recycling and Solid Waste Services, which includes the unincorporated area of Santa 
Cruz County. 

Impact UTIL-C CUMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT MAY RESULT IN SIGNIFICANT CUMULATIVE IMPACTS TO 
UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, BUT THE PROJECT’S CONTRIBUTION WOULD NOT BE CUMULATIVELY 
CONSIDERABLE. 

Buildout of cumulative projects in the DCSD and SCCSD service areas and elsewhere in 
unincorporated Santa Cruz County would increase demands on water, wastewater, and solid waste 
infrastructure. It is projected that population and housing units in the county would increase by 12 
percent between 2015 and 2040 (AMBAG 2018). However, Davenport would see a lower projected 
growth rate of five percent in population and six percent in housing units.  

The Davenport Water Treatment Plant (WTP) currently has a treatment capacity of 100,000 gallons 
per day (gpd) and had an average water demand of approximately 55,000 gpd in 2017. Given this 
available capacity and the limited amount of cumulative development anticipated in the DCSC 
service area, cumulative impacts to water supply infrastructure would be less than significant. If the 
Davenport Beach parking lot restroom is attached to existing DCSD water and wastewater 
infrastructure, it would generate a water demand of approximately 18.4 gpd from the flush toilets. 
This water demand represents less than 0.01 percent of remaining treatment capacity. Therefore, 
the Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts to water supply infrastructure would not be 
cumulatively considerable. 

If the Davenport Beach restroom is served by DCSD, wastewater-related cumulative impacts would 
also not be substantial. As discussed under Impact UTIL-1 in Section 3.16, Utilities and Service 
Systems, this restroom would generate an estimated 729 gpd of wastewater, which represents 
approximately 0.04 percent of the remaining average daily treatment capacity of the Davenport 
WWTP. Therefore, the Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts to DCSD wastewater 
infrastructure would not be cumulatively considerable. 

The Panther/Yellowbank Beach restroom would not be tied to water supply infrastructure, and 
wastewater effluent from concrete storage vaults would be disposed of at the Santa Cruz WWTP. 
Wastewater from the Davenport Beach restroom may also be transported to the Santa Cruz WWTP, 
if not connected to DCSD sewer lines. Because the City of Santa Cruz is expected to see a 29 percent 
growth in population and a 28 percent growth in housing between 2015 and 2040 (AMBAG 2018), 
the Santa Cruz WWTF may not have adequate treatment capacity to accommodate full buildout of 
future anticipated development in the SCCSD service area. This is a potentially significant cumulative 
impact related to wastewater infrastructure, as additional facilities may be required to meet this 
demand. The Project-generated demand would constitute less than 0.01 percent of the current 
remaining treatment capacity, assuming both restrooms would require effluent to be hauled to the 
Santa Cruz WWTF. Therefore, the Project’s contribution to this potentially significant cumulative 
impact would not be cumulatively considerable.  

The Buena Vista Landfill has a remaining maximum permitted daily throughput of 646 cubic yards. 
Project-generated solid waste would represent approximately 0.5 percent of the remaining daily 
throughput. All new development in the county would be required to participate in current and 
planned solid waste reduction programs; therefore, it is anticipated that the County would 
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maintain, or even improve upon, the current diversion rate. Cumulative impacts to solid waste 
facilities would be less than significant, and the Project’s contribution would not be cumulatively 
considerable.  

4.2 Growth Inducement 
Section 15126.2(g) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of a proposed project’s 
potential to induce growth. Specifically, an EIR must discuss the ways in which a project could foster 
economic or population growth. Economic and population growth does not necessarily cause 
significant physical changes to the environment; however, depending upon the type, magnitude, 
and location of growth, it can result in significant environmental effects. A project’s growth-inducing 
potential is therefore considered significant if growth generated by the project could result in 
significant effects in one or more environmental issue areas. 

4.2.1 Employment, Household, and Population Growth 
As a multi-use trail, the Project would not increase the residential or employment populations of 
Santa Cruz County. Rather, it would provide recreational opportunities for residents and out-of-
county visitors. While the Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) prepared by Kimley-Horn (2018; 
Appendix K) assumed that future trail users would generate new vehicle trips, it is likely that some 
residents would utilize the trail as an alternative to passenger car travel. Consequently, no direct 
growth inducement is expected to result from the Proposed Project or Alternative 1. 

The increased recreational opportunities associated with the Project may, however, have indirect 
impacts by attracting trail users from outside the county. Although both the Proposed Project and 
Alternative 1 would have beneficial effects on county circulation by increasing opportunities for the 
use of alternative modes of transportation, an influx of visitors may result in increased recreational 
traffic in the county, particularly on weekends. As noted in Section 3.14, Transportation/Circulation, 
the Project would generate 300 new vehicle trips per day. According to the TIA (Kimley-Horn 2018; 
Appendix K), 23 percent of trips would be out-of-county visitors, and 95 percent of out-of-county 
visitors would drive their car to access the trail. An influx of tourists may indirectly influence the 
market for the future development of additional commercial establishments, such as restaurants, 
hotels, and bike shops, in the vicinity of the Project due to increased demand for such services that 
may be created by trail visitors. This potential is somewhat limited due to the rural nature of the 
alignment. New businesses could only be located in the unincorporated community of Davenport or 
could potentially entail farm stands along trail alignment near existing agricultural areas. Given the 
relatively small number of trips and the seasonal nature of these trips, this effect would be minor.  

The Project would also directly generate short-term employment during construction of the trail; 
however, jobs created by this additional activity would likely be filled by the local workforce and 
would not result in a significant source of employment of economic growth. 

For the reasons described above, the Project would not directly induce economic growth, but has 
the potential to indirectly induce a limited amount of economic growth where the Project alignment 
would connect to existing commercial businesses in Davenport, directly across Highway 1 at the 
northern terminus of the Project alignment. However, it should be recognized that the ultimate 
extent of urban expansion in Santa Cruz County will depend largely upon a variety of other factors, 
including market forces and land use policies. Because the Project would not alter existing land use 
patterns or policies, nor generate substantial new visitors to Davenport, this effect would be 
negligible. In addition, the Project would not affect long-term employment opportunities or increase 
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the region’s population. Therefore, growth inducement impacts associated with the Proposed 
Project and Alternative 1 would be less than significant.  

4.2.2 Removal of Obstacles to Growth 
The Project would result in the construction of a new multi-use trail that would provide an 
accessible bicycle and pedestrian path for active transportation, recreation, and nature education. 
The Project would not require the extension of utilities for energy or irrigation, as neither the 
Proposed Project nor Alternative 1 would include lighting or landscaping along the trail alignment. 
Furthermore, no new roads would be required to serve the Project, although the Proposed Project 
may result in the creation of new farming access roads, as discussed in Section 3.2, Agricultural 
Resources. These access roads would support adjacent agricultural operations and would not be 
growth inducing.  

Both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 would include the installation of two new restroom 
facilities, each including up to two ADA-accessible toilets. The southern restroom facility, located at 
Panther/Yellowbank Beach, would include waterless vault toilets emptied by septic truck, and thus 
would not require the extension of utilities to service the restroom. The northern restroom, located 
at Davenport Beach, may include waterless vault toilets or flush toilets that connect to the 
Davenport wastewater treatment plant. As discussed in Section 3.16, Utilities and Service Systems, 
and in Section 4.1.17 above, these toilets would not require expansion or construction of new water 
treatment infrastructure. In addition, any new sewer utility lines, if required, would be sized to serve 
the proposed restroom at the Davenport parking lot only.  

Due to the nature of the Project as a multi-use trail, it would not require the expansion of 
development of new infrastructure. As such, neither the Proposed Project nor Alternative 1 would 
remove an obstacle to growth. This impact would be less than significant.  

4.3 Irreversible Environmental Effects 
Section 15126.2(c) of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of significant irreversible 
environmental changes that would occur as a result of a proposed project. This includes analysis of 
the use of non-renewable resources and irreversible environmental changes. In general, non-
renewable resources imply energy resources, but may also pertain to the permanent loss of 
agricultural, biological, mineral, or other natural resources. The use of non-renewable resources 
during short-term construction and long-term operation of the Project may be irreversible and 
irretrievable. Implementation of the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 would result in the 
irretrievable and irreversible commitment of non-renewable natural resources, including energy 
resources such as petroleum, coal, water resources, agricultural resources, and mineral resources 
used for construction materials, such as gravel, sand, asphalt, and metals. 

Construction and operation of the Project would result in the permanent loss of fossil fuels for the 
production of petroleum or natural gas to fuel construction and maintenance vehicles, and to 
provide electricity for construction lighting. Construction of the Proposed Project would require 
approximately 15,440 cubic yards of imported aggregate and concrete; Alternative 1 would require 
approximately 13,590 CY. Aggregate base is actively mined in the Monterey Bay area which is 
estimated to meet demand for 41 to 50 years (California Geological Survey 2012), and supplies for 
the Project are expected to come from local sources. The demand created by either the Proposed 
Project or Alternative 1 would not represent a significant impact on that supply. 
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As discussed in Section 3.16, Utilities and Service Systems, operation of the Proposed Project has the 
potential to generate a water demand of approximately 729 gpd. The Proposed Project would also 
result in the permanent loss of up to 1.5 acres of active agricultural land. However, the removal of 
1.5 acres of irrigated farmland would reduce water demand associated with this irrigation by 
approximately 4.4 acre-feet per year, or approximately 3,200 gpd. Therefore, the net water demand 
resulting from the Proposed Project would decrease by approximately 2,471 gpd compared to 
existing conditions. 

As described above, construction and maintenance of the Project would consume building materials 
and energy, some of which are non-renewable resources. However, by providing opportunities for 
the use of active transportation modes, implementation of the Project may help reduce long-term 
dependence on automobiles and non-renewable petroleum resources. Consequently, both the 
Proposed Project and Alternative 1 may have beneficial impacts related to the long-term use of non-
renewable resources. Because of this potentially beneficial long-term impact, the consumption of 
non-renewable resources during construction and operation of the trail would be justified. 
Anticipated energy consumption of the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 is analyzed in further 
detail under Section 4.5, Energy Effects. 

4.4 Significant and Unavoidable Effects 
CEQA requires decision makers to balance the benefits of a proposed project against it unavoidable 
environmental risks in determining whether to approve a project. The analysis contained in this EIR 
identified no significant and unavoidable impacts resulting from the Proposed Project and one 
significant and unavoidable impact resulting from Alternative 1, as follows.  

 Proposed Project – No significant and unavoidable project impacts 
 Alternative 1 – One significant and unavoidable project impact, including the loss of 

historical resources through the removal of the Davenport Branch Line (Impact CR-1) 

A significant and unavoidable cumulative transportation impact has been identified for both the 
Proposed Project and Alternative 1. 

4.5 Energy Effects 
Public Resources Code Section 21100(b)(2) and Appendix F of the State CEQA Guidelines require 
that EIRs include a discussion of the potential energy consumption and/or conservation impacts of 
proposed projects when relevant, with particular emphasis on avoiding or reducing inefficient, 
wasteful, or unnecessary consumption of energy.  

California is one of the lowest per capita energy users in the United States, ranked 49th in the 
nation, due to its energy efficiency programs and mild climate (U.S. Energy Information 
Administration [EIA] 2017a). California consumed 285,700.7 gigawatt-hours of electricity in 2016 
(California Energy Commission [CEC] 2017a) and 1,273.6 trillion British thermal units (Btu) of natural 
gas in 2016 (CEC 2017b). Additionally, total motor gasoline consumption for California’s 
transportation sector amounted to 1,764.7 trillion Btu in 2016 (EIA 2018). According to the EIA, one 
gallon of motor gasoline is equivalent to 120,476 Btu (EIA 2017b). Therefore, California’s 
transportation sector consumed approximately 14.6 billion gallons of motor gasoline in 2016. The 
single largest end-use sector for energy consumption in California is transportation (39.3 percent), 
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followed by industrial (23.9 percent), commercial (19.1 percent), and residential (17.7 percent) (EIA 
2017b). 

Electricity and natural gas service for Santa Cruz County is currently provided by Pacific Gas & 
Electric (PG&E), which provides natural gas and electric service to approximately 16 million people 
throughout a 70,000-square mile service area in northern and central California (PG&E 2017a). In 
2016, PG&E’s power mix included 33 percent renewable energy sources (PG&E 2017b).  

Threshold: Involve the wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy. 

IMPACT E-1 THE PROJECT WOULD PROMOTE ALTERNATIVE MODES OF TRANSPORTATION FROM 
TRADITIONAL VEHICLE USE AND THUS WOULD NOT CONSTITUTE AN INEFFICIENT OR WASTEFUL USE OF ENERGY. 
(PROPOSED PROJECT: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT; ALTERNATIVE 1: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT) 

Construction Energy Demand 
Construction of the Project would involve the use of energy. Energy use during construction would 
be primarily in the form of electricity consumption to manufacture construction material and fuel 
consumption to operate heavy equipment, light-duty vehicles, machinery, and generators for 
lighting. Temporary grid power may also be provided to construction trailers or electric construction 
equipment, depending on the location and construction activity. While it is difficult to accurately 
calculate actual energy demand for construction equipment operations, it is possible to calculate 
the embodied energy2 in the concrete needed for this Project. This concrete would be used for 
paving the length of the trail, paving parking lots, and formalizing trail crossings. The Project would 
require the production of both asphalt concrete and Portland concrete, each of which are discussed 
further below. 

Production of asphalt for construction begins with the extraction and refinement of petroleum. Raw 
petroleum must be distilled to break it down into its individual components, some of which are used 
in asphalt pavements. To do this, petroleum must be subjected to intense heat and pressure. Once 
the asphalt binder has been separated, it must be heated continuously to prevent it from solidifying. 
As a result, even storing asphalt binder has an energy cost, but asphalt cement is not the only 
component of paving asphalt. Aggregates must also be extracted, whether this is from virgin sources 
or recycled materials. Aggregates are then dried and mixed with the asphalt cement, and can be 
transported to a construction site. Aggregate drying and asphalt mixing at the plant are the largest 
energy sinks in the asphalt production process. Estimates of the embodied energy of asphalt vary, 
but generally hover around a value of three megajoules per kilogram of paveable asphalt produced, 
or approximately 1,650 megajoules per CY of asphalt. To put this into context, the power needed to 
make one kilogram (about two pounds) of asphalt could power a typical household for about an 
hour (Pavement Interactive 2012). 

The embodied energy of concrete is dominated by production of Portland cement. This is done by 
heating calcium carbonate, or limestone, to extremely high temperatures. This allows the release of 
a carbon dioxide molecule from the calcium carbonate forming calcium oxide, which is mixed with 
other materials to form clinker. This is then combined with gypsum to create cement. Other 
individual components of concrete production, such as mixing and processing, consume much less 

                                                           
2 For a given material or product, the embodied energy represents the total sum of energy inputs for each process in the production 
chain. This includes the extraction of raw materials, processing of these materials, transportation, disposal, and any other treatments that 
require energy. 
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energy than cement production. Much like asphalt, the embodied energy of concrete includes the 
extraction, crushing, and stockpiling of aggregate. However, concrete production does not require 
aggregates to be dried prior to mixing. Estimates of embodied energy for concrete are typically 
around one megajoule per kilogram of concrete produced, or approximately 1,150 megajoules per 
CY of Portland concrete (Pavement Interactive 2012).  

As described in Table 2-2 in Section 2.0, Project Description, the Proposed Project would require up 
to 290 CY of Portland concrete and 3,150 CY of asphalt concrete. As one kilowatt-hour is equal to 
approximately 3.6 megajoules, the Proposed Project would result in an energy demand of 
approximately 1,539 megawatt-hours (Mwh). Alternative 1 would require the same amount of 
Portland concrete (290 CY) but slightly less asphalt concrete (3,100 CY). The energy demand of 
Alternative 1 would therefore be slightly less than the Proposed Project, at approximately 1,516 
Mwh. It should be noted that these are conservative estimates and that certain methods of 
concrete manufacturing can greatly reduce the embodied energy in concrete,3 including the use of 
recycled concrete. The construction energy demand for the concrete to be used for the Proposed 
Project and Alternative 1 are shown below in Table 4-5. 

Table 4-5 Estimated Construction Energy Demand 

Form of Energy Units 
Annual Project-Related 

Energy Usea 
Annual County-wide 
Energy Use (2015)b 

Proposed Project    

Electricity MWh 1,539.4 1,224,413,130a 

Alternative 1    

Electricity MWh 1,516.4 1,224,413,130a 

a Derived from anticipated concrete and asphalt amounts (refer to Table 2-2 in Section 2.0, Project Description, and typical energy 
conversion rates for concrete and asphalt (Pavement Interactive 2012). 
b CEC 2017a 

Operational Energy Demand 
A large portion of energy use associated with the Project would result from fuel consumption from 
new vehicle trips. Table 4-6 shows the estimated annual operational fuel consumption due to 
vehicle trips generated by the Project, which would be same for the Proposed Project and 
Alternative 1. Fuel consumption was estimated using default fleet vehicle mix from the CalEEMod 
(Version 2016.3.2) trip generation estimates and the Project-generated traffic of 300 daily vehicle 
trips from the TIA (Kimley-Horn 2018), and average fuel efficiencies for each vehicle category (refer 
to Table 4.2 and Table 4.4 in Appendix F, which shows the default fleet vehicle mix used by 
CalEEMod). Based on these assumptions, the Project would result in the consumption of 
approximately 36,700 gallons of vehicle fuel per year during full operation, which represents less 
than 0.01 percent of annual statewide transportation fuel consumption. 

                                                           
3 Slag cement requires nearly 90 percent less energy to produce than an equivalent amount of Portland cement. Reducing the use of 
Portland cement in concrete by substituting a portion of it with slag reduces the embodied energy in a cubic yard of concrete by 30 to 48 
percent. Concrete containing ground granulated slag develops strength over a longer period, leading to reduced permeability and more 
durability properties (US Concrete 2016).  
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Table 4-6  Estimated Annual Motor Vehicle Fuel Consumption 

Vehicle Type 
Percent of  

Vehicle Tripsa 
Annual Vehicle 
Miles Traveledb 

Average Fuel 
Economy 

(miles/gallon)c 

Total Annual Fuel 
Consumption 

(gallons) 

Passenger Cars 53.9 351,885 23.9 14,723 

Light/Medium Trucks 36.1 235,417 17.3 13,608 

Heavy Trucks/Other 9.4 61,165 7.4 8,266 

Motorcycles 0.7 4,701 43.8 107 

Total 100.0 652,848 – 36,704 
a Percent of vehicle trips found in Table 4.4 “Fleet Mix” in CalEEMod output (refer to Appendix F). 
b Mitigated annual VMT found in Table 4.2 “Trip Summary Information” in CalEEMod output (refer to Appendix F). 
c Source: DOT 2016. Vehicle classes provided in CalEEMod do not correspond exactly to vehicle classes in DOT fuel consumption data, 
except for motorcycles. Therefore, it was assumed that passenger cars correspond to the light-duty, short-base vehicle class, 
light/medium trucks correspond to the light-duty long-base vehicle class, and heavy trucks/other correspond to the single unit, 2-axle 
6-tire or more class. 
Note: Totals may not add up due to rounding. 

In addition, long-term operation of low level lighting fixtures at the two restrooms and lighting at 
the Davenport highway crossing would require permanent grid connections for electricity. Table 4-7 
shows the estimated electricity demand for Project compared to statewide demand. Electricity and 
natural gas consumption were estimated using CalEEMod (Version 2016.3.2), as described in Section 
3.2, Air Quality, and Section 3.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change. Based on the modeling 
assumptions described therein, the Project would utilize approximately 30 MWh of electricity and 
approximately 10 million Btu (MMBtu) of natural gas per year during operation.  

Table 4-7 Estimated Operational Energy Demand 

Form of Energy Units 
Annual Project-Related 

Energy Use 
Annual County-wide 

Energy Use (2015) 
Percent of 

County-wide Energy Use 

Proposed Project     

Electricity MWh 20.28a 1,224,413,130b <0.01 

Natural Gas MMBtu 10.69a 4,645,432c <0.01 

Motor Vehicle Fuel Gallons 36,704d, e, f 106,800,000g <0.01 

Alternative 1     

Electricity MWh 20.28a 1,224,413,130b <0.01 

Natural Gas MMBtu 10.69a 4,645,432c <0.01 

Motor Vehicle Fuel Gallons 36,704d, e, f 106,800,000g <0.01 
a Energy Use provided in the CalEEMod Results (see Table 5.2 and Table 5.3 in Appendix F);  
b CEC 2017a. 
c CEC 2017b. 
d Percent of vehicle trips found in Table 4.4 “Fleet Mix” in CalEEMod output (refer to Appendix F). 
e Mitigated annual VMT found in Table 4.2 “Trip Summary Information” in CalEEMod output (refer to Appendix F). 
f Source: DOT 2016. Vehicle classes provided in CalEEMod do not correspond exactly to vehicle classes in US DOT fuel consumption 
data, except for motorcycles. Therefore, it was assumed that passenger cars correspond to the light-duty, short-base vehicle class, 
light/medium trucks correspond to the light-duty long-base vehicle class, and heavy trucks/other correspond to the single unit, 2-axle 
6-tire or more class. 
g County-wide fuel use is derived from combined diesel and gasoline consumption from 2015 (Schremp 2017). 
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As shown in Table 4-7, energy consumed by either the Proposed Project or Alternative 1 during 
operation would represent less than 0.01 percent of county-wide annual demand for electricity and 
less than 0.01 percent of county-wide annual demand for natural gas. In addition, construction of 
the Project would take place over approximately 12 months, and the energy demand generated by 
construction of either the Proposed Project or Alternative 1 would constitute less than 0.01 percent 
of county-wide annual energy consumption. Because the Project would generate such a small 
proportion of county-wide annual energy consumption during both construction and operation, the 
Project would not use a substantial amount of energy. Moreover, the Project would formalize a 
bicycle and pedestrian facility that would promote alternative modes of transportation from 
traditional vehicle use, and thus, the Project would not constitute an inefficient or wasteful use of 
energy. This impact of the Project would be less than significant.  
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5 Project Alternatives 

According to Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR shall describe and evaluate a 
reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project that would feasibly attain most of the 
project’s basic objectives, but that would avoid or substantially lessen identified significant 
environmental impacts of the project. CEQA does not require that an EIR present the alternatives 
analysis in the same level of detail as the assessment of the proposed project, and does not require 
that every conceivable alternative to a project be considered. Rather, an EIR must consider a 
reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making. 

To develop a reasonable range of alternatives to the project, the RTC considered: 

 Project Objectives, 
 Significant Impacts of the Proposed Project,  
 Alternatives Suggested during the Scoping Process, and 
 Other Alternatives Considered. 

Through this process, the RTC identified eight possible alternatives, including different project 
features, for consideration. Of these, five were dismissed from further consideration because they 
did not meet most Project objectives or were not considered even potentially feasible, and three 
were identified as Project alternatives to be evaluated, in addition to the No Project alternative 
required by CEQA.  

This chapter includes a description of how the Project alternatives were developed, an evaluation of 
the alternatives in comparison to the Proposed Project, and identification of the environmentally 
superior alternative. 

5.1 Development of Alternatives 

Project Objectives 
As described in Section 2.3, Project Purpose and Objectives, the Project purpose is to provide an 
accessible bicycle/pedestrian path for active transportation, recreation, and environmental and 
cultural education along the existing rail corridor, consistent with the MBSST Network Master Plan.  

The Project objectives are based on and consistent with objectives and policies in the approved 
MBSST Network Master Plan, as well as legal obligations associated with rail line purchase and 
funding related agreements, as discussed in Section 1.0, Introduction.  

The Project objectives include the following: 

1. Provide a continuous public trail along the Santa Cruz Branch Line railroad corridor and 
connecting spur trails in Santa Cruz County (Master Plan objective 1.1) 

2. Provide an ADA-accessible trail, including parking areas with paths to the trail 
3. Develop the trail so future rail transportation service along the corridor is not precluded (Master 

Plan policy 1.2.4) 
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4. Maximize ocean views and scenic coastal vistas along a coastal alignment for experiencing and 
interpreting the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary (sanctuary), and historical and 
agricultural landscapes (Master Plan policy 1.1.2 and 1.1.4, objective 2.1) 

5. Maximize safety and serenity for experiencing and interpreting the sanctuary and landscapes by 
providing a trail separate from roadway vehicle traffic (Master Plan goal 1) 

6. Minimize trail impacts to private lands, including agricultural, residential, and other land uses 
(Master Plan objective 1.5) 

7. Minimize trail impacts to sensitive habitat areas and special-status plant and animal species 
(Master Plan objective 1.4, policy 1.4.1) 

8. Utilize existing built trails, roadways, and other transportation facilities to the fullest extent 
possible (Master Plan objective 1.1, policy 1.1.3) 

9. Utilize existing lands owned by various government entities, open space groups, and institutions 
to develop the trail (Master Plan objective 4.4) 

10. Comply with requirements of approving state agencies, including Coastal Commission, Caltrans, 
and State Parks 

11. Complete Project construction by 2021 2020 to maximize funding for the Project, and meet 
current funding obligations (Master Plan objective 4.6, policy 4.6.2 speak to maximizing funding)  

Significant Impacts of Proposed Project 
The State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (f) states that “alternatives shall be limited to ones that 
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.”  

As described in Sections 3.1 through 3.17 and summarized in Table ES-1 in the Executive Summary, 
the Proposed Project would result in potentially significant impacts (before mitigation) for the 
following CEQA resource topics: aesthetics, agricultural resources, biological resources, cultural 
resources, geology/soils, greenhouse gas emissions/climate change, hazards and hazardous 
materials, hydrology and water quality, noise, transportation/circulation, and tribal cultural 
resources. Therefore, brief summaries of the potentially significant impacts for these topics are 
presented below. 

All impacts could be reduced to a less than significant level with mitigation, and there would be no 
significant and unavoidable project impacts.  

The Proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts without mitigation for the 
following resource topics: air quality, forestry, land use and planning, mineral resources, population 
and housing, public safety and services, recreation, and utilities and service systems. Therefore, 
these topics are not included in the summaries of potentially significant impacts below. All resource 
topics are included in Section 5.2, Alternatives Evaluated in Draft EIR.  

The potentially significant impacts of the Proposed Project are summarized below. 

Aesthetics 
At the eroding bluff near Davenport, slope stabilization would be visible from the coastal bluff trail 
that crosses the corridor from Highway 1 to Davenport Beach and from the beach itself. The coastal 
armoring would introduce an artificial structure that alters the natural appearance of the bluffs 
facing Davenport Beach, which would be visible to beachgoers. Therefore, cut-and-fill and slope 
stabilization could have a substantial adverse effect on visual character or quality. The impact would 



Project Alternatives 

 
Final Environmental Impact Report (Volume 2, Draft EIR) 5-3 

be reduced to a less than significant level with implementation of mitigation described in Section 
3.1, Aesthetics.  

Public use of the proposed trail and parking lots could result in litter on the trail and surrounding 
lands that has an adverse effect on visual quality. Although the Project includes trash and recycling 
containers in the parking lots and along the alignment and routine collection and disposal, the 
frequency would be determined when the Operations & Maintenance Plan is developed. The impact 
would be reduced to a less than significant level with implementation of mitigation described in 
Section 3.1, Aesthetics, and Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources.  

Agricultural Resources 
The Proposed Project could temporarily disrupt utilities during construction and require the 
permanent relocation of some farm-related infrastructure. Trail users could adversely affect 
agricultural operations (e.g., through trespassing), and agricultural operations could adversely affect 
trail users (e.g., exposure to pesticides). These impacts would be reduced to a less than significant 
level with implementation of mitigation described in Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources. 

Biological Resources 
The Proposed Project would result in adverse effects to listed species and their habitat (California 
red-legged frog) and interfere with wildlife movement. The Project would result in adverse effects 
to sensitive natural communities, including Coastal Act Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas 
(ESHA), and palustrine emergent wetlands; and could result in adverse effects to aquatic/riverine 
habitats. The Project would adversely affect San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat and nesting birds 
(if construction occurs during breeding season). Additionally, Project construction could adversely 
affect sensitive fish species (tidewater goby, Central California coast coho salmon and steelhead) 
where the trail intersects creeks; species of concern (Santa Cruz black salamander, if present, and 
western pond turtle); and sensitive bat species if roosting in the coast live oak woodland. These 
impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level with implementation of mitigation 
described in Section 3.4, Biological Resources. 

Cultural Resources 
The Proposed Project would adversely affect a known historical resource, the Davenport Branch Rail 
Line, which is part of the 32-mile Santa Cruz Branch Line. The placement of a trail and fencing 
immediately adjacent to the rail line would introduce a new visual feature and use that would be a 
clearly modern intervention to the rural and largely undeveloped landscape, a character defining 
feature of the historical resource. As a result, the Proposed Project would alter the immediate 
surroundings of the resource and result in a limited impairment of those physical characteristics 
that account for its California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) eligibility. This limited 
impairment is not, however, a material impairment, as described in Section 3.5, Cultural Resources. 
Interpretive exhibits, as required by the MBSST Network Master Plan and Mitigation Measure CR-
1(a) would limit the overall degree of impairment of the attributes that make the rail line eligible for 
inclusion in the CRHR, with the result that the impairment would not be substantial enough to 
constitute material impairment of the resource.  

Ground disturbance during construction could adversely affect undiscovered historical, 
archaeological or paleontological resources or human remains. These impacts would be reduced to 
a less than significant level with implementation of mitigation described in Section 3.5, Cultural 
Resources. 
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Geology/Soils 
The Proposed Project may exacerbate exposure of the public to liquefaction or landslide hazards, 
and could result in substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil. These impacts would be reduced to a 
less than significant level with implementation of mitigation described in Section 3.6, Geology/Soils. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change 
The Proposed Project would generate GHG emissions from water use, if the Davenport Beach 
restroom is a flush toilet instead of a waterless vault toilet; solid waste disposal; and vehicles 
traveling to the parking lots to use the trails. The Proposed Project would be consistent with all 
applicable and feasible goals and recommendations of the 2017 Scoping Plan and County CAS, with 
the exception of electric vehicle (EV) infrastructure. Implementation of mitigation described in 
Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change, would reduce significant impacts to a less 
than significant level by requiring installation of feasible EV infrastructure. Therefore, impacts 
related to GHG emissions would be less than significant after mitigation. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
Proposed Project construction could disturb contaminated soil or utilities, exposing the public or 
environment to hazardous materials. Additionally, routine agricultural operations adjacent to the 
Project corridor could expose trail users and maintenance personnel to pesticides and other 
hazardous chemicals. The impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level with 
implementation of mitigation described in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 
The Proposed Project could result in an increase of pollutant discharges to Waters of the state. 
Additionally, the Project would alter drainage patterns in the rail corridor through the introduction 
of new impervious surfaces, and place structures (trail and stormwater culverts) in a 100-year flood 
hazard area. These impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level with implementation of 
mitigation described in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality. 

Noise 
Proposed Project construction could result in a substantial temporary increase in noise levels and 
expose rural residences along the alignment to ground-borne vibration and noise. These impacts 
would be reduced to a less than significant level with implementation of mitigation described in 
Section 3.11, Noise. 

Transportation/Circulation 
The Proposed Project would add an estimated 300 daily vehicle trips and 150 peak-hour trips on 
peak weekend days during the summer. These new trips would increase existing traffic delays at the 
intersections of Highway 1 with driveway entrances to the Davenport Beach, Bonny Doon Beach, 
and Panther/Yellowbank Beach parking lots. Additionally, the Proposed Project could result in 
design hazards, where the trail crosses public roadways, and potential conflicts between vehicles 
and trail users. These impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level with implementation 
of mitigation described in Section 3.14, Transportation/Circulation. 
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Tribal Cultural Resources 
The Proposed Project would result in ground disturbance during construction that could adversely 
affect previously undiscovered tribal cultural resources. The impact would be reduced to a less than 
significant level with implementation of mitigation described in Section 3.15, Tribal Cultural 
Resources. 

Alternatives Suggested during the Scoping Process 
The NOP for the Project was issued on September 13, 2017, and public scoping meetings were held 
on September 27 and 28, 2017. The NOP, written comments received, and a summary of the 
comments are included in Appendix B. 

The scoping comments included the following suggested project alternatives and features. The 
description below also indicates if the alternative has been carried forward for evaluation or 
dismissed from further consideration.  

Farmers’ Alternative or Third Alternative1 
The Farmers’ Alternative, also called the Third Alternative in several comment letters, follows the 
Alternative 1 (Trail Only) alignment in the northern portion of the alignment, from Davenport to 
Scaroni Road, and extends along Highway 1 in the southern portion of the alignment, from Scaroni 
Road to just north of Wilder Ranch, rejoining the Alternative 1 alignment approximately 0.1 mile 
north of the Wilder Ranch State Park entrance. This description is based on the October 12, 2017, 
comment letter received from the Coastal Farmers representative Pamela Silkwood with Horan 
Lloyd (Silkwood 2017a) (refer to Appendix B). 

As suggested in the October 12, 2017, comment letter and in subsequent correspondence with RTC 
staff (Dondero 2017a,b; Silkwood 2017a,b) , the Farmers’ Alternative included an optional additional 
feature by which spur trails could be extended from the alignment westward to and along the 
coastal bluff. The commenter identified the following requirements or specifications that would 
have to be satisfied in order for this optional feature to be workable.  

 200-foot buffers from the edge of any agricultural land or closing of certain trails during 
weekdays to address pesticide spraying 

 Two sets of automatic gates, each a minimum of 25 feet wide, at each road crossing to allow 
agricultural equipment to pass while preventing users of the trail from trespassing onto 
agricultural fields 

 Avoidance of trails on farm roads to limit interaction between the public and farm equipment to 
address safety and logistics 

 Installation of fencing between agricultural land and the trail to address trespass and food 
safety concern 

 Avoidance of farm infrastructure 

After carefully considering the viability of these design requirements and specifications in light of 
site geography in the potentially affected bluff areas, RTC determined that creating new trails that 

                                                      
1 This alternative was identified as the “third” alternative in the scoping comments submitted by Pamela Silkwood, Horan Lloyd, 
representing Coastal Farmers (Silkwood 2017) and other commenters because the NOP indicated the EIR would already be evaluating two 
trail alignments, the Proposed Project and Trail Only. Also refer to Appendix B. 
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meet those requirements would cause additional environmental impacts. In addition, both State 
Department of Parks and Recreation and California Coastal Commission approval would be required, 
and RTC anticipates that both state agencies are unlikely to support the spur trail option due to its 
proximity to the bluff edge and the severe coastal bluff erosion in this area (Spohrer 2017).  

This alternative, without the coastal bluff spurs, has been retained for further consideration and 
evaluation in Section 5.2, Alternatives Evaluated in this EIR, and is referenced herein as Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative). The Alternative 3 alignment analyzed in this section is consistent with 
alignment shown in the map provided in subsequent correspondence from proponents of this 
alternative (Silkwood 2017c). 

Electric High-Rail and Rail-Bike Track with Trail 
This alternative includes building a trail along the side of the tracks, and maintaining the tracks to a 
standard that allows the tracks or rail bed to be used by various small-scale vehicles (e.g., cars, 
trucks and bikes) equipped to use both the tracks and roadways. This is based on the October 16, 
2017, comment letter received from Richard Rahders, member of the public (Rahders 2017) (refer 
to Appendix B).  

This alternative has been dismissed from further consideration and evaluation in this EIR because 
this alternative would not likely reduce the severity of any of the significant effects of the proposed 
project and likely would have substantially greater environmental impacts from introducing use of 
various small-scale vehicles on the tracks. Also, the Project does not include use of the tracks, but 
rather simply retention of the tracks. Furthermore, the RTC is conducting the Unified Corridor Study 
to help determine the best use of the rail, as described in Section 1.2.4.2, Other Relevant Studies. 
For additional information on the Unified Corridor Study, refer to the December 7, 2017 and March 
15, 2018 RTC Staff Reports in Appendix C. 

Trail Extension North of Davenport 
Several comment letters suggested extending the trail further northward. 

This alternative has been dismissed from further consideration and evaluation in this EIR because 
the section of the trail north of Davenport is part of Segment 4, Davenport Landing/End of Railroad 
Tracks, of the MBSST Network, and will be evaluated separately when a project is funded, like other 
segments. In other words, the future trail segment north of Davenport would be a separate project 
and not an alternative to the Proposed Project. Furthermore, extending the trail would result in 
substantially greater environmental impacts than the Proposed Project.  

Highway 1 Crossing at Panther Beach 
The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) recommends a Highway 1 crossing in the vicinity of 
Panther/Yellowbank Beach for connectivity to other federal lands, especially the Cotoni-Coast 
Dairies National Monument, located directly across Highway 1 from the Project corridor (Blom 
2017).  

This alternative is not considered feasible at this time because, based on RTC’s understanding of 
current agency policy and practice. Caltrans is unlikely to approve a new at-grade crossing due to 
safety concerns and current policy (based on Caltrans Highway Design Manual, Chapter 100 Basic 
Design Policies). Further, the California Coastal Commission and State Parks may not approve an 
overpass due to aesthetic/visual concerns. In addition, it is assumed that an underpass would result 
in greater impacts associated with excavation and earth movement (e.g., air quality, biological 
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resources, cultural resources, geology/soils, GHG emissions, transportation/traffic). For these 
reasons, this alternative is not considered further in this EIR. 

Equestrian Use 
Several comment letters suggested allowing equestrian use along the trail.  

This alternative has been dismissed from further consideration and evaluation in this EIR because 
State Parks does not allow equestrian use on the coastal side of Highway 1 west of Wilder Ranch 
Cultural Center (Spohrer 2017). This is due to safety issues associated with riding along unstable 
coastal bluffs and food safety issues associated with riding adjacent to agricultural fields. 

Other Alternatives Considered 
Prior to issuing the NOP, the RTC considered the following scenarios for the rail corridor, as 
explained in the December 8, 2016, and April 6, 2017, RTC Staff Reports (Appendix C).  

Trail Only 
In this scenario, the railroad tracks would be removed, and the trail would be constructed on the rail 
bed. This is described in the December 8, 2016, RTC Staff Report as “Trail-Only” and in the April 6, 
2017, RTC Staff Report as “Option 2, Rail-to-Trail” (Appendix C).  

As described in Section 1.2.4.3, Local Advocacy Groups, there has been strong community interest in 
a “trail only” scenario, whereby the railroad tracks would be removed and the trail would be located 
on the rail bed, expressed publicly to RTC over time and most recently in 2016 and 2017, prior to 
issuance of the Project NOP and scoping process. Therefore, although the RTC would have to 
surmount considerable administrative, financial, political, contractual and legal hurdles to remove 
the railroad tracks, the RTC decided the “trail only” option would be analyzed in this EIR as 
Alternative 1 (Trail Only) at an equal level of detail as the Proposed Project (Coastal Side). Several 
comments received in response to the NOP indicate continued support of a “trail only” alternative. 
This alternative would meet most of the Project objectives and reduce impacts to agricultural 
resources. 

This alternative has been retained for further consideration and evaluation in this EIR at an equal 
level of detail as the Proposed Project. The impacts of Alternative 1 are not evaluated in this chapter 
because they have already been evaluated in Sections 3.1 to 3.16, with an equal level of detail as 
the Proposed Project (Coastal Side). 

Inland Side  
In this scenario, the railroad tracks would be retained (similar to the Proposed Project), and the trail 
would be located on the inland side of the tracks in the southern portion of the rail corridor, from 
Scaroni Road to Wilder Ranch. However, the trail would be on the coastal side of the tracks in the 
northern portion, from Scaroni Road to Davenport, because it would require a large amount of 
earthwork, retaining walls, and substantially greater environmental impacts to locate the trail on 
the inland side. This is described in the April 6, 2017, RTC Staff Report as “Option 3, Inland (and 
coastal) Side of Tracks” (Appendix C).  

This alternative has been retained for further consideration and evaluation in this chapter, because 
it includes retaining the tracks for potential future use, consistent with RTC adopted policy.  
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Summary of Alternatives Considered 
Table 5-1 presents a summary of the alternatives considered for evaluation, including alternatives 
suggested during public scoping and other alternatives considered by the RTC, as presented above. 
The table also includes the No Project alternative as required by CEQA.  

As stated in the beginning of this chapter, alternatives that do not avoid or substantially lessen at 
least one significant impact of the proposed project do not need to be analyzed in an EIR. 

The alternatives considered were evaluated for their potential feasibility, their ability to achieve 
most of the Project objectives, and their ability to reduce Project impacts. In Table 5-1, the 
alternatives considered are separated into those that are evaluated in the Draft EIR (whether in 
Sections 3.1 through 3.16 at an equal level of detail as the Proposed Project, or within this section), 
and those that were considered but dismissed from further analysis.  

The following Project alternatives are analyzed in the Draft EIR. 

 Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 
 Alternative 2 (Inland Side) 
 Alternative 3 (Farmers’ Alternative) 
 Alternative 4 (No Project Alternative) 

Table 5-2 lists the Project Objectives and identifies whether or not each of the alternatives meets 
the project objectives.  

Table 5-1 Summary of Alternatives Considered 

Alternative Feasible? 

Meet Most of Basic 
Project Objectives? 
(Refer to Table 5-2) 

Reduce Significant 
Project Impacts? 

Alternatives to be Evaluated in EIR 

1. Trail Only Yes Yes No 

2. Inland Side Yes Yes No 

3. Farmers’  Yes Yes No  

4. No Project Yes No Yes 

Alternatives Dismissed  

Electric High-Rail and Rail-
Bike Track and Trail 

Uncertain. RTC policy does not 
currently allow use of the tracks for 
small-scale vehicles. Alternative uses 
of the rail corridor are currently being 
evaluated in the UCS.  

Yes No 

Trail Extension North of 
Davenport 

Yes Yes No 

Highway 1 Crossing at 
Panther Beach 

Uncertain. Caltrans would not likely 
allow an at-grade crossing. California 
Coastal Commission and State Parks 
would not likely allow an overpass. 

Yes No 

Equestrian Use No. State Parks does not allow 
equestrian use on the coastal side of 
Highway 1. 

Yes No 
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Table 5-2 Project Objectives and Alternative Trail Alignments 

Project Objective 

Is the Alternative Trail Alignment 
Consistent with the Project Objective? 

Proposed 
Project 

(Coastal Side) 
Alt 1 

(Trail Only) 
Alt 2 

(Inland Side)  

Alt 3 
(Farmers’ 

Alternative) 

1 Provide a continuous public trail along the 
Santa Cruz Branch Line railroad corridor and 
connecting spur trails in Santa Cruz County 
(Master Plan objective 1.1) 

Yes Yes Yes No 

2 Provide an ADA-accessible trail, including 
parking areas with paths to the trail 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 

3 Develop the trail so future rail 
transportation service along the corridor is 
not precluded (Master Plan policy 1.2.4) 

Yes No Yes No 

4 Maximize ocean views and scenic coastal 
vistas along a coastal alignment for 
experiencing and interpreting the Monterey 
Bay National Marine Sanctuary, and 
historical and agricultural landscapes 
(Master Plan policy 1.1.2 and 1.1.4, 
objective 2.1) 

Yes Partiallya Partiallya Noa 

5 Maximize safety and serenity for 
experiencing and interpreting the sanctuary 
and landscapes by providing a trail separate 
from roadway vehicle traffic (Master Plan 
Goal 1) 

Yes Yes Yes No 

6 Minimize trail impacts to private lands, 
including agricultural, residential, and other 
land uses (Master Plan objective 1.5) 

Yesb Yesb Yesb Yesb 

7 Minimize trail impacts to sensitive habitat 
areas and special-status plant and animal 
species (Master Plan objective 1.4, policy 
1.4.1)  

Yesc Yesc Noc Yesc 

8 Utilize existing built trails, roadways, and 
other transportation facilities to the fullest 
extent possible (Master Plan objective 1.1, 
policy 1.1.3) 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 

9 Utilize existing lands owned by various 
government entities, open space groups, 
and institutions to develop the trail (Master 
Plan objective 4.4) 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 

10 Comply with requirements of approving 
State agencies, including Coastal 
Commission, Caltrans, and State Parks 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 

11 Complete project construction by 2021 
2020 to maximize funding for the Project, 
and meet current funding obligations 
(Master Plan objective 4.6, policy 4.6.2 
speak to maximizing funding) 

Yes Nod Noe Nod 
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Project Objective 

Is the Alternative Trail Alignment 
Consistent with the Project Objective? 

Proposed 
Project 

(Coastal Side) 
Alt 1 

(Trail Only) 
Alt 2 

(Inland Side)  

Alt 3 
(Farmers’ 

Alternative) 

Does it meet most (6 of 11) of the basic project 
objectives)? 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 

a The alternative alignments remain in the rail cut portions of the rail corridor, whereas the Proposed Project extends along coastal side 
farm roads above the rail cut in some areas, further maximizing coastal/ocean views. The southern portion of Alternative 3 leaves the 
rail cut and extends along the highway, which generally minimizes coastal/ocean views. 
b Neither the Proposed Project nor the project alternatives perfectly meet this objective, but they all “minimize” impacts to private 
lands by being located or partially or completely located along the rail corridor. 
c Neither the Proposed Project nor the project alternatives perfectly meet this objective because there is sensitive habitat along the rail 
corridor. However, the Proposed Project “minimizes” impacts to sensitive habitat and listed species by extending along farm roads 
outside the rail cut in several locations, and Alternatives 1 and 3 minimize impacts by following a narrower alignment on the rail bed 
(and the southern portion of Alternative 3 is outside the rail corridor). Alternative 2 does not minimize impacts because it extends into 
more sensitive habitat on the inland side. 
d Alternatives 1 and 3 conflict with current RTC policy to retain the tracks and construct a trail alongside them, as approved by the RTC 
with the adoption of the MBSST Network Master Plan in 2013. Furthermore, there are legal obligations to retain the tracks, associated 
with the rail purchase (refer to Section 1.2.1, Project Inception and Rail Purchase). As described in RTC’s December 8, 2016 Staff Report 
(Appendix C), considerable time and expense would be associated with the public process to make such a policy change, terminate or 
renegotiate current operator agreements, engage in discussions with the Caltrans to return Proposition 116 funds that were awarded 
for purchasing the rail, secure the repayment funding, and apply for and undergo abandonment of freight service proceedings. 
e Alternative 2 requires additional design work to accommodate the trail on the inland side of the tracks in the southern portion 
because of the additional large amount of earthwork and retaining walls required, which could delay the schedule, although not as 
much as selecting an alternative that involves track removal. 

5.2 Alternatives Evaluated in Draft EIR 

This section presents the alternatives and includes an evaluation for all environmental topics 
addressed in Sections 3.1 to 3.16, although at a more general level to compare the merits of the 
alternatives to the Proposed Project, as allowed by CEQA (Guidelines 15126.6[d]). Table 5-3, located 
at the end of this chapter, presents a list of all the potential impacts of the Proposed Project and a 
summary comparison for each of the alternatives. The text below is a summary discussion, focusing 
on the potentially significant impacts that require mitigation to reduce the impact to a less than 
significant level. Table 5-4, also located at the end of this chapter, presents a list of the required 
mitigation measures for the Proposed Project and each alternative. 

Alternative 1 (Trail Only) 

Description 
Under Alternative 1, the railroad tracks and ties would be removed, and the trail would be located 
on the rail bed. At the southern end, this alternative may include a spur route from the trail to the 
Wilder Ranch parking lot and Wilder Ranch. This alternative includes the same parking lot 
improvements and access paths to the trail, as the Proposed Project. The Alternative 1 alignment is 
presented in Appendix A.1. 

The typical trail cross section would be 14-feet wide, including: 10-foot-wide paved path, 4-foot-
wide unpaved shoulder on the coastal side of the paved path, and no shoulder on the inland side of 
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the paved path. The typical section is narrower than the Proposed Project. Alternative 1 remains 
entirely within the current right-of-way limits and predominately on the existing rail bed, with the 
exception of the connection to the Wilder Ranch parking lot and to Wilder Ranch, which is included 
in both the Proposed Project and Alternative 1.  

Alternative 1 is described in greater detail in Section 2.4, Project Characteristics.  

Impact Analysis 
Alternative 1 is evaluated in Sections 3.1 to 3.16, with an equal level of detail as the Proposed 
Project (Coastal Side). Table 5-3, as well as Table ES-2 in the Executive Summary, includes a 
summary of the impacts compared to the Proposed Project. 

Alternative 2 (Inland Side) 

Description 
Under Alternative 2, the northern portion of the trail from Davenport to Scaroni Road would be 
located on the coastal side of the tracks, along the same alignment as the Proposed Project. The 
southern portion of the trail from Scaroni Road to Wilder Ranch would be located on the inland side 
of the tracks. This alternative includes the same parking lot improvements and access paths to the 
trail, as the Proposed Project. The Alternative 2 trail alignment is presented in Appendix A.2. 

The trail would not be located on the inland side in the northern portion because situating it there 
would require a large amount of earthwork and the installation of retaining walls to provide 
adequate trail width, which would increase environmental impacts. In the southern portion, where 
the trail alignment would be on the inland side instead of the coastal side, there would be four 
instead of seven locations requiring retaining walls or reinforced soil slopes, compared to the 
Proposed Project.  

The typical trail cross section would be 20-feet wide, including: 12-foot-wide paved path, 6-foot-
wide unpaved shoulder on the coastal side, and 2-foot-wide unpaved shoulder on the inland side. In 
areas with limited space, the unpaved coastal side shoulder would be reduced to up to 2-feet wide.  

Impact Analysis 
The impact analysis presented below and in Table 5-3 focuses on the environmental impacts of 
implementing Alternative 2 (Inland Side) in comparison to the Proposed Project (Coastal Side). For 
most environmental topics, the impacts would be similar, with some less and some more but no 
difference in the impact determination. For example, the impacts under Alternative 2 would be: 

 Slightly less for GHG/climate change because the trail would be setback somewhat further from 
coastal erosion and sea level rise-affected areas; and 

 More for agricultural resources and biological resources because there would be more active 
farmland and sensitive habitat affected on the inland side in the southern portion. 

Alternative 2 would not result in any changes to the significance determinations of the impacts. 
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AESTHETICS 
The aesthetics impacts of Alternative 2 would be similar to those identified for the Proposed 
Project. The overall impact determination would be less than significant with mitigation, like the 
Proposed Project.  

The Alternative 2 trail alignment would be slightly closer to and thus slightly more visible from 
Highway 1, which is eligible for state designation as a scenic highway, because the trail would be on 
the inland side of the tracks instead of the coastal side south of Scaroni Road. As shown in the photo 
simulation of Alternative 2 in Figure 5-1, the trail and associated fencing would be visible to 
motorists, but would not affect coastal views that are already obstructed by dense trees and shrubs 
between the trail corridor and agricultural lands. Thus, the impact to views from Highway 1 would 
be substantially similar to that of the Proposed Project. 

Like the Proposed Project, public use of the trail and parking lots could result in litter on the trail and 
surrounding lands with an adverse effect on visual quality. Because this alternative would include 
the same parking lot improvements as the Proposed Project, this impact would be similar 
(significant) and would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation identified for the 
Proposed Project in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, and summarized in Table 5-4.  

The views of the ocean and ability to experience and interpret the sanctuary would be reduced 
under this alternative, compared to the Proposed Project, because the trail alignment stays in the 
rail cut which has limited views in several sections. The Proposed Project alignment extends along 
farm roads above the cut rail corridor in several sections, maximizing coastal views.  

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 
The agricultural resources impacts of Alternative 2 would be similar to those identified for the 
Proposed Project, but less for the conversion of farmland and greater for potential conflicts. The 
overall impact determination would be less than significant with mitigation, like the Proposed 
Project.  

Like the Proposed Project, Alternative 2 would convert agricultural land, but on the inland side of 
the tracks in the southern portion of the alignment. As described in Section 3.2, Agricultural 
Resources, the Proposed Project would convert up to 7.6 acres of Important Farmland,(depending 
on which Shark Fin Cove Option is selected. In contrast, Alternative 2 would convert 6.8 acres of 
Important Farmland, an 11 percent decrease. As described in Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources, 
Proposed Project conversion of Important Farmland would not be considered substantial. Because 
this alternative would result in less direct Important Farmland conversion, the impact would 
similarly be less than significant. No mitigation is required; however, Mitigation Measure AG-1 
would continue to be recommended as an optional measure to mitigate impacts to Important 
Farmland that are actively farmed. For this alternative, that acreage of impact on such lands would 
increase from 1.5 acres to 2.8 acres.  

Alternative 2 could also temporarily disrupt utilities during construction and require the permanent 
relocation of some farm-related infrastructure on the inland side of the tracks. Trail users could 
adversely affect agricultural operations (e.g., trespassing), and agricultural operations could 
adversely affect trail users (e.g., pesticide spraying). These impacts would be greater than the 
Proposed Project because the Alternative 2 is closer to more active agricultural land, but the 
impacts could be reduced to a less than significant level with implementation of mitigation 
described in Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources, and summarized in Table 5-4. 
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Figure 5-1 Alternative 2 Photo Simulation: Highway 1 at Scaroni Road 

 
Visual simulation of Alternative 2 from the shoulder of Highway 1 to the east of Scaroni Road. 
Note: Visual simulations are shown for informational purposes and do not represent final trail design. 
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Alternative 2 would have the same number of trail crossings, where the existing rail corridor and 
planned trail cross a farm road, as the Proposed Project, so potential conflicts between trail users 
and agricultural operations would be similar.  

AIR QUALITY 
The air quality impacts of Alternative 2 would be similar to those identified for the Proposed Project. 
The overall impact determination would be less than significant, like the Proposed Project. 

Like the Proposed Project, Alternative 2 would generate construction-related emissions of PM10 
and other criteria pollutants during construction, and would expose adjacent sensitive receptors 
(rural residences) to the emissions. The impact would be similar to the Proposed Project because 
construction of the trail alignment would require similar ground disturbance. In the northern 
portion between Davenport and Scaroni Road, the trail alignment would be the same as the 
Proposed Project. In the southern portion between Scaroni Road and Wilder Ranch, the trail 
alignment would be on the inland side of the tracks, but would require a similar amount of ground 
disturbance. Overall, this alignment change would result in similar ground disturbance and 
associated construction-related emissions as the Proposed Project. 

Once constructed, the operational emissions from increased vehicle trips by trail users driving to the 
parking areas would be the same as the Proposed Project. This is because Alternative 2 would 
generate the same number of trail users, and would include the same parking lot improvements as 
the Proposed Project. As such, trip generation and length would be the same for Alternative 2 as for 
the Proposed Project.  

Both construction and operation impacts would be less than significant without mitigation, similar 
to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 3.3, Air Quality. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
The biological resources impacts of Alternative 2 would be similar to, but overall greater than, those 
identified for the Proposed Project. The overall impact determination would be less than significant 
with mitigation, like the Proposed Project. 

Because the alignment of Alternative 2 north of Scaroni Road would be the same as the Proposed 
Project, biological resource impacts would be the same. However, in the southern portion between 
Scaroni Road and Wilder Ranch, the Alternative 2 trail alignment would remain adjacent to the rail 
bed where more sensitive habitats exist, including palustrine emergent wetlands, arroyo willow 
riparian forest, arroyo willow scrub, and coastal scrub. As a result, there would be greater impacts 
on sensitive habitats including ESHA and palustrine emergent wetlands. Thus, there would be 
greater potential impacts to California red-legged frog, Santa Cruz black salamander (if present), 
nesting birds, and San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat. There would be slightly less impact to coast 
live oak forest and potential bat species because this habitat type is predominately on the coastal 
side of the tracks. These impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level with 
implementation of mitigation described in Section 3.4, Biological Resources, and summarized in 
Table 5-4. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 
The cultural resources impacts of Alternative 2 would be substantially similar to those identified for 
the Proposed Project. The overall impact determination would be less than significant with 
mitigation, like the Proposed Project.  
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Like the Proposed Project, Alternative 2 would locate the trail adjacent to the existing rail bed, 
which would adversely affect the Davenport Branch Rail Line by introducing a new visual feature 
and use that would alter the setting of this known historical resource. Like for the Proposed Project, 
this Alternative 2 impact could be mitigated to a less than significant level. Additionally, ground 
disturbance during construction could adversely affect undiscovered historical, archaeological or 
paleontological resources or human remains. Like for the Proposed Project, mitigation described in 
Section 3.5, Cultural Resources, and summarized in Table 5-4 would reduce this impact to a less than 
significant level.  

GEOLOGY/SOILS 
The geology/soils impacts of Alternative 2 would be substantially similar to those identified for the 
Proposed Project. The overall impact determination would be less than significant with mitigation, 
like the Proposed Project. 

The Alternative 2 trail alignment is the same as the Proposed Project north of Scaroni Road and very 
similar to the Proposed Project, but on the inland side of the tracks, south of Scaroni Road. Because 
the alignment extends through similar geology and soils, and would require similar excavation and 
fill, Alternative 2 could expose the trail and trail users to increased risk of injury from liquefaction or 
landslides, and could result in substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil. Like the Proposed Project, 
the impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level with implementation of mitigation 
described in Section 3.6, Geology/Soils, and summarized in Table 5-4. 

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS/CLIMATE CHANGE 
The GHG emissions/climate change impacts of Alternative 2 would be substantially similar to those 
identified for the Proposed Project. The overall impact determination would be less than significant 
with mitigation, like the Proposed Project 

Like the Proposed Project, Alternative 2 would generate GHG emissions during construction from 
earth moving equipment and during operation from water use if the Davenport Beach restroom is a 
flush toilet instead of a waterless vault toilet, solid waste disposal, and vehicles traveling to the 
parking lots to use the trails. The impact would be similar to the Proposed Project because 
construction of the trail alignment would require similar ground disturbance. North of Scaroni Road, 
the trail alignment would be the same as the Proposed Project. South of Scaroni Road, the trail 
alignment would be on the inland side of the tracks, but would require a similar amount of ground 
disturbance. Overall, the Alternative 2 alignment would result in similar ground disturbance and 
associated construction-related emissions as the Proposed Project.  

Once constructed, the operational GHG emissions would be the same as the Proposed Project. This 
is because Alternative 2 would generate the same number of trail users and thus the same number 
of estimated vehicles trips, solid waste, and water use as the proposed Project.  

Implementation of mitigation described in Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate, and 
summarized in Table 5-4 would reduce significant impacts to a less than significant level by 
providing electric vehicle infrastructure in parking lots for consistency with the 2017 Scoping Plan. 
Therefore, the impacts related to GHG emissions would be less than significant with mitigation, like 
the Proposed Project. 
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HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
The hazards and hazardous materials impacts of Alternative 2 would be similar to, but slightly 
greater than, those identified for the Proposed Project. The overall impact determination would be 
less than significant with mitigation, like the Proposed Project. 

Like the Proposed Project, Alternative 2 could disturb contaminated soil or utilities, exposing the 
public or environment to hazardous materials. Additionally, routine agricultural operations could 
expose trail users and maintenance personnel to pesticides and other hazardous chemicals. 
Compared to the Proposed Project, these impacts would be similar, although slightly greater 
because approximately 1.3 acres more of active agricultural land would be disturbed, slightly 
increasing the risk of disturbing contaminated soils. The impacts would be reduced to a less than 
significant level with implementation of mitigation described in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, and summarized in Table 5-4. 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
The hydrology and water quality impacts of Alternative 2 would be similar to, but slightly less than, 
those identified for the Proposed Project. The overall impact determination would be less than 
significant with mitigation, like the Proposed Project. 

Like the Proposed Project, Alternative 2 could result in an increase of pollutant discharges to Waters 
of the state, and would alter drainage patterns in the rail corridor through the introduction of new 
impervious surfaces, and place structures (trail and stormwater culverts) in a 100-year flood hazard 
area. The impacts would be similar to the Proposed Project because the trail width would be the 
same and thus the same amount of new impervious surface; and the number of required culverts 
and potential alteration to drainage patterns are expected to be the same or very similar. Like the 
Proposed Project, the impacts would require mitigation measures to reduce the potential impacts to 
a less than significant level as described in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, and 
summarized in Table 5-4.  

LAND USE AND PLANNING 
The land use and planning impacts of Alternative 2 would be similar to, but slightly greater than, 
those identified for the Proposed Project. The overall impact determination would be less than 
significant, like the Proposed Project. 

Like the Proposed Project, Alternative 2 would not divide an established community, and would not 
conflict with applicable plans and policies. Although the federally funded project is exempt from 
local applicable plans and policies through the Santa Cruz County General Plan, the Project supports 
plans and policies to enhance recreational opportunities throughout the county and provide 
alternative transportation options. Further, Alternative 2 would be consistent with the adopted 
MBSST Master Plan which includes a trail alongside the rail; however, the southern portion of the 
trail between Scaroni Road and Wilder Ranch would be on the inland side, instead of the coastal 
side specified in the Master Plan. Overall, like the Proposed Project, the impacts would be less than 
significant without mitigation, as described in Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning. 

NOISE 
The noise impacts of Alternative 2 would be substantially similar to those identified for the 
Proposed Project. The overall impact determination would be less than significant with mitigation, 
like the Proposed Project. 
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The Alternative 2 trail alignment is the same as the Proposed Project alignment, where it passes the 
four sensitive receptors (rural residences) north of Scaroni Road, as identified in Section 3.3.1, 
Existing Conditions/Sensitive Receptors. Construction of the Alternative 2 alignment could result in a 
substantial temporary increase in noise levels and expose persons to ground-borne vibration and 
noise. This impact would be similar to the Proposed Project because the amount of ground 
disturbance and proximity to sensitive receptors is substantially similar. Like the Proposed Project, 
the construction impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level with implementation of 
mitigation described in Section 3.11, Noise, and summarized in Table 5-4.  

Impacts from operation would include voices of trail users and periodic maintenance activities, 
which would be intermittent with noise levels not substantially different than existing conditions, 
and therefore less than significant without mitigation, like the Proposed Project. 

PUBLIC SAFETY AND SERVICES 
The public safety and services impacts of Alternative 2 would be similar to those identified for the 
Proposed Project. The overall impact determination would be less than significant, like the Proposed 
Project. 

Like the Proposed Project, Alternative 2 would have the same number of new trail users and 
increase use of existing and new recreational facilities in the North Coast area, but would not result 
in the need for additional emergency response, fire or police protection, or other public services to 
maintain acceptable service ratios or response times.  

Means of accessing the trail from Highway 1 would be similar, although the Alternative 2 alignment 
would be marginally closer south of Scaroni Road, and emergency vehicles would not need to cross 
the tracks to access the trail. The trail width would be the same as Proposed Project and thus 
equally accessibility for emergency vehicles. The potential for trespassing and vandalism into 
adjacent lands would be similar because the trail alignments are similar distance from adjacent 
lands, and not confined to the rail bed. 

Like the Proposed Project, the impacts would be less than significant without mitigation, as 
described in Section 3.12, Public Safety and Services.  

RECREATION 
The recreation impacts of Alternative 2 would be similar to those identified for the Proposed 
Project. The overall impact determination would be less than significant, like the Proposed Project. 

Like the Proposed Project, Alternative 2 would construct a new recreational use (multi-use trail) that 
would result in increased use, but not substantial physical deterioration of existing recreational 
facilities (e.g., coastal bluff trails and beaches). Also like the Proposed Project, Alternative 2 would 
not require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities beyond that which are included 
as part of the Project, which include parking lot improvements and access paths between three 
parking areas and the trail alignment. Providing a new multi-use trail in the North Coast area would 
enhance the recreation opportunities in the area and the County as a whole, which would be 
beneficial to the community. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant without 
mitigation, as described in Section 3.13, Recreation. The physical effects of constructing and 
operating the new trail would be similar to those described for the Proposed Project in Sections 3.1 
through 3.17.  
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TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION 
The transportation/circulation impacts of Alternative 2 would be similar to, but slightly greater than, 
those identified for the Proposed Project. The overall impact determination would be less than 
significant with mitigation, like the Proposed Project. 

Like the Proposed Project, Alternative 2 would have the same number of trail users and thus the 
same estimated increase in vehicle trips to the improved parking areas. Alternative 2 would also 
result in similar design hazards, where the trail crosses public roadways, and potential conflicts 
between vehicles and trail users.  

The impact of increased design hazards would be slightly greater than the Proposed Project 
because, in the southern portion where the Alternative 2 trail alignment would be on the inland side 
of the tracks, trail users would be required to cross the tracks to access other trails to the coastal 
bluffs and beaches. These pedestrian crossings of the railroad tracks to access other trails would 
introduce a potential design hazard in the event of future rail use of the corridor. As discussed in the 
MBSST Master Plan EIR, the CPUC recognizes that at-grade railroad crossings present inherent 
hazards to the traveling public. To reduce this design hazard, the CPUC’s General Order 75 sets 
requirements for at-grade railroad crossings in California. This order requires posting of the 
Standard 1-D sign for pedestrian crossings of railways, which would apply where trails that intersect 
with the Alternative 2 trail alignment cross the railroad tracks in the event of active railroad 
operations in the Project corridor. Installation of the Standard 1-D sign at these crossings before rail 
service resumes would minimize traffic safety hazards. The overall impact of design hazards at 
transportation crossings would be reduced to a less than significant level with implementation of 
mitigation described in Section 3.14, Transportation/Circulation, which would minimize hazards 
associated with roadway crossings and agricultural vehicles. Required mitigation is summarized in 
Table 5-4. Tribal Cultural Resources 

The tribal cultural resources impacts of Alternative 2 would be substantially similar to those 
identified for the Proposed Project. The overall impact determination would be less than significant 
with mitigation, like the Proposed Project. 

Compared to the Proposed Project, Alternative 2 would result in a similar amount of ground 
disturbance during construction that could adversely affect undiscovered buried tribal cultural 
resources. Like the Proposed Project, the impact would be reduced to a less than significant level 
with implementation of mitigation described in Section 3.15, Tribal Cultural Resources, and 
summarized in Table 5-4. 

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
The utilities and service systems impacts of Alternative 2 would be substantially similar to those 
identified for the Proposed Project. The overall impact determination would be less than significant, 
like the Proposed Project. 

Because Alternative 2 would have the same number of trail users as the Proposed Project, the 
amount of wastewater, water demand, or solid waste generated would be the same and would not 
be in excess of existing capacity nor require new or expanded facilities. The trail width, parking 
improvements, and new impervious surface would be the same; therefore, Alternative 2 could 
similarly alter stormwater drainage as it relates to surface water runoff from the paved parking lots 
and paved trail. Like the Proposed Project, Alternative 2 would include the installation of small 
culverts beneath the trail to maintain existing overland flow patterns, and would not require the 
construction of other new storm water facilities. The impact would be less than significant without 
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mitigation similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 3.16, Utilities and Service 
Systems. 

Alternative 3 (Farmers’ Alternative)  

Description 
Under Alternative 3, the northern portion of the trail from Davenport to Scaroni Road would be 
located within the rail corridor on the rail bed with the tracks removed, along the same alignment as 
Alternative 1 (Trail Only). The southern portion of the trail from Scaroni Road to Wilder Ranch would 
be located outside the rail corridor, along the coastal side of Highway 1. This alternative includes the 
same parking lot improvements and access paths to the trail, as the Proposed Project. The 
Alternative 3 trail alignment is presented in Appendix A.3. 

In the northern portion of Alternative 3, the typical cross section would be 14 feet wide, including: 
10-foot-wide paved path, 4-foot-wide unpaved shoulder on the coastal side, and no shoulder on the 
inland side of the paved path.  

In the southern portion of Alternative 3, the typical cross section would be approximately 16 feet 
wide, including: 10-foot-wide paved path, 4-foot-wide unpaved shoulder on the coastal side, and 2-
foot-wide paved or unpaved shoulder on the inland side. Consistent with the Caltrans Highway 
Design Manual Chapter 1000, Bicycle Transportation Design, the trail edge of pavement would be 
offset a minimum of 8 feet from the existing Highway 1 edge of pavement. A safety guard rail would 
be installed between the trail and highway where determined suitable for additional safety. Most of 
the trail would not be at the same grade as the highway, thus it does not warrant a guard rail, or a 
guard rail is already in place (e.g., at existing drainage crossings).  

For the transition from the RTC rail corridor in the northern portion to the Highway 1 corridor in the 
southern portion, the trail would extend adjacent to the south leg of Scaroni Road, and the existing 
CPUC crossing of Scaroni Road would be converted to a trail crossing (refer to Sheet 6 in Appendix 
A.3).  

At the ravine crossing near 3-Mile Beach (approximately 0.3 miles north of the Highway 1/Dimeo 
Lane intersection), there are two options for the Alternative 3 trail alignment. It could continue 
along the Highway 1 corridor by crossing over the ravine with a bridge or by building out the 
highway embankment via a reinforced soil slope. Alternatively, the trail could circumvent the ravine 
by extending towards the coast to the rail right-of-way to cross the ravine on the existing railroad 
embankment, and then return to the Highway 1 corridor on the opposite side of the ravine (refer to 
Sheet 9 in Appendix A.3).  

Prior to reaching Coast Road on the south end of the Alternative 3 alignment, the alignment would 
shift west to the RTC rail corridor, and continue the same as the Alternative 1 (Trail Only) alignment 
until connecting to the current Wilder Ranch path at the south end. 

Impact Analysis 
The impact analysis presented below and in Table 5-3 focuses on the environmental impacts of 
implementing Alternative 3 (Farmers’ Alternative) in comparison to the Proposed Project (Coastal 
Side). For most environmental topics, the impacts would be similar, with some less and some more 
but no difference in the impact determination. For example, the impacts under Alternative 3 would 
be: 
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 Less for biological resources because there would be less sensitive habitat affected in the 
southern portion, less for agricultural resources because the northern half of the alignment 
would be on the existing rail bed and not along farm roads, less for archaeological and 
paleontological cultural resources because there would be less likelihood for discovering 
resources in or beneath the rail bed in the northern portion, and slightly less for GHG/climate 
change because the trail would be further setback from coastal erosion and sea level rise; and 

 More for historical cultural resources and hazards/hazardous materials because the rail would 
be removed in the northern half of the alignment.  

 Alternative 3 would result in a change to the significance determination for the impact on 
cultural resources, from less than significant with mitigation (under the Proposed Project) to 
significant and unavoidable, because it would adversely affect the historical Davenport Branch 
Line (now called the Santa Cruz Branch Line).  

AESTHETICS 
The aesthetics impacts of Alternative 3 would be similar to, but slightly greater than, those 
identified for the Proposed Project. The overall impact determination would be less than significant 
with mitigation, like the Proposed Project. 

The southern portion of the Alternative 3 trail alignment, south of Scaroni Road, would be 
substantially closer to and thus more visible from Highway 1, which is eligible for state designation 
as a scenic highway, because the trail would be outside of the rail corridor and adjacent to Highway 
1. As shown in the photo simulation of Alternative 3 in Figure 5-2, the trail would be visible to 
motorists. Because the trail is not alongside the rail, safety fencing may not be required to separate 
the trail and tracks. However, due to proximity to the highway or other topographical features, a 
safety guard rail would be installed between the trail and highway where determined suitable for 
additional safety. Most of the trail would not be at the same grade as the highway, thus would not 
warrant a guard rail in most locations, or a guard rail is already in place (e.g., at existing drainage 
crossings). Additionally, like the Proposed Project, the parking lot improvements in the northern 
portion of the Alternative 3 alignment would be visible and alter foreground views, but would 
minimally obstruct existing ocean views from Highway 1.  

Motorists traveling on Highway 1 currently have westward views of the Pacific Ocean, although the 
views can be fleeting given the high speed motorists are traveling on the highway and the 
topography, which blocks views in some locations. Although visible from Highway 1, the trail and 
associated guard rail, as well as the parking lot improvements, would slightly alter but not block 
scenic public foreground views from Highway 1. Like the Proposed Project, Alternative 3 would have 
a less than significant long-term impact on scenic visits, and no mitigation is required.  

Additionally, like the Proposed Project, public use of the trail and parking lots could result in litter on 
the trail and surrounding lands that has an adverse effect on visual quality, and this impact would be 
reduced to less than significant with mitigation identified for the Proposed Project in Section 3.1., 
Aesthetics and summarized in Table 5-4.  

The views of the ocean and ability to experience and interpret the sanctuary are reduced under this 
alternative, compared to the Proposed Project, because the northern portion of the Alternative 3 
trail alignment stays within the cut rail corridor and the southern portion is along the Highway 1 
corridor, both of which have limited views in several sections. The Proposed Project alignment 
extends along farm roads above the cut rail corridor in several sections, maximizing coastal views.  
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Figure 5-2 Alternative 3 Photo Simulation: Highway 1 south of Scaroni Road 

 
Visual simulation of Alternative 3 from the shoulder of Highway 1 to the east of Scaroni Road 
Note: Visual simulations are shown for informational purposes and do not represent final trail design. 
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AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 
The agricultural resources impacts of Alternative 3 would be similar, but substantially less than 
those identified for the Proposed Project. The overall impact determination would be less than 
significant with mitigation, like the Proposed Project. 

Alternative 3 would be located along the existing rail bed in the northern portion of the alignment, 
between Davenport and Scaroni Road, similar to Alternative 1. This portion of the alignment is 
generally located adjacent to open space lands rather than active agriculture. In addition, given that 
the trail would be located on top of the existing rail line in this area, it would not convert active 
agricultural land to a non-agricultural use.  

In total, Alternative 3 would result in the conversion of 2.9 acres of Important Farmland, a 62 
percent reduction compared to the Proposed Project. The two design options in the southern 
portion of this alternative alignment at Baldwin Creek and Lombardi Gulch (refer to sheets 8 and 9 
in Appendix A.3) would require greater disturbance of soils on the coastal side of the trail, and thus 
would increase this acreage slightly. However, the overall area of Important Farmland would remain 
well below that of the Proposed Project. As described in Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources, 
Proposed Project conversion of Important Farmland would not be considered substantial. Because 
this alternative would result in less direct Important Farmland conversion, the impact would 
similarly be less than significant. No mitigation is required; however, Mitigation Measure AG-1 
would continue to be recommended as an optional measure to mitigate impacts to Important 
Farmland that are actively farmed. For this alternative, the impact on such lands would decrease 
from 1.5 acres to less than 0.1 acre.  

As with the Proposed Project, Alternative 3 could temporarily disrupt utilities during construction 
and require the permanent relocation of some farm-related infrastructure. Trail users could also 
adversely affect agricultural operations (e.g., through trespassing), and agricultural operations could 
adversely affect trail users (e.g., exposure to pesticides). These impacts would be similar to the 
Proposed Project, because the distance to active agriculture is generally the same (0-60 feet for 
Alternative 3). As with the Proposed Project, these impacts would be reduced to a less than 
significant level with implementation of mitigation described in Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources, 
and summarized in Table 5-4. 

Alternative 3 would have the same 12 trail crossings as the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 in the 
northern portion, including both crossings of Scaroni Road (Figure 2-8). South of the Scaroni Road 
crossings, there would be 6 trail crossings of existing roadways that would be formalized (sheets 6-
11, Figure A.3), compared to 1312 trail crossings in the southern portion for the Proposed Project 
Figure 2-8b). Therefore, potential conflicts between trail users and agricultural operations would be 
less. However, there could be similar conflicts with vehicles entering and existing Highway 1, which 
could be less safe given the higher speeds vehicles travel, particularly when exiting the highway. 
Thus, the trail crossings for Alternative 3 would be similar or less than the Proposed Project, and the 
impact would be less than significant with no mitigation.  

AIR QUALITY 
The air quality impacts of Alternative 3 would be similar overall to those identified for the Proposed 
Project, but with slightly less in the northern portion and slightly more in the southern portion. The 
overall impact determination would be less than significant, like the Proposed Project. 

Like the Proposed Project, Alternative 3 would generate construction-related emissions of PM10 
and other criteria pollutants during construction, and would expose adjacent sensitive receptors 
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(rural residences) to the emissions. The impact would be slightly less in the northern portion 
because 1) it would be located on the existing trail bed (same as Alternative 1), and thus there 
would be less earth moving equipment required for track removal compared the excavation 
required for an adjacent trail particularly in the narrow areas; and 2) there is greater distance 
between the trail and the nearest sensitive receptor. For the southern portion, the impact would be 
slightly more because the distance between construction activities and the nearest sensitive 
receptor is decreased by approximately 10 feet compared to the Proposed Project. 

Once constructed, the operational emissions from increased vehicle trips by trail users driving to the 
parking areas would be substantially similar because the estimated number of trails users would be 
the same. Both construction and operation impacts would be less than significant without 
mitigation, similar to the Proposed Project.  

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
The biological resources impacts of Alternative 3 would be similar to the Proposed Project in 
general, but greater for some resources and less for other resources in the northern portion, and 
less overall in the southern portion.  

The impacts along the northern portion of the Alternative 3 trail alignment (between Davenport and 
Scaroni Road) would be greater generally because the alignment would be confined to the rail bed 
where sensitive habitats and palustrine emergent wetlands are concentrated. Thus, there would be 
greater potential impacts to CRLF and greater loss of aquatic critical habitat for CRLF, greater 
potential impacts to Santa Cruz black salamander (if present), and nesting birds. In addition, there 
would be greater impacts to wildlife movement because resources (water, shelter, cover, and 
foraging resources) for wildlife moving through the area are concentrated along the sides of the rail 
bed. There would be less permanent loss of sensitive natural communities, including ESHA, due to 
the narrower footprint of Alternative 3, but potential on-going impacts to sensitive habitat 
associated with trail use would be greater. Potential impacts to sensitive fish species, San Francisco 
dusky-footed woodrat, and bat species would be less because of the narrower footprint. 

The impacts along the southern portion of the Alternative 3 trail alignment between Scaroni Road 
and Wilder Ranch would be less overall. There are generally fewer sensitive habitats along this 
section of Alternative 3, including palustrine emergent wetlands, and therefore less potential to 
impact sensitive wildlife species, including nesting birds. However, CRLF breeding habitat is known 
to occur near Highway 1, so impacts to this species associated with both construction and operation 
would be similar to or greater than the Proposed Project. Wildlife would be less likely to utilize this 
section of the Alternative 3 trail for movement due to the proximity to the highway and lack of 
cover and other resources; therefore, there would be less potential conflict with wildlife movement 
along this trail. 

These impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level with implementation of mitigation 
described in Section 3.4, Biological Resources, and summarized in Table 5-4. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 
The cultural resources impacts of Alternative 3 would be greater on historical resources and less on 
archaeological and paleontological resources. The overall impact determination would be significant 
and unavoidable, whereas the overall impact of the Proposed Project would be less than significant 
with mitigation. 
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The northern portion of the Alternative 3 trail alignment, from Davenport to Scaroni Road, would 
involve the removal of the existing Davenport Branch Line, which extends between Davenport and 
Santa Cruz and is now part of the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line. As described in Section 3.5, Cultural 
Resources, the Davenport Branch Line is eligible for federal, state, and local designation and, 
therefore, is considered a historical resource as defined by CEQA (Treffers 2018). Alternative 3 
would remove approximately 4.1 miles of the Davenport Branch Line, from Davenport to Scaroni 
Road. Consistent with the findings for Alternative 1, which would remove 7.5 miles of this historic 
resource, no mitigation is available that would reduce the impact to a less than significant level. 
Therefore, this impact would be significant and unavoidable for Alternative 3, compared to 
significant but mitigable for the Proposed Project.2 

Potential impacts associated with the discovery of unknown archaeological and paleontological 
resources and human remains would be reduced when compared to the Proposed Project because 
construction of this project would occur on the existing ballast which is a heavily disturbed area. 
Impacts in the southern portion of this alignment, between Scaroni Road and Wilder Ranch, would 
be similar to the Proposed Project. The impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level 
with implementation of mitigation described in Section 3.5, Cultural Resources, and summarized in 
Table 5-4, except the impact to historical resources would be significant and unavoidable. 

GEOLOGY/SOILS 
The geology/soils impacts of Alternative 3 would be similar to those identified for the Proposed 
Project, but slightly less in the northern section and slightly more in the southern section. The 
overall impact determination would be less than significant with mitigation, like the Proposed 
Project. 

In the northern section, the Alternative 3 trail alignment would be on the rail bed, requiring fewer 
cut and fill quantities for construction than the Proposed Project trail alignment. In the southern 
section, the Alternative 3 alignment would require more earth movement because of the 
embankments along Highway 1 and the Baldwin Creek and Lombardi Gulch crossings, which would 
require construction of a long reinforced soil slope (RSS). Alternative 3 includes two design options, 
whereby the trail would extend inland to cross these drainages along the rail corridor, requiring no 
RSS at Baldwin Creek and a shorter RSS or retaining wall Lombardi Gulch (refer to sheets 8 and 9 in 
Appendix A.3). Like the Proposed Project, the impacts would be reduced to a less than significant 
level with implementation of mitigation described in Section 3.6, Geology/Soils, and summarized in 
Table 5-4. 

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS/CLIMATE CHANGE 
The GHG emissions/climate change impacts of Alternative 3 would be similar to, but less than, those 
identified for the Proposed Project. 

Like the Proposed Project, Alternative 3 would generate GHG emissions during construction from 
earth moving equipment and during operation from water use if the Davenport Beach restroom is a 
flush toilet instead of a waterless vault toilet, solid waste disposal, and vehicles traveling to the 

                                                      
2 The Proposed Project would alter the immediate surroundings of the Davenport Branch Line, which extends between Davenport and 
Santa Cruz and is now part of the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line, and would result in a limited impairment of those physical characteristics 
that account for its CRHR eligibility. Mitigation Measure CR-1(a) would reduce the impact on historical resources by requiring the 
provision of interpretive displays to convey the historical significance of the resource. 
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parking lots to use the trails. Overall, construction-related emissions of Alternative 3 would be 
similar to the Proposed Project. Emissions would be less north of Scaroni Road where the alignment 
would be on the existing rail bed, because track removal would be less equipment-intense than the 
excavation required for the Proposed Project. Emissions would be greater south of Scaroni Road 
because more excavation equipment would be required, based on conceptual engineering. In 
addition to the RSS required at Baldwin Creek and Lombardi Gulch for both the Proposed Project 
and Alternative 3, Alternative 3 would require approximately 2 additional RSS, although the amount 
of excavation would be reduced if the design options are implemented at these locations (refer to 
sheets 7-9 on Figure A.3).  

Once constructed, the operational GHG emissions would be the same as the Proposed Project. This 
is because Alternative 3 would generate the same number of trail users and thus the same number 
of estimated vehicle trips, solid waste, and water use as the Proposed Project.  

Implementation of mitigation described in Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate, and 
summarized in Table 5-4 would reduce significant impacts to a less than significant level by 
providing electric vehicle infrastructure in parking lots for consistency with the 2017 Scoping Plan. 
Therefore, the impacts related to GHG emissions would be less than significant with mitigation, like 
the Proposed Project. 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
The hazards and hazardous materials impacts of Alternative 3 would be greater than those 
identified for the Proposed Project. The overall impact determination would be less than significant 
with mitigation, like the Proposed Project. 

Like the Proposed Project, Alternative 3 could disturb contaminated soil or utilities, exposing the 
public or environment to hazardous materials. Additionally, routine agricultural operations could 
expose trail users and maintenance personnel to pesticides and other hazardous chemical, but the 
impact would be less under Alternative 3 since there is substantially less active agricultural area in 
the disturbance area. Compared to the Proposed Project, the potential impacts to construction 
workers from soil contaminants would be greater in the northern portion, between Davenport to 
Scaroni Road, during work on the track ballast and removal of the rail. Potential impacts from 
roadway accidents, including accidents involving hazardous materials, would be greater because the 
southern portion of the alignment between Scaroni Road and Wilder Ranch is adjacent to the 
highway; and construction workers, trail users and maintenance personnel would be in areas 
exposed to highway accidents. Additionally, potential disruption to utilities during construction 
would be greater in the southern portion because there is a natural gas pipeline located along the 
western edge of Highway 1 between the City of Santa Cruz and Davenport. The impacts would be 
reduced to a less than significant level with implementation of mitigation described in Section 3.8, 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and summarized in Table 5-4. 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
The hydrology and water quality impacts of Alternative 3 would be similar to, but slightly greater 
than, those identified for the Proposed Project. The overall impact determination would be less than 
significant with mitigation, like the Proposed Project. 

Like the Proposed Project, Alternative 3 could result in an increase of pollutant discharges to Waters 
of the State, would alter localized drainage patterns through the introduction of new impervious 
surfaces, and would place structures (trail and stormwater culverts) in a 100-year flood hazard area. 
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The type of drainage improvements and amount of new impervious surface area would be similar to 
that of the Proposed Project, in comparison to the total watershed area.  

The potential for an increase of pollutant discharges to Waters of the State would be more than the 
Proposed Project due to the increased potential to disturb contaminated materials in the northern 
portion during rail removal, and increased ground disturbance in the southern portion due to the 
additional RSS required. The RSS would be required at Baldwin Creek and Lombardi Gulch for both 
the Proposed Project and Alternative 3, and two additional RSS would be required for Alternative 3. 
However, Alternative 3 includes designs options to cross Baldwin Creek and Lombardi Gulch using 
the rail corridor, which would only require a smaller supporting structure at Lombardi Gulch and less 
ground disturbance (refer to sheets 7-9 on Figure A.3). Therefore, compared to the Proposed 
Project, the overall impacts would be similar to, but slightly greater than the Proposed Project, and 
would be reduced to a less than significant level with implementation of mitigation described in 
Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, and summarized in Table 5-4. 

LAND USE AND PLANNING 
The land use and planning impacts of Alternative 3 would be similar to, but greater than, those 
identified for the Proposed Project. The overall impact determination would be less than significant, 
like the Proposed Project. 

Like the Proposed Project, Alternative 3 would not divide an established community, and would not 
conflict with most applicable plans and policies. Although the federally funded project is exempt 
from local applicable plans and policies through the Santa Cruz County General Plan, the Project 
supports plans and policies to enhance recreational opportunities throughout the county and 
provide alternative transportation options. However, Alternative 3 would not be consistent with the 
adopted MBSTT Master Plan, which includes a trail alongside the rail along the RTC-owned rail 
corridor. Although the trail would be within the rail corridor north of Scaroni Road, the trail would 
remove the tracks and be located on the railbed. South of Scaroni Road, the trail would be outside 
the rail corridor and instead adjacent to Highway 1, although the tracks within the rail corridor 
would remain in place. The impacts would be less than significant without mitigation, as described 
in Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning.  

NOISE 
The noise impacts of Alternative 3 would be similar to those identified for the Proposed Project, but 
slightly less in the northern section and slightly greater in the southern section. The overall impact 
determination would be less than significant with mitigation, like the Proposed Project. 

Like the Proposed Project, Alternative 3 could result in a substantial temporary increase in noise 
levels and expose persons (rural residences along the alignment) to ground-borne vibration and 
noise during construction. This impact would be slightly less in the northern section because the 
Alternative 3 trail alignment would be approximately 20 feet further from the nearest sensitive 
receptor, compared to the Proposed Project. This impact would be slightly greater in the southern 
section because the Alternative 3 alignment would be approximately 10 feet closer to the nearest 
sensitive receptor, compared to the Proposed Project. Like the Proposed Project, the construction 
impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level with implementation of mitigation 
described in Section 3.11, Noise, and summarized in Table 5-4.  



Project Alternatives 

 
Final Environmental Impact Report (Volume 2, Draft EIR) 5-27 

Impacts from operation would include voices of trail users and periodic maintenance activities, 
which would be intermittent with noise levels not substantially different than existing conditions, 
and therefore less than significant without mitigation, like the Proposed Project. 

PUBLIC SAFETY AND SERVICES 
The public safety and services impacts of Alternative 3 would be similar to, but slightly less than, 
those identified for the Proposed Project. The overall impact determination would be less than 
significant, like the Proposed Project. 

Like the Proposed Project, Alternative 3 would have the same number of new trail users and 
increase use of existing and new recreational facilities in the North Coast area, but would not result 
in the need for additional emergency response, fire or police protection, or other public services to 
maintain acceptable service ratios or response times.  

Accessing the trail from Highway 1 would be similar, although the Alternative 3 alignment would be 
closer south of Scaroni Road, and emergency vehicles would not need to cross the tracks to access 
the trail, which could reduce emergency response times compared to the Proposed Project. 
Additionally, compared to the Proposed Project, there could be a slight reduction in trespassing and 
vandalism into adjacent lands, because the alignment would remain on the rail bed, whereas the 
Proposed Project alignment extends along the higher embankment on the coastal side to retain 
coastal views in narrow or constrained portions of the rail corridor. The trail width would be 
narrower than the Proposed Project, making it slightly less accessible for emergency vehicles, but 
the difference in width is not expected to have a noticeable difference in response times. 

Overall, like the Proposed Project, the impacts would be less than significant without mitigation, as 
described in Section 3.12, Public Safety and Services.  

RECREATION 
The recreation impacts of Alternative 3 would be similar to those identified for the Proposed 
Project. The overall impact determination would be less than significant, like the Proposed Project. 

Like the Proposed Project, Alternative 3 would construct a new recreational use (multi-use trail) that 
would result in increased use, but not substantial physical deterioration of existing recreational 
facilities (e.g., coastal bluff trails and beaches). Also like the Proposed Project, Alternative 3 2 would 
not require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities beyond that which are included 
as part of the Project, which include parking lot improvements and access paths between the three 
parking areas and the trail alignment. Providing a new multi-use trail in the North Coast area would 
enhance the recreation opportunities in the area and the County as a whole, which would be 
beneficial to the community. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant without 
mitigation, as described in Section 3.13, Recreation. The physical effects of constructing and 
operating the new trail would be similar to those described for the Proposed Project in Sections 3.1 
through 3.17.  

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION 
The transportation/circulation impacts of Alternative 3 would be similar to, but slightly greater than, 
those identified for the Proposed Project. The overall impact determination would be less than 
significant with mitigation, like the Proposed Project. 
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Like the Proposed Project, Alternative 3 would have the same number of trail users and thus the 
same estimated increase in vehicle trips to the improved parking areas. Alternative 3 would also 
result in similar design hazards where the trail crosses public roadways, and potential conflicts 
between trail users and vehicles.  

The impact of increased design hazards would be slightly greater than the Proposed Project 
because, in the southern portion where the Alternative 3 trail alignment would be along Highway 1, 
trail users would be required to cross the tracks to access other trails to the coastal bluffs and 
beaches. Like the Proposed Project, the impact would be reduced to a less than significant level with 
implementation of mitigation described in Section 3.14, Transportation/Circulation, and 
summarized in Table 5-4. 

Additionally, there could be increased safety issues associated with the proximity of the southern 
portion of the trail to Highway 1. Consistent with the Caltrans Highway Design Manual Chapter 
1000, Bicycle Transportation Design, the trail edge of pavement would be offset a minimum of 8 
feet from the existing Highway 1 edge of pavement. A safety guard rail would be installed between 
the trail and highway where determined suitable for additional safety. Most of the trail would not 
be at the same grade as the highway, thus not warranting guard rail; or a guard rail already exists 
(e.g., at the drainage crossings). Potential safety issues would be explored more thoroughly through 
the design process and in coordination with Caltrans if this alternative is selected.  

Overall, the impact of Alternative 3 would be similar to, but slightly greater than, those identified for 
the Proposed Project and would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.  

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 
The tribal cultural resources impacts of Alternative 3 would be similar to, but less than, those 
identified for the Proposed Project. The overall impact determination would be less than significant 
with mitigation, like the Proposed Project. 

Like the Proposed Project, Alternative 3 would result in ground disturbance during construction that 
could adversely affect undiscovered buried tribal cultural resources. However, this impact would be 
less with Alternative 3 because ground disturbance in the northern portion, between Davenport and 
Scaroni Road, would occur primarily on the existing and previously disturbed rail ballast. Therefore, 
the potential for these resources to occur would be less than on the adjacent lands. In the southern 
portion, between Scaroni Road and Wilder Ranch, portions of the alignment would be adjacent to 
Highway 1, which has been disturbed through the construction and maintenance of the highway as 
well as pipeline infrastructure extending along the highway, also reducing the potential to discover 
buried tribal cultural resources. Like the Proposed Project, the impact of Alternative 3 would be 
reduced to a less than significant level with implementation of mitigation described in Section 3.15, 
Tribal Cultural Resources, and summarized in Table 5-4. 

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
The utilities and service systems impacts of Alternative 3 would be similar to those identified for the 
Proposed Project. The overall impact determination would be less than significant, like the Proposed 
Project. 

Because Alternative 3 would have the same number of trail users as the Proposed Project, the 
amount of wastewater, water demand, or solid waste generated would be the same and would not 
be in excess of existing capacity nor require new or expanded facilities. The paved parking lots 
would be the same, but the paved trail width would be less under Alternative 3 (average of 10-foot-
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wide paved path) than the Proposed Project (average 12-foot-wide paved path). Although there 
would be a slight reduction in impervious surface and thus runoff, Alternative 3 would similarly alter 
stormwater drainage as it relates to surface water runoff from the paved parking lots and paved 
trail. Like the Proposed Project, Alternative 3 would include the installation of small culverts 
beneath the trail to maintain existing overland flow patterns, and would not require the 
construction of other new storm water facilities. Therefore, the impact would be less than 
significant without mitigation similar to the Proposed Project, as described in Section 3.16, Utilities 
and Service Systems. 

Alternative 4 (No Project) 

Description 
CEQA requires analysis of a No Project alternative to allow decision makers to compare the impacts 
of approving a project with the impacts of not approving a project (Guidelines 15126.6[e]). The no-
project analysis must discuss the existing conditions at the time the NOP is published, as well as 
what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not 
approved, based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure. If future uses of the 
land are predictable, such uses should be discussed as possible no-project conditions.  

As such, under the No Project alternative, the North Coast Rail Trail Project would not be 
constructed as planned along the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line between Davenport on the north and 
Wilder Ranch on the south. There would be no new trail along the rail corridor, no fencing to 
separate trail users from the rail and in some locations from adjacent agricultural land, and no 
parking improvements at Davenport Beach, Bonny Doon Beach, or Panther/Yellowbank Beach. It is 
expected these existing parking areas and other existing trails in the area (i.e., outside of and 
crossing through the project corridor) would continue to be used as they currently have been by 
people to access the beaches and coastal bluffs. The rail corridor would remain “as is” with no 
planned development of recreation or other uses; and the RTC would operate and maintain the rail 
corridor in accordance with current policy and legal obligations.  

As described in Section 1.2.2, Rail Operation and Maintenance, RTC’s standard operating procedure 
for maintenance of the rail ROW includes vegetation control twice annually outside of the short-line 
operator railroad easement, and the short-line operator’s responsibilities include replacement of 
ties, cleaning of ballast, track repairs, and drainage maintenance, as needed.  

The northern portion of the Santa Cruz Branch Line, including the Project corridor, has not been in 
regular operation since the Davenport Cement Plant closed in 2010. Portions of the track are in 
disrepair and covered with sand and vegetation. 

The No Project scenario does not include improvements to the tracks for use or removal of the 
tracks. Potential future use of the rail for freight or passenger service is not yet certain and cannot 
be precluded. As described Section 1.2.2, Rail Operation and Maintenance, the current rail operator 
may begin operating freight and/or passenger service between Santa Cruz and Davenport within 3 
to 5 years, or sooner; but this is not certain and the frequency is unknown at this time. Rail service is 
not a distinguishing factor between the Proposed Project and No Project scenarios. In other words, 
future rail use is equally likely to occur in the foreseeable future under both the Proposed Project 
and No Project scenarios. Therefore, rail use is not the focus of the No Project analysis. The focus is 
the difference in environmental impacts as they relate to not constructing the trail and parking 
improvements.  
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Other factors which influence future rail use are the in-progress Davenport Cement Plant Coastal 
Restoration and Reuse Plan and Utility Corridor Study. As described in Section 1.2.4, Subsequent 
Actions, the RTC is conducting the Unified Corridor Investment Study to determine transportation 
improvements along the community’s north/south transportation corridors, including the rail 
corridor. 

Finally, the No Project scenario assumes that land currently owned by public agencies and leased to 
private farmers for agricultural production would continue to be leased and farmed. This is 
reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future because neither the RTC nor State Parks 
have plans to terminate agricultural leases within their property, except to allow for development of 
the North Coast Rail Trail to implement the adopted MBSST Network Master Plan. 

Impact Analysis 
This impact analysis below focuses on the environmental impacts of retaining the rail corridor “as is” 
and not constructing the trail and parking improvements, particularly in comparison to potentially 
significant impacts of the Proposed Project. As summarized in Table 5-3, in comparison with the 
Proposed Project, there would generally be less than significant or no environmental impacts under 
Alternative 4.  

AESTHETICS 
Under the No Project scenario, it is reasonable and foreseeable that the current visual character and 
quality of the rail corridor and surrounding lands, between Highway 1 and the coastline, would 
remain in current conditions. There would be no construction-related visual impacts and no 
development of a trail within the rail corridor or on adjacent farm roads. There would be no new 
trail or alterations to the parking areas that would alter scenic views, nor increased litter on the trail 
or surrounding lands that could adversely affect visual quality. However, people would continue to 
use the parking areas and existing trails located near and extending through the Project corridor, as 
well as the corridor itself, to access the coastal bluffs and beaches. This continued use could result in 
minor alterations to the visual character of the rail corridor and adjacent lands, as well as result in 
litter and graffiti, which would be substantially similar to existing conditions. Thus, the impact to 
aesthetics would be less than significant. 

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 
Under the No Project scenario, it is reasonable and foreseeable that current agricultural practices 
along and adjacent to the rail corridor would continue, with no conversion of Important Farmland 
from active agriculture to non-agricultural use and thus no net loss of Important Farmland. 
Additionally, there would be no disruption to farm-related infrastructure from construction and no 
new or additional conflicts between agricultural operations and trail users. Any ongoing conflicts, 
between agricultural operations and people crossing the rail corridor and using the existing trails to 
access the beaches and coastal bluffs, are expected to continue similar to existing conditions. There 
would be no fencing installed, which might have deterred people from entering agricultural lands 
and reduced some of the conflicts. Without a new trail and parking improvements increasing the 
potential for such conflicts, the impact to agricultural resources would be less than significant. 
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AIR QUALITY 
Under the No Project scenario, there would be no construction related emissions that would expose 
sensitive receptors to pollutant concentrations, nor operational emissions from increased vehicles 
traveling to the parking lots. Therefore, there would be no impact to air quality.  

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Under the No Project scenario, the trail would not be constructed in or adjacent to sensitive natural 
communities and Coastal Act ESHAs, palustrine emergency wetlands, or aquatic/riverine habitats. 
Thus, there would be no construction-related impacts or direct adverse effects from use of the new 
trail to listed species and their habitat, such as California red-legged frog; sensitive fish species 
(tidewater goby, Central California coast coho salmon and steelhead) where the trail intersects 
creeks; species of concern [Santa Cruz black salamander (if present), western pond turtle, San 
Francisco dusky-footed woodrat]; nesting birds if construction occurs during breeding season; and 
sensitive bat species if roosting in the coast live oak woodland. There would also be no impact to 
wildlife movement. However, there would be continued use of the parking areas and existing trails 
located near and extending through the Project corridor, as well as the corridor itself, to access the 
coastal bluffs and beaches. This continued use could result in minor adverse effects to the 
aforementioned habitat, wetlands, and species therein, which would be substantially similar to 
existing conditions. Thus, the impact to biological resources would be less than significant. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Under the No Project scenario, there would be no construction-related ground disturbance that 
could result in adverse effects to undiscovered buried archaeological, historical, or paleontological 
resources or human remains. There would be no adverse effects from introducing fencing and trail 
use adjacent to a known historical resource, including the Davenport Branch Rail Line, which 
extends between Davenport and Santa Cruz and is now part of the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line, and 
the Town of Davenport. However, there would be continued use of the parking areas and existing 
trails located near and extending through the Project corridor, as well as the corridor itself, to 
access the coastal bluffs and beaches. This continued use of the Davenport Branch Line and adjacent 
lands by pedestrians accessing the coastal bluffs and beaches would not result in a loss of historic 
integrity or in material impairment of the resource, defined by CEQA as the alteration in adverse 
manner of those physical characteristics that account for its historic eligibility. The resource would 
continue to convey the reasons for its significance for its direct association with the Santa Cruz 
Portland Cement Company in Davenport and its embodiment of a unique construction method. 
Therefore, the impacts to cultural resources would be less than significant. 

GEOLOGY/SOILS 
Under the No Project scenario, there would be no construction-related ground disturbance (grading, 
excavation, cut-and-fill) resulting in substantial soil erosion or loss of top soil. There would be no 
new trail structure with new trail users that could be exposed to increased risk of injury from 
liquefaction or landslides. The continued use of existing trails located near and extending through 
the Project corridor could result in soil erosion and loss of topsoil from continued use of unstable 
trails, such as those extending from parking areas and across the tracks. Additionally, trail users 
could be exposed to risks from seismic-related groundshaking, liquefaction or landslide, as well as 
expansive soils known to occur in the area. However, these impacts would be the same as existing 
conditions; therefore, the impact to geology/soils would be less than significant. 
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GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS/CLIMATE CHANGE 
Under the No Project scenario, there would be no construction-related GHG emissions nor 
operational GHG-emissions from water use (no choice to be made for the Davenport Beach 
restroom as a flush toilet versus a waterless vault toilet), solid waste disposal, or vehicles traveling 
to the parking lots to use the trails. Further, there would be no new structures nor increased 
number of trail users in the area exposed to risk from projected sea level rise or erosion. However, 
under the No Project scenario, an essential part of the MBSST Network would not be implemented 
This would not be consistent with the CARB’s 2017 Scoping Plan Key Sector Actions, including 
Transportation Sustainability policies to increase biking and walking facilities, nor with the County’s 
Climate Action Strategy (CAS), including Strategy T-2 to increase investment in bicycle and 
pedestrian infrastructure and Action T-2.2 to work with the RTC to implement the MBSST Network 
Master Plan.  

Although the No Project scenario does not support implementation of the MBSST Network Master 
Plan, inconsistency with these strategies does not result in a direct physical effect on the 
environment that results in increased GHG emissions. However, if the Project is not implemented, 
the efforts to increase bicycle and pedestrian use would have to be focused elsewhere on other 
projects or strategies, which may have a greater GHG emissions/climate change impact. It would be 
speculative to conclude that such tradeoffs would result in significantly worse impacts. Therefore, 
the impact to GHG emissions/climate change would be less than significant.  

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
Under the No Project scenario, there would be no construction-related activities that could disturb 
utilities or contaminated soil, exposing the public or environment to hazardous materials. Further, 
without the new trail, there would be no increased exposure of trail users and maintenance 
personnel to pesticides and other hazardous chemicals from routine agricultural operations, nor to 
the moderate/high wildland fire hazards in the area. However, the continued use of existing parking 
lots and trails located near and extending through the Project corridor would result in the continued 
exposure of users to pesticides and hazardous chemicals from routine agricultural operations, 
wildland fire hazards, as well as roadway accidents that involve hazardous materials. This exposure 
would be similar to existing conditions; therefore, the impact for hazards and hazardous materials 
would be less than significant. 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
Under the No Project scenario, there would be no ground disturbance, no new structures, and no 
new impervious surfaces. Thus, there would not be an associated potential increase of pollutant 
discharges to Waters of the State, alterations to drainage patterns in the rail corridor through the 
introduction of new impervious surfaces, or structures (trail and stormwater culverts) in a 100-year 
flood hazard area. The continued use of existing parking lots and trails located near and extending 
through the Project corridor would result in the continued exposure of users to inundation by 
tsunami; however, this risk is the same as current conditions. Therefore, the impact to hydrology 
and water quality would be less than significant.  

LAND USE AND PLANNING 
Under the No Project scenario, there would be no new trail and thus no potential to physically 
divide a community, which would be less impact than the Proposed Project. However, an essential 
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part of the MBSST Network would not be implemented, and thus the goals of the adopted MBSST 
Network Master Plan, as well as other County policies promoting the construction of multi-use trails 
and active transportation alternatives, would not be achieved. Although the No Project scenario 
does not support implementation of the MBSST Network Master Plan, not constructing the trail in 
accordance with the Master Plan would not result in direct physical effects on the environment. 
Therefore, the impact to land use and planning would be less than significant.  

NOISE 
Under the No Project scenario, there would be no new trail construction and therefore no exposure 
of persons (rural residences along the alignment) to a substantial temporary increase in noise levels 
and ground-borne vibration, nor to any permanent increases in noise from trail use and parking lot 
use. The continued use of existing parking lots and trails located near and extending through the 
Project corridor would result in the continued noise from trail users (e.g., talking), which would be 
similar to existing conditions and less than significant. Therefore, the noise impact would be less 
than significant. 

PUBLIC SAFETY AND SERVICES 
Under the No Project scenario, there would be no new trail users nor parking lot improvements with 
new restrooms, and thus no increased need for additional emergency response, fire or police 
protection services, or other public services. However, it is the County Sheriff’s opinion that 
increased recreation use in the area would decrease crime and public safety issues because there 
are more eyes in the area to report criminal or unsafe behavior (Fish 2018). Thus, the No Project 
scenario keeps the rail corridor area more isolated and perhaps more susceptible to criminal activity 
or unsafe behavior. Additional analysis would be required to provide substantial evidence that this 
might occur. Therefore, the impact to public safety and services would be less than significant and 
similar to the Proposed Project. 

RECREATION 
There would be no new recreational use (multi-use trail) along the rail corridor; nor would there be 
new fencing along the trail edge that would potentially block or detour some recreationists from 
crossing the railroad tracks where there is no roadway crossing. However, under the No Project 
scenario, the existing trails extending between Highway 1 and the coastal bluffs and beaches would 
continue to be used. Without the new trail to accommodate some of the recreationists, it is possible 
that physical deterioration of existing trails could occur through over-use. It would be speculative to 
conclude that overuse would occur, resulting in significantly worse impacts. Therefore, the impact 
to recreation would be less than significant. 

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION 
Under the No Project scenario, there would be no new trail or parking lot improvements that would 
generate new vehicle trips, and thus no increased demand for parking, associated traffic delays, or 
design hazards at parking lot entrances or where the trail crosses roadways and results in potential 
conflicts between vehicles and trail users. However, there also would be no improvements at the at 
the Highway 1 crossing to and from the Davenport Beach parking lot, and thus this pedestrian 
crossing would be less safe under the No Project Alternative than under the Proposed Project. 
Further, the No Project scenario does not support plans and policies promoting multimodal 
transportation, including the Santa Cruz County General Plan and Santa Cruz County RTP. Because 
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this does not create a substantial impact compared to existing conditions, the impact to 
transportation/circulation would be less than significant. 

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Under the No Project scenario, there would be no construction-related ground disturbance during 
construction could adversely affect undiscovered buried tribal cultural resources. Therefore, there 
would be no impact to tribal cultural resources.  

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
Under the No Project scenario, there would be no new trail or parking lot improvements, including 
new restrooms, that could potentially generate wastewater, water demand or solid waste, or that 
would alter or create the need for storm drainage facilities. The existing parking lots and trails 
extending between Highway 1 and the coastal bluffs and beaches would continue to be used, which 
would generate similar levels of solid waste, without the benefit of additional trash and recycling 
receptacles. This is not expected to increase beyond existing conditions, such that local landfill 
capacity would be affected nor applicable regulations violated. Therefore, the impact to utilities and 
services systems would be less than significant. 

5.3 Environmentally Superior Alternative  

All the environmental impacts of the Proposed Project with a comparison for each Project 
Alternative are identified in Table 5-3. Based on this comparison, Alternative 4 (No Project) would 
result in substantially less environmental impacts for all the resource topics, compared to the 
Proposed Project and Alternatives 1-3. If the environmentally superior alternative is the No Project 
alternative, CEQA requires the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among 
the other alternatives (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6). Therefore, the rest of this section focuses 
on the Proposed Project and Alternatives 1-3. 

As described in Section 5.2 above and Table 5-3, the overall impacts of the Proposed Project and 
Alternatives 1-3 would be similar, with some impacts greater and some less, depending on the 
resource topic.  

Table 5-5 presents a summary comparison of the overall impact for each of the 16 resource topics 
as identified in Table 5-3, identifies the environmentally superior alternative for each resource topic 
based on that comparison, and provides a rationale for determining the environmentally superior 
when there is no substantial distinction. Table 5-5 is located at the end of this chapter, following 
Tables 5-3 and 5-4.  

Additionally, Table 5-5 presents a numeric measure for the overall impact determinations to 
measure the degree of impact for each resource topic, whereby No Impact (NI) is 0, Less than 
Significant (LTS) is 1, Less than Significant with Mitigation (LTSM) is 2, and Significant and 
Unavoidable (SU) is 3. This provides for a very general comparison, whereby the higher number 
represents a greater impact. The results of this exercise are presented in Table 5-5 and below as 
follows, and further demonstrates that the overall impacts of the Proposed Project and Alternatives 
1-3 would be very similar. 

 Proposed Project – 27 points 
 Alternative 1 – 28 points 
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 Alternative 2 – 27 points 
 Alternative 3 – 28 points 

There are different ways to identify an environmentally superior alternative when the potential 
impacts of a project and project alternatives are similar. For the purposes of this analysis, the RTC 
decided to consider three measures: 1) focus on no significant and unavoidable impacts, 2) focus on 
key resource topics, and 3) environmentally superior for most resource topics.  

Focus on No Significant and Unavoidable Project Impacts  
Alternatives 1 and 3 would result in a significant and unavoidable project impact to cultural 
resources because they would result in a substantial adverse change to the historic Davenport 
Branch Line, which extends between Davenport and Santa Cruz and is now part of the Santa Cruz 
Branch Rail Line. As described in Section 3.5, Cultural Resources, the Davenport Branch Line is 
eligible for federal, state, and local designation and, therefore, is considered a historical resource as 
defined by CEQA.  

The Proposed Project and Alternative 2 would not result in any significant and unavoidable project 
impacts3. Between the Proposed Project and Alternative 2, the Proposed Project is considered 
environmentally superior for seven resource topics, whereas Alternative 2 is considered 
environmentally superior for two resource topics. Therefore, the Proposed Project is considered 
environmentally superior.  

Focus on Key Resource Topics 
Of the 16 resource topics, those identified by the RTC as key topics are: Aesthetics, Agricultural 
Resources, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Recreation, and Transportation/Circulation. 
This is based on the project objectives and the historic and current land uses in the North Coast 
area, undeveloped open space and natural resources of the area, location in the Coastal Zone and 
predominately on State Parks property, regulations and plans in place to protect the resources, and 
the RTC’s mission to provide transportation services, planning, and funding for all travel modes in 
Santa Cruz County.  

Based on the six key resource topics, the Proposed Project is environmentally superior for four 
topics (aesthetics, biological resources, cultural resources, recreation), and Alternative 1 is 
environmentally superior for two topics (agricultural resources, transportation/circulation). 

Environmentally Superior for Most Resource Topics 
Of the 16 resource topics, the Proposed Project is considered environmentally superior for seven 
topics, including: Aesthetics, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use and Planning, and Recreation.  

Of the 16 resource topics, Alternative 1 is considered environmentally superior for seven topics, 
including Agricultural Resources, Air Quality, Geology/Soils, GHG/Climate Change, Noise, 
Transportation/Circulation, and Tribal Cultural Resources.  

                                                      
3 The Proposed Project and Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 would all result in a significant and unavoidable cumulative traffic impact because 
cumulative projects would have a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact on traffic conditions on Highway 1 at the intersections 
with Davenport Beach, Bonny Doon Beach, and Panther/Yellowbank Beach parking lots; and it would not be feasible to prevent the 
addition of any vehicle trips to Highway 1. Refer to Section 4.1, Cumulative Impact Analysis, in Chapter 4. 
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Of the 16 resource topics, Alternative 2 is considered environmentally superior for one topic, Public 
Safety and Services; and Alternative 3 is considered environmentally superior for one topic, Utilities 
and Service Systems. 

Therefore, the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 are considered environmentally superior for the 
same number of resource topics. Using Focus on No Significant and Unavoidable Impacts above and 
Superior for Key Resource Topics below as tie breakers, the Proposed Project is considered 
environmentally superior. 

In summary, based on the different measures presented above, the RTC finds the Proposed Project 
environmentally superior. 
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Table 5-3  Comparison of Impacts1 for Proposed Project and Project Alternatives 

Resource Topics and Impacts 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

Note: Most of the impact determinations are the same for the Proposed Project and Alternatives 1-3. The shaded rows indicate the impact determinations are different. 
Aesthetics 
AES-1. The Project would have a temporary 
adverse effect on scenic views during 
construction and would alter foreground 
views of coastal resources as a result of 
parking lot improvements 

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Similar, slightly greater 

NI 
Substantially less 

AES-2. The Project would not have a 
substantial adverse effect on scenic 
resources  

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

NI 
Substantially less 

AES-3. The proposed armoring of the coastal 
bluffs at Davenport Beach could degrade the 
visual character and quality of the area  

LTSM 
AES-3 

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
AES-3 

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
AES-3 

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
AES-3 

LTS 
Substantially less 

AES-4. Public use of the proposed trail and 
parking lots could result in litter and graffiti 
that have an adverse effect on visual quality 

LTSM  
MM AG-3(c) 

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
MM AG-3(c) 

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
MM AG-3(c) 

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
MM AG-3(c) 

LTS 
Substantially less 

AES-5. Potential new lighting at restrooms 
and Davenport highway crossing could 
adversely affect nighttime views 

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

NI 
Substantially less 

Overall Impact Determination2 LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTS 
Agricultural Resources 
AG-1. The Project would convert Important 
Farmland to non-agricultural use 

LTS 
MM AG-1 (optional) 

LTS 
Substantially less  

LTS 
Similar, but less  
MM AG-1 (optional) 

LTS 
Substantially less  

NI 
Substantially less 

AG-2. The Project would not conflict with 
existing zoning for agricultural use 

LTS NI 
Substantially less 

LTS 
Similar, possibly less if 
alignment remains 
entirely within RTC ROW 

LTS 
Similar, but less 

NI 
Substantially less 
 

AG-3. Trail users could adversely affect 
agricultural operations  

LTSM 
MM AG-3(a-e),  

LTSM 
Similar, but less  
MM AG-3(a-e) 

LTSM 
Similar, but more  
MM AG-3(a-e) 

LTSM 
Similar, but less 
MM AG-3(a-e) 

LTS 
Substantially less 
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Resource Topics and Impacts 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

AG-4. The Project could temporarily disrupt 
utilities during construction and require the 
permanent relocation of some farm-related 
infrastructure. 

LTSM 
MM AG-4(a,b) 

LTSM 
Similar, but less 
MM AG-4(a,b), AG-4(b)  

LTSM 
Similar, but more  
MM AG-4(a,b) 

LTSM 
Similar, but less 
MM AG-4(a,b) 

NI 
Substantially less 
 

AG-5. Agricultural operations could 
adversely affect trail users 

LTSM 
MM AG-3(b,e), AG-5, 
HAZ-1 

LTSM 
Similar, but less  
MM AG-3(b,e), AG-5, 
HAZ-1 

LTSM 
Similar, but more  
MM AG-3(b,e), AG-5, 
HAZ-1 

LTSM 
Similar, but less 
MM AG-3(b,e), AG-5, 
HAZ-1 

LTS 
Substantially less 

Overall Impact Determination2 LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTS 
Air Quality 
AIR-1. The Project would not conflict with or 
obstruct implementation of the adopted 
MBARD AQMP 

LTS LTS 
Similar  

LTS 
Similar  

LTS 
Similar  

NI 
Substantially less 

AIR-2. The Project would not violate any air 
quality standard or contribute substantially 
to an existing or projected air quality 
violation 

LTS LTS 
Similar, but slightly less 
for construction 
because less intense 
excavation required 

LTS 
Similar 

LTS 
Similar, but slightly less 
for construction in 
northern portion 
because less intense 
excavation required 

NI 
Substantially less 

AIR-3. The Project would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase of 
any criteria pollutant for which the region is 
designated non-attainment 

LTS LTS 
Similar 

LTS 
Similar 

LTS 
Similar 

NI 
Substantially less 

AIR-4. The Project would not expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations 

LTS LTS 
Similar, but slightly less 
for construction 
because the distance to 
the nearest sensitive 
receptors is increased  

LTS 
Similar 

LTS 
Similar, but slightly less 
for construction in the 
northern portion 
because the distance to 
the nearest sensitive 
receptors is increased, 
and slightly more for 
construction in the 
southern portion 
because the distance to 
the nearest sensitive 
receptor is decreased  

NI 
Substantially less 
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Resource Topics and Impacts 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

AIR-5. The Project would not create 
objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people 

LTS LTS 
Similar  

LTS 
Similar  

LTS 
Similar  

NI 
Substantially less 

Overall Impact Determination2 LTS LTS LTS LTS NI 
Biological Resources  
BIO-1. The Project could adversely affect 
sensitive fish species (tidewater goby, 
central California coast coho salmon, and 
central California coast steelhead), and 
critical habitat, and coho Essential Fish 
Habitat through habitat modification in the 
creeks that intersect the alignments. 

LTSM 
MM BIO-8(a,c,d), BIO-
9(a,b) 

LTSM 
Similar, but less because 
of the narrower 
footprint centered on 
the disturbed habitat of 
the rail bed 
MM BIO-8(a,c,d), BIO-
9(a,b) 

LTSM 
Similar 
MM BIO-8(a,c,d), BIO-
9(a,b) 

LTSM 
Less, because impacts to 
creeks and riparian 
would be avoided or 
minimized in both the 
northern portion, 
because the alignment 
is centered on the 
disturbed habitat of the 
rail bed, and the 
southern portion 
because it is adjacent to 
the highway. 
MM BIO-8(a,c,d), BIO-
9(a,b) 

NI 
Substantially less 

BIO-2. The Project would adversely affect 
CRLF and CRLF Critical Habitat, and interfere 
with CRLF movement and dispersal. 

LTSM  
MM BIO-2, BIO-8(a,c,d), 
BIO-9(a,b) 

LTSM 
Similar, but more 
because the trail 
alignment would be 
confined to the railbed 
where palustrine 
emergent wetlands and 
other sensitive habitats 
are concentrated, thus 
there is a higher 
potential for take of 
CRLF and greater loss of 
aquatic critical habitat. 
MM BIO-2, BIO-8(a,c,d), 
BIO-9(a,b) 

LTSM 
More, because the trail 
alignment on the inland 
side would extend 
through more sensitive 
habitats and palustrine 
emergent wetlands, 
thus there is a greater 
potential for take of 
CRLF and greater loss of 
aquatic critical habitat.  
MM BIO-2, BIO-8(a,c,d), 
BIO-9(a,b) 

LTSM 
Similar or more, 
because CRLF breeding 
habitat is known to 
occur in the southern 
portion near Highway 1, 
and CRLF are likely to be 
moving between aquatic 
habitats. In the northern 
portion, the trail would 
be confined to the 
railbed where palustrine 
emergent wetlands and 
other sensitive habitats 
are concentrated and 
thus there is a higher 
potential for take of 
CRLF. 

LTS 
Substantially less 
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Resource Topics and Impacts 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

MM BIO-2, BIO-8(a,c,d), 
BIO-9(a,b) 

BIO-3. The Project could adversely affect 
Santa Cruz black salamander, if present, and 
western pond turtle 

LTSM  
MM BIO-2, BIO-8(a,d), 
BIO-9(a) 

LTSM 
Similar, but more 
potential for injury or 
mortality of the 
salamander because the 
trail alignment would be 
confined to the railbed 
where palustrine 
emergent wetlands and 
other sensitive habitats 
are concentrated. 
MM BIO-2, BIO-8(a,d), 
BIO-9(a) 

LTSM 
More, because the trail 
alignment on the inland 
side would extend 
through more sensitive 
habitats and palustrine 
emergent wetlands, 
thus a higher potential 
to adversely affect the 
salamander. 
MM BIO-2, BIO-8(a,d), 
BIO-9(a) 

LTSM 
Similar, with more in the 
northern portion and 
less in the southern 
portion. There would be 
more impacts in the 
northern portion 
because the trail 
alignment would be 
along the rail corridor 
where sensitive habitats 
and palustrine emergent 
wetlands are 
concentrated. There 
would be less impact in 
the southern portion 
because the trail would 
be along the highway 
corridor where there is 
less sensitive habitat. 
MM BIO-2, BIO-8(a,d), 
BIO-9(a) 

LTS 
Substantially less 

BIO-4. The Project would adversely affect 
sensitive and native nesting bird species 
during construction and operation. 

LTSM 
MM BIO-2, BIO-4, BIO-
8(a,c,d), BIO-9(a,b) 

LTSM 
More, because of the 
presence of nesting bird 
habitat along the rail 
bed. Both construction 
and operations are likely 
to disturb nesting bird 
species. 
MM BIO-2, BIO-4, BIO-
8(a,c,d), BIO-9(a,b) 

LTSM 
Similar, but more 
because the southern 
portion remains along 
the rail bed where there 
is more nesting bird 
habitat and potential to 
disturb nesting bird 
species. 
MM BIO-2, BIO-4, BIO-
8(a,c,d), BIO-9(a,b) 

LTSM 
Similar, but slightly less 
in the southern portion 
along the highway 
corridor which has less 
nesting bird habitat. 
More in the northern 
portion because there is 
more nesting bird 
habitat along the rail 
bed. 
MM BIO-2, BIO-4, BIO-
8(a,c,d), BIO-9(a,b) 

LTS 
Substantially less 
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Resource Topics and Impacts 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

BIO-5. Project construction could adversely 
affect sensitive bat species that may use 
coast live oak woodland adjacent to the 
alignment. 

LTSM  
MM BIO-2, BIO-5, BIO-
8(d) 

LTSM 
Similar, but less because 
of the narrower 
construction footprint 
centered on the rail bed. 
MM BIO-2, BIO-5, BIO-
8(d) 

LTSM 
Similar, but less because 
of the location of coast 
live oak forest on the 
coast side of the tracks. 
MM BIO-2, BIO-5, BIO-
8(d) 

LTSM 
Less, because the 
northern portion is 
narrower and confined 
to the rail bed, affecting 
less coast live oak 
forest, and the southern 
portion is along the 
highway where there is 
no potential bat habitat  
MM BIO-2, BIO-5, BIO-
8(d) 

NI 
Substantially less 

BIO-6. The Project would adversely affect 
San Francisco Dusky-footed woodrat 

LTSM  
MM BIO-2, BIO-6, BIO-
8(a,d) 

LTSM 
Similar, but less because 
of the narrower 
construction footprint 
centered on the rail bed. 
MM BIO-2, BIO-6, BIO-
8(a,d) 

LTSM 
More, because there 
would be more 
construction in the rail 
bed where woodrat 
habitat is concentrated. 
MM BIO-2, BIO-6, BIO-
8(a,d) 

LTSM 
Less in northern portion 
because of the narrower 
footprint centered on 
rail bed, and less in 
southern portion 
because there are less 
habitats along the 
alignment that support 
the woodrat 
MM BIO-2, BIO-6, BIO-
8(a,d) 

LTS 
Substantially less 

BIO-7. The Project would interfere with 
wildlife movement. 

LTSM  
MM BIO-2, BIO-8(a,c,d), 
BIO-9(a,b) 

LTSM 
More, because the trail 
is confined to the rail 
bed where wildlife 
movement is expected 
to be greatest. 
MM BIO-2, BIO-8(a,c,d), 
BIO-9(a,b) 

LTSM 
More because the 
southern portion of the 
trail is confined to the 
rail bed where wildlife 
movement is expected 
to be greatest. 
MM BIO-2, BIO-8(a,c,d), 
BIO-9(a,b)) 

LTSM 
Similar, but more 
overall. More in the 
northern portion 
because the trail is 
confined to the rail bed 
where wildlife 
movement is expected 
to be greatest. 
Less in the southern 
portion because the trail 
would be adjacent to 
the highway where 
wildlife are less likely to 
utilize the alignment for 

NI 
Substantially less 
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Resource Topics and Impacts 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

movement. 
MM BIO-2, BIO-8(a,c,d), 
BIO-9(a,b) 

BIO-8. The Project could result in adverse 
effects to sensitive natural communities and 
Coastal Act ESHAs 

LTSM  
MM BIO-8(a-d), BIO-
9(a,b) 

LTSM 
Similar, but less because 
of the narrower 
footprint centered on 
the disturbed habitat of 
the rail bed. 
MM BIO-8(a-d), BIO-
9(a,b) 

LTSM 
More, because the 
southern portion of the 
trail remains along the 
rail bed where there are 
more sensitive habitats. 
MM BIO-8(a-d), BIO-
9(a,b) 

LTSM 
Similar, but less because 
of the narrower 
footprint centered on 
railbed in northern 
portion, and less 
sensitive natural 
communities adjacent 
to the highway corridor. 
MM BIO-8(a-d), BIO-
9(a,b) 

LTS 
Substantially less 

BIO-9. The Project would result in adverse 
effects to palustrine emergent wetlands and 
aquatic/riverine habitats. 

LTSM  
MM BIO-8(a,c,d), BIO-
9(a,b) 

LTSM 
Similar, but more 
because the alignment 
is confined to the rail 
bed where along which 
palustrine emergent 
wetlands are 
concentrated. 
MM BIO-8(a,c,d), BIO-
9(a,b) 

LTSM 
More because the 
southern portion is 
confined to the rail bed 
along which palustrine 
emergent wetlands are 
concentrated. 
MM BIO-8(a,c,d), BIO-
9(a,b) 

LTSM 
Similar, but slightly less 
because some ditch 
wetlands would be 
avoided. 
MM BIO-8(a,c,d), BIO-
9(a,b) 

LTS 
Substantially less 
 

Overall Impact Determination2 LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTS 
Cultural Resources 
CR-1. The Project may adversely affect 
historical resources, including Town of 
Davenport and Davenport Branch Line. 

LTSM 
MM CR-1(a) 

SU 
More due to the 
removal of the 
Davenport Branch Line 
MM CR-1(a,b) 

LTSM 
Substantially similar  
MM CR-1(a) 

SU 
More due to partial 
removal of the 
Davenport Branch Line 
in the northern portion 
MM CR-1(a,b) 

LTS 
Substantially less 
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Resource Topics and Impacts 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

CR-2. Ground-disturbing activities during 
Project construction may unearth or 
adversely impact archaeological resources.  

LTSM 
MM CR-2(a), CR-2(b) 

LTSM 
Less because 
construction of the trail 
would occur primarily 
on the existing ballast 
MM CR-2(a), CR-2(b) 

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
MM CR-2(a), CR-2(b) 

LTSM 
Less because 
construction of the trail 
would occur partially on 
the existing ballast in 
the northern portion 
MM CR-2(a), CR-2(b) 

NI 
Substantially less 

CR-3. Ground-disturbing activities during 
Project construction may directly or 
indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature.  

LTSM 
MM CR-3 

LTSM 
Less because 
construction of the trail 
would occur primarily 
on the existing ballast 
MM CR-3 

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
MM CR-3 

LTSM 
Less because 
construction of the trail 
would occur partially on 
the existing ballast in 
the northern portion 
MM CR-3 

NI 
Substantially less 
 

CR-4. Ground-disturbing activities during 
Project construction may disturb human 
remains.  

LTSM 
MM CR-4 

LTSM 
Less because 
construction of the trail 
would occur primarily 
on the existing ballast 
MM CR-4 

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
MM CR-4 

LTSM 
Less because 
construction of the trail 
would occur partially on 
the existing ballast in 
the northern portion 
MM CR-4 

NI 
Substantially less 
 

Overall Impact Determination2 LTSM SU LTSM SU LTS 
Geology/Soils 
GEO-1. The Project would not increase the 
long-term exposure of people or structures 
to risks from strong ground shaking 

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially less 
 

GEO-2. The Project may expose new 
structures or trail users to liquefaction or 
landslide hazards  

LTSM 
MM GEO-2 

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
MM GEO-2 

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
MM GEO-2 

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
MM GEO-2 

LTS 
Substantially less 
 

GEO-3. The Project may result in substantial 
soil erosion or loss of topsoil 

LTSM 
MM HYD-1(c,d) 

LTSM 
Similar but slightly less 
severe due to reduced 
ground disturbance and 
reduced cut/fill 
quantities. 
MM HYD-1(c,d)  

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
MM HYD-1(c,d) 

LTSM 
Similar, but slightly less 
in northern section due 
to reduced cut/fill 
quantities required for 
constructing on the 
existing rail bed, and 

LTS 
Substantially less 
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Resource Topics and Impacts 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

slightly more in the 
southern section due to 
increased cut/fill into 
embankments along 
Highway 1 and drainage 
crossings at Baldwin 
Creek and Lombardi 
Gulch.  
MM HYD-1(c,d) 

GEO-4. The Project would not create a 
substantial risk to life or property resulting 
from expansive soils 

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially less 

Overall Impact Determination2 LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTS 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change 
GHG-1. The Project could generate GHG 
emissions that would conflict with the 2017 
Scoping Plan 

LTSM 
MM GHG-1 

LTSM 
Similar, but slightly less 
for construction 
because less intense 
excavation required. 
Substantially similar for 
operation 
MM GHG-1 

LTSM 
Substantially similar for 
construction and 
operation 
MM GHG-1 

LTSM 
Similar, but slightly less 
for construction 
because less intense 
excavation required in 
northern portion. 
Substantially similar for 
operation 
MM GHG-1 

LTS 
Less  

GHG-2. The Project would not expose people 
or structures to substantial risk of loss, 
injury, or death from projected sea level rise 
or erosion 

LTS LTS 
Similar 

LTS 
Similar 

LTS 
Similar 

LTS 
Substantially less 

Overall Impact Determination2 LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTS 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
HAZ-1. Routine agricultural operations could 
expose trail users and maintenance 
personnel to pesticides and other hazardous 
chemicals. 

LTSM 
MM AG-3(b,e), AG-5, 
HAZ-1 

LTSM 
Similar, but slightly less  
MM AG-3(b,e), AG-5, 
HAZ-1 

LTSM 
Similar, but slightly 
greater  
MM AG-3(b,e), AG-5, 
HAZ-1 

LTSM 
Similar, but less  
MM AG-3(b,e), AG-5, 
HAZ-1 

LTS 
Substantially less 
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Resource Topics and Impacts 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

HAZ-2. Roadway accidents that involve 
hazardous materials could create a public 
safety hazard to trail users and maintenance 
personnel. 

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar  

LTS 
Substantially similar  

LTS 
More due to the 
southern half of the 
proposed trail being 
located adjacent to 
Highway 1, where trail 
users, construction 
workers and 
maintenance personnel 
would be placed in areas 
that could be exposed 
to potential roadway 
accidents that could 
involve hazardous 
materials. 

LTS 
Substantially less 

HAZ-3. Disruption to utilities during 
construction could expose the public or 
environment to hazardous materials. 

LTSM 
MM HAZ-3 

LTSM 
Substantially similar  
MM HAZ-3 

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
MM HAZ-3  

LTSM 
More due to the 
proposed trail being 
located adjacent to the 
western edge of 
Highway 1 where a 
natural gas pipeline is 
located between the 
City of Santa Cruz and 
Davenport. 
MM HAZ-3 

NI 
Substantially less 
 

HAZ-4. Ground disturbance during 
construction could release existing soil 
contaminants and expose construction 
personnel and the public to health hazards 

LTSM 
MM HAZ-4(a,b) 

LTSM 
More  
MM HAZ-4(a,b,c) 

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
MM HAZ-4(a,b)  

LTSM 
More 
MM HAZ-4(a,b,c)  

NI 
Substantially less 

HAZ-5. The Project would increase 
recreational use in areas designated as 
moderate and high wildland fire hazard 
areas, but would not significantly exacerbate 
existing wildfire hazards 

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar  

LTS 
Substantially similar  

LTS 
Substantially similar  

LTS 
Substantially less 

Overall Impact Determination2 LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTS 
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Resource Topics and Impacts 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

Hydrology and Water Quality 
HYD-1. The Project may result in an increase 
of pollutant discharges to Waters of the 
State. 

LTSM 
MM HYD-1(a-d) 

LTSM 
Similar, but more due to 
increased potential to 
disturb contaminated 
materials during rail 
removal. 
MM HYD-1(a-d) 

LTSM 
Substantially similar  
MM HYD-1(a-d) 

LTSM 
Similar, but slightly 
more due to increased 
potential to disturb 
contaminated materials 
during rail removal in 
the northern portion, 
and increased ground 
disturbance in the 
southern portion due to 
embankments along 
Highway 1 and creek 
crossings. 
MM HYD-1(a-d) 

NI 
Substantially less 

HYD-2. The Project would not deplete 
groundwater supplies nor substantially 
interfere with groundwater recharge. 

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar  

LTS 
Substantially similar  

NI 
Substantially less 

HYD-3. The Project would alter drainage 
patterns in the Project corridor. 

LTSM 
MM HYD-1(c,d) 

LTSM 
Similar  
MM HYD-1(c,d) 

LTSM 
Similar  
MM HYD-1(c,d) 

LTSM 
Similar  
MM HYD-1(c,d) 

NI 
Substantially less 

HYD-4. The Project would place structures in 
a 100-year flood hazard area, but would not 
impede or redirect flood flows. 

LTSM 
MM HYD-1(c,d), HYD-
4(a) 

LTSM 
Similar 
MM HYD-1(c,d), HYD-
4(a) 

LTSM 
Similar 
MM HYD-1(c,d), HYD-
4(a) 

LTSM 
Similar 
MM HYD-1(c,d), HYD-
4(a) 

NI 
Substantially less 

HYD-5. Trail users may be subject to 
inundation by tsunami, but the Project 
would not exacerbate the risk of inundation 
by tsunami compared to existing conditions. 

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar  

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially less 

Overall Impact Determination2 LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTS 
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Resource Topics and Impacts 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

Land Use and Planning 
LUP-1. The Project would not physically 
divide an established community. 

LTS NI LTS NI  
Substantially similar 

LTS NI  
Substantially similar 

LTS NI 
Substantially similar 

NI 
Less 

LUP-2. The Project would not conflict with 
applicable plans and policies. 

LTS LTS 
Similar, but more 
because not consistent 
with MBSST Master Plan 

LTS 
Similar, but slightly 
more because not 
consistent with MBSST 
Master Plan 

LTS 
Similar, but more 
because not consistent 
with MBSST Master Plan 

LTS 
More, because would 
not implement the RTC’s 
adopted MBSST Master 
Plan 

Overall Impact Determination2 LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 
Noise 
N-1. Operation of the Project would not 
expose persons to or generate excessive 
noise levels. 

LTS LTS 
Similar, but slightly less 
for operation due to 
slightly greater distance 
to the nearest sensitive 
receptor  

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Similar, but slightly less 
in northern portion and 
slightly more in 
southern portion  

LTS 
Less 

N-2. The Project would not expose persons 
to or generate excessive ground-borne 
vibration or ground-borne noise levels.  

LTSM 
MM N-2(a,b) 

LTS 
Less because the 
distance to the nearest 
sensitive receptors is 
increased  
 

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
MM N-2(a,b) 

LTSM 
Similar, but slightly less 
in northern portion and 
slightly more in 
southern portion  
MM N-2(a,b) 

NI 
Less 

N-3. The Project would not result in a 
substantial permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels 

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Less 

N-4. Construction may result in a substantial 
temporary increase in noise levels 

LTSM 
MM N-2(b), N-4 

LTSM 
Similar, but slightly less 
for operation due to 
slightly greater distance 
to the nearest sensitive 
receptor  
MM N-2(b), N-4 

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
MM N-2(b), N-4 

LTSM 
Similar, but slightly less 
in northern portion and 
slightly more in 
southern portion  
MM N-2(b), N-4 

NI 
Less 

Overall Impact Determination2 LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTS 
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Resource Topics and Impacts 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

Public Safety and Services 
PUB-1. The Project would not result in the 
need for additional emergency response or 
fire protection services to maintain 
acceptable service ratios or response times.  

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Possibly similar because 
less people in the area 
to report criminal or 
unsafe behavior 

PUB-2. The Project would not result in the 
need for additional police protection or law 
enforcement services to maintain acceptable 
service ratios or response times. 

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Possibly similar because 
less people in the area 
to report criminal or 
unsafe behavior  

PUB-3. The Project would not result in the 
need for the construction of new or 
additional park facilities, nor the degradation 
of existing facilities. 

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

NI 
Substantially less 

PUB-4. The Project would not result in the 
need for the construction of new or 
additional health service facilities. 

LTS 
 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

NI 
Substantially less 

Overall Impact Determination2 LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 
Recreation 
REC-1. The Project would result in increased 
use but not substantial physical 
deterioration of existing recreational 
facilities  

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Possibly more due to 
overuse 
 

REC-2 The Project would result in 
construction of a new recreational facility 

LTS LTS  
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS Substantially similar LTS 
More, no beneficial 
impact 

Overall Impact Determination2 LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 
Transportation/Circulation 
T-1. New vehicle trips by trail users would 
not result in traffic delay exceeding Caltrans 
standards on Highway 1 under the existing 
plus Project scenario. 

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

NI 
Substantially less 

T-2. The Project would be consistent with 
policies promoting multi-modal 
transportation. 

NI NI 
Substantially similar 

NI 
Substantially similar 

NI 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
More 
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Resource Topics and Impacts 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

T-3. The Project may increase design hazards 
and traffic risks at roadway crossings and 
parking lots.  

LTSM 
MM T-3(a,b,c) 

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
MM T-3(a,b,c) 

LTSM 
Similar, but slightly 
greater  
MM T-3(a,b,c) 

LTSM 
Similar, but slightly 
greater  
MM T-3(a,b,c) 

LTS 
Less and more 

T-4. Increased demand for parking by trail 
users would be accommodated at parking 
locations, both formal and informal, along 
Highway 1. 

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

LTS 
Substantially similar 

NI 
Substantially less 

Overall Impact Determination2 LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTS 
Tribal Cultural Resources 
TCR-1. The Project may cause a substantial 
adverse change in the significance of a tribal 
cultural resource. 

LTSM 
MM TCR-1 
 

LTSM 
Similar, but less  
MM TCR-1 

LTSM 
Substantially similar 
MM TCR-1 

LTSM 
Similar, but less 
MM TCR-1 

NI 
Substantially less 

Overall Impact Determination2 LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM NI 
Utilities and Service Systems 
UTIL-1. The Project would not generate 
wastewater in excess of existing wastewater 
capacity nor require construction of new 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion 
of existing facilities. 

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar  

LTS 
Substantially similar  

LTS 
Substantially similar  

NI 
Substantially less 

UTIL-2. The Project would not generate 
water demand in excess of existing supplies 
nor require construction of new water 
treatment facilities of the expansion of 
existing facilities. 

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar  

LTS 
Substantially similar  

LTS 
Substantially similar  

NI 
Substantially less 

UTIL-3. The Project would not require 
construction of new stormwater drainage 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities. 

LTS LTS 
Similar  

LTS 
Substantially similar  

LTS 
Similar  

NI 
Substantially less 

UTIL-4. The Project would not generate solid 
waste in excess of local landfill capacity, and 
would comply with applicable regulations. 

LTS LTS 
Substantially similar  

LTS 
Substantially similar  

LTS 
Substantially similar  

LTS 
Possibly more 

Overall Impact Determination2 LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 
1 The impacts of the Proposed Project are presented in the first column with the impact determination presented in the second column, using the abbreviations identified below. Potentially 
significant impacts requiring mitigation are presented in bold with the required mitigation below. The anticipated impacts and required mitigation for each of the alternatives are presented and 
described in comparison to the Proposed Project (e.g., similar, more, less), with the reasoning presented primarily in the text discussion. Most of the impact determinations are the same for the 
Proposed Project and all three action alternatives (Alternatives 1-3). The shaded rows indicate the impact determinations are different. A summary of the required mitigation is presented in Table 
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Resource Topics and Impacts 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

5-4. 
2 The “Overall Impact Determination” represents the combined impacts (highest or “worst” level of impact) for the resource topic.  
NI = No Impact  
LTS = Less than Significant without Mitigation  
LTSM = Less than Significant with Mitigation  
SU = Significant & Unavoidable  
MM = Mitigation Measure 
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Table 5-4  Summary of Mitigation Measures Identified for Proposed Project and Project Alternatives 

Mitigation Measure 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

Note: Most of the mitigation measures are required for the Proposed Project and Alternatives 1-3. The shaded rows indicate the mitigation requirements are different. 

AES-3. Minimize Artificial Appearance of Coastal Armoring Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

AG-1. Implement Agricultural Land Conservation Measures (optional) No No No No No 

AG-3(a). Implement Measures to Reduce Construction-Related Conflicts with 
Agricultural Operations 

Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

AG-3(b). Install No Trespassing Signs Prior to Operation Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

AG-3(c). Regularly Remove Solid Waste and Litter during Operation Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

AG-3(d). Post Notices to Promote Food Safety prior to Operation Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

AG-3(e). Install Agricultural Interpretive Exhibits prior to Operation Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

AG-4(a). Relocate Farm Utilities Affected by Trail Construction Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

AG-4(b). Design and Maintain Trail Crossings to Accommodate Farm Equipment 
and Restrict Access 

Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

AG-5. Establish Pesticide Spray Notification Procedures and Install Temporary 
Warning Signage along Trail 

Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

BIO-2. Conduct Biological Monitoring for CRLF and Other Sensitive Wildlife 
Species 

Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

BIO-4. Conduct Breeding Bird Survey and Identify Protective Buffers prior to 
Construction 

Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

BIO-5. Implement Measures to Protect Roosting Bats during Construction Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

BIO-6. Implement Dusky-Footed Woodrat Protection Measures during 
Construction  

Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

BIO-8(a). Minimize Construction in Sensitive Habitats Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

BIO-8(b). Construct a Boardwalk in Coastal Dune Habitat Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

BIO-8(c). Develop Project-Specific Biological Resources Mitigation and 
Management Plan for Impacts to Biological Resources Resulting from Trail 
Construction and Operation 

Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

BIO-8(d). Implement Best Management Practices during Construction Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

BIO-9(a). Minimize Construction-related Activities in Palustrine Emergent 
Wetlands and Aquatic/Riverine Habitats 

Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

BIO-9(b). Develop and Implement Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring Plan Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
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Mitigation Measure 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

CR-1(a). Install Historical Interpretive Exhibits prior to Trail Use Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

CR-1(b). Prepare Historic Documentation Package prior to Rail Removal No Yes No Yes No 

CR-2(a). Archaeological Capping at the existing prehistoric archaeological sites 
prior to Project Construction  

Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

CR-2(b). Conduct Archaeological Monitoring during Construction Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

CR-3. Conduct Paleontological Monitoring during Construction Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

CR-4. Stop Work if Unanticipated Discovery of Human Remains Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

GEO-2. Conduct Design-level Geotechnical Investigation and Implement 
Recommendations  

Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

GHG-1. Install Electric Vehicle Infrastructure in Parking Lots Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

HAZ-1. Amend Agricultural Leases to Provide Pesticide Spraying Limitations 
(recommended) 

No No No No No 

HAZ-3. Identify and Verify Locations of Utility Infrastructure Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
HAZ-4(a). Conduct Soil Sampling and Implement Necessary Remediation Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

HAZ-4(b). Prepare and Implement Soils Management Plan Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

HAZ-4(c). Evaluate Subgrade Soil and Cap Contaminated Soils and Ballast No Yes No Yes No 

HYD-1(a). Prepare Accidental Spill Control Plan and Conduct Environmental 
Training prior to Construction 

Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

HYD-1(b). Maintain Vehicles and Equipment during Construction Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

HYD-1(c). Conduct Design-level Drainage Analysis prior to Construction, and 
Implement Identified Measures to Minimize Runoff during Construction 

Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

HYD-1(d). Prepare Stormwater Control Plan prior to Construction and 
Implement Identified Stormwater Control Measures 

Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

N-2(a). Provide Notification of Construction Vibration (Proposed Project only) Yes No Yes Yes No 

N-2(b). Limit Construction to Daytime Hours  Yes No Yes Yes No 

N-4. Implement Noise-Reducing Measures for Construction Equipment Used 
within 150 feet of Residences 

Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

T-3(a). Design Roadway Crossings to Minimize Safety Hazards  Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

T-3(b). Install Agricultural Vehicle and Trail Warning Signs Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

T-3(c). Install Pedestrian Signage at the Davenport Lot: South Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

TCR-1. Conduct Native American Monitoring during Construction Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
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Table 5-5  Summary Comparison of Impacts1 and Environmentally Superior Alternative by Resource Topic 

Resource Topic 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

Environmentally Superior 
(excluding No Project) 

Aesthetics Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 

Substantially similar Substantially similar Similar Substantially less Proposed Project 
No substantial distinction in 
impacts but Proposed Project 
provides superior views of coastal 
resources 

Impact Determination1 LTSM (2) LTSM (2) LTSM (2) LTSM (2) LTS (1) 

Agricultural Resources Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 

Substantially less  Similar, but more  Substantially less  Substantially less Alternative 1 
More so than Alternative 3 
because the southern portion of 
Alternative 1 remains on the rail 
bed whereas Alternative 3 extends 
along agricultural land  

Impact Determination1 LTSM (2)  LTMS (2)  LTSM (2)  LTSM (2)  LTS (1)  

Air Quality Less than Significant Similar, but slightly 
less for construction 
because less intense 
excavation required 
and increased 
distance to sensitive 
receptors 

Similar Similar, but slightly less 
for construction in the 
northern portion 
because the distance 
to the nearest 
sensitive receptors is 
increased, and slightly 
more for construction 
in the southern 
portion because the 
distance to the nearest 
sensitive receptor is 
decreased  

Substantially less Alternative 1 

Impact Determination1 LTS (1) LTS (1) LTS (1) LTS (1) NI (0)  

Biological Resources Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 

Less on sensitive fish 
and bat species, 
because of the 
narrower footprint 
centered on the 
disturbed habitat of 
the rail bed, and less 
creek and coast live 
oak habitat affected. 
Less on sensitive 
natural communities 
and Coastal Act 

Similar on sensitive 
fish and bat species 
More on wetlands, 
sensitive wildlife, 
and nesting bird 
habitat because the 
trail alignment on 
the inland side 
would extend 
through more 
sensitive habitats 
and palustrine 

Less on sensitive fish 
and bat species and 
nesting bird habitat, 
because impacts to 
creeks, riparian and 
coast live oak habitat 
would be avoided or 
minimized in both the 
northern portion (see 
Alt 1), and the 
southern portion 
where the alignment is 

Substantially less Proposed Project  
Sensitive biological resources are 
concentrated along the rail cut. 
The construction and operation of 
the Proposed Project, located in 
part on the farm roads, avoids 
impacts to some of these 
resources, allows greater 
opportunities for minimization of 
impacts during construction, as 
well as long-term co-existence of 
trail operations with biological 
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Resource Topic 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

Environmentally Superior 
(excluding No Project) 

ESHAs (excluding 
palustrine emergent 
wetlands) because 
of the narrower 
footprint centered 
on the disturbed 
habitat of the rail 
bed. 
More on wetlands, 
sensitive wildlife 
species, and nesting 
bird habitat because 
trail would be 
confined to railbed 
where palustrine 
emergent wetlands 
and other sensitive 
habitats are 
concentrated, thus 
more on CRLF, SC 
black salamander, 
and SF Dusky-footed 
woodrat.  
More on wildlife 
movement because 
entire trail confined 
to rail bed where 
wildlife movement is 
expected to be 
greatest 

emergent wetlands, 
thus there is a 
greater potential for 
take of CRLF, SC 
black salamander, 
and SF Dusky-footed 
woodrat. 
More on wildlife 
movement because 
trail confined to rail 
bed in southern 
portion where 
wildlife movement is 
expected to be 
greatest 
More on sensitive 
natural communities 
and Coastal Act 
ESHAs, because the 
southern portion of 
the trail remains 
along the rail bed 
where there are 
more sensitive 
habitats. 

adjacent to the 
highway. 
More overall on 
wildlife movement 
because northern 
portion of trail is 
confined to the rail 
corridor where wildlife 
movement is 
concentrated. There 
would be less in the 
southern portion along 
the highway where 
wildlife are less likely 
to use the alignment 
for movement. 
Less on sensitive 
natural communities 
and Coastal Act ESHAs 
(excluding palustrine 
emergent wetlands in 
northern portion), 
because of the 
narrower footprint 
centered on the 
disturbed habitat of 
the rail bed in the 
northern portion, less 
sensitive natural 
communities adjacent 
to the highway 
corridor, and some 
ditch wetlands 
avoided. 
More on wetlands and 
sensitive wildlife 
species in northern 
portion (see Alt 1), and 
more on CRLF 
breeding habitat in 

resources. 
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Resource Topic 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

Environmentally Superior 
(excluding No Project) 

southern portion CRLF 
known to occur near 
Highway 1 and CRLF 
likely move between 
aquatic habitats. 

Impact Determination1 LTSM (2)  LTSM (2)  LTSM (2)  LTSM (2)  LTS (1)   

Cultural Resources Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 

More due to the 
removal of the 
Davenport Branch 
Line 

Substantially similar  More due to partial 
removal of the 
Davenport Branch Line 
in the northern portion 

Substantially less Proposed Project 
Alternatives 1 and 3 would result in 
significant and unavoidable impact 
to historical resources. Between 
the Proposed Project and 
Alternative 2, no substantial 
distinction in impacts to cultural 
resources, but Proposed Project 
determined superior because the 
trail stays predominately on the 
coastal side, whereas Alternative 2 
crosses the resource at Scaroni 
Road, resulting in a slightly greater 
impact to the resource. 

Impact Determination1 LTSM (2)  SU (3)  LTSM (2)  SU (3)  LTS (1)   

Geology/Soils Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 

Similar but slightly 
less severe due to 
reduced ground 
disturbance and 
reduced cut/fill 
quantities.  

Substantially similar Similar, but slightly less 
in northern section 
due to reduced cut/fill 
quantities required for 
constructing on the 
existing rail bed, and 
slightly more in the 
southern section due 
to increased cut/fill 
into embankments 
along Highway 1 and 
drainage crossings at 
Baldwin Creek and 
Lombardi Gulch.  

Substantially less Alternative 1  

Impact Determination1 LTSM (2) LTSM (2) LTSM (2) LTSM (2) LTS (1)  
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Resource Topic 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

Environmentally Superior 
(excluding No Project) 

Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions/Climate 
Change 

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 

Similar, but slightly 
less for construction 
because less intense 
excavation required, 
and slightly less for 
operation because 
more of the trail 
would be setback 
from potential 
coastal hazards 

Similar, but slightly 
less for operation 
because more of the 
trail would be 
setback from 
potential coastal 
hazards 

Similar, but slightly less 
for construction 
because less intense 
excavation required in 
northern portion, and 
less for operation 
because more of the 
trail would be setback 
from potential coastal 
hazards 

Less Alternative 1  
Moreso than Alternative 3 which 
could require greater excavation in 
the southern portion 

Impact Determination1 LTSM (2) LTSM (2) LTSM (2) LTSM (2) LTS (1)  

Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 

More potential for 
release of soil 
contaminates and 
exposure to 
construction 
personnel from 
removing rail 

Substantially similar  More potential for 
release of soil 
contaminates and 
exposure to 
construction personnel 
from removing rail in 
northern portion 
More potential 
exposure to hazards in 
the southern half 
adjacent to Highway 1 
where trail users, 
construction workers 
and maintenance 
personnel would be 
placed in areas that 
could be exposed to 
potential roadway 
accidents that could 
involve hazardous 
materials. Also more 
exposure to disruption 
of utilities with natural 
gas pipeline is located 
between the City of 
Santa Cruz and 
Davenport. 

Substantially less Proposed Project 
Alternative 2 would be 
substantially similar, thus no 
substantial distinction in impacts 
compared to Proposed Project. 
However, just past Scaroni Road 
where the Alternative 2 alignment 
shifts to the inland side of the 
tracks, the alignment is much 
closer to Highway 1, exposing 
construction workers and trail 
users to increased hazards from 
highway accidents 

Impact Determination1 LTSM (2) LTSM (2) LTSM (2) LTSM (2) LTS (1)  
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Resource Topic 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

Environmentally Superior 
(excluding No Project) 

Hydrology and Water 
Quality 

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 

Similar. Less ground 
disturbance and 
earthwork 
quantities, but 
greater potential to 
mobilize 
contaminated 
materials during rail 
removal to waters. 
Slightly less new 
impervious surface 
(because the paved 
trail width would be 
10 feet, instead of 
12 feet).  

Similar  Similar. Less ground 
disturbance and 
earthwork quantities 
in northern portion, 
but greater potential 
to mobilize 
contaminates during 
rail removal to waters. 
Slightly less new 
impervious surface in 
the northern portion 
because the paved trail 
width would be 
narrower (see 
Alternative 1). 

Substantially less Proposed Project 
No substantial distinction in 
impacts. Proposed Project selected 
because less risk of contaminants 
entering waters during rail 
removal.  

Impact Determination1 LTSM (2) LTSM (2) LTSM (2) LTSM (2) LTS (1)  

Land Use and Planning Less than Significant Similar, but more Similar, but slightly 
more 

Similar, but more More Proposed Project 
The alternatives are not consistent 
with RTC’s adopted MBSST Master 
Plan, which specifies the trail 
within the corridor on the coastal 
side of the tracks 

Impact Determination1 LTS (1) LTS (1) LTS (1) LTS (1) LTS (1)  

Noise Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 

Similar, but less for 
construction and 
operation due to 
increased distance 
from the nearest 
sensitive receptors  

Substantially similar Similar, but slightly less 
in northern portion 
and slightly more in 
southern portion due 
to proximity of 
sensitive receptors 

Less Alternative 1 

Impact Determination1 LTSM (2) LTSM (2) LTSM (2) LTSM (2) LTS (1)  
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Resource Topic 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

Environmentally Superior 
(excluding No Project) 

Public Safety and 
Services  

Less than Significant Substantially similar Substantially similar Substantially similar Less Alternative 2 
No substantial distinction in 
impacts. In terms of public safety, 
the Proposed Project and 
Alternative 2 would have a wider 
path throughout the alignment, 
whereas Alternative 1 is narrower 
and Alternative 3 is narrower in the 
norther portion. Wider paths could 
reduce trail conflicts between 
users and provide better 
emergency vehicle access. In terms 
of trespassing and vandalism into 
adjacent lands, Alternatives 1 and 3 
would remain on the rail bed, 
whereas the Proposed Project 
alignment extends along the higher 
embankment. In terms of public 
safety, emergency personnel and 
vehicle access was determined a 
higher priority, and Alternative 2 
was selected because of the wider 
path, and location on the inland 
side of the tracks in the southern 
portion makes it slightly more 
accessible from the highway than 
Alternative 1. 

Impact Determination1 LTS (1) LTS (1) LTS (1) LTS (1) LTS (1)  
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Resource Topic 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

Environmentally Superior 
(excluding No Project) 

Recreation Less than Significant Similar Similar Similar Possibly more Proposed Project 
No substantial distinction in 
impacts. Proposed Project was 
selected as superior because the 
new trail would be consistent with 
that in the adopted MBSST Master 
Plan, because the new trail under 
Alternatives 1 and 3 would result in 
significant and unavoidable 
physical effects to historic 
resources, and because Alternative 
2 would result in slightly more 
agricultural land conversion.  

Impact Determination1 LTS (1) LTS (1) LTS (1) LTS (1) LTS (1)  

Transportation/ 
Circulation 

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 

Substantially similar Similar, but slightly 
more 

Similar, but slightly less 
for farm equipment 
conflict at roadway 
crossings  

Less/More Alternative 1 
No substantial distinction in 
impacts between Proposed Project 
and Alternative 1. Alternative 1 
was selected as superior because it 
would remove the tracks, which 
could be considered a design 
hazard when trail users are 
crossing. 

Impact Determination1 LTSM (2) LTSM (2) LTSM (2) LTSM (2)  LTS (1)  

Tribal Cultural Resources Less than Significant Similar, but less  Substantially similar Similar but less Substantially less Alternative 1 
The potential for discovering tribal 
resources during construction 
would be less in the disturbed rail 
ballast than outside the rail bed 

Impact Determination1 LTSM (2) LTSM (2) LTSM (2) LTSM (2) NI (0)  
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Resource Topic 
Proposed Project 
(Coastal Side) 

Alternative 1 
(Trail Only) 

Alternative 2 
(Inland Side) 

Alternative 3 
(Farmers’ Alternative) 

Alternative 4 
(No Project) 

Environmentally Superior 
(excluding No Project) 

Utilities and Service 
Systems 

Less than Significant Similar  Substantially similar  Similar  Substantially less Alternative 3 
No substantial distinction in 
impacts between the Proposed 
Project and Alternatives 1-3 for 
water, wastewater, and 
stormwater; therefore, 
construction-related solid waste 
export was used to identify a 
superior alternative for utilities and 
service systems. As presented in 
Table 2-2, Construction Estimates, 
the Proposed Project would export 
~2,000 or ~8,000 CY (Shark Fin 
Cove Option A or B), and 
Alternative 1 would export ~13,000 
CY of construction waste. 
Alternative 2 would export ~15,000 
CY, and Alternative 3 would export 
~6,500 CY (about half of 
Alternative 1) of construction 
waste, based on estimates 
provided by FHWA’s CFL design 
engineers. Proposed Project (Shark 
Fin Cove Option A) would result in 
the least amount of solid waste 
export. Assuming a worst case 
scenario of Proposed Project (Shark 
Fin Cove Option B), the 
environmentally superior 
alternative would be Alternative 3.  

Impact Determination1 LTS (1) LTS (1) LTS (1) LTS (1) LTS (1)  

Total Impact Points  27 28 27 28 14  
1 The impact determination represents the overall or combined project impact (highest or “worst” level of impact) for the resource topic, as summarized in Table 5-3. The numbers in parentheses 
are defined below and provide a numeric measure to the degree of impact, for purposes of providing a means for comparing the impact within each environmental topic and the sum across all 
environmental topics for the Proposed Project and each Project Alternative.  
NI = No Impact (0) 
LTS = Less than Significant without Mitigation (1) 
LTSM = Less than Significant with Mitigation (2) 
SU = Significant & Unavoidable (3) 
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6 List of Preparers and References 

6.1 List of Preparers 
This EIR was prepared by the Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission (RTC), as the 
lead agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). As the federal partner to RTC, 
the Federal Highway Administration’s Central Federal Lands (CFL) is responsible for Project design 
and compliance with federal requirements, including the preparation of a separate future 
environmental document satisfying the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  

The technical analyses therein and compilation of the EIR were prepared by RTC’s consultant team, 
Rincon Consultants, Inc. (Rincon) and Harris & Associates (Harris) with support from Ecosystem 
West (ESW), Kimley-Horn (K-H), Pacific Crest Engineering (PCE), and RRM Design Group. Key 
individuals associated with the management and preparation of this EIR are listed below. 

Lead Agency 

Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission 
Guy Preston, Executive Director 

George Dondero, Former Executive Director  

Luis Mendez, Deputy Director 

Cory Caletti, Senior Transportation Planner/Rail Trail Program Manager 

Grace Blakeslee, Transportation Planner 

Jim Moose, Senior Partner, Remy Moose Manley LLP (Legal Counsel) 

Central Federal Lands 
Vince Auriemma, Project Manager 

Timberley Belish, Environmental Protection Specialist 

Steve Short, Lead Design Engineer 

Doug Smith, Former Lead Design Engineer 

EIR Consultant Team 

Project Management  
Stephen Svete, Principal in Charge (Rincon) 

Kate Giberson, Project Manager (Harris) 

Megan Jones, Deputy Project Manager (Rincon) 
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Technical Analysis 

Aesthetics 
Jonathan Berlin, Rincon 

Wade Sherman, Rincon  
(Visual Simulations) 

Agricultural Resources 
 Megan Jones, Rincon 

Air Quality 
Sharon Toland, Harris 

Biological Resources 
William Davilla, ESW 

Erin McGinty, ESW 

Justin Davilla, ESW 

Cultural Resources 
Steven Treffers, Rincon (Historic) 

Hannah Haas, Rincon (Archaeology) 

Heather Clifford, Rincon (Paleontology) 

Geology/Soils 
Elizabeth Mitchell, PCE (Tech Report) 

Matt Long, Rincon (EIR Section) 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate 
Change 
Sharon Toland, Harris 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
Edward Morelan, Rincon  

Lance Park, Rincon 

Hydrology and Water Quality 
Matthew Long, Rincon  

Land Use and Planning 
Wendy Young, Harris 

Noise 
Sharon Toland, Harris 

Public Safety and Services 
Wendy Young, Harris 

Recreation 
Wendy Young, Harris 

Transportation/Circulation 
Frederik Venter, K-H (Transportation Impact 
Analysis) 

Phong Vo, K-H (Transportation Impact 
Analysis) 

Jonathan Berlin, Rincon (EIR Section) 

Tribal Cultural Resources 
Hannah Haas, Rincon 

Utilities and Service Systems 
Lance Park, Rincon 

Effects Found to be Less than 
Significant 
Wendy Young, Harris 

Other CEQA Required Discussions 
Jonathan Berlin, Rincon 

Lance Park, Rincon 

Project Alternatives 
Kate Giberson, Harris 

Graphics Support 
Allysen Valencia, Rincon 

Wade Sherman, Rincon 

Editing and Production 
April Durham, Rincon 

Debra Jane Seltzer, Rincon 
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