Transit Corridors Alternatives Analysis - Email input 1/16/2020
through 1/24/2020 at 12:00PM - Milestone 1
Sandra Ferguson sanderling4@yahoo.com 1/18/2020
Thank you for allowing this way of responding to you.
My request is to allow buses to run more frequently.
I live at 800 Brommer in Santa Cruz and used to take the bus to downtown Santa Cruz. It ran
twice an hour, but now it runs once an hour. I mostly opt to use my car because an hourly bus
is quite inefficient time wise. A quick stop at a grocery store isn't quick now!
I realize the cost of having more buses and their drivers, but perhaps at certain hours it could
be managed. Many of us might be glad to take the bus if it were more efficient with regard to
time.
Thank you,
Sandra Ferguson
Rafa Sonnenfeld rsonn@yahoo.com 1/19/2020
To whom it may concern:
I am a resident of the city of Santa Cruz. I have reviewed the Draft Goals/Screening
Criteria/Performance Measures and the Draft Initial List of Alternatives of the transit corridor
alternatives analysis.
Regarding the draft goals, there does not seem to be any explicit goal to connect this new
regional system to the Capital Corridor railway expansion that has been proposed, with a
planed Pajaro station. I believe it is critical for Santa Cruz County's public transit system to be
integrated into this new regional rail system, which in turn will be integrated into the California
High Speed Rail system when the Gilroy CHSR and Capital Corridor station(s) come online.
I appreciate the diversity of transportation modes being considered in the list of alternatives.
Thank you,
Rafa Sonnenfeld
michael grant michael4.grant@gmail.com 1/19/2020
In regards to the public transit system, why are we still talking about this?Precious time has
passed with no solution. Our Monterey Bay is becoming more acidic with every passing
moment. What are we waiting for? Our pollution is rising instead of decreasing, and our climate
crisis is now at an emergency level!
What are you planning for the wildlife - I hope a conservation corridor or two to keep them safe
(as well as human traffic).
Act now to make a difference. We need leaders in our community and country to change our
path.

Barbara Roettger bqnbarbara@gmail.com1/20/2020
To whom it concerns,
I am unable to make the meetings in Watsonville or at the Live Oak Grange. I would like to give
input:
1) METRO. Needs to be “sexy” or appealing enough for people to use. This will only happen if
certain routes are run frequently, and bus stops can determine when the next bus is coming.
Check out what NYC and Boulder have done.
2) Dedicated bus lanes on HWY 1, Soquel Ave, Mission, etc. will quickly help people stuck in
traffic and seeing busses whiz by them, to change their bad habits of driving everywhere.
3) We need to act like our house is on fire.... because it is. The rail corridor NEEDS to be a state
of the art Greenway style path that is open to bicycles and e-modes of transportation that
travel at a regulated safe speed. It is an environmental justice issue that people in the south
county do not have a safe, viable, affordable route to come up to Santa Cruz. For over 100
years, the bicycle has been an excellent mode of transportation that DOES NOT POLLUTE our
atmosphere and it is affordable. In the current design of the old freight route, people using
active modes of transport will be second class citizens. In many instances, people will be
diverted down to busy streets to accommodate for a train, that the average person can’t afford.
I find it ironic that your website shows a map of the rail corridor in relation to all of the schools.
Parents will not let their children ride their bikes on the Corredor if it has been divertingI find it
ironic that your website shows a map of the rail Corredor in relation to all of the schools.
Parents will not let their children ride their bikes on the Corredor if it has them diverting down
to busy streets at every train trestle-down to busy streets at every train trestle and of course
children will not be buying a train ticket to get to school. Instead we have study after study. If
we took all the money budgeted for studies, the trail could’ve already been built and used.
With less than 10 years to drastically reduce the amount of carbon we emit, we need to start
implementing actions that douses the fire that is burning our house down, NOW.
Barbara Roettger
329 Rigg St
Santa Cruz

Hannah Lathan hannahlathan@gmail.com 2/1/2020
We want the rails!

CJeff Breen RJBreen@hotmail.com 1/23/2020
I am 77 years old. I would love to ride my bicycle on roads commonly used by motorized
vehicles.
I have been almost hit and hit by mirrors of vehicles so often I am afraid to ride on the narrow
strips offered
alongside the normal roadway. I have the sense that some drivers think it is funny to get as
close as they can
to some old man on a bike.
Help me live longer and healthier by providing reasonable opportunities to ride my bike on Hwy
9 and other major
communication routes.
Sincerely,
Charles Jeffrey Breen
13440 Debby Lane,
Boulder Creek, CA 95006
Sent from Mail for Windows 10

John Martinelli <jmartinelli@martinellis.com> 2/10/2020
Hey Trina.
Thanks for keeping this subject alive in our community! I am sorry I will not be able to make
the workshop, but I am very interested as always.
My brief thoughts are….understanding major state project funding may only be available if we
have a rail project, I get why this continues to be a priority for the RTC even though rail is only
expected to reduce the traffic on hiway 1 by a few percentage points.
Also, I believe the limited width of the right of way will make a combined bike lane too costly,
and that is a shame because I believe the bike lane is the highest and best use to get our
community out there and off their electronic devices. Because of that, I continue to raise my
eyebrows at the whole concept of planning for a rail corridor.
However, I do like the idea of paving an asphalt road on the rail corridor, that can be dedicated
to a one-way and back bus lane during commute hours/days to accommodate our local
hospitality workers in Santa Cruz, and then be available to walkers and bikers on weekends!

I am also a major fan of the bus on shoulders concept for the hiway, and have seen that work
really well in other places.
An alternative concept for an automated one-way and back light rail on an elevated monorail
like we see connecting airline terminals running down the middle of the freeway.
Thanks again for carrying this torch!
John
S. John Martinelli
Chairman of the Board
S. Martinelli & Company
227 East Beach Street
Watsonville, California 95076
1-800-662-1868

Eliece Horton elieceh@yahoo.com
2/5/2020
Dear SCCRTC Staff,
I love taking my bike on the train and riding on a separated bike path. I feel so much safer on
the train and the bike path than I do on the streets. Plus there are awesome views from the
train and a bike that you never get to see while driving. Please consider making bikes on trains
with a dedicated bike car that connect to bike paths a reality here on the beautiful Monterey
Bay.
I understand that rail transit could be implemented soon, as the current line is already
permitted and operational, needing only upgrades. The bike path is happening already on the
Westside and San Lorenzo Bridge Crossing. With your help, I hope to ride the 32 mile Rail and
Trail with my family in the very near future. Thank you for taking time out of your busy day to
address this issue. I really appreciate your attention to this matter.
R E C Y C L E: Ride your Bike again Today!
Eliece Horton

ROBERT STEPHENS awranch@aol.com
2/5/2020
Dear Folks:
It appears that you are now doing yet again another study of the corridor for $1 million dollars.
This study is being done to appease METRO, much like the last “fair and open” study was done
to appease those that voted for Measure D. The results will be the same. While this is a good
strategy, it gets expensive and people see thought it.
It seems that any type of mass transit is on the table, such as busses and gondolas. How would
you propose to run buses or small wheeled vehicles in the corridor and keep the rail line?
Buses don’t appear to be trains. Would this satisfy the CTC requirement for a train? Are you
looking at rail banking, I am afraid not, as your “study” will come back supporting a train.
It appears to me that this study will turn out like all your past studies: rail with trail. I think the
$1 million could have been spent on something that actually improved transportation in our
county rather than coming back to the same outcome you have wanted all along. A million
dollars would help subsidize a lot of ebikes in our county and might actually improve traffic.
In most business endeavors, people respond to new data and a changing world and make
adjustments, this is not the case with the RTC. In most political endeavors, people work towards
compromise, this is not the case with the RTC. It has been the same for the last ten years: rail
with trail. No adjustments, no compromise.
Start with the end in mind. How will it be paid to build train, when will it start operating, where
will the parking and stations go, who will pay to operate it and how many people will use it. Is
this the biggest bang for our buck? How will surface street be effected?
So far many myself and many others in the county are losing faith in the RTC.
Sincerely,
Robert Stephens
Aptos, CA

Nanda Currant hearth@cruzio.com 2/5/2020
My husband and I feel that a train is not a solution to the transportation issue we face. In La
Selva there is a migratory path for birds of prey and they roost and hunt around the Cliff park,
there are Osprey along the shore and the noise and erosion of a rain line on an already fragile
shore line would be taxed.
I have lived in two towns that have trains and economically they did not improve the situation
and one of them struggles to have it work economically in Santa Fe, NM.
In Paonia. Colorado there are the trains for coal and they run through town and the place
rattles at night and it is not pleasant.
But neither of us feel people are going to give up their cars to the extent they would use a
transport system. It has not worked for Google and their shuttles in various places and adds so
much time to the person who wants to get home from work.
It feels mostly about motors and fuel and the car itself not an overlay of trains and rails to try
and substitute for the issues we face in the environment because of the fuel system we use and
impact we have had already.
Nanda and Jim Hines-Currant
hearth@cruzio.come

Will Clark wclark26@gmail.com 2/6/2020
Hello,
I hope you will consider including in your study of transit options scoring the following:
--How are people with mobility challenges affected; how well can they exit and enter the transit
option?
--How well does the transit option link with bicycle use?
--How well would this option help to get commuters out of their cars?
Thank you,
Will and Kristin Clark
Soquel

Dean Silvers dsilvers@cruzio.com 2/6/2020
Hello, RTC,
As someone who’s traveled by rail and trolley in the USA, Europe, and other areas of the
world, I am a huge fan of rail and other forms of public transit. I’ve also gotten to the San Jose
and SF airports by bus, rail, and BART and have noticed the huge number of rail cars that accept
bikes. Having lived in Watsonville (1979-’86), I am well aware of the challenging commute to
points north and south and the carbon “footprint” of traveling by car. Therefore, I ask you to
consider the following points in your current study plan.
1) Will you make it easy for people with mobility issues to get on and off of the proposed
transit?
2) How will you be making access for the greatest number of those of us with bikes who’d like
to take them on board each transit vehicle? (The current system of 2 bikes on the front of
county buses is NOT adequate.).
3) Think about counting the number of miles for each person riding the train (vs. your concept
of “transit vehicle miles traveled).
4) Traffic has only gotten worse, so you should look at scoring the amount of time for rush
hour(s) instead of some imaginary “average" trip time.
5) You should “weigh” how quickly any new transit system can be up and running with
passengers.
6) Most importantly to me: You should give the highest score to transportation alternatives
that make it possible for people to not use their cars.
Thank you,
Dean Silvers
316 Myrtle St.
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Peter Thomas peteranddonna@cruzio.com 2/6/2020
I support the rail and trail option.
Yours,
Peter Thomas
Cell phone # 831-515-2757

Bill Douglass bbbdouglass@yahoo.com 2/6/2020
Please add the following additional scores for measuring:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Ease of entry and exit for handicaped people
How many bicycles each vehicle can carry, so bike commuters don't get left
behind at rush hour.
‘Transit rider miles traveled.’ An empty vehicle doesn’t help anyone.
Rush hour trip time. A vehicle that goes fast at midday but gets stuck in rush hour
traffic is not as effective.
How soon each proposed new transit system could be installed and become
operational
How well each of the alternatives would do at getting communters out of their
cars.

These added measures will result in a more fair analysis.
Bill Douglass
Scott's Valley
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android
Shawn Orgel-Olson sorgelolson@gmail.com 2/6/2020
Dear RTC Commissioners,
I'm hoping you'll prioritize adding these to the scoring criteria for the rail study:
1) Rush hour trip time - this seems to be of great concern.
2) How effective will each alternative be at actually getting drivers out of their car?
3) Transit rider miles instead of transit vehicle miles traveled.
Thanks for welcoming input from the community.
Best,
Shawn Orgel-Olson
Commissioner, Transportation and Public Works Commission
City of Santa Cruz

kaki rusmore krusmore@gmail.com 2/6/2020
Dear RTC Commissioners,
I am glad the RTC is committed to public transit on the rail corridor. It is critical that the
upcoming study include measures that will truly reflect the different options' impact on equity,
our economy and the environment. Some important measures are not in the present study
plan:
· Add a score for how many bicycles each vehicle can carry, so bike commuters don't get left
behind at rush hour. That is more useful than studying how many bikes could be carried over 24
hours by the whole system.
· Instead of "transit vehicle miles traveled" add a score for ‘transit rider miles traveled.’ An
empty vehicle covering lots of miles doesn’t help anyone.
· Instead of average trip time, add a score for rush hour trip time. It's when Highway 1 is a
parking lot that we need a speedy alternative.
· Make sure it measures ease of entry and exit, so people in wheelchairs, strollers and walkers
can get on and off easily.
Thank you for moving ahead with public transportation on the corridor. We need it now and
will need it even more by the time it is built.
Sincerely,
Kaki Rusmore
Aptos

Laulette A. (Sasha) Edwards laulette@gmail.com 2/7/2020
Dear RTC,
I won't pretend that I came up with all the talking points in this email myself. In fact, I'll
probably copy and paste the list from the email I received asking for people like me who favor
rail to email you all about the study methodology just launched. But several of these points I
have thought of and talked about with friends and relations with an interest in transit
infrastructure, long before this email or anything like it. For what it's worth, I am a resident of
Santa Cruz with friends who commute from Watsonville, and my husband is an avid cyclist.
I am especially concerned if, as the email I received suggests, the study is considering trip times
and bicycle capacity in terms of 24 hour averages, rather than looking at peak travel times. Any
transit system that gets bogged down or leaves people with bicycles behind during rush hour
has limited usefulness. Even just looking at transit times for the average rider (not the average

vehicle over 24 hours) doesn't capture the full cost of poor performance at rush hour, because
when people can't count on getting to work on time, or getting home in time to pick up kids
from child care, they may be unwilling to take the ride either direction, and if people aren't
using a transit system to commute, they're unlikely to ditch their cars to use it for other
purposes. Peak (rush hour) travel is the critical time for public transit to function quickly and
reliably in order for it to be useful at any time. Please adjust your study methodology
accordingly.
I said (or implied) that I am a person who favors rail, but I'm not a die-hard; I don't favor it if the
numbers don't add up. I do, however, think that cost/benefit analyses are much more difficult
to get right than they appear, and when studying rail it's easy to inadvertently leave out some
of the most important benefits. That said, I'm going to copy the suggestions from the email I
received, having read them and thought about them, and decided that I am in full agreement.
Please add these measurements to your transit study:
•
•

•
•

•
•

Add a score for the ease of entry and exit for people with mobility challenges.
Add a score for how many bicycles each vehicle can carry, so bike commuters
don't get left behind at rush hour. That is more useful than studying how many
bikes could be carried over 24 hours by the whole system.
Instead of "transit vehicle miles traveled" add a score for ‘transit rider miles
traveled.’ An empty vehicle covering lots of miles doesn’t help anyone.
Instead of average trip time, add a score for rush hour trip time. Not all the
proposed alternatives can use the whole rail corridor. Some have to use suface
streets. A vehicle that goes fast at midday but get stuck during rush hour traffic
isn't so great.
Add a score for how soon each proposed new transit system could be installed
and start carrying passengers.
Add a score to measure how well each of the alternatives would do at getting
communters out of their cars

Thank you for your hard work in balancing the many concerns of the community around this
issue.
Sincerely,
Laulette A. Edwards

Kevin Kinkor kevin@kinkorconsulting.com 2/7/2020
To whom it may concern,
We need to evaluate our solution based on taking cars off the road, adding safe travel for bikes,
and a solution that every economic household can use. Please incorporate some level of
scoring/ranking around this.
Thank you,
-Kevin Kinkor
Chief Executive Officer & Co-Founder
Rebbie Higgins rebbie@pinkopaque.com 2/7/2020
Dear Esteemed RTC,
I am grateful for your efforts to ensure that any transportation options between Santa Cruz and
Watsonville are efficient and equitable. I would like you to know that the Santa Cruz Metro has
failed my family as a transportation option mainly because of the inability to realistically
combine biking with bus routes. Getting to an entry point for the system often requires some
kind of additional transportation modality. For my husband, a bike was perfect for covering the
1.5 miles from Diridon Station to his work. He was absolutely committed to using public
transportation until he had to quit after three months of trying, because he would arrive at the
Santa Cruz Metro station and find that there was not room for a fourth bike. The only options
were to arrive a half an hour before the bus left, so someone else could get bumped, or to wait
20 minutes for the next bus and be late for work. The Metro's inability to handle bikes at
commute hour led to five years of lost ridership in our family.
Thank you!
Warmly,
Rebbie Higgins
112 Pine Pl
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Richter, Eric erichter@giro.com 2/7/2020
Hello,
Thank you for your actions to improve mobility for everyone in Santa Cruz County.
As a transit survey is being prepared to solicit public input, I believe it is important to consider a
few key details that can help to Get Everybody Moving. A robust survey that provides good
guidance to meet our challenges head-on should address the following, and I ask you to please
consider these points for inclusion:
 Replace "transit vehicle miles traveled" with a score for ‘transit rider miles traveled.’
Because an empty vehicle doesn’t serve our needs.
 Instead of a single average trip time, add a second score for rush or peak hour trip
time. Because a vehicle that’s efficient at midday but delayed/stuck during rush hour
traffic isn't so great.
 Including a score for the ease of entry/exit for people with mobility challenges. Because
our community needs to consider seniors, wheelchair users, etc.
 Add a score for how many bicycles each vehicle can carry, so bike commuters don't get
left behind at key transit times. This is critical to the system’s success, especially for our
student population.
 Include a score for how quickly each proposed new transit system could be
implemented. Because the public is ready for change.
Thank you in advance for your consideration.
Kind Regards,
Eric Richter
Dan Dion dandion1@me.com 2/7/2020
Greetings RTC,
We have a few comments on the Transit Corridor Alternatives Analysis related to the
performance measures. We would like the performance measures to reflect our needs and
desires. Specifically, we’d like performance measures added to evaluate the:

1) time to implement each alternative- sooner is REALLY better and valuable to assess - our
climate change clock has run out and we need action as soon as possible
2) capacity of each transit vehicle to carry bicycles
3) likely financial impact of losing the rail easement due to a non-rail alternative - please do not
ignore this as was the case in the UCIS
4) accessibility for our mobility challenged community members, and
5) vehicle transit time during high traffic windows
We strongly support using the rail corridor for rail transit. It is far more efficient and
environmentally sustainable. We have already paid taxes contributing to the state funds
available for rail expansion which we must utilize to the benefit of our communities. We must
maintain our public ownership of the rail corridor. A non-rail alternative irresponsibly risks the
collapse of the existing rail easements.
We sincerely thank you for your efforts and consideration of our input.
Best regards,
Jill and Dan Dion
Santa Cruz
Grace Voss gracevoss@sbcglobal.net 2/7/2020
dear alternative analysis decision makers...here are the top "add on scores" for choosing rail for
the corridor, using the overall guidelines of equity, environment and economy...

Add a score for the ease of entry and exit for people with mobility
challenges.

Add a score for how many bicycles each vehicle can carry, so bike commuters
don't get left behind at rush hour. That is more useful than studying how many
bikes could be carried over 24 hours by the whole system.

Instead of "transit vehicle miles traveled" add a score for ‘transit rider miles
traveled.’ An empty vehicle covering lots of miles doesn’t help anyone.

Instead of average trip time, add a score for rush hour trip time. Not all the
proposed alternatives can use the whole rail corridor. Some have to use suface
streets. A vehicle that goes fast at midday but get stuck during rush hour traffic
isn't so great.

Add a score for how soon each proposed new transit system could be
installed and start carrying passengers.


Add a score to measure how well each of the alternatives would do at getting commuters
out of their cars.
  Αδδ α σχορε φορ ηοω µυχη χλεανερ ανδ µορε δυραβλε ραιλ τραϖελ ισ τηαν αυτοµοβιλεσ ον χονγεστ
εδ φρεεωαψσ.
  Αδδ α σχορε φορ αϖαιλαβλε φυνδινγ φορ ραιλ (ι.ε. Χαλιφορνια∋σ Στατε Ραιλ Πλαν, γραντσ φροµ φεδ
εραλ ανδ στατε αγενχιεσ φορ ραιλ)
Τηανκ ψου! Γραχε ςοσσ (Λιϖε Οακ)

Curt Coleman curtlcoleman@gmail.com 2/7/2020
Dear RTC,
Please have a more inclusive study of transit corridor alternatives by including these
criteria:
•
•

•
•

•
•

Add a score for the ease of entry and exit for people with mobility challenges.
Add a score for how many bicycles each vehicle can carry, so bike commuters
don't get left behind at rush hour. That is more useful than studying how many
bikes could be carried over 24 hours by the whole system.
Instead of "transit vehicle miles traveled" add a score for ‘transit rider miles
traveled.’ An empty vehicle covering lots of miles doesn’t help anyone.
Instead of average trip time, add a score for rush hour trip time. Not all the
proposed alternatives can use the whole rail corridor. Some have to use surface
streets. A vehicle that goes fast at midday but get stuck during rush hour traffic
isn't so great.
Add a score for how soon each proposed new transit system could be installed
and start carrying passengers.
Add a score to measure how well each of the alternatives would do at getting
commuters out of their cars.

Thanks for all your work.
Curt Coleman

Babette Balkenhol babette@vestacare.com 2/7/2020
Please add a score to measure how well each of the alternatives would do at getting
communters out of their cars.
On the rare occasion that I do have to drive Hwy 1 during peak commute hours (which are
getting longer all the time), I have to wonder how many of these people are actually driving all
the way to San Jose or Monterey for work, or are they just commuting within the county?
If I had to commute between Santa Cruz and Watsonville or Monterey, I would LOVE to be able
to throw my bike on a train and sit back to enjoy the ride! It would seem to be much faster and
more enjoyable than a bus.
Thanks for all your efforts!
Babette Brekka
Rich Mick rikibana@yahoo.com 2/7/2020
I'm writing to ask you to seriously consider mobility challenges and also bicycles on transit as
part of your transportation study.
These are important, even critical factors to include.
Thank you,
Richard Mick
119 Wilkes Circle
Santa Cruz, CA 95060
Unhae Langis ulangis@gmail.com 2/7/2020
Dear RTC:
I'm chagrined to see all these endless delays. As far as we're concerned, we've always thought
rail was the best way because it is most energy-efficient, provides a more continuous ride, uses
existing infrastructure, and more attractive to people for these various reasons. In these times
of climate change, we should become as much like Europe as possible with their extensive rail
and metro system.
Also we'd like the additional points to be considered in your study:
•

Add a score for the ease of entry and exit for people with mobility challenges.

•

•
•

•
•

Add a score for how many bicycles each vehicle can carry, so bike commuters
don't get left behind at rush hour. That is more useful than studying how many
bikes could be carried over 24 hours by the whole system.
Instead of "transit vehicle miles traveled" add a score for ‘transit rider miles
traveled.’ An empty vehicle covering lots of miles doesn’t help anyone.
Instead of average trip time, add a score for rush hour trip time. Not all the
proposed alternatives can use the whole rail corridor. Some have to use surface
streets. A vehicle that goes fast at midday but get stuck during rush hour traffic
isn't so great.
Add a score for how soon each proposed new transit system could be installed
and start carrying passengers.
Add a score to measure how well each of the alternatives would do at getting
commuters out of their cars.

Thank you,
Unhae and Bob Langis
Claire Darling darlingclairek@gmail.com 2/7/2020
Dear RTC,
I am so excited for the progress on the rail trail and for it to finally be happening! Having a rail
trail connecting all the way from Davenport to Watsonville and beyond is truly going to be
amazing, and I know so many people who are looking forward to it.
I understand there’s a study to choose a transit option for the rail corridor between Watsonville
and Santa Cruz – and it’s missing some important pieces.
I think it’s important these scores are also included in the study:
-

Add a score for how many bicycles each vehicle can carry, so bike commuters don't
get left behind at rush hour. That is more useful than studying how many bikes could be
carried over 24 hours by the whole system.
Instead of "transit vehicle miles traveled" add a score for ‘transit rider miles traveled.’
An empty vehicle covering lots of miles doesn’t help anyone.
Instead of average trip time, add a score for rush hour trip time. Not all the proposed
alternatives can use the whole rail corridor. Some have to use surface streets. A vehicle
that goes fast at midday but gets stuck during rush hour traffic isn't so great. This is
especially important to people who live in South County. The news organization Santa
Cruz Local recently surveyed voters on most important issues to them, and people in
South County were most concerned about traffic. That was their number one
complaint/issue. Rush hour trip time is very relevant here.

-

Add a score to measure how well each of the alternatives would do at getting
commuters out of their cars.

Thanks for your consideration – onward!!
Claire Darling

Jared Boggs jared.boggs@gmail.com 2/7/2020
To Whom It May Concern,
I am excited that the RTC is moving forward with the plan to install mass transit on the current
rail corridor. I am concerned that the following important measures are missing from the
current study plan and strongly urge you to include them. Please consider how important these
are in evaluating what form of mass transit will be on the corridor:
•
•

•
•

•

Ease of entry and exit for people with mobility challenges.
How many bicycles each vehicle can carry, so bike commuters don't get left
behind at rush hour. That is more useful than studying how many bikes could be
carried over 24 hours by the whole system.
Instead of "transit vehicle miles traveled" add a score for ‘transit rider miles
traveled.’ An empty vehicle covering lots of miles doesn’t help anyone.
Instead of average trip time, add a score for rush hour trip time. Not all the
proposed alternatives can use the whole rail corridor. Some have to use surface
streets. A vehicle that goes fast at midday but get stuck during rush hour traffic
isn't so great.
how well each of the alternatives would do at getting commuters out of their cars.

Sincerely,
Jared & Nelly Boggs
Cathy Mcdowell cmcdowell@sbcglobal.net 2/7/2020
To Whom It May Concern,
I am writing to request you add these measures to the list of measures that are included on the
transit alternatives for the corridor between Watsonville and Santa Cruz.
I don't believe you can adequately measure the economy, equity and environmental impact
without including these measures:

•
•

•
•

•
•

Add a score for the ease of entry and exit for people with mobility challenges.
Add a score for how many bicycles each vehicle can carry, so bike commuters
don't get left behind at rush hour. That is more useful than studying how many
bikes could be carried over 24 hours by the whole system.
Instead of "transit vehicle miles traveled" add a score for ‘transit rider miles
traveled.’ An empty vehicle covering lots of miles doesn’t help anyone.
Instead of average trip time, add a score for rush hour trip time. Not all the
proposed alternatives can use the whole rail corridor. Some have to use suface
streets. A vehicle that goes fast at midday but get stuck during rush hour traffic
isn't so great.
Add a score for how soon each proposed new transit system could be installed
and start carrying passengers.
Add a score to measure how well each of the alternatives would do at getting
communters out of their cars.

Let's not waste time and money. Do it right the first time.
Sincerely,
Cathy McDowell
Eva Nardell evasimone2@gmail.com 2/7/2020
To whom it may concern,
Please add a score for rush hour trip time. Not all the proposed alternatives can use the whole
rail corridor. Some have to use surface streets. A vehicle that goes fast at midday but get stuck
during rush hour traffic isn't so great.
We should really be focused on how to alleviate Rush Hour traffic because that is the problem.
-Eva
Tina Andreatta tina.marieotr@gmail.com 2/7/2020
Dear Santa Cruz Regional Transportation Commission,
The Transit Corridor Alternatives Analysis would benefit from including consideration of the
following factors:
Transit on the corridor should utilize the full distance to Watsonville Junction, failure to utilize
the entire ROW has the effect of neglecting the needs of South County travelers and use of bus
vehicles that are routed to join vehicular traffic will not provide an equitable level of service to
our most neglected citizens. Costs for non-fixed rail options should include the full life cycle
costs of excavation, remediation, property litigation, and life cycle vehicle and operations costs
and greenhouse gas impacts. Failure to consider long term costs and returns on investments

tend to favor bus transit. Be sure to treat corridor transit solutions in combination with existing
and potentially new Metro transit routes and not in isolation.
* Rail as a backbone with bus lateral services can create a network to serve many and provide
new revenue for Metro from rail funds.
Be sure to consider the benefits of rail as a partner with bike trips, bike share, and refer to the
successes of the bitibit.euprojects in the European Union in which bike and transit mode shares
rose significantly while automobile use fell after certain measures were taken to facilitate
synergy between the two modes.
More here:
http://www.bitibi.eu/dox/BiTiBi_Booklet_WEB_Feb2017.pdf
* Rail uses our existing rail infrastructure.
* Rail is already recognized as the most efficient mode of transit. Electrified trains using zero
emission power from a growing supply of clean alternative source make rail even greener.
* Rail is best for ease of entry and exit for people with mobility challenges.
* Rail could easily carry more than a dozen bicycles, so bike commuters don't get left behind at
rush hour.
* Rail is the best choice for ‘transit rider miles traveled.’ An empty vehicle covering lots of miles
doesn’t help anyone.
* Rail can be completed the soonest. No more delays!
* Rail best alleviates rush hour trip time.
* Rail will get commuters out of their cars.
* Rail transit is the most energy-efficient.
* Rail can get funding and be a part of the larger state rail plan.
* Rail attracts more riders than other proposed alternatives.
* Rail moves more people at peak commute, faster and for less money.
* Rail has level boarding, letting bicycles, walkers, strollers, and wheelchairs roll on and off.
* Rail runs separately from street traffic and uses the corridor without interruption; buses can
only use part of the corridor and would mostly run on streets.
* Rail creates a more equitable and economically vibrant community.
Sincerely,
Tina Andreatta
Aptos, CA 95003

Sandra Baron sandybar3@gmail.com 2/7/2020
My husband and I ride the Monterey Scenic Trail almost every week. There are so few
dedicated bike trails in Santa Cruz County, we have to drive to Monterey and spend our money
there. I understand the need for commuter options, but I'm not convinced that the beautiful
rail trail should fill that function. I think it is more valuable as a recreational trail and for bicycle
commuting. Whatever happens on that trail has to preserve the natural beauty and quiet.
These things are very important for the well being of people of all ages. Any additional train,
bus, or other that is considered must not take away the beauty and quiet of this recreational
gem. It's better to put buses and shuttles on roads, but if something more does go on the rail
trail, it needs to be electric, quiet and not run more often than usage demands.
Thank you,
Sandra Baron and Duane Riegg
Santa Cruz County residents.
Katherine McCamant katherine.mccamant@gmail.com 2/7/2020
I am hoping you will consider the following ideas that I believe will help make a better
framework.
•
•

•
•

•
•

Add a score for the ease of entry and exit for people with mobility challenges.
Add a score for how many bicycles each vehicle can carry, so bike commuters
don't get left behind at rush hour. That is more useful than studying how many
bikes could be carried over 24 hours by the whole system.
Instead of "transit vehicle miles traveled" add a score for ‘transit rider miles
traveled.’ An empty vehicle covering lots of miles doesn’t help anyone.
Instead of average trip time, add a score for rush hour trip time. Not all the
proposed alternatives can use the whole rail corridor. Some have to use suface
streets. A vehicle that goes fast at midday but get stuck during rush hour traffic
isn't so great.
Add a score for how soon each proposed new transit system could be installed
and start carrying passengers.
Add a score to measure how well each of the alternatives would do at getting
communters out of their cars.

Thank you!
Sincerely, Katherine McCamant
Sent from my iPad

TERI HANDZEL terihandzel@comcast.net 2/7/2020
Dear Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation,
The Transit Corridor Alternatives Analysis would benefit from including consideration of the
following factors:
Transit on the corridor should utilize the full distance to Watsonville Junction, failure to utilize
the entire ROW has the effect of neglecting the needs of South County travelers and use of bus
vehicles that are routed to join vehicular traffic will not provide an equitable level of service to
our most neglected citizens. Costs for non-fixed rail options should include the full life cycle
costs of excavation, remediation, property litigation, and life cycle vehicle and operations costs
and greenhouse gas impacts. Failure to consider long term costs and returns on investments
tend to favor bus transit. Be sure to treat corridor transit solutions in combination with existing
and potentially new Metro transit routes and not in isolation.
* Rail as a backbone with bus lateral services can create a network to serve many and provide
new revenue for Metro from rail funds.
Be sure to consider the benefits of rail as a partner with bike trips, bike share, and refer to the
successes of the bitibit.euprojects in the European Union in which bike and transit mode shares
rose significantly while automobile use fell after certain measures were taken to facilitate
synergy between the two modes.
More here:
http://www.bitibi.eu/dox/BiTiBi_Booklet_WEB_Feb2017.pdf
* Rail uses our existing rail infrastructure.
* Rail is already recognized as the most efficient mode of transit. Electrified trains using zero
emission power from a growing supply of clean alternative source make rail even greener.
* Rail is best for ease of entry and exit for people with mobility challenges.
* Rail could easily carry more than a dozen bicycles , so bike commuters don't get left behind at
rush hour.
* Rail is the best choice for ‘transit rider miles traveled.’ An empty vehicle covering lots of
miles doesn’t help anyone.
* Rail can be completed the soonest. No more delays!
* Rail best alleviates rush hour trip time .
* Rail will get commuters out of their cars.
* Rail transit is the most energy-efficient.
* Rail can get funding and be a part of the larger state rail plan.
* Rail attracts more riders than other proposed alternatives.
* Rail moves more people at peak commute, faster and for less money.
* Rail has level boarding, letting bicycles, walkers, strollers, and wheelchairs roll on and off.

* Rail runs separately from street traffic and uses the corridor without interruption; buses can
only use part of the corridor and would mostly run on streets.
* Rail creates a more equitable and economically vibrant community.
Sincerely,
Teri Handzel, Aptos CA

William Bishoff bishoff.w@gmail.com 2/7/2020
We need improved public transportation in Santa Cruz County to provide more options for
getting to work and entertainment venues. Railcars capable of accommodating bicycles reduce
our carbon footprint by using more efficient modes of transportation.
Thank you for the opportunity to advocate for quality regional transportation,
William C. Bishoff
4233 Grace Street Unit 3
Capitola, CA 95010
831-854-2207 Home
Joel Isaacson emmaho@mac.com 2/7/2020
Please include rails with the new trail. It will be such an asset.
Thank you,
Joel Isaacson
West side
Santa Cruz
Sent from my iPhone
Crissa Kentavr crissakentavr@gmail.com 2/7/2020
Transit needs to be gauged in the ways people use it. Please make sure it is! We need scoring
to let us know what we need to know:
•

We need to know what the travel times are during peak hours. This is an advantage of
public transit, and how people depend upon it.

•

•

•

•

•
•

•

We need to know how long it takes to transit from popular destination to popular
destination: Like, how long it takes to get from the Boardwalk to Capitola Village, or
Seabright. Or to Big Basin and The Mystery Spot. Not just Watsonville downtown to
Santa Cruz downtown. When there's lots of car traffic, when people would opt for
transit. When people are here on vacation, they're not always in their own car. And we
don't want them to be!
We need to know how easy for people with mobility issues to get off and on. This slows
transit down all the time. Even if it's just someone with extra children or bags of
groceries, this is how people use and depend upon transit.
We need to know how well each type of transit is at converting car-users to transit
users. It's not just about getting people who depend upon transit to places, it's about
helping everyone mix public transit into their use.
We need to know how well each vehicle unit of transit is at mixing with
micromobility. How many bikes can a bus or trolly carry during rush hour? Having to vie
for those three spots when commuting is really stressful. Knowing the throughput in a
day is useless, I want to know if I can depend upon it.
We need to know transit rider miles, not vehicle miles. A bigger vehicle travels fewer
miles... But is far more efficient at carrying peak loads!
We need to know how soon each could be implemented. Changing plans mid-stream
would mean that we might be waiting longer - we can't wait too long. We have rail
now, let's use what we have. We have roads now, lets use those roads.
We need to know what systems will encourage investment into new housing
units. Having a bus stop doesn't encourage a set of new condos, but a depot or rail says
that this is a transit that's being invested into!

Please make sure that the scoring systems lets us know what we need to know!
-Stacey Croft-Patterson
Ben Lomond
Yes, I go to Watsonville, too. And the beach, North and South. And up to the parks. I was
married on the bluff at New Brighton State Beach. Give me a dependable system!

Frank Kertai fkertai@yahoo.com 2/7/2020
Good day. I want to provide some input to the RTC's consideration of transit options for the rail
corridor between Watsonville and Santa Cruz. The first draft of the plan appears to be missing
some key points. With respect to evaluation of alternatives, I recommend the following:
•
•
•

Add a score for ease of entry and exit for persons with mobility issues
Add a score for the number of bicycles each vehicle can carry
Add a score for "Transit Rider Miles Traveled" instead of "Transit vehicle miles traveled"

•
•
•

Add a score for "rush hour trip time" instead of "average trip time" as the rush hours
impacts on traffic and ridership are the most significant
Add a score for how soon each proposed new transit system could be installed and
effectively start carrying passengers
Add a score for how effectively each alternative would be at getting commuters out of
their vehicles and using the alternative

Thank you for your consideration of my input to the Transit Corridor Analysis.
Respectfully,
Frank Z. Kerta
516 Shasta Park Ct.
Scotts Valley, CA 95066
831.251.5130
Joanne Noce joannenoce@yahoo.com 2/7/2020
•
•

•
•

•
•

Add a score for the ease of entry and exit for people with mobility challenges.
Add a score for how many bicycles each vehicle can carry, so bike commuters
don't get left behind at rush hour. That is more useful than studying how many
bikes could be carried over 24 hours by the whole system.
Instead of "transit vehicle miles traveled" add a score for ‘transit rider miles
traveled.’ An empty vehicle covering lots of miles doesn’t help anyone.
Instead of average trip time, add a score for rush hour trip time. Not all the
proposed alternatives can use the whole rail corridor. Some have to use suface
streets. A vehicle that goes fast at midday but get stuck during rush hour traffic
isn't so great.
Add a score for how soon each proposed new transit system could be installed
and start carrying passengers.
Add a score to measure how well each of the alternatives would do at getting
communters out of their cars.

Dear RTC,
As you study what is best, consider someone like me who rides her Electric Bike to work
everyday or carpools when it is raining. I have not owned a car for over two years, not because
I can't afford it, but chose not to. I often ask myself, "how can I get to Monterey this weekend
without having to rent a car?" And ponder how great it would be to have a train for me to take
to the Monterey Jazz Bash or Festival without having to deal with traffic, exit the train with my
E-bike and be on my way. Or ask myself if my friend, Bob, who has been in a wheelchair for 20
years could enjoy public transportation without the hesitation whether it would be accessible

for him. Let's make public transportation accessible for all and all will use it if it is more
convenient and well designed. Not having to drive here and there and to be driven by a train,
bus, or self (E-bike), is the best alternative.
Thanks for reading and I ask for an open mind and heart in the decisions that lie ahead.
Best regards,
Joanne Noce

LD lawrencedenisfreitas@gmail.com 2/7/2020
Hi:

My name is LD Freitas, and I live in Seacliff, just a few blocks away from the RR tracks. With
the Tig-M light rail train scheduled to run as a demonstration on the tracks, I believe that that
sort of train is perfect for the area: it would be carbon neutral, noiseless for the most part, and
would attract thousands of locals and visitors to use, whether weekdays or weekends. There
are plenty of bike lanes already on roads near the beach and tracks. Fix the tracks to Grade
Two, contract with Tig-M, and let's get light rail operating between Watsonville and Santa
Cruz's Westside and Downtown. I reazlize another track would be necessary to run parallel in
Watsonville and to Pajaro Junction. If Monterey County would come aboard, pun intended,
both counties could get light rail started, by investing in parallel tracks next to the to the
existing UP tracks between Pajaro and Salinas, via Castroville, and spending tax dollars to do so,
and also fixing the existing Monterey Branch line between Castroville and Seaside, and
replacing the tracks from Seaside to the old train station in Monterey. That would mean Santa
Cruz and Monterey and Salinas could be connected by light rail. Now THAT would mean less
cars on Highway One!
Santa Cruz County as well should totally back Monterey County's plans to implement
commuter, and hopefully, weekend service between San Jose and Salinas. Obviously, Pajaro
Junction and Castroville Junction train stops need to be implemented as soon as possible. This
would impact Highway One in Santa Cruz County, because many would choose to go to Pajaro
to take the train to their destinations in Silicon Valley. That would possibly eliminate plans to
widen Highway One in Santa Cruz any more than it has, except for lengthening on and off
ramps for easier merging and exiting of the freeway, something that should have been done a
long time ago, and implementing entry lane lights at certain intersections, such as at 41st Ave.

Jessica Guild jessguild@gmail.com 2/7/2020
To whom if may concern:
My name is Jessica Guild, and I am a resident of Live Oak, Santa Cruz. I am concerned about the
current scoring for the study plan for the rail corridor.
It does not include a score for the ease of entry and exit for people with mobility challenges,
and it should include a score for our community members with mobility challenges.
The study does not score for how many bicycles each vehicle can carry. This last scoring point is
especially critical to include, because if the vehicle does not include enough space, any transit
option during rush hour will leave out bike commuters.
Additionally, there should be a score for "transit rider miles traveled" vs "transit vehicle miles
traveled" as an empty vehicle coving lots of miles doesn't help anyone.
The current scores average trip time, but a score should be added for rush hour trip time. Not
all the proposed alternatives can use the whole rail corridor. Some have to use surface streets.
A vehicle that goes fast at midday but get stuck during rush hour traffic isn't so great.
Finally, it would be important to add a score for how soon each proposed new transit system
could be installed and start carrying passengers, and a score for how well each of the
alternatives would do at getting commuters out of their car.
All of these scores are critical to include as they provide the community with the best
information for which transit option would serve our community the best.
Thank you for your time and consideration of these comments.
Best,
Jessica Guild
Live Oak homeowner/resident

Theo Rusmore theo.rusmore@gmail.com 2/7/2020
To whom it may concern,
I believe strongly that the addition of rail as a transit option for the Santa Cruz/Highway 1
corridor would be greatly beneficial for the community. However, I would like to point out

several things that the proposed study does not consider that are extremely important to
consider for realistic assessment of commuter options and fair grading of the alternatives.
First, for commuters who have a mixed-transit commute, such as those who may need to travel
a few miles off the rail line to get to work and/or home, the need for bike transport is extremely
important. The transit system in the Bay Area has encountered issues with transporting bikes
for mixed transit commuters, as the cars do not accommodate multiple bikes well, especially
during rush hour. A useful measure for these commuters would be how many bikes each
vehicle can carry, so that the applicability of the system to mixed commutes can be accurately
assessed.
Second, the transit system must necessarily be efficient. A vast system that barely carries any
passengers is not a useful system. To avoid confusing coverage and use, a metric that measures
the number of miles transit riders travel rather than number of miles transit vehicles travel
should be employed.
Third, it should be remembered that the ridership of any transit system will necessarily have
different needs. Riders with disabilities or other mobility challenges will need level boarding
and other accessibility options to be built into the system. The feasibility of using the transit
system for these riders will have a major impact on the reputation and use of the system.
Fourth, trip time during peak use hours must be considered. While some alternatives will not be
impacted by surface street traffic, there should be a metric to measure how each alternative
will affect and be affected by non-mass/non-public transit options on mixed-use (surface)
streets.
Finally, there is little point in instituting a transit system if it is not utilized by the community.
Consideration of alternatives must consider which alternatives will be the most effective at
attracting riders and reducing the use of personal vehicles. A metric that scores how well
alternatives do at getting commuters to get out of their cars and onto public transit should be
included.
Thank you for your time,
Theo Rusmore
B.S. Chemistry
University of California, Berkeley 2016
geri lieby glieby@gmail.com 2/7/2020
Hello,
Please add missing measurements to the study to get a fuller picture of which scenario offers
the best solution to these vital questions. Score these, please.
How are people with mobility challenges best served?
What’s the actual number of people traveling, not the miles covered?
Which alternative works the best during rush hours?
Which alternative best gets folks out of their cars?
Thank you,
Geri Lieby

Emy Fehmi emitphemit@gmail.com 2/7/2020
Please add these elements to the study! I think it will help get better results:
•
•

•
•

•
•

Add a score for the ease of entry and exit for people with mobility challenges.
Add a score for how many bicycles each vehicle can carry, so bike commuters
don't get left behind at rush hour. That is more useful than studying how many
bikes could be carried over 24 hours by the whole system.
Instead of "transit vehicle miles traveled" add a score for ‘transit rider miles
traveled.’ An empty vehicle covering lots of miles doesn’t help anyone.
Instead of average trip time, add a score for rush hour trip time. Not all the
proposed alternatives can use the whole rail corridor. Some have to use suface
streets. A vehicle that goes fast at midday but get stuck during rush hour traffic
isn't so great.
Add a score for how sooneach proposed new transit system could be installed and
start carrying passengers.
Add a score to measure how well each of the alternatives would do at getting
communters out of their cars.

Thanks!
Emy
-----------------Emy Fehmi
626.202.4514
Sue Kaufmann suegkaufmann@gmail.com 2/7/2020
Dear Santa Cruz Regional Transportation Commission,
* Rail as a backbone with bus lateral services can create a network to serve many and provide
new revenue for Metro from rail funds.
* Be sure to consider the benefits of rail as a partner with bike trips, and bike share.
* Rail can get funding and be part of the larger state rail plan.
* Rail protects our public ownership of the corridor.
* Rail uses our existing rail infrastructure.
* Rail is already recognized as the most efficient mode of transit. Electrified trains using zero
emission power from a growing supply of clean alternative source make rail even greener.
* Rail is best for ease of entry and exit for people with mobility challenges.
* Rail could easily carry more than a dozen bicycles, so bike commuters don't get left behind at
rush hour.

* Rail is the best choice for ‘transit rider miles traveled.’ An empty vehicle covering lots of miles
doesn’t help anyone.
* Rail can be completed the soonest. No more delays!
* Rail will get commuters out of their cars.
* Rail attracts more riders than other proposed alternatives.
* Rail moves more people at peak commute, faster and for less money.
* Rail has level boarding, letting bicycles, walkers, strollers, and wheelchairs roll on and off.
* Rail runs separately from street traffic and uses the corridor without interruption; buses can
only use part of the corridor and would mostly run on streets.
* Rail creates a more equitable and economically vibrant community.
Please without any further delay complete the pedestrian/bike trail and then immediately
complete rail corridor to connect with the rest of California rail.
Sincerely,
Sue Kaufmann
Capitola, CA 95010
Sue Kaufmann

Isabelle Nelson isabelleenelson@gmail.com 2/8/2020
I am writing, as a citizen of the City and County of Santa Cruz, that I am eager for a passenger
rail and multi-use trail along the proposed system put forth by the RTA and FORT.
Isabelle Nelson
worseyg gworsey@gmail.com 2/8/2020
As a transportation engineer, I am very interested in the TCAA. I think some of your
suggestions are better than others. I like the idea of dual rail/road vehicles but the technology
for some of the alternatives is probably not there.
Gillian Worsey
527 Pine St, Aptos.

Martha Graham Waldon marthagw@comcast.net 2/7/2020
Regarding choosing a transit option in Santa Cruz County, please:
• Add a score for the ease of entry and exit for people with mobility challenges.
• Add a score for how many bicycles each vehicle can carry, so bike commuters don't get

left behind at rush hour. That is more useful than studying how many bikes could be
carried over 24 hours by the whole system.

• Instead of "transit vehicle miles traveled" add a score for ‘transit rider miles traveled.’

An empty vehicle covering lots of miles doesn’t help anyone.

• Instead of average trip time, add a score for rush hour trip time.

Not all the proposed
alternatives can use the whole rail corridor. Some have to use suface streets. A
vehicle that goes fast at midday but get stuck during rush hour traffic isn't so great.

• Add a score for how soon each proposed new transit system could be installed and start

carrying passengers.

• Add a score to measure how well each of the alternatives would do at getting

commuters out of their cars.

This is an important decision. Make the right choice by considering these factors.
Thank you,
Martha Graham-Waldon
Felton

Natascha Bruckner njbruckner@gmail.com 2/8/2020
Dear friends,
Thank you for devoting time to investigating the transit corridor.
When you are analyzing the alternatives, I hope you will look at the following:
- ease of entry and exit for people with mobility issues
- trip time for rush hour
- how soon every proposed new transit system could be installed and functional
- assessment of how many bicycles each vehicle could carry
- how many miles are traveled per rider (not just per vehicle)

I feel that these considerations would make the study more thorough and useful to the
community.
Thank you for taking these points into account.
With best wishes,
Natascha Bruckner
Santa Cruz, CA
Cell: 707-888-1916

Brooke Elliott runningbrooke@sbcglobal.net 2/8/2020
Agreed with some suggestions that should be included in study. I guess we're still studying this
how many years later? Build it already.
•

•

•

•

Add a score for the ease of entry and exit for people with mobility
challenges.
*THIS SHOULD BE TAKEN INTO
CONSIDERATION SINCE THE IDEA IS THAT THE ELDERLY AND DISABLED WOULD BE
BIG USERS OF THE TRAIN.
Add a score for how many bicycles each vehicle can carry, so bike commuters
don't get left behind at rush hour. That is more useful than studying how many
bikes could be carried over 24 hours by the whole
system.
*AGREE, NEEDS TO BE ABLE TO CARRY A
LOT OF BIKES SINCE THE STOPS ARE LIKELY TO BE FAR FROM THE INDIVIDUAL'S
DESTINATION.
Instead of "transit vehicle miles traveled" add a score for ‘transit rider miles
traveled.’ An empty vehicle covering lots of miles doesn’t help
anyone.
*I DON'T SEE HOW THIS IS REALLY
USEFUL. EVERYONE'S TRAVEL DISTANCE REQ WILL BE DIFFERENT, AND HOW FAR
SOMEONE TRAVELS SHOULDN'T BE THE DETERMINANT. THERE JUST NEEDS TO BE
ENOUGH STOPS IN THE RIGHT PLACES (AND FAST ENOUGH TRAVEL TIME) SO
PEOPLE WILL USE IT. WE WANT IT FOR PEOPLE TO GET TO WORK, FOR ELDERLY,
DISABLED, AND CARLESS TO BE ABLE TO GET AROUND, AND FOR TOURISTS TO BE
ABLE TO GET TO EITHER END OF THE BAY FASTER THAN HAVING TO DRIVE THE
CAR.
Instead of average trip time, add a score for rush hour trip time. Not all the
proposed alternatives can use the whole rail corridor. Some have to use suface
streets. A vehicle that goes fast at midday but get stuck during rush hour traffic
isn't so great.
*DEFINITELY, IF

•

•

THE POINT IS TO GET PEOPLE TO USE IT TO TRAVEL TO WORK, THEY NEED TO
KNOW HOW LONG IT WOULD ACTUALLY TAKE AT THE WORST TIMES
Add a score for how soon each proposed new transit system could be installed
and start carrying passengers.
*DON'T SEE THE POINT OF THIS SINCE
NOTHING HAS BEEN ON TIME EVER, AND IF PEOPLE KEEP SUING, THEY'LL KEEP
HOLDING UP THE PROJECT
Add a score to measure how well each of the alternatives would do at getting
communters out of their cars.
*THIS SEEMS LIKE A VAGUE AND
SUBJECTIVE IDEA. I THINK COST AND EASE OF GETTING TO A TRAIN STATION,
BEING ABLE TO PARK AT THE STATION, GETTING TO THE DESTINATION FROM THE
STATION, FREQUENCY OF TRAINS (NEED TO BE AT LEAST EVERY 30 MINUTES) ARE
ALL CONSIDERATIONS FOR SOMEONE USING THE LINE TO GO TO WORK. FOR
BUSES, THEY'RE USELESS IF THEY'RE SITTING IN TRAFFIC. IF TAKES JUST AS LONG
AS A CAR, THEN I'LL TAKE THE CAR.

Ilo Ilo sierrastosea@gmail.com 2/8/2020
To Whom It May Concern:
We are an ecology minded area, yet we’re overly dependent upon driving and the resultant
pollution, noise, lack of community, and health risks that go with this lifestyle. Please fully
develop the TRAILS that can connect to the rail project from Watsonville to Davenport. Our
ecology and health-minded community is set in a gorgeous area. Give us safe, clean trails to be
able to see the environment in a health-friendly way for all ages.
Give access to these paths by the rail. This is a more energy efficient means of moving more
people safely, without dependency upon traffic conditions on highways, and has existing
infrastructure. State funding will also offset the costs to others for the benefit to our
community.
Thank you for your serious consideration,
Ilo Nilson

Jeanne Mulhern jamulhern1@gmail.com 2/8/2020
Dear Santa Cruz Regional Transportation Commission;
Please consider the following factors when putting the transit coordinator benefits into your
plan:
The corridor should fully utilize the entire Right of Way including Watsonville junction. With so
many travelers commuting the corridor into and out of Santa Cruz (and beyond) it doesn't make
sense to neglect the needs of South County travelers and commuters.
Costs for non-fixed rail options should include the full life cycle costs of excavation,
remediation, property litigation, and life cycle vehicle and operations costs and greenhouse gas
impacts. Failure to consider long term costs and returns on investments will cause an effect on
returning to old transportation ways. Treat corridor transit solutions in combination with
existing and potentially new Metro transit routes and not in isolation (a network to for Rail to
serve many and provide new revenue for Metro from rail funds).
Rail and bikes need to be considered as partners as well. (Consider the success
of bitibit.euprojects in the European Union in which bike and transit use rose significantly while
automobile use fell after certain measures were taken to facilitate synergy between the two
modes.
More here:
http://www.bitibi.eu/dox/BiTiBi_Booklet_WEB_Feb2017.pdf
Key points shared many times by others:
*Rail can get funding and be part of the larger state rail plan.
*Rail protects our public ownership of the corridor.
* Rail uses our existing rail infrastructure.
* Rail is already recognized as the most efficient mode of transit. Electrified trains using zero
emission power from a growing supply of clean alternative source make rail even greener.
* Rail is best for ease of entry and exit for people with mobility challenges.
* Rail could easily carry more than a dozen bicycles, so bike commuters don't get left behind at
rush hour.
* Rail is the best choice for ‘transit rider miles traveled.’ An empty vehicle covering lots of miles
doesn’t help anyone.
* Rail can be completed the soonest. No more delays!
* Rail best alleviates rush hour trip time.
* Rail will get commuters out of their cars.

* Rail transit is the most energy-efficient.
* Rail attracts more riders than other proposed alternatives.
* Rail moves more people at peak commute, faster and for less money.
* Rail has level boarding, letting bicycles, walkers, strollers, and wheelchairs roll on and off.
* Rail runs separately from street traffic and uses the corridor without interruption; buses can
only use part of the corridor and would mostly run on streets.
* Rail creates a more equitable and economically vibrant community.
Sincerely,
Jeanne Mulhern
Scotts Valley, CA 95066

Lorna ljandreatta@hotmail.com 2/8/2020
To Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission;
My family and I have been coming to Santa Cruz for over 35 years. We’re active Californians
and enjoy taking trains in other towns and cities throughout California, the rest of the USA and
Europe.
Best choice is keeping the rail.
* Rail as a backbone with bus lateral services can create a network to serve many and provide
new revenue for Metro from rail funds.
* Rail can get funding and be part of the larger state rail plan.
*Rail protects our public ownership of the corridor.
* Rail uses our existing rail infrastructure.
* Rail is already recognized as the most efficient mode of transit. Electrified trains using zero
emission power from a growing supply of clean alternative source make rail even greener.
* Rail is best for ease of entry and exit for people with mobility challenges.
* Rail could easily carry more than a dozen bicycles, so bike commuters don't get left behind at
rush hour.
* Rail is the best choice for ‘transit rider miles traveled.’ An empty vehicle covering lots of miles
doesn’t help anyone.
* Rail can be completed the soonest. No more delays!
* Rail best alleviates rush hour trip time.
* Rail will get commuters out of their cars.
* Rail transit is the most energy-efficient.
* Rail attracts more riders than other proposed alternatives.
* Rail moves more people at peak commute, faster and for less money.

* Rail has level boarding, letting bicycles, walkers, strollers, and wheelchairs roll on and off.
* Rail runs separately from street traffic and uses the corridor without interruption; buses can
only use part of the corridor and would mostly run on streets.
* Rail creates a more equitable and economically vibrant community.
Sincerely,
Lorna Andreatta
Chico, CA 95973
Sent from my iPhone

Dan deGrassi dan.degrassi@baymoon.com 2/8/2020
Dear RTC,
I am 74 years old. I have a prosthetic foot which makes things awkward and sometimes
cumbersome for me to walk and to navigate steps and seats. I would ask that your study
include for people like me a score for the ease of entry and exit for people with mobility
challenges for rail transit options.
Thank you,
Dan deGrassi

Sze-Wing Lau szewing.lau131@gmail.com 2/8/2020
Dear Commissioners,
I am concerned about the rail study you are planning to conduct and want to make sure it
includes enough details to be valuable. I am encouraging you to add the following - please
include a timeline for when each proposed new transit system would be installed and able to
carry passengers as well as how well each of the transportation alternatives would do at
switching current car commuters to alternative modes of transportation.
Best,
Sze-Wing Lau

Sean Abbey sabbey117@outlook.com 2/8/2020
Hello,
I am contacting you to voice my support for rail service within the proposed Rail/Trail
corridor. I strongly believe that rail service would be a very valuable resource to Santa Cruz
County by alleviating some of the horrible traffic on Highway 1, providing a reliable alternate
transit option, and reducing greenhouse gas emissions. As I am sure you are aware, California
is attempting to create a more interconnected state-wide rail network, which means that
funding is much more likely to be available for a rail option than any other option. I feel that
not using the rail lines would not only be a waste of existing resources, but it would also make
future funding more difficult to acquire.
With that said, I will not be able to attend any meetings to support a rail option as I have a two
month old baby at home. I hope that you keep in mind that community meetings, while
valuable, tend to attract the most vocal opponents of what is being proposed. The opposition
groups that are able to attend these meetings also tend to look less like the community at
large, particularly low income communities that most stand to benefit from improved public
transportation options. I am not saying it is bad to hold these meetings, but I hope that you
take it with a grain of salt.
Thank you for all your hard work looking at all the potential options and their benefits and
drawbacks. I truly hope that I will be able to ride this train someday with my son and tell him
that I advocated for it.
Thank you,
Sean Abbey
Santa Cruz County Resident
Kitty Hansen kittyhansen674@gmail.com 2/9/2020
My husband and I regularly ride our bikes in the county. We often drive our bikes in our car to
get to a place to ride, whether it is Nicene Marks or Wilder State Park. We often get caught in
the traffic on Mission Street in SC.
We would certainly use a train to transport our bikes to our desired bicycling spot if that were
an option.
We would also love to rely on a train to bring us back to Capitola after a long bike ride, or if the
weather changed for the worse, or if we had a mechanical failure.

We would like to stop along the train route and get lunch, or have a brew, or anything else, and
catch the train to come home!
If there had been a train when I used to ride my bike to the westside fire station in my younger
days, I would have been extremely grateful! Knowing that a train is scheduled along the bicycle
route is a wonderful way to bicycle to and from work!
I most certainly would have put my bike on the train when I worked in the Live Oak School
District for 18 years, also. Riding a bicycle home in the afternoon and being able to run an
errand by getting on and off the train is more realistic than riding through crazy traffic all the
way home.
I think that many more folks will be taking their bikes to work and to play if there were a train
to help them move along more conveniently and enjoyably in the county! Riding the train
would be part of the pleasure of going for a bike ride, running errands, getting to work, meeting
someone for lunch or a meeting, and many other daily activities.
Thank you for your time and consideration for enthusiastic bicyclists all over Santa Cruz County!
Kitty Hansen
Capitola
Brendan Quirk quirkquote@gmail.com 2/9/2020
Hello!
I am a huge proponent of the rail trail and am excited that construction is getting underway on
segment 7! Thanks for all of your work to preserve the transit option.
I'd like to propose some amendments to your transit study. I think you should take the
following actions:
•
•

•
•

Add a score for the ease of entry and exit for people with mobility challenges.
Add a score for how many bicycles each vehicle can carry, so bike commuters
don't get left behind at rush hour. That is more useful than studying how many
bikes could be carried over 24 hours by the whole system.
Instead of "transit vehicle miles traveled" add a score for ‘transit rider miles
traveled.’ An empty vehicle covering lots of miles doesn’t help anyone.
Instead of average trip time, add a score for rush hour trip time. Not all the
proposed alternatives can use the whole rail corridor. Some have to use suface
streets. A vehicle that goes fast at midday but get stuck during rush hour traffic
isn't so great.

•
•

Add a score for how soon each proposed new transit system could be installed
and start carrying passengers.
Add a score to measure how well each of the alternatives would do at getting
communters out of their cars.

Thanks!
Brendan Quirk
-Brendan Quirk
(510) 381-0976
quirkquote@gmail.com
"An ounce of action is worth a ton of theory."
-Ralph Waldo Emerson

WILLIAM PHILIPPS philipps99@comcast.net 2/9/2020
Good morning,
I live on Lewis Circle in Live Oak. My property borders the rail property. I look forward to seeing
people using a new trail in a responsible way. I do not look forward to having diesel freight
trains! Please respect our neighborhood and the environment by using only environmentally
responsible passenger trains.
I hope to attend the open house Wednesday at the Watsonville Library.
Bill Philipps

ratbert@cruzio.com 2/9/2020
I am on the ED TAC for the Regional Transportation Committee. This, and the fact that I ride
buses regularly, has given me a new awareness of how transportation looks to those of us with
disabilities. I read your criteria for choosing a transportation mode, and it seemed to me that
something was missing.
I’m glad that we now have buses that accommodate wheelchairs. But frankly, when someone
with a wheelchair boards, all of us resign ourselves to arriving late to our destination. Getting a
wheelchair onto the bus and securing it is an elaborate, time consuming procedure, and must

be reversed when the passenger gets off. I was once 45 minutes late because a very large man
in a very large electric wheelchair caught his chair on the fare box, and no one had the strength
to move the chair.
With a train, the passenger simply rolls on. No ramp. No fare box to dodge.
Our buses also carry walkers, strollers, and wheeled grocery carriers. Even bicycles are much
simpler to load and store on a train. With a train alongside a trail, I envision groups planning to
ride one way and take transit back. With buses, they’d be limited to a very small group. Since
the rails go so near several beaches, it would be a boon if trains could carry surfing equipment
and picnic paraphernalia, the former not allowed on buses, the latter something of a problem.
Trains are just better at transporting stuff. One strong reason that people take their own cars
instead of transit is that they want to bring their stuff.
Please consider stuff when evaluating transportation alternatives. Thank you.
Caroline Lamb

Joel Steinberg cheeth1951@gmail.com 2/9/2020
Dear Commissioners,
As a home owner in the City of Santa Cruz and a neighbor to the Rail and Trail, I support rail
transit for the following reasons: 1) Rail attracts more riders than other proposed alternatives,
2) Rail moves more people at peak commute, faster and for less money, 3) Rail has level
boarding, letting bicycles, walkers, strollers, and wheelchairs roll on and off, 4) Rail runs
separately from street traffic and uses the corridor without interruption; buses can only use
part of the corridor and would mostly run on streets, 5) Rail transit is the most energy-efficient,
6) Rail protects our public ownership of the corridor, 7) Rail uses our existing rail infrastructure,
8) Rail can get funding and be a part of the larger state rail plan.
Santa Cruz needs a north/south rail option to provide a nonpolluting transportation
alternative.
Joel Steinberg, MD

Bethany Eschen-Pipes ioleggotroppo@gmail.com 2/9/2020
Dear Commissioners
My name is Bethany Eschen-Pipes. I am a student at Cabrillo. Although, due to the location of
my housing, I cannot benefit personally from the traintracks, theses= are the reasons I support
the Rail & Trail:
Rail also helps move people en masse, meaning that more people can pack themselves into the
carriages instead of spacing themselves out in cars.
Youngsters living in Watsonville who work at the Boardwalk will probably need it to get to
work. It will be complete upgrade from going from the Metro Center.

Jeb Bishop jeb@baymoon.com 2/9/2020
Please include these measurements in your analysis of options for the rail corridor. Without
them, rail is undervalued.
•
•

•
•

•
•

Add a score for the ease of entry and exit for people with mobility challenges.
Add a score for how many bicycles each vehicle can carry, so bike commuters
don't get left behind at rush hour. That is more useful than studying how many
bikes could be carried over 24 hours by the whole system.
Instead of "transit vehicle miles traveled" add a score for ‘transit rider miles
traveled.’ An empty vehicle covering lots of miles doesn’t help anyone.
Instead of average trip time, add a score for rush hour trip time. Not all the
proposed alternatives can use the whole rail corridor. Some have to use suface
streets. A vehicle that goes fast at midday but get stuck during rush hour traffic
isn't so great.
Add a score for how soon each proposed new transit system could be installed
and start carrying passengers.
Add a score to measure how well each of the alternatives would do at getting
communters out of their cars.

Thanks,
Jeb Bishop
319 Brook Ave
Santa Cruz, CA 95062

Russell Weisz russweisz1@gmail.com 2/9/2020
Please add the following measurements:
•

•
•

•
•

Add a score for how many bicycles each vehicle can carry, so bike commuters
don't get left behind at rush hour. That is more useful than studying how many
bikes could be carried over 24 hours by the whole system.
Instead of "transit vehicle miles traveled" add a score for ‘transit rider miles
traveled.’ An empty vehicle covering lots of miles doesn’t help anyone.
Instead of average trip time, add a score for rush hour trip time. Not all the
proposed alternatives can use the whole rail corridor. Some have to use suface
streets. A vehicle that goes fast at midday but get stuck during rush hour traffic
isn't so great.
Add a score for how soon each proposed new transit system could be installed
and start carrying passengers.
Add a score to measure how well each of the alternatives would do at getting
commuters out of their cars.

I support rail transit:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Rail attracts more riders than other proposed alternatives.
Rail moves more people at peak commute, faster and for less money.
Rail has level boarding, letting bicycles, walkers, strollers, and wheelchairs roll on
and off.
Rail runs separately from street traffic and uses the corridor without interruption;
buses can only use part of the corridor and would mostly run on streets.
Rail transit is the most energy-efficient.
Rail protects our public ownership of the corridor.
Rail uses our existing rail infrastructure.
Rail can get funding and be a part of the larger state rail plan.

thanks,
Russell Weisz
319 Laguna St.
Santa Cruz CA 95060
russweisz1@gmail.com
831 246-1770

Brian Corser bcorser@calcentral.com 2/9/2020
Dear Members of the RTC,
I believe the current study plan leaves out some important measurement points. They are as
follows:
•
•

•
•

•
•

Add a score for the ease of entry and exit for people with mobility challenges.
Add a score for how many bicycles each vehicle can carry, so bike commuters don't get
left behind at rush hour. That is more useful than studying how many bikes could be
carried over 24 hours by the whole system.
Instead of "transit vehicle miles traveled" add a score for ‘transit rider miles traveled.’
An empty vehicle covering lots of miles doesn’t help anyone.
Instead of average trip time, add a score for rush hour trip time. Not all the proposed
alternatives can use the whole rail corridor. Some have to use suface streets. A vehicle
that goes fast at midday but get stuck during rush hour traffic isn't so great.
Add a score for how soon each proposed new transit system could be installed and start
carrying passengers.
Add a score to measure how well each of the alternatives would do at getting
communters out of their cars.

And of course, this is why I love the rail:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Rail attracts more riders than other proposed alternatives.
Rail moves more people at peak commute, faster and for less money.
Rail has level boarding, letting bicycles, walkers, strollers, and wheelchairs roll on and
off.
Rail runs separately from street traffic and uses the corridor without interruption; buses
can only use part of the corridor and would mostly run on streets.
Rail transit is the most energy-efficient.
Rail protects our public ownership of the corridor.
Rail uses our existing rail infrastructure.
Rail can get funding and be a part of the larger state rail plan.

Thank you for your consideration!
Sincerely,
Brian Corser
114 Ladera Drive
Santa Cruz, CA

Allison Garcia allisoncg600@yahoo.com 2/9/2020
Dear Committee:
My husband and I live in the Circles on the Westside of Santa Cruz and 87 year old mother who
uses a transport wheelchair and motorized scooter. We hope that light rail cars would include
ease of access for the disabled. My husband and I are active cyclists. We have done several selfguided bike tours in countries around the world and so we have first hand experience of how
efficient alternative (to cars) transportation systems, and how extensive bike routes and
infrastructure can be. We have also ridden all over Santa Cruz County on recreational rides. But
we really don't like riding in Santa Cruz because of the lack of bike infrastructure (having to ride
defensively against cars.) Once the Rail Trail is completed we will be able to ride more safely,
but also having a commuter train with bike access would be wonderful because then we could
actually get out of our cars and do errands on our bikes. Right now, on any week day afternoon,
we rarely drive in our cars past the San Lorenzo River to Mid or South County shops and
businesses because of all the traffic. If we could take our bikes on the train to Capitola or Aptos
for lunch and shopping, wouldn't that be fun (and a boon to businesses)?! We have an electric
car, we ride bikes and walk when we can--we are committed to doing our part to reduce fossil
fuel consumption, and we would be committed to regularly using a light rail commuter train,
which would be so beneficial to so many, in so many ways!
I hope we and others can enjoy the benefits of a bike and wheelchair accessible light rail soon-Thanks for your work and consideration to make it possible!
Allison Garcia

John Carothers jocaroth@mac.com 2/9/2020
Hi
We need to plan for the future, and a light rail WITH a bike trail is a critical component of that
future.
Thanks
John Carothers

Meggan Wenbourne megwenbourne@gmail.com 2/10/2020
Hi RTC Planning Committee I am writing to ask you to please include some important scores to your study for the transit
option for the rail corridor between Watsonville and Santa Cruz.
Some of the measurements that are very important to me and I feel should be included are the
following •

Understanding how many bicycles each vehicle can carry, particularly important for rush
hour times, not just over a 24 hour period.

•

Ease of entry and exit for people with mobility challenges - this should be quite seamless
for folks needing alternative transportation who have slower or more impaired mobility.

•

Accounting for rush hour and not just averaging out trip times through a 24 hour
period. Some times of the day, as we all know, are much more impacted than others.

I am really excited about this next step in this process and am thankful for all the time, thoughts
and energy you all have put into this study.
Looking forward to seeing you all at the SC Mtg on 2/12.
Thanks again,
Meggan
~We make a living by what we get, we make a life by what we give~

Kerstin Ahlgren Breidenthal kerstinahlgren@gmail.com 2/10/2020
To Whom it May Concern:
Please include in your study of transit options the following:
•
•

Add a score for the ease of entry and exit for people with mobility challenges.
Add a score for how many bicycles each vehicle can carry, so bike commuters
don't get left behind at rush hour. That is more useful than studying how many
bikes could be carried over 24 hours by the whole system.

•
•

•
•

Instead of "transit vehicle miles traveled" add a score for ‘transit rider miles
traveled.’ An empty vehicle covering lots of miles doesn’t help anyone.
Instead of average trip time, add a score for rush hour trip time. Not all the
proposed alternatives can use the whole rail corridor. Some have to use suface
streets. A vehicle that goes fast at midday but get stuck during rush hour traffic
isn't so great.
Add a score for how soon each proposed new transit system could be installed
and start carrying passengers.
Add a score to measure how well each of the alternatives would do at getting
commuters out of their cars.

It is essential that rail serves those in our community with mobility issues and those who will
use bicycles to finish their commute.
Thank you.
Best,
Kerstin Breidenthal
95062
homestage1@yahoo.com 2/10/2020
Santa Cruz city and county are quickly moving from smaller beach town communities to
multifaceted area with increasingly dense population with larger numbers of daily commuters
driving up and down Highway 1 or over the hill on Highway 17.
•
•

UCSC continues to increase enrollment.
The city of Santa Cruz continues to approve large high density
projects. See: Development Projects | City of Santa Cruz

Development Projects | City of Santa Cruz

•

•

Increasing high real estate purchase and rental cost in the Silicon Valley continue to
push commuters into the cities of Scotts Valley, Santa Cruz and beyond. Commuters are
also moving to Santa Cruz, San Benito and Monterey counties.
Increased general populations also mean increased daily traffic and larger swings of
seasonal traffic (aka: beach traffic).

Since it seems unlikely that (at this time) there is an feasible way to reduce traffic flow on
highway 17 from the valley to the coast, one of the best ways to help ease this increasing
congestion is to provide a way for people to move from popular local and tourist attractions
using a separate corridor once on the coast side. (And also for the locals to move back and
forth.)
I am in favor of having a rail/train (and/or bus) that is separate from main street, freeway and
side street. If we don't actively create solutions for regularly scheduled public transportation
we will see increasing congestion going from certain hours of the day (rush hour) to a standard
occurrence.
-Melissa Lindroth
Santa Cruz resident

Ellen Vaughan ellen.l.vaughan@gmail.com 2/10/2020
Hello,
I support the Passenger Rail!
Please help the environment and economics of our region by making it happen!
Thanks,
-Ellen Vaughan
c (315) 472-7959

Dave Wachob dwachob@aol.com 2/10/2020
We are ready for passenger rail!
Sincerely,
Dave Wachob

Eva Brunner <evasbrunner@gmail.com> 2/10/2020
It is my understanding that the current study to choose a transit option between Santa Cruz and
Watsonville leaves out some crucial measures. Rail offers many benefits to people with mobility
issues, bicycle commuters that need to take their bikes on the train in order to get across the
county for work or pleasure efficiently (and car free), our environment and the easing of
congestion on Highway 1.
Please add these very important measurements that are missing from the study:
-Add a score for the ease of entry and exit for people with mobility challenges.
-Add a score for how many bicycles each vehicle can carry, so bike commuters don't get left
behind at rush hour. That is more useful than studying how many bikes could be carried over 24
hours by the whole system.
-Instead of "transit vehicle miles traveled" add a score for ‘transit rider miles traveled.’ An
empty vehicle covering lots of miles doesn’t help anyone.
-Instead of average trip time, add a score for rush hour trip time. Not all the proposed
alternatives can use the whole rail corridor. Some have to use surface streets. A vehicle that
goes fast at midday but get stuck during rush hour traffic isn't so great.
-Add a score for how soon each proposed new transit system could be installed and start
carrying passengers.
-Add a score to measure how well each of the alternatives would do at getting commuters out
of their cars.
Thank you,
Eva Brunner
x1kern@cruzio.com 2/10/2020
This study is a good way of finding the best type of vehicle that is the most efficient in moving
commuters to their place of work.
It is imperative that the vehicle has provisions to easily and quickly allow passengers to load
and unload their bicycles or scooters. it also must have provisions to accommodate mobility
impaired passengers if it i to be successful and useful.
Please do a fully inclusive search and study to find the most efficient and accommodating rail
vehicle.
Thanks for your attention on this issue......roger Kern

Barbara Rusmore brusmore@gmail.com 2/10/2020
Hello, I am writing to recommend changes in the transit corridor alternatives study. Please add
the following measures:
- accessibility by disabled passengers
- effectiveness
-Dr. Barbara Rusmore
Rusmore and Associates
1429 S. Grand Avenue
Bozeman MT 59715
406-570-5815
brusmore@gmail.com
https://www.barbararusmore.com --see my paintings!
Vicki Noble vicki.m.noble@gmail.com 2/10/2020
Lets keep the bike path simple. We do not need to spend limited funds on landscaping and trail
art, The areas the path travels through have their own intrinsic beauty, and we should be
spending all of our limited funds on function. The trail should be wide enough for e bikes and
pedestrians to co exist.
As for rail options, the autonomous road train looks interesting, or if we must use the tracks, an
Electric Multiple Unit – Light Rail would be ideal to meet the ideals you have set out for future
transportation projects. We should be moving people as our first priority in the most
environmentally friendly way.
Thank you for giving the public a voice in this process.
Vicki Noble
854 Gharkey St
Santa Cruz
Doug Huskey doug.huskey@gmail.com
I approve of the alternatives analysis framework as proposed with one exception. I think the
Emissions reduction metric performance measures should include not just vehicle miles
traveled but also vehicle hours (total hours in vehicles measures time spent sitting in traffic,

waiting for train crossings, etc.). This is an important environmental and quality of life measure
which also has a positive impact on the economy (e.g. more available time to be on the job and
not traveling to the job, and more positive attraction of qualified work force due to improved
quality of life - i.e. doesn't encourage people to leave because it is just too hard, too long and
too expensive to live within a reasonable (< 40 min) commute time to work.)
I think it is important to calculate capital and operating costs for each of the core service
alternatives proposed. Note that most rail cost estimates are for the DMU commuter rail (UCS
capital costs of $339,000,000), but this service alternative has many downsides including noise,
horn usage, lack of convenient stations (passenger boarding requires a station),
emissions, intersection blocking during passage, and large set-back requirements which limit
the bike pedestrian trail by requiring tree removal, retaining walls, and more expensive
construction. A modern electric based alternative including light rail, monorail, and other track
based electric options may resolve noise issues but still have limited rider access due to the
need for expensive stations. Would these core service alternatives reduce highway 1 gridlock,
or significantly lighten the commute load on Hwy 1. Would they have more positive impact
than auxiliary lanes which are less expensive? Is funding even available for a .5 to 1+ billion
dollar system, and would such a system carry enough ridership to pay for itself or even pay for
its annual operating costs?
I am glad to see core service alternatives such as buses, road trains, dual rail and bus which do
not require specialized stations yet could take advantage of a contiguous corridor to reduce
commute time from/to South County compared to either bus or car on highway 1 (except for
dedicated bus lanes - also a good idea).
Transportation planning should focus on addressing congestion and grid-lock where-ever it
occurs. A new system should not be implemented (e.g. DMU trains) which compromise or
introduce more congestion on surface streets crossing the rail line.
Thank you for your consideration of these suggestions.
Regards,
Doug Huskey
rob hart robofiges64@yahoo.com 2/10/2020
As we become a larger and more urbanized County with a warming climate we need to
maximize our low carbon transportation options. Rail transport is a lower carbon alternative
to buses. It can handle more bike commuters at peak rush hour times. It offers easier (and
flatter) on and off access, which is especially important for people with disabilities as well as
bike commuters.
Thank you for your consideration of this issue and my comments regarding it.

Rob Hartzell
Watsonville
Nadene Thorne nadenetd@yahoo.com 2/10/2020
The SCC RTC has continued to ask for public feedback in a "best of all possible worlds" format,
consequently the public's views have tended to be more of a wishlist than the basis for any sort
of plan.
As long as the community does not fully understand the cost of these projects, specifically the
requirement for increased taxes and ongoing financial public support for transit infrastructure,
they will continue to lobby for the most expensive alternative - a train or some other form of
track-driven mass transit. In the past, the RTC has only offered vague claims of state and
federal funding, none of which is guaranteed or even identified, and buried the requirement for
a voter-approved bond issue in the fine print.
These repeated requests for public input to innumerable studies over the past 20-30 years
waste everyone's time and prevent the county from ever making any significant transportation
improvements, like support for alternative active transit, highway widening and lane
management, increased METRO service, and road repair - all things we can afford to do now!
Nadene Thorne
140 Averitt Street
Santa Cruz 95060
907-590-7996
Nancie caffeineachiever@gmail.com 2/10/2020
To Whom It May Concern:
I am voicing my support for the Rail-Trail.
I would also like to see the following scores added to the criteria for implementing the rail-trail
corridor.
•
•

•
•
•

Ease of entry and exit for people with mobility challenges - I know my parents and
disabled brother would find this helpful
How many bicycles each carriage can carry OR How many bike carriages, per train This would be really helpful to know if my friends and I would be able to get on a train
especially during commute time
Rush-hour average trip time on the rail corridor vs surface streets or freeway
Availability Time-frame each new transit system can start carrying passengers
How well does each of the alternatives do at getting commuters out of their cars

Personally, my friends and I have enjoyed fast efficient travel on rail in many European cities,
NYC, Boston, Sonoma country, Seattle. We understand that...
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Rail attracts more riders than other proposed alternatives.
Rail moves more people at peak commute, faster and for less money.
Rail has level boarding, letting bicycles, walkers, strollers, and wheelchairs roll on and
off.
Rail runs separately from street traffic and uses the corridor without interruption; buses
can only use part of the corridor and would mostly run on streets.
Rail transit is the most energy-efficient.
Rail protects our public ownership of the corridor.
Rail uses our existing rail infrastructure.
Rail can get funding and be a part of the larger state rail plan.

Nancie
Nancie Graham
215 Alhambra Ave., Santa Cruz, CA 95062
caffeineachiever@gmail.com
caffeineachiever@yahoo.com
Teri Coppedge tjcoppedge@hotmail.com 2/11/2020
I urge you to consider these measures.
1. How well does the option carry bicycles, especially at rush hours, when bike commuters
need to be able to count on space?
2. Add a score for rush hour trip time, not just average time. As we all know, an option like rail
excels at rush hour travel and competes very favorably with one that must use surface streets.
3. Please consider how well each of the alternatives would do at getting commuters out of
their own cars.
4. How soon could a transit system be carrying passengers?
5. How well could it coordinate with state-wide transit plans?
6. Regarding Connector Services:

I suggest implementing an on-demand small shuttle that could be called or scheduled on-line
the same day by a passenger anywhere within a defined service area, that would take that
person (with a bike, too) to the main corridor or wherever they need to go. Persons near
commonly used pick-up sites would be urged, but NOT required, to get themselves to that spot
if possible. This has great advantages for persons with some disabilities or small children, and
encourages them to use regularly-scheduled transit. (See Rogue Valley Transportation District,
Oregon, https://www.ashlandconnector.org/ )
I find rail a compelling alternative. It addresses mobility well, runs separately from street travel
and its interruptions. It is the most energy-efficient, takes advantage of the already-existing
public corridor and infrastructure, and can be part of a large state rail plan.
Thank you for your work and consideration.
Teresa Coppedge
If you talk to a man in a language he understands, that goes to his head. If you talk to him in his
language, that goes to his heart. -Nelson Mandela, activist, South African president, Nobel
laureate (1918-2013)
Dave Riggs DaveRiggs@quailrun.net 2/11/2020
I am writing to urge the Regional Transportation Commission to make the light rail system
between Santa Cruz and Watsonville its highest priority. Anyone who has spent hours stuck in
traffic to and from Santa Cruz, knows that the only real solution to the congestion is a workable
transportation link between Santa Cruz and Watsonville. Expanded highways and increased bus
routes are in no way workable to address the long term problem. While I welcome the idea of
a bicycle lane along the train right of way, saying it is a solution to traffic congestion is
laughable. I think it is nice to start construction on a bicycle path, but every day we don’t begin
in earnest to construct of the light rail system, is a wasted opportunity. The cost of the system
will steadily increase and at some point will become too expensive. If we don’t act now with
some urgency, it will not be done at all. I fear that our children and grand children will look
back a say, “What were you thinking? How come you didn’t build this when you had a chance
and when it was affordable?” When I voted for Measure D, I was looking forward to riding the
“modern rail system” that was promised. At this point, I was told at the last rally in Santa Cruz
that we could get the project started within the next ten years. That’s almost 15 years after the
sales tax was increased to start this system. This is an outrage! I don’t want the legacy of our
generation to be one of failure and inaction when the clear path forward is so evident.
Dave Riggs
David R. Riggs | 110 Chase Lane, Aptos, Ca. 95003
P: 831.662.9620 | Cell: 831.419.2972 | email: davidrayeriggs@gmail.com

Dave Riggs DaveRiggs@quailrun.net 2/11/2020
Rail Now!
I am writing today to urge the Regional Transportation Commission to make the light rail
system between Santa Cruz and Watsonville its highest priority. Anyone who has spent hours
stuck in traffic to and from Santa Cruz knows that the only real solution to the congestion is a
workable transportation link between Santa Cruz and Watsonville.
Expanded highways and increased bus routes are in no way workable to address the long-term
problem. We talk about reducing traffic congestion and our carbon footprint, but the
alternatives suggested do neither.
I lived in Washington D.C. when they were building the Metro there. People complained about
the disruption of traffic during the construction and the cost. But, today they have a great
transportation system that is packed daily with commuters who would otherwise be stuck in
traffic. Today, the complaint is that we didn’t do it completely in the first place. The Metro
only goes as far as Vienna, Virginia, 15 miles short of Dulles International Airport. Original
construction Metro was about $600 million. The construction now underway to build the last
14 miles to the airport is estimated a $5.8 million!
Environmentalist say that we need to encourage housing close to transportation hubs to reduce
congestion and reduce our carbon footprint. We have the hubs and we are squandering the
opportunity to build the transportation link. How can Santa Cruz County be so far out of touch?
Everyone talks about economic justice, but how can we say that people in Watsonville should
be content to spend hours every day stuck in traffic commuting to higher paying jobs in Santa
Cruz. Some candidates for office in Santa Cruz County have suggested that alternative to
building the light rail is more buses. I would be surprised if any those suggesting this have tried
commuting from Watsonville to Santa Cruz by bus.
I welcome the idea of a bike lane along the train right of way, saying it is a solution to traffic
congestion is laughable. I think it is nice to start construction on a bicycle path, but every day
we don’t begin, in earnest, to construct of the light rail system, is a wasted opportunity.
If we don’t act now, with some urgency, it will not be done at all. I fear that our children and
grandchildren will look back a say, “What were you thinking? How come you didn’t build this
when you had a chance and when it was affordable?” I don’t want the legacy of our
generation to be one of failure and inaction when the clear path forward is so evident.

When I voted for Measure D, I was looking forward to riding the “modern rail system” that was
promised. I was told at the last rally in Santa Cruz that we could get the project started within
the next ten years. That’s almost 15 years after the sales tax was increased to start this
system. This is an outrage! Abraham Lincoln said, “If once you forfeit the confidence of your
fellow citizens, you can never regain their respect and esteem." Continuing to ask for increase
taxes to fund projects and frittering away the money jeopardizes the public confidence. Elected
officials and this commission have a moral obligation to deliver on this promise. I say, “Build
Rail First and Build it Now!
David R. Riggs | 110 Chase Lane, Aptos, Ca. 95003
P: 831.662.9620 | Cell: 831.419.2972 | email: davidrayeriggs@gmail.com
Saladin Sale saladinssale@gmail.com 2/11/2020
Dear Commission Members:
I write to commend Commission staff on their work to date and to provide input to the
proposed Transit Corridor Alternatives Analysis. The following are my suggestions for changes
to the proposed Analysis Framework.
1. ECONOMY/Is fiscally feasible: Add evaluation metric Projection Reliability. Description:
How reliable are the projected Capital and O&M costs based on number of systems in
existence? High, Medium, Low
2. EQUITY/Provide accessible and equitable transportation system that is responsive to
the needs of all users/Access/Does the project provide transportation access to
disadvantaged populations?: Add: "Ease of entry & exit for those with mobility
challenges" High, Medium, Low
3. EQUITY/Provide accessible and equitable transportation system that is responsive to
the needs of all users: Change "Transit vehicle miles covered" to "Transit rider miles
traveled." The focus of Corridor Transit should be ridership with access
improvements provided by connector services.
4. EQUITY/Offer reliable and efficient transportation choices that serve the most
people/Travel Time/ Does the project improve transportation travel time?
Change "Average transit trip time" to "90th percentile transit trip time" and
Add "Average transit trip time during peak hours"
As a Santa Cruz County resident for more than fifty years, I have become a strong supporter of a
rail-based transit system on the Transit Corridor with an integrated multi-modal Connector
system reaching out to the county from the corridor. Advantages of rail as I see them include:
•

Builds on the tremendous value of the existing rail infrastructure

•

Uses the full length of corridor without detouring onto surface streets - unaffected by
road congestion

•

Level boarding means roll-on/off for bikes & wheelchairs and no delays for operating
bike racks

•

Easily adjusts passenger & bike capacity by adding connected units without requiring
additional operators until fully autonomous operation becomes feasible

Thank you for your consideration of this input.
Respectfully,
Saladin Sale
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Cyndi Dawson cdawson@sbcglobal.net 2/11/2020
Dear Commissioners
I’m writing to send a public comment on the draft alternative analysis. I have lived in Santa Cruz
since 1999, live in Seabright and work locally as an environmental scientist. The traffic and
climate impacts caused by greenhouse gases continue to rise and we need to take bold action
to support rail transit for the following reasons:


Rail attracts more riders than other proposed alternatives.



Rail moves more people at peak commute, faster and for less money.



Rail has level boarding, letting bicycles, walkers, strollers, and wheelchairs roll on and off.


Rail runs separately from street traffic and uses the corridor without interruption; buses
can only use part of the corridor and would mostly run on streets.


Rail transit is the most energy-efficient.



Rail protects our public ownership of the corridor.



Rail uses our existing rail infrastructure.



Rail can get funding and be a part of the larger state rail plan.

Please stand up and provide a real climate friendly transit option for the citizens of Santa Cruz
County by strongly supporting rail transit.
Regards,
Cyndi Dawson
Santa Cruz, CA 95062

david van brink david.van.brink@gmail.com 2/11/2020
Hello -Happy to see the Alternatives Analysis under way!
Two comments:
1. It seems there should be some measure for "ridership attraction". This is currently framed
only as "capacity". But various modes offer differences especially for choice riders, or those
very accustomed to car use. For example, tourists might well flock to a gondola system for its
sheer novelty. (When I was last in Manhattan, I rode the Roosevelt Island Aerial over and over
just for fun.) And it is well documented that all else being equal, users have a definite
preference for rail-based vehicles.
2. Progress is being made to bring the "TIG/m" demo to the SCBRL; it would be valuable to call
out which of the Initial List Of Alternatives this corresponds to. Number 10 looks closest, though
there are some differences, in particular, the "virtual multi-car" mode for TIG/m.
Respectfully -- David Van Brink / city of santa cruz
__________________
david van brink / david.van.brink@gmail.com / 831.332.6077

Mayumi Kosugi mkkdogs@att.net 2/11/2020
Dear Commissioners,
As a home owner in the City of Santa Cruz and a neighbor to the Rail and Trail, I support rail
transit for the following reasons: 1) Rail attracts more riders than other proposed alternatives,
2) Rail moves more people at peak commute, faster and for less money, 3) Rail has level
boarding, letting bicycles, walkers, strollers, and wheelchairs roll on and off, 4) Rail runs
separately from street traffic and uses the corridor without interruption; buses can only use
part of the corridor and would mostly run on streets, 5) Rail transit is the most energy-efficient,
6) Rail protects our public ownership of the corridor, 7) Rail uses our existing rail infrastructure,
8) Rail can get funding and be a part of the larger state rail plan.
Santa Cruz needs a north/south rail option to provide a nonpolluting transportation
alternative.
Mayumi Kosugi
95060
Michael Matkin mgfmatkin@gmail.com 2/11/2020
Hello,
I am a resident of Live Oak and a voter. I regularly commute by bicycle to my job at UCSC and
have had many close calls with cars while riding, particularly while riding on Eaton/Murray
across the harbor bridge and SeaBright.
I feel strongly that the rail trail development should be accelerated to provide a safer
transportation alternative to more community members. A safe route with limited interaction
with cars will encourage many more people to ride, reducing traffic and environmental impact.
I also feel very strongly that the rail trail keep the option of a train or bus lane to provide public
transit from Monterey to Santa Cruz and beyond. A bike trail alone limits our options as a
community.
Thank you,
Michael Matkin

Kurt Rosenberger rosenberger.kurt@gmail.com 2/11/2020
Hello,
I am writing in response to the request for public input on the transit (rail) corridor alternatives
analysis. First and foremost, the most important consideration when deciding how the right of
way should be utilized is equity - how does the proposed solution meet the needs of lower
income segments of county residents? And in answering this question, one has to consider
which cities does the proposed solution serve. Any proposal that does not include Watsonville
is immediately cutting out half of the county's residents. Light rail running from Watsonville to
the West Side would provide a more reliable, affordable and timely option for people to get to
work. In this way, passenger rail is addressing two problems at once; traffic and the
housing crisis. By providing a direct connection between jobs and affordable housing, rail offers
immediate relief with technologies that exist today. Not to mention, rail is three times more
efficient, is three times more durable, and carries three times as many passengers as 'rubber
wheeled vehicles'. Hence the RTC would have to buy 9 busses for every light rail vehicle. I urge
the RTC to move forward with passenger rail service that will actually serve more of the
county's residents.
Sincerely
Kurt Rosenberger
Pacbell julijim@pacbell.net 2/12/2020
Dear RTC,
Thank you for all of your hard work to bring the vision of rail and trail to the trail construction
phase. This combination of light rail (or any other rail based vehicle) and a bike/pedestrian path
will clearly serve the majority of residents in Santa Cruz county.
As you evaluate the alternatives against the goals, please keep in mind a few other benefits to
effective public mass transit including less reliance on personal automobiles and reclaiming our
roads for safe travel by bicycle (not for car storage). When you consider use options, please
also think about access to the corridor - whether by integrated transit or by bicycle. Access to
the transit available on the corridor should be easy and safe. Transit which does not use roads
will be less prone to traffic jams and have a more reliable and predictable schedule.
An electric train which can accommodate a large number of bikes is clearly the alternative
which can provide flexible and reliable transit options across the county. Bike for a while, then

hop on the train if needed.
I look forward to using transit on the corridor. Please moved forward without delay.
Regards
Julie Montgomery
Santa Cruz County resident
Sent from my iPad
Albi Romero albi.b.romero@gmail.com 2/12/2020
Hello,
I fully support the rail and trail combination, and feel that not incorporating high capacity public
transportation into the plans for the existing corridor would be a short-sighted mistake.
With respect to the options presented in the Alternative Analysis:
Option 10: Light Rail / Electrical Multiple Unit
In my opinion, this is the best option. I believe that having a higher capacity is important to the
economic feasibility of the system and is the only way to have a significant environmental
benefit. There is also a community aspect to a shared transit system that is not part of a PRT
system. I also support the use of electrical propulsion for environmental reasons, as well as to
minimize impact of noise and pollution to those along the corridor. A hydrogen fuel cell would
be my preferred power source if it is economically viable.
Option 17: String rail
Although this is not yet available, it does have the same benefits as option 10. It has the
downsides of being more costly to build and not making use of the existing tracks. It may be a
reasonable option, however, if obtaining additional ROW is impractical or excessively high
construction cost are associated with the narrow portions of the corridor.
Thank you for accepting public input,
Albi Romero
Scott Le Grand varelse2005@gmail.com 2/12/2020
There's no scenario in which local train service is good and an abundance of scenarios where a
trail would benefit everyone. Please, no train, yes trail.

Gina Cole <director@bikesantacruzcounty.org> 2/12/2020
Dear Mayor Garcia and City Council Members
I am not going to be able to attend the community meeting this evening.
Some of my concerns are the number of bikes that can be loaded and stored on the rail vehicle
and ease of access for folks to put bikes on the vehicle. Looking ahead to more e-bikes, an even
heavier bike than most pedal bikes...how to ensure ease of travel with an e-bike.
The measuring of use should not be vehicle miles traveled, rather rider/passenger miles
traveled. Additionally, ease of access/on boarding/off boarding for all, folks with walkers or
wheelchair?
I would also like to ensure that rail services continue all the way to watsonville.
Thank you, All.
Gina
-Gina Gallino Cole
Executive Director
Bike Santa Cruz County
333 Soquel Ave.,
Santa Cruz, CA 95062
(831) 425-0665 office
(831) 840-1884 cell
bikesantacruzcounty.org

Terry Keller terry_keller@comcast.net 2/12/2020
Dear RTC,
In your decision on what mode of transportation to choose for the corridor between Santa Cruz
and Watsonville, please be certain to consider:
- getting vehicles off the road, i.e. commuters onto mass transit, especially during rush "hour"
traffic (morning, evening and weekends).
- ease of service for people with mobility issues.
- number of bicycles that fit at one time on board, which would be a very important factor
during commute times.

Thank you for your time and consideration on this matter.
Sincerely,
Terry Keller
Santa Cruz, CA
Lowell Hurst lowell.hurst@cityofwatsonville.org 2/12/2020
Here’s a note from one of my constituents who can’t attend the meeting tonight in
Watsonville.
Thank you.
“Some of my concerns are the number of bikes that can be loaded and stored on the rail vehicle
and ease of access for folks to put bikes on the vehicle. Looking ahead to more e-bikes, an even
heavier bike than most pedal bikes...how to ensure ease of travel with an e-bike.
The measuring of use should not be vehicle miles traveled, rather rider/passenger miles
traveled. Additionally, ease of access/on boarding/off boarding for all, folks with walkers or
wheelchair?
I would also like to ensure that rail services continue all the way to watsonville.”
Lowell Hurst
Council Member District 3
Former Mayor
275 Main St Suite 400
Watsonville CA. 95076
Office 831-768-3008
Voice mail 831-768-3003

krsandel krsandel@gmail.com 2/12/2020
Dear RTC Board Members,
I just wanted to submit a few comments/concerns about the proposed Rail/Trail Corridor. I
would like the RTC to carefully consider making the rail portion as accessible and convenient as
possible, particularly in regards to mobility access and bicycle riders. It takes a lot to convince
commuters to adopt other transportation options, and it should be as easy as possible for
them to do do so, otherwise the Rail project will fail for lack of ridership.

I would also like the RTC to more carefully consider what will be needed to adapt public
transportation infrastructure to changing climate. This is going to be an increasingly urgent
concern going forward, yet so far we've done very little do address it.
Thank you for considering my views,
Kristen Sandel

Sarah McMurray sarah.mcmurray@landtrustsantacruz.org 2/12/2020
We received the following suggestion, but I think it was meant for you!
Best,
Sarah
---------- Forwarded message --------From: J Smith <succotash66@yahoo.com>
Date: Thu, Feb 13, 2020 at 1:44 AM
Subject: QUESTION FROM WEBSITE
To: info@landtrustsantacruz.org <info@landtrustsantacruz.org>
Not sure if you are the correct organization, but I heard on the radio one is requesting
suggestions for most use of rail trail between Capitola and SC.
I would like to see wheel chair vattery charging stations so we have more ability to get around
independently.
-Sarah McMurray
Membership Manager
Land Trust Santa Cruz County
617 Water St.
Santa Cruz, CA 95060
831.429.6116
831.235.9257 (c)
www.landtrustsantacruz.org

Dana Bagshaw cdbagshaw@att.net 2/13/2020
Thanks for the open house Tuesday night. Good turnout, lots of new faces, good information.
So great to see minds opening up to alternatives.
For the coastal route, the core system I find most attractive is CyberTran. It combines many of
the features mentioned in your alternatives as indicated below:
•

An elevated system, CyberTran can be built over the top of our existing right-of-way
(15). Bikes and pedestrians can use the trail below, retaining natural greenery and trees.
Like the gondola (16) it would avoid issues related to surface infrastructure especially
the dangers at intersections. But it would also avoid the dangers of rising sea levels and
floods. As a system for the future, this must be taken into consideration.

•

Like PRT (14) CyberTran is a system of individual vehicles that operate on-demand and
non-stop from origin to destination along a fixed route. Vehicles pull out to stations built
to the side of the track so that others can pass.*

•

Unlike PRT, CyberTran offers larger 20-passenger vehicles that encourage a community
experience of public transit, rather than the isolation of cars or private pods. Passengers
could put their bicycles or wheelchairs on them. They could also be used to carry light
freight.

•

Like the light-rail option (10) CyberTran would be popular due to its fast acceleration
and pollution-free and quiet operation. CyberTran is solar-powered – its overhead
canopy producing more electricity than required, which can be put back on the grid.
CyberTran could even become a micro-grid.

•

Like micro-shuttle (6) the CyberTran vehicles are autonomous, making them economical
to run. They would be manufactured in Richmond, CA in green factories, reducing the
carbon cost.

•

Options (1) through (7) employ vehicles with tires. Tires cause more resistance when
moving, using more energy than vehicles on rails. And micro-plastics fly off of tires into
the air we breath, and onto the roads washing into our ocean. Then when the tires wear
out, they become a disposal problem. CyberTran runs on rails, its vehicles more lightweight than electric commuter trains.

•

The initial costs of building the CyberTran system are offset by the savings in operations,
making CyberTran an attractive ROI for private investor funding in partnership with the
RTC.

CyberTran currently has a comprehensive proposal for the San Jose transit project from Stevens
Creek and Diridon to the airport that is worth looking at. Airport-Diridon-Stevens Creek
Connector | City of San Jose [https://www.sanjoseca.gov/your-government/departmentsoffices/transportation/transit/airport-diridon-stevens-creek-connector?fbclid=IwAR3F3sfH1jEvbt8eoyFOQzsfIcWiQ3la5MfSlaL3PN5Vs_esSs704zcvOc
Airport-Diridon-Stevens Creek Connector | City of
San Jose

Michael Pisano mpisano@ucsc.edu 2/13/2020
Hi Transit Corridor Alternatives Analysis,
If the October TIG/m demo is a success are there plans to quickly implement continued limited
service?
To help the success of the Santa Cruz Go program would it be advisable to implement later &
earlier METRO service between Watsonville, Aptos, Capitola, Scotts Valley & Santa Cruz?
This would also help Hwy 1 congestion as those that start work at 6am & leave after 3pm would
be on a bus & not in a car for the afternoon commute back to Watsonville.
Thank you for your time & consideration
-----Common Acronyms : EE=Employee, PPE=Pay Period End, PD=Pay Day, BW=Bi-Weekly,
QW=Quadra-Weekly, MO=Monthly, CP=CruzPay, TS=Timesheet, LOA=Leave of Absence,
LNP=Leave No Pay.
Direct Deposit Sign-Up: https://financial.ucsc.edu/Pages/Payroll_Direct_Deposit.aspx
Michael Pisano
UCSC – BAS/SHR/ELR – Leave of Absence Assistant
Tel:831-459-1867-Fax:831-459-2661– Confidential LOA FAX:831-401-2322
MAC Appointee (METRO Advisory Committee)
Eml: mpisano@ucsc.edu / Mail Stop: Staff Human Resources
Work Schedule/Plan de trabajo: Days/Dias; Mon thru Fri – Hrs; 8am to 5pm
TKWeb: http://shr.ucsc.edu/ops/index.html
SHR = Services, Solutions, Success! Servicios, Soluciones, éxito

Jan McGirk jan.mcgirk@gmail.com 2/13/2020
Dear Committee
Ideally, Santa Cruz should build an electric light railway on the existing tracks because it's
modern, the most accessible plan for people with disabilities, energy efficient, and relatively
quiet. This approach can get additional funding and be a part of the statewide rail plan.
Furthermore, the alternative wording should cite the total number of transit rider miles
travelled, as opposed to counting vehicles with no passengers, and also note that trains can
carry considerably more bicycles than buses. The rail and trail combined will best serve Santa
Cruz's diverse population.
Jan McGirk
Portola Dr
Santa Cruz CA
tim mcgirk tim.mcgirk@gmail.com 2/13/2020
•

Thank you for taking my opinion into your considerations. I'm a firm believer in
using the existing rail track to put in a bike lane and operate and an electric
people mover of some kind to ease the crush of commuter traffic between Santa
Cruz and Watsonville.

However, in your discussions, please make note of the following:
•

•

•

Please take into consideration that instead of "transit vehicle miles traveled," add
a score for ‘transit rider miles traveled.’ An empty vehicle, save for the driver,
covering lots of miles doesn’t help anyone.
Please do not use buses. Stick to an energy-efficient, electric rail car or tram of of
some sort. Rail runs separately from street traffic and uses the corridor without
interruption; buses can only use part of the corridor and would mostly run on
streets. A bus service, instead of a rail, would put more traffic on the streets and
defeat the intended purpose of this transit corridor.
Thank you,
Tim McGirk
Santa Cruz County Resident (2130 Portola Drive)

Henry Hooker henry.hooker@gmail.com 2/13/2020
Thank you for this opportunity to provide comments to the ongoing study.
First, I must admit to confusion regarding the meaning of the "non-contiguous transportation
corridor" metric. Is this questioning the risk that is associated with using the right of way for
something other than rail? That seems like a HUGE issue, and something that has had bad
consequences in other projects. Whatever it is needs to be clearly stated.
My priorities:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Direct connection at the Southern terminus with CalTrain and High Speed Rail.
Backbone of the system should be rail, to assure right of way, for speed, for high peak
capacity, for ties to state system and funding mechanisms.
Viability and speed for daily rush hour commuters from South County to Santa Cruz.
Capacity to carry bikes for those rush hour commuters
Getting everyone out of cars and into convenient and abundant public transportation.
Enabling dense housing near the stations
Reduced energy usage, emissions, contribution to climate change.

Thank you for your good work.
Henry Hooker
407 Ocean View Ave
Santa Cruz, CA 95062

Brian Peoples brian@trailnow.org 2/13/2020
Please include the following comments to Alternative Analysis:
Cost of Corridor Closed:
•
•
•

What is the cost of the corridor sitting unused?
What is the loss of economic benefit to local community not have a continuous trail?
What is increase in climate changing emissions with Trail closed?

•
•

•

Include the cost of keeping the Santa Cruz Coastal Corridor closed for transportation
solution - based on each scenario? How long to implement solution?
Are you including a metric that measures "WHEN" the Coastal Corridor will be open to
transportation solution? For example, removal of tracks and asphalt paving will allow
for immediate use of the property for active transportation - while the Mass Transit
vehicles are purchased and deployed.
Is the added cost to build a trail next to railroad tracks being compared to the cost to
build a trail next to rubber-wheel transit system?

Local Neighborhood Impact:
•
•
•
•

•
•

•

•
•
•

How will it affect local communities that currently access the corridor, i.e., fencing for
train safety?
Impact to coastal access?
What is the aesthetic value?
What about safety provisions for protecting public from fast moving large vehicles (rail,
buses)? Is stopping distance factored into safety calculations? SMART train is a great
example of the dangers associated with fast moving trains through neighborhoods.
Impact to neighborhoods from noise and sight pollution, what are mitigation measures
whether train, buses, overhead wires and new lighting?
In Aptos Village, Parade Ave will not open to Soquel Drive if the railroad tracks
remain. The design of Aptos Village traffic follow requires Parade Ave to be opened. If
the recommendation is for rubber-wheel vehicles, Parade Ave will open to Soquel
Drive. Will you include the impact to Aptos Village traffic flow in the analysis?
Are the federal guidelines that require a trail and train separation be more than 25 feet when the train travels 45 mph - being included in the alternative analysis. Will the
analysis include the impact to the trail from train versus a rubber-wheel vehicle?
Are you including likelihood of lawsuits against train or overhead tram system?
How will Roaring Camp operations be impacted by the two alternative plans and will the
cost be included?
Are you taking into account Measure L, where the City of Capitola voted to not allow
any expenditure of city funds or personnel to support a detour of the trail through
Capitola Village?

Highway 1 upgrades:
•
•
•

Bus Transit on highway, does it reduce requirements for mass transit on corridor?
Is the Santa Cruz Coastal Corridor more ideal for short distance travels - that can be
accommodated by small transit vehicles?
How will autonomous driving factor into the scenarios?

Cost of Mass Transit:

•

Is cost per passenger being included in the analysis?

Funding Opportunities:
•
•
•

•

•

•

Please identify sources of funds for all alternatives considered.
In your evaluation of funding sources, are you including an assessment of the "likelihood
of getting the funding"?
According to California Transportation Commission, if RTC pulls rails, they would need to
return $11M or appraised value. Due to contamination and other issues with property,
can it be evaluated if the property could be sold for $1 to County as a "road" - thereby,
only having to return $1 to CTC.
"Mass Transit" is not necessarily "Government Operated Transit". Can you please
include the fact that rubber-wheel transit could be private operators? What would be
the cost difference between public fund mass transit and private operated mass transit
on each scenario?
Coastal Corridor is not only valuable transportation property, it is also valuable
commercial property that could be exploited to help fund transportation solutions. In
the analysis, can you include the possibility of commercial shops if there are rubberwheel vehicle solutions – since there would be more room along the corridor?
Since a tax measure is required to support the annual operations of a train, what is the
likelihood that the county could garner 2/3s majority vote to pass such measure?

Infrastructure Upgrades:
•
•

•
•

•

Is the strength of trestles and ability to accommodate the heavy train volumes included?
Parking Garages/Lots for Cars: Is the cost and location of creating parking for cars
included in the analysis (e.g., where would a parking garage/lot be built at a Seacliff
Station)
Infrastructure and Security Costs: Are these costs/services included in the analysis
(platform stations, train barns, police, emergency services)
Do you have all the detailed property information - in the way of if the property is an
easement or owned by RTC? Will you produce the percentage and specific locations
that maybe "lost" to adjacent property owner if rails are removed?
What is the likelihood that Capitola's historic trestle will be torn down and a new trestle
built to accommodate rail and trail?

Best regards,
Brian Peoples
Executive Director
TrailNow.org
Brian Peoples brian@trailnow.org 2/13/2020

One more added comment:
Progressive Rail has plans to provide freight service for the dump at Buena Vista Road. If this
occurs, there significantly less space for commuter train and trail. Please include the
assessment of freight operations continuing from Buena Vista Road to Watsonville.
Where will passenger train station be located in Watsonville and how will this impact
Progressive Rail operations?
Brian

jennifer harris-anderson <buzznjen@comcast.net> 2/10/2020
RTC,
Please don’t invest any more funds on a train idea. Use the money saved to provide free
METRO Service. Busses are our best alternative when it comes to mass transit—less expensive,
can travel on all streets, provides flexibility on routes, high carrying capacity, won’t block
intersections. Free up the rail corridor with a ‘Blue Zone” of healthy transit options. No
degradation of the environment and completely protected the entire 32 miles. The RTC at a
minimus should put the rail corridor to a popular vote. What are you so afraid of?
Frank Anderson
212 16th Ave
Santa Cruz, Ca. 96062
Ira Schwartz <ischwartz@baymoon.com> 2/7/2020
Hello,
For your upcoming decision, I urge you to consider heavily the benefit of how a train on a
dedicated right of way continues to move when traffic is at a standstill during rush and peak
hours. I grew up in New York City where anyone can tell you that the subway delivers
passengers (including those with mobility issues) faster and more smoothly than a car or a
bicycle at peak travel times.
Thank you,
Ira Schwartz
Santa Cruz

From: Contact Request Form <admin@sccrtc.org>
Sent: Monday, February 10, 2020 3:35 PM
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org>
Subject: New submission from Contact Form
This Contact Request Form has been submitted by a member of the public to
http://sccrtc.org/contact-us/.
Name
Marilyn Berg
Email
jub@pacbell.net
Subject
Advantages of rail over bus
Your Message
We are ready for passenger rail

From: Pacbell <julijim@pacbell.net> 2/12/2020
Dear RTC,
Thank you for all of your hard work to bring the vision of rail and trail to the trail construction
phase. This combination of light rail (or any other rail based vehicle) and a bike/pedestrian path
will clearly serve the majority of residents in Santa Cruz county.
As you evaluate the alternatives against the goals, please keep in mind a few other benefits to
effective public mass transit including less reliance on personal automobiles and reclaiming our
roads for safe travel by bicycle (not for car storage). When you consider use options, please
also think about access to the corridor - whether by integrated transit or by bicycle. Access to
the transit available on the corridor should be easy and safe. Transit which does not use roads
will be less prone to traffic jams and have a more reliable and predictable schedule.

An electric train which can accommodate a large number of bikes is clearly the alternative
which can provide flexible and reliable transit options across the county. Bike for a while, then
hop on the train if needed.
I look forward to using transit on the corridor. Please moved forward without delay.
Regards
Julie Montgomery
Santa Cruz County resident
From: Bud Colligan <bud@colligans.com> 2/13/2020
Dear Guy,
This would be thoughtful input into the Alternatives Analysis study. Perhaps you could forward
to the study leaders.
Regards,
Bud
https://humantransit.org/2011/02/sorting-out-rail-bus-differences.html
sorting out rail-bus differences
Here's a crucial passage from the book I'm working on, though it may will end up in the next
book rather than this one [Human Transit]. The topic is emotive, so I'm trying to be very
carefully factual here. I welcome your critiques in comments. If you disagree on a matter of
fact, please provide a reference to a source.
In 2009, the then-popular [but now defunct] blog the Infrastructurist asked its readers whether
streetcars are better than buses, and why. Readers came up with 36 responses (listed
verbatim here (https://humantransit.org/2011/02/sorting-out-rail-bus-differencesendnotes.html)) that formed a good summary of popular perceptions about the rail-bus
distinction.
Of the 36 reasons, only six refer to an intrinsic difference between bus and rail technologies. All
the others fall into two categories, which I’ll call misidentified differences and cultural feedback
effects.

Misindentified Differences
In your city, the rail system has lots of differences from the buses, including technological
differences. But that doesn’t mean that all these distinctions are true rail-bus distinctions. For
example:
•

•

•

•

Propulsion: electric vs internal combustion. In most North American cities that have
both bus and rail, the rail is electric but the buses use internal combustion (diesel,
“clean diesel,” or various forms of natural gas). Electric motors have obvious
advantages – in emissions, noise, acceleration, and comfort – but none of these are true
rail vs. bus differences. Rail can be run by internal combustion, and buses can be
electric. If you want to compare your electric rail option with a bus option, compare it
to electric trolleybuses. If you want to compare your internal-combustion buses with a
rail option, compare them to internal-combustion rail options such as the Diesel
Multiple Unit (DMU).
Mixed-flow vs exclusive-lane operation. Transit speed and reliability are mostly a result
of how much you stop and what can get in the way. Rail is more often run in exclusive
rights of way, but some streetcars run in mixed traffic and some buses run in exclusive
lanes. Monorails never get stuck in traffic, but neither do buses in Brisbane, Australia’s
busway system (https://humantransit.org/2009/05/brisbane-a-short-tour-of-the-south-eastbusway.html). Most city buses can get stuck in traffic, but so can any streetcar, tram, or
light rail vehicle that runs in a mixed traffic lane. (A major problem for BRT in North
America is that people keep taking junkets to Latin America, where BRT is powerful but
the economic context is too different, rather than to Brisbane, where they could see
high-end BRT working in a wealthy city.)
Off-board “proof of payment” fare collection vs. “pay the driver” fare collection. Farecollection style has big psychological effects. “Pay the driver” slows down boarding and
is a greater hassle for all concerned. Some rapid transit sytstems (rail and bus) provide
paid areas with faregates, eliminating this delay. The other solution is “proof of
payment,” which means that you buy a ticket on the platform (or already have a valid
ticket) but you only show it if a roving “fare inspector” asks to see it. If you don’t have
one, you pay a fine. Rail is more likely to use “proof of payment” than buses, but there
are exceptions both ways, and there’s no necessary link between the rail-vs-bus choice
and the fare collection system. High-capacity bus systems are beginning to shift to
“proof of payment” fare collection to eliminate fare-related boarding delay. UPDATE:
San Francisco now uses proof of payment on its entire bus system.
Frequency and Span. Your whole rail transit system may be frequent, while some your
buses aren’t, and in that case, you’ll naturally associate frequency with rail. As we
saw here (https://humantransit.org/2010/08/basics-the-case-for-frequencymapping.html), a good Frequent Network map, which shows both frequent rail and
frequent buses, will clear up that confusion. Buses can be very frequent, while some rail
services can run infrequently or peak-only. (We usually call those commuter rail.)

Cultural Feedback Effects
A community’s attitudes toward rail and bus technologies can easily affect they way they are
operated and presented. In short, people who believe that rail is better than buses will tend to
act in ways that make that belief true. For example;
•

•

•

•

•

Differences in investment or care. A community that believes that buses are only for
poor people, or that rail is the mode of the future, will under-invest in buses as opposed
to rail, producing a difference in quality that will reinforce that belief. It may also hold
bus operations staff to lower standards than rail staff, and encourage other cultural
differences between bus and rail operations that become real for the customer, but are
not intrinsic to the bus-rail distinction.
Perceptions of permanence. If you don’t stop to think about it, rails in the street will
make a service feel permanent, especially if you’re used to hearing people tell you that
rails imply permanence. History clearly shows that rail systems do stop running if their
market disappears. True permanence lies in the permanence of the market, and that
lies in the pattern of development [See Human Transit Chapter 14].
Perceptions of legibility. The notion that a bus might do something unpredictable and a
railcar won’t is also a cultural feedback effect, typically the result of insufficiently clear
and compelling information about the bus network. It is quite possible to build bus
services with such a high level of investment in infrastructure, such as stops and
stations, that the routing is as obvious as a rail line’s would be; the Los Angeles Orange
Line (https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Orange_Line_%28Los_Angeles_Metro%29) bus rapid
transit system is a good example.
Regulatory differences. Government regulation often enforces different rules for road
transport as opposed to rail transport. These regulations are themselves a kind of
cultural feedback, differences in habit and history between agencies that regulate roads
and those that regulate rail. By enforcing different standards and safety requirements,
these regulations can cause outcomes that amplify the apparent difference between
road-based and rail-based transit.
Different potential for mission-creep. If you build a stretch of road for a busway, there’s
always a danger that somebody might try to open it to cars. If you don’t trust your
government to protect the stated purpose of a facility, this can be a major decision
factor. This issue applies, however, to the narrow range of cases in which a road or lane
is being built that could be useful to cars but is closed to them. It is not an issue where
the proposal is to reallocate existing roadspace from cars to transit, nor when building a
higher-end busway whose design makes it useless to cars even if they were allowed on
it.

Intrinsic Bus-Rail Differences
When we set aside those two categories and look at the differences that really follow,
intrinsically, from the rail-bus distinction, there appear to be seven, and only the first three of
them are always to rail’s advantage:
•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Capacity. Where demand is high, rail can serve that demand at a higher ratio of
passengers to on-board staff, which means that once you absorb the (often large)
construction cost, you will be able to offer greater capacity for a given operating cost. A
transit vehicle that’s too crowded to board doesn’t meet any of our seven desires for
useful service, so this point is often decisive in favor of rail.
Ride quality. Ride quality in buses is improving, and guided busways may give buses an
even more rail-like feel, but new rail systems will probably always have an advantage
with their smoother running surface. Is the smooth ride of rail indispensible to a useful
network? This can be a tough question whose answer may vary from one community to
another.
Limited energy-efficiency and emissions consequences tied to the difference between
tires and steel wheels. Again, the primary factor governing energy-efficiency and
emissions is propulsion (electric vs internal combustion), which is not intrinsic to the
rail-bus difference. However, there is a small range of differences that arise from the
physics of steel-on-steel vs tire-on-road operation, and that favor the former.
Noise from wheel friction. Most noise impacts are due to internal combustion, which
either rail or buses may use, so that’s a misidentified difference. Rail transit lines that
intersect streets may be required to install noisy crossing signals — a valid response to
the extreme weight of commuter rail trains but more controversial as applied to light
rail. These regulatory requirements may be cultural feedback effects. But rail has a
further noise disadvantage that really is intrinsic: the tight fit between steel wheel and
rail causes noisy friction when going around curves, especially when going fast.
Some variable cost differences. Broadly speaking, bus-based projects that use portions
of existing roadway will be much cheaper than building rail for those same segments
would be. Beyond that, costs for bus vs. rail projects can be hard to compare. Capital
costs for rail include vehicles, while a busway is sometimes run with an existing bus
fleet. Certain bus-rail comparisons in certain corridors may turn up significant
differences in operating cost that may be valid in that situation, but need to be checked
carefully to ensure that they assume the same factors on both sides.
Maneuverability around obstacles is a specific issue for rail in mixed traffic, usually light
rail or streetcars. In mixed traffic, minor obstructions routinely occur in a lane,
especially if the lane is adjacent to on-street parking. People stop in the lane to make
deliveries, get into and out of taxis, and parallel-park. Accidents and breakdowns
happen. If these events block a streetcar, the streetcar is stuck. A bus, in the same
situation, can often go around the obstruction and continue.
Ability to extend existing infrastructure. If you’ve already built rail on a large portion the
length of a travel corridor, it may be logical to build rail on the rest, so as not to create a

technologically required connection. On the other hand, busways can often eliminate
extra connections because buses can run through the busway but then flow out onto
ordinary streets. In each case, an advantage goes to the technology that makes better
use of the infrastructure that already exists, whether road or rail.
Of course, in a particular transit debate, you may not have all of the choices that I’ve articulated
here. Still, it’s important to remember that most of the things you hear about why rail is better
than buses are not true in the abstract, as facts of geometry or physics that follow from intrinsic
differences between roads and rails.
It may very well be that rail is culturally better than buses in your city, in which case all you’re
really saying is that people in your city think rail is better than buses and will therefore tend to
act in ways that make that true. If you’re interested in appealing to your current population,
and motivating them to make investment decisions based on their current perceptions about
the benefits of rail, that may even be a good reason to build rail even if you don’t need its
intrinsic benefits.
But if you’re thinking in longer-range terms, don’t forget: Attitudes, assumptions and
perceptions will change over time. Physics and geometry won’t.
UPDATE! See endnotes for this post here! (https://humantransit.org/2011/02/sorting-out-railbus-differences-endnotes.html)

Christine Weir chrisweir@baymoon.com 2/13/2020
I am writing to urge you to adopt a rail vehicle for the rail corridor between Watsonville and Santa Cruz.
Rail vehicles (light rail train or tram) would be the most climate-friendly. A light-rail vehicle could use
our existing rail infrastructure and would therefore be the quickest to implement, as well as protect our
public rights to the corridor. It’s important to have a solution that is easy to use (ie. level-boarding for
bikes, wheelchairs, strollers). It needs to provide a reliable schedule that people can depend upon, and
not be subject to the vagaries of rush hour traffic. We have a wonderful opportunity to take advantage
of the rails and corridor that are already in place! Let’s not lose this chance to reduce our traffic
problems AND reduce our carbon footprint.
- Christine Weir, Santa Cruz

Chick Webb chick@chickwebb.net 2/13/2020
I am writing to provide input on the TCAA:
1) I am opposed to any and all rail-based solutions as they are too expensive (to build and
maintain), rigid, and do nothing to solve the significant last-mile problem that a solution
confined to the corridor will inevitably have.
2) I am opposed to any solution that does not include a _continuous_ parallel recreational trail
or that results in significant diminution of the corridor's usability for bicycles & pedestrians.
3) I support the use of the corridor for autonomous electric micro-shuttles, as a system could
easily be designed that would use the same vehicle for both long-distance and last-mile
transport. The infrastructure costs of this solution would be minimal, since the vehicles would
be light weight and use rubber tires. It could employ intelligent technology to enable a (semi)
on-demand use model, maximizing convenience, utilization and efficiency. The use of "passing
places" (a la Scotland's single track roads - https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Single-track_road)
would allow two-way traffic to use the same right-of-way, minimizing the amount of lateral
space required and ensuring that a continuous parallel trail could be built as well. It could also
safely co-exist with bicycle/pedestrian traffic on a parallel trail due to the lower speeds of the
vehicles.
Thank you for the opportunity to weigh in.
Chick Webb
Rio Del Mar, CA

Patricia Fox pitterfox@yahoo.com 2/13/2020
A comment to the TRANSIT CORRIDOR ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS:
At the open house last Tuesday, I was impressed by the analysis tables, diagrams and
documents illustrating that all aspects of the transit corridor had been carefully considered.
It might be wise, though, to concede this corridor will not be able to provide all aspects of
transportation from south county to north county. There is backing for the revival of freight
trains, and for a swift and efficient passenger line, and for a bicycle/pedestrian trail. And
analysis studies, done with the best of intentions, can prove unreliable when the finished
product is presented. And we’re talking miles and miles of the finished product.

I live in Capitola and walk the rails most days. I do believe the solution in figuring out just which
alternatives should be considered and which should be “taken off the table” depends largely on
what the finished product looks like and how it works.
Am I correct that there are two dominate plans? One being the “Rail/Trail”which includes the
existing railroad with a bicycle/pedestrian trail beside it, and the other being the “Greenway”
concept which converts the whole easement into a bicycle path with a separate pedestrian
path running alongside it?
If this is correct, I would suggest two full scale models be built, perhaps 100’ long each, in close
proximity to each other so the public can see exactly what these concepts look like and how
well they will really work. One location that might work well is the section of rails in Capitola
between Monterey Avenue and the rail bridge over Soquel Creek. It’s about a 400 foot long
area and is adjacent to the Capitola Village parking lot for ease of access for visitors. I’m sure
there are other good locations, I just know this one.
These full scale models would have a limited lifetime of six months from start of construction
(two months) to open to the public (four months) to demolition (one month), the tracks being
returned to their current condition, sans weeds and trash.
This would save time and money for the proponents of both sides. The work would be done by
both professionals and volunteers that cheer their side as the best solution. Funding would be
grass-roots with assistance from the commercial entities that want to see their solution win.
If the future holds a light-weight elevated passenger rail system, it would be easy to see which
model could be easily converted to accommodate that possibility.
Thank you for giving me this opportunity to share my views.
Pitter Fox, Capitola resident for over 40 years. 320 1/2 McCormick Ave. 462-2061
Friday 2/14/2020 TCAA Comments
Sean Shrum seanshrum@gmail.com
My concern is that continued reviews of the project will slow or stop progress towards a plan
for affordable, reliable transportation for our most overlooked community members. Seniors,
school children, disabled individuals, and working parents need a reliable transportation system
for their own independence.
Recently I met Haben Girma, Harvard Law’s first deaf, blind graduate. Something she makes
clear is that early on in her life she was given tools to help her succeed. This transportation plan
is a tool that our community needs towards there own independence.

SHAWN ODONNELL s_shawn@sbcglobal.net
Good evening all parties,
My name is Shawn O'Donnell. I am submitting my input on the topic of the Rail Trail community
input.
Let me briefly state my current situation. I am a long time resident of Santa Cruz county dating
back to1974 when my wife and I moved into town to start our married life. In that time we
have resided in almost every part of this county from Boony Doone to Watsonville. We have
raised our family and now we are watching our grandchildren growing up here too. In that time
I have witnessed the evolution of transportation in this county first hand.
I am a recent retiree from the Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District. Three years as a bus
maintenance mechanic and seventeen years as Fleet maintenance supervisor. My total career
in the transportation industry can be looked at as thirty plus years including other experience
over the hill.
I was in on the ground floor of the transit district converting from Diesel powered buses to
natural gas buses, during which the transit district was still trying to find and construct a new
"home base" of operations, bus parking and maintenance. The District was suffering the effects
what I came to call "The Curse of Loma Prieta". That earth quake of 1989 destroyed the brand
new state- of- the-art transit facility that was only 3 years old. That facility in Watsonville was
then condemned, boarded up and put the District on a THIRY YEAR QUEST to regain what it had
lost to Loma Prieta. The District was running all over the county renting "shacks" and run down
garages here and there to continue operations. The length of time for this quest was mostly
due to enormous political push back from every neighborhood that was approached. No one
wanted that noisy stuff in their "back yard."
Now you are wondering what all this has to do with the Rail Trail subject? Very simple, In all
this experience I briefly shared with you I have come to realize that infrastructures such as this
one proposed has tremendous real issues.
1. THE REALITY OF IT USEFULLNESS BY THE PUBLIC. I read this week that Transit ridership
as of this day is down across the nation. In theory, public mass transit should be working, but in
reality it doesn't seem to be the case. We see the "Conga line" (as one of the Metro Transit
Board members themselves called it) form at La Selva Beach, Mar Monte Ave on Hiway 1
heading north until pretty much Morrissey Blvd. A large percentage of which continue on over
the hill to Silicon Valley. Trust me, they are not going to ride any rail system going up the coast
from Watsonville to Davenport. Heck, the Transit District has a park and ride that hardly was
used for years until the Hi tech companies over the hill started suppling their own buses to take
them nonstop to and from work to park and ride lots. A public transit system can no longer
compete with that in tis geographic area. Times, they have changed again. Don't get me wrong.
I am not bad mouthing those who are on any board of directors trying to deal with the
transportation dilemma. I was part of the process as well and know full well how hard they
work how hard it is to get anything done in this current climate of opinion and ideas. There is
the idea that many of the good people of Santa Cruz County will commute to there local jobs
this way. Really? We are a culture that loves our cars and the freedom and autonomy that it
brings us. Fun facts to know. The employees of Santa Cruz Metro are offered a free bus pass id
card for them and their immediate family members. I was the only one in the entire

maintenance department that used it at all and even not that much. The rail system is not going
to provide any better transportation deal than that.
2. THE REUSE RECYCLE THEORY. The image being projected is simply a matter of using a
line that has already been built. Kinda of simple. The feeling of reuse and recycle something
that already exists sounds right. But once the architects and engineers come back and say that
new "regulations" now have to be met, you are in a game of reinventing and constructing the
wheel. Trust me again! All the bridges and trestles will have to rebuilt to code and federal and
state regulations. Forget that the iron tracks and ties will have to go as well. Folks, we basically
will be building this from the start for a very very long time and a very expensive "overbudget"
with little to no guarantee of ridership. (fun facts to know). Mass transit buses nation wide
retrieve only about 25 to 30% of operating cost from the fare box. The feds, state and county
pick up the rest with the feds being the lions share. The only thing that is possibly reusable is
the track bed, or the existing rail cut. But again when the ground seismic study comes back to
say that there is unstable earthquake sensitive areas in the existing cut, we are all back to the
drawing board. $$$ My experience has seen this
3. WHO IS GOING TO OPERATE THIS SYSTEM? The cost of living is too high to attract a
expert competent work force to
Try finding a primary care doctor to take you on as a new patient. PAMF mentioned they can't
keep doctors because once the doctor realizes the cost of living ratio is as high as it is, they are
off to greener pastures. We have the same problem with qualified technicians and bus
operators. Work force support will be a massive problem.
I could go on for much longer than I have already but I hope you get the idea. Now here's my
pitch. Drop the dual purpose approach of the rail/trial idea and make it the most amazing bike
and walk trail in the West Coast.
1. Many more of the components are in place and I mean in place to stay. Santa Cruz is a
Tourist Town second only to a University Town. The rail line is already riddled with killer Hotels
and restaurants along the way. More and more people are biking to work and that makes it
portal to portal. Electric bikes are on the upswing. A person can easily bike from Live Oak to the
West side with little to no competing with cars. But the big plus I see it that people would come
from all over Monterey Bay and likely California just to take a long fairly level bike ride and stay
at a hotel eat at restaurants and not compete with a train passing by them . That would ruin
their trip for sure
2. MUCH EASIER TO IMPLEMENT. Existing bridges and trestles would more likely be used.
Aptos can deal better with that idea and buy in on this
3. MORE REALISTIC USE FOR THE MONEY SPENT..
I'm sorry. I'm out of time as this is almost midnight. contact me back if you desire more input.
Shawn O'Donnell
s_shawn@sbcglobal.net
Krista Corwin <krista.m.corwin@gmail.com>
Hi Ginger and team,

Thank you for taking our comments into consideration. I'd like to throw my support behind a
zero-emissions train with plenty of capacity for bikes. The Bike-Train-Bike model sounds great.
If there was a way to pay for your ride via your phone (Venmo/QR scanner, or a new app
designed just for SC transit), that would do a lot increase ridership, especially among young
people, tourists, and new riders.
All the best,
Krista
-Krista Corwin
MA Sociology
University of California, Davis
Eva Holt-Rusmore eholtrusmore@gmail.com 2/15/2020
Dear RTC,
Please see my public comment on the transit corridor below - I know that you are committed to
providing an excellent alternative, thank you. Below I have listed some ways in which I know
this excellence will better serve all of our community members - please add these missing
elements to the analysis;
1. Add score and An examination and recommendation made for maximum quantity of bicycles
each vehicle can carry so that we are promoting alternative transportation on and off the rail.
2. Add score and Recommendations and prioritization for ease of entry and exit for people
with mobility challenges, as these members of our community face significant barriers to
accessing good, services and care.
3. Add a score for “transit rider miles traveled”
4. Add a score for rush hour trip time
5. Add a score for how soon a new transit system could be installed/start carrying passengers
6. Add a score for measure how well each alternative would do at getting commuters out of
their cars
Thankyou!!
Warmly,
Eva Holt
112 20th Avenue
Santa Cruz, CA
95062
8312510996

Tom Davis snorkers@pacificedgeclimbinggym.com 2/19/2020
Greetings,
I am writing to go on record regarding the proper development of the Rail Trail, and the
potential for a passenger train on the corridor.
There are many issues that could cripple this project, exacerbating our transportation woes,
and creating a black hole of wasted public finds.
Pedestrian use and bicycle commuting are mutually exclusive. A glaring example of this issue is
the Arana Gulch trail. It is a disaster of design (far too narrow with multiple blind spots). I have
witnessed numerous near accidents on that path. We must have separated bike and pedestrian
paths along the rail corridor for the trail to be viable, safe, and truly useful. Each of these
separate paths need to be at least 8' wide. This is a critical design feature that could make THE
difference between a quaint but marginally useful investment, and what would be the
grandest, most useful public works project this County has seen in 50 years.
I believe the train is doomed to be a financial black hole, and it will make our traffic problems
far worse: The numerous railroad crossings on our already gridlocked streets would be in
constant use. This would cripple car traffic. During commute hours, it takes 4 or more cycles,
and 10 minutes to get through the Seabright and Murry intersection. If the rail crossing was in
use this would be far worse. It is a single branch line, and making it into a remotely functional
commuter train would require 2 rail lines, and/ or countless spurs for passing. Construction of a
second line would preclude functional room for Peds and bikes. Using a (primarily) single
branch line for the train would relegate it to uselessness for commuting; It would only be able
to make 1 trip every 1.5 to 2 hours. The cost of building the infrastructure and maintaining a
viable rail service is prohibitive. There will never be enough ridership to pay for such an
enormous expenditure. The SMART rail line in Marin/ Sonoma is a case in point. At $600 million
in construction costs, it is on track to a 200 year payoff. It simply does not support itself. It's
largest source of income is from a local sales tax, not ridership.
I advocate "rail banking". It is a crime that the corridor has gone unused for so many years. Let's
build the trails now, and study the viability of the train very carefully. We have nothing to lose
by taking this approach, and so much to gain.
Sincerely,
Tom Davis
CEO. Co- Owner
Pacific Edge Climbing Gym

(831) 464-9284 Santa Cruz

lbeyea@cruzio.com 2/20/2020
Hello,
I realize the public input period for comments on the draft alternatives analysis framework is past. I have been out
of state for a number of weeks and apologize that I only yesterday got to look at the draft documents.
I noticed errors in the description of core service alternative #16 "Gondola" and thought it might be useful to
acquaint you with some basic information about cable-propelled transit, to properly understand where these
transit technologies work and where they do not. I am happy to share Cable Car Confidential, a manual produced
by The Gondola Project on application of cable propelled transit. As a purchaser of the manual, I am also entitled
to a free consulting session with one of the authors, and I would be happy to assign that consulting time to you.
To summarize: There are basically two kinds of top-connected CPT systems - fixed cable and detachable cable.
There are also bottom-connected systems (funiculars, etc. - SF cable cars and the Oakland airport BART connector
are examples of these). The fixed cable systems are limited to two vehicles, one moving in each direction, and can
have very large capacity, such as the Roosevelt Island Tramway in NYC or Portland OR. The detachable cable
systems have virtually unlimited number of vehicles, depending on length of the run, such as systems in Medellin
Colombia, La Paz Bolivia, and Hong Kong.
CPT is not even remotely feasible as a core transit alternative on the rail corridor for the following two reasons:
•
•

Speed is typically only 15-20 mph, which is not practical for the length of the corridor. Most existing CPT
systems are under 3 miles in length.
Cost of CPT construction is more affected by the number of stations than by the overall length. The rail
corridor is not straight, thus requiring what are called "angle stations" to provide for turning along the
route. Angle stations can also serve as passenger stations, but passengers or not they are a significant
expense. With the number of turns along the corridor this would make CPT a non-starter in regards to
economic feasibility, even if we disregarded speed.

CPT compares well to other transit alternatives when the route is fairly straight, and when other alternatives
would require bridges to cross bodies of water or highways or rail lines, significant purchase of right-of-way, or
would require more circuitous routing to overcome significant change in elevation.
However, CPT does deserve consideration under Connector Services, where it was not mentioned at all. Anywhere
where a bridge would have to be built to provide direct connection to the corridor (e.g. Cabrillo College, Soquel
Drive medical campuses, Green Valley Rd at Main Street area of Watsonville...) a cable system will almost always
be less expensive.
I hope this is helpful. Feel free to contact me if you would like to get more information or take advantage of a free
consultation from The Gondola Project. I have attached a brief article I wrote over a year ago that summarizes a
few more key points and includes links to other information.
Len Beyea
Former City and Regional Planner, Consulting Energy Engineer
831-588-6556

Dianne blueiris@gmail.com
RTC Commissioners and Staff,
I strongly support energy efficient passenger RAIL transit on the SC County rail corridor. The AA
study is critical for determining the best type of vehicle to meet the needs of residents and
businesses far into the future. I agree with the Friends of the Rail & Trail that the AA study
should:
•
•

•
•

•
•

Add a score for the ease of entry and exit for people with mobility challenges.
Add a score for how many bicycles each vehicle can carry, so bike commuters
don't get left behind at rush hour. That is more useful than studying how many
bikes could be carried over 24 hours by the whole system.
Instead of "transit vehicle miles traveled" add a score for ‘transit rider miles
traveled.’ An empty vehicle covering lots of miles doesn’t help anyone.
Instead of average trip time, add a score for rush hour trip time. Not all the
proposed alternatives can use the whole rail corridor. Some have to use suface
streets. A vehicle that goes fast at midday but get stuck during rush hour traffic
isn't so great.
Add a score for how soon each proposed new transit system could be installed
and start carrying passengers.
Add a score to measure how well each of the alternatives would do at getting
communters out of their cars.

Furthermore, I urge you to include analysis of how METRO can best integrate with future rail
transit to achieve a superior transit system.
Thank you for your consideration,
Dianne Dryer
Resident of the County
Keith Otto keith_otto@yahoo.com
SCC RTC Transit Corridor Alternatives Analysis
Let's invest in the infrastructure that we already have:
- SCMetro bus service
Service to my neighborhood was completely cut in Sep 2016.
- Highway 1 - aux lanes AND express bus / HOV lanes
Per the SCC RTC UCIS, these will provide shorter Watsonville to Santa Cruz public transit travel
times than a train.
- Local road repairs

- 'Trail only' for the rail corridor
Let's NOT invest in a train or a bus or something other than 'trail only' in the rail corridor
north of Watsonville. A train or a bus or something other than 'trail only' will be too costly to
build, too costly to maintain, and will only attract minimal ridership. Look at SMART in Sonoma
/ Marin. A train (or bus project in the rail corridor) in Santa Cruz County will be an even greater
failure. The Marin Independent Journal has come out against the March 2020 Measure I
needed to support SMART.
Santa Cruz County Public Works said it well at an RTC meeting: To create new things, when
we can't afford to maintain what we already have, we think that is the wrong way to go.
If you REALLY want to know what Santa Cruz County wants, then let's vote!
Thank you for your serious consideration of this perspective.
Regards,
Keith
Keith Otto
La Selva
Peter Muller PMuller@PRTConsulting.com
Please keep me updated.
Also please be aware that San Jose issued an RFI last year and the responses may be found
here: https://www.sanjoseca.gov/your-government/departmentsoffices/transportation/transit/airport-diridon-stevens-creekconnector?fbclid=IwAR35IbpXjC7ql1P6IA544iGYydmoMjLSugZyz0jy5bkvr1_7LK0BjKABzOA
Some of these technologies are very relevant to your study.
Attached is a list of viable PRT technologies.
Best regards,
Peter Muller P.E.
President

1340 Deerpath Trail, Suite 200 | Franktown, CO 80116
1.303.800.1529
pmuller@prtconsulting.com | www.prtconsulting.com

VIABLE PERSONAL RAPID
TRANSIT
SYSTEMS
Definitions
Personal rapid transit (PRT) system
A driverless transit system comprised of small (8 passengers or less) vehicles supported by or
suspended from a dedicated guideway serving offline stations. In-vehicle switching enables headways
(time between vehicles) less than ten seconds. Offline stations enable nonstop origin-to-destination
travel. Dedicated guideways ensure there are no conflicts with pedestrian or other traffic facilitating
safe nonstop travel and high throughput.
Viable PRT Supplier
A viable PRT supplier is one that is understood to have the rights to supply PRT technology that is proven
in service to the extent that it is already in public service, or it operates numerous full-scale vehicles
carrying passengers on a full scale track, demonstrating in-vehicle switching and offline stations at
normal operating speeds.

Viable PRT Suppliers
Technology

Supplier

2getthere
Modutram
Ultra
Ultra

2getthere
Modutram
Ultra-MTS Ltd.
Ultra PRT Ltd.

In Service
Date
Location
2010 UAE
2011 Mexico (test)
2011 UK
2011 UK

Seats
4
6-8
4-6
4-6

Speed (MPH) Speed (MPH)
(Planned)
25
25
45
45
25
35
25
60

Note that there are numerous suppliers around the world developing PRT technology. Most are
working under a veil of secrecy. At least two are known to have full-scale test tracks meeting most of
the above requirements. It is anticipated that new commercially-available PRT systems will emerge at
the rate of about one a year starting in a year or two.

February 20, 2020

Mr. Guy Preston
Executive Director
Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission
1523 Pacific Avenue
Santa Cruz, CA 95060
Dear Mr. Preston:
We appreciate you taking the time to meet with us on February 3, 2020. This letter is in reference to
our discussion regarding the status of the Transit Corridor Alternative Analysis and its possible impact on
the Santa Cruz, Big Trees & Pacific Railroad (SCBT), a wholly owned subsidiary of Roaring Camp
Railroads. We found the meeting very informative and appreciate you sharing the work the Regional
Transportation Commission (RTC) has embarked on to explore all possible transit alternatives on the
corridor.
After hearing the various possible alternative transportation suggestions for the corridor, the SCBT
believes as though it is important for the RTC to be reminded that the SCBT’s position is to be able to
fully utilize our trackage rights. While the SCBT certainly plans on cooperating with the RTC in whatever
path it follows, the SCBT is not willing to accept increased costs or liability exposure as a result of the
RTC’s decisions.
The SCBT requests, as the analysis moves forward, that it does so in such a way that the results do not
interfere with the SCBT’s operations. Keeping in mind the contribution and importance of the SCBT to
the economy and culture of Sana Cruz, we request the analysis incorporates the value of the SCBT as it
contemplates alternatives for the corridor.
The SCBT looks to the construction of the highspeed rail line in the Central Valley and the importance of
truly utilizing the future of that system will depend on rail remaining on the corridor.
Please do not hesitate to contact me, should you have any comments or questions.
Best regards,
Melani Clark
CEO, Roaring Camp Railroads

Input for Transit Corridor Alternatives Analysis
Joe Martinez 2/21/2020
Commissioners,
Keep all high capacity and mass transit on Highway 1 corridor. Widen Highway 1 to 3 lanes each
direction and include aux lanes as well. Make highway 1 a toll road that can identify autos by their
license plate and charge by county of registration.
Additionally, implement a mono rail or some other type of mass transit on highway 1.
The rail corridor needs to be used as a bike and pedestrian path. Do not implement any type of high
capacity or mass transit on the rail corridor.
Improve the Metro bus system service that I know is operating at a capacity that is sub-standard.
Improve it so it reaches more neighborhoods, reduce fees and subsequently increases ridership.
Protect our neighborhoods. NO HIGH CAPACITY or MASS TRANSIT / TRAINS on the rail corridor.
Joe Martinez
Aptos
Transit Corridor Alternatives Analysis
2/21/2020
Hi Ginger,
I was looking at the project schedule, and I wasn’t seeing any contact points with the city of SC – in
particular with the SC Transp & Pub Works Commission.
Is there any plan to either present to or gather input from the commission?
: Ron Goodman
: 831 272 4627
: whatisron@gmail.com

Alternatives Analysis
2/21/20
To fully illustrate what I want to demonstrate I think I would need geographic contour maps showing the
elevated spots as well as the flood-prone sections. But using the maps you sent me I will try to describe
my thoughts.
Referring to the numbers on your potential stations map, the on-the-ground rails trouble begins after
leaving station (2) at Bay and California, where the track descends behind the Waste Water Treatment
plant and Neary Lagoon. To put in an elevated system like CyberTran you could start it at (2) and/or
have a station at Bay and West Cliff Drive towards the back of the trailer park above the tracks.
The "downtown" station at (3) by the wharf which is in our tsunami and sea-level rise area, could be
placed above the Sanctuary Exploration Center on the land now occupied by the Howard Johnston hotel.
There are already steps going down from there that passengers could use to get to the wharf area. A
ground rail train going through that area today stops all traffic at the roundabout. An elevated vehicle
could sail right over that intersection, run along the boardwalk, the trestle, and over the Eucalyptus
grove without needing to remove the trees.
The next potential station stop (4) at Seabright could again be built on higher ground at Arana Gulch
behind the harbor, then continue elevated over the Twin Lakes and Corcoran Lake area, also floodprone . . . and so on to Capitola. I know the railroad is the shortest route between Santa Cruz and
Capitola and I think it would prove popular. It could be the initial project, building it segment at a time
as we are currently doing for the bike trail.
Eventually, in co-operation with the Monterey Bay Community Power, I think a Cybertran system could
become a micro-grid and extend along the coastal rail line to Monterey,
The future is in our hands.
Dana Bagshaw
Alternatives Analysis
2/22/20
In short, please add CyberTran to your List of Alternatives.
Thanks, Dana Bagshaw
Alternatives Analysis
2/23/20
I thought this description might help in adding CyberTran to your list. It is lifted from the attached letter
of recommendation Dexter Vizinau sent us:

CyberTran’s Ultra-Light Rail Transit (ULRT) system using Autonomous Rail Vehicles (ARV’s) is a
technology that is more than an idea. Two full scale prototypes have been built and tested. The system
has been taken to 60 mph and has been proven to be capable of climbing a ten percent grade. ULRT
technology was originally developed by our federal government at the US Department of Energy’s Idaho
National Laboratory. The Federal Highway Administration has conducted an investigation into the
technology and deemed it near deployment. Many tests and studies have been completed including a
BART study . . . [that] determined ULRT costs much less to build and to operate and maintain than
traditional fixed guideway transit systems. The ULRT system can also be powered by solar and includes
an electric distribution system and power grid inter-tie.

