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COMMISSION MEMBERSHIP 

Caltrans (ex-officio) Tim Gubbins 
City of Capitola  Jacques Bertrand 
City of Santa Cruz Sandy Brown 
City of Scotts Valley Randy Johnson 
City of Watsonville Eduardo Montesino 
County of Santa Cruz Greg Caput 
County of Santa Cruz Ryan Coonerty 
County of Santa Cruz Zach Friend 
County of Santa Cruz Manu Koenig 
County of Santa Cruz Bruce McPherson 
Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District Kristen Brown 
Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District Ari Parker 
Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District Mike Rotkin 

The majority of the Commission constitutes a quorum for the transaction of 
business. 

HYBRID MEETING 

County Board of Supervisors Chambers 
701 Ocean St., Room 525 

Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Community TV Zoom 
Web: https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81296262340 

Dial-in: +1 312 626 6799  
Webinar ID: 812 9626 2340 

https://sccrtc.org/about/esubscriptions/
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81296262340
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1. Roll call 
  
2. Oral communications  

Any member of the public may address the Commission on any item 
within the jurisdiction of the Commission that is not already on the 
agenda. The Commission will listen to all communication, but in 
compliance with State law, it may not take action on items that are not 
on the agenda. 

 
Speakers are requested to state their name clearly so that it can be 
accurately recorded in the minutes of the meeting. 

 
3. Additions or deletions to consent and regular agendas 

CONSENT AGENDA 
 
All items appearing on the consent agenda are considered to be minor or 
non-controversial and will be acted upon in one motion if no member of 
the RTC or public wishes an item be removed and discussed on the 
regular agenda. Members of the Commission may raise questions, seek 
clarification or add directions to consent agenda items without removing 
the item from the consent agenda as long as no other Commissioner 
objects to the change.  

 
MINUTES 
4. Approve draft minutes of the June 02, 2022 Regional Transportation 

Commission meeting 

5. Approve draft minutes of the June 16, 2022 Transportation Policy 
Workshop 

6. Accept draft minutes of the June 16, 2022 Interagency Technical 
Advisory Committee meeting 

7. Approve draft minutes of the July 21, 2022 Regional Transportation 
Commission special meeting 

POLICY ITEMS 

No consent items 
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PROJECTS and PLANNING ITEMS 

8. Approve authorizing the Executive Director to enter into a sole source 
agreement with Industrial Railways Company, Inc. to correct the 
deferred maintenance along MP 3 to MP 7 and invoice St. Paul and Pacific 
Railroad/Progressive Rail 

BUDGET AND EXPENDITURES ITEMS 

9. Accept status reports on Transportation Development Act (TDA) 
revenues 

10.  Accept status reports on Measure D revenues 

11. Approve Fiscal Year 2022-23 Transportation Development Act (TDA) 
Article 8 Claims for the Community Traffic Safety Coalition and the Ride 
‘n Stride Program (Resolution) 

ADMINISTRATION ITEMS 
12. Adopt Assembly Bill 361 Findings for Virtual and Hybrid Meetings 

13. Accept information on Legislative Updates 

14.  Approve authorizing the Executive Director to enter into the new 
Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs) for Community of RTC (CORE) 
and RTC Association of Middle Management (RAMM) and adopt the New 
Salary Schedule for Calendar Year 2022 

15. Accept the Transportation Development Act (TDA) Fiscal Years 2018-19 
to 2020-21 triennial performance audit report and direct staff to 
implement the recommendations of the RTC audit 

INFORMATION/OTHER ITEMS 
16. Accept monthly meeting schedule 
 
17. Accept correspondence log 

 
18. Accept letters from RTC committees and staff to other agencies  

a. June 20, 2022 Letter from Sandy Brown, RTC Chair, to Senator Alex 
Padilla re: Transportation Housing and Urban Development (THUD) 
Appropriations Funding for Santa Cruz County Projects 

b. July 5, 2022 Letter from Sandy Brown, RTC Chair, to 
Congresswoman Anna Eshoo re: Transportation Housing and Urban 
Development (THUD) Funding for Boulder Creek Complete Streets 
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19. Accept information items

a. July 1, 2022 News Release: Calfornia Allocates More Than $3 Billion
for Transportation Infrastructure

REGULAR AGENDA 

20. Commissioner reports – oral reports

21. Director’s Report – oral report
(Guy Preston, Executive Director)

22. Caltrans report

a. Santa Cruz County project updates

23. Scotts Valley Project Updates Presentation
(Chris Lamm, Scotts Valley Department of Public Works)

24. Request for Proposals for Professional Engineering and Environmental 
Services – Electric Passenger Rail Transit & Coastal Rail Trail Project 
between Pajaro Junction and Santa Cruz along the Santa Cruz Branch 
Rail Line
(Sarah Christensen, Senior Transportation Engineer and Guy Preston, 
Executive Director)

a. Staff Report

25. Response to Court Ruling on CEQA Challenge of Highway 1 Tier I High 
Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Lanes Project
(Sarah Christensen, Senior Transportation Engineer)

a. Staff Report
b. Resolution
c. Superior Court of California Ruling

26. Next meetings

The next RTC meeting is scheduled for Thursday, September 01, 2022 at 9:00 
a.m. and will be hybrid at the County Board of Supervisors Chambers, located
at 701 Ocean St #500A, Santa Cruz, CA and via Zoom teleconference.

The next Transportation Policy Workshop meeting is scheduled for Thursday, 
August 18, 2022 at 9:00 a.m. via Zoom teleconference. 

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81296262340
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/85763723127
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HOW TO REACH US 
Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission 
1101 Pacific Avenue, Suite 250  Santa Cruz, CA 95060 
phone: (831) 460-3200 / email: info@sccrtc.org 
 
LIVE BROADCASTS  
Note: Due to technical difficulties, Community Television of Santa Cruz will be 
unable to broadcast the RTC meeting live. The meeting will be recorded and 
can be viewed later at  www.communitytv.org. For questions, call (831) 425-
8848. 
 
AGENDA PACKETS 
Complete agenda packets and all documents relating to items on the open 
session are posted online at https://sccrtc.org at least 72 hours prior to the 
meeting. Sign up for E-News updates at sccrtc.org/about/esubscriptions/ 

COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 
Items on the agenda: Written comments received by 9:00 a.m. on Wednesday 
before the meeting will be posted to the RTC website by 2:00 p.m. that same 
afternoon to allow time for Commissioner review. The opportunity to make 
oral comments is offered prior to the discussion period of each item. 
Items not on the agenda: Written comments on topics within the RTC’s 
jurisdiction, but not on the agenda, that are received during the monthly 
correspondence period will be posted to a public document. The 
correspondence period cut-off is 12:00 p.m. on the second Monday prior to 
the RTC meeting. A link to that document is provided in the Correspondence 
Log of that month’s meeting. The opportunity to make oral comments to the 
Commission on such topics is offered during Oral Communications. 

COVID-19 REMOTE MEETING UPDATE 
On September 16, 2021, Governor Newsom signed AB 361 into law, which 
allows the RTC to hold virtual and/or hybrid meetings so long as the RTC 
makes findings that the state of emergency continues to directly impact its 
ability to meet safely in person. Information needed to log into the virtual 
meeting is listed on the first page of the meeting’s agenda. Download the 
Zoom app: https://zoom.us/download. 

ACCESSIBILILTY 
The Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission does not 
discriminate on the basis of disability and no person shall, by reason of a 
disability, be denied the benefits of its services, programs, or activities. This 
meeting location is an accessible facility. If you wish to attend this meeting 
and require special assistance in order to participate, please contact RTC staff 
at 460-3200 (CRS 800/735-2929) at least three working days in advance of 
this meeting to make arrangements. People with disabilities may request a 
copy of the agenda in an alternative format. As a courtesy to those persons 
affected, please attend the meeting smoke and scent-free. 

http://www.communitytv.org/
https://sccrtc.org/
https://sccrtc.org/about/esubscriptions/
https://zoom.us/download
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SERVICIOS DE TRADUCCIÓN/ TRANSLATION SERVICES  
Si gusta estar presente o participar en esta junta de la Comisión Regional de 
Transporte del Condado de Santa Cruz y necesita información o servicios de 
traducción al español por favor llame por lo menos con tres días laborables de 
anticipo al (831) 460-3200 para hacer los arreglos necesarios. (Spanish 
language translation is available on an as needed basis. Please call (831) 460-
3200 at least three days in advance to make advance arrangements. 
   
TITLE VI NOTICE TO BENEFICIARIES  
The RTC operates its programs and services without regard to race, color and 
national origin in accordance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act. Any person 
believing to have been aggrieved by the RTC under Title VI may file a 
complaint by contacting the RTC at (831) 460-3200 or 1101 Pacific Avenue, 
Suite 250, Santa Cruz, CA 95060 or online at www.sccrtc.org. A complaint 
may also be filed directly with the Federal Transit Administration to the Office 
of Civil Rights, Attention: Title VI Program Coordinator, East Building, 5th 
Floor-TCR, 1200 New Jersey Ave., SE, Washington, DC 20590. 
 
AVISO A BENEFICIARIOS SOBRE EL TITULO VI  
La RTC conduce sus programas y otorga sus servicios sin considerar raza, 
color u origen nacional de acuerdo al Titulo VI del Acta Sobre los Derechos 
Civiles. Cualquier persona que cree haber sido ofendida por la RTC bajo el 
Titulo VI puede entregar queja con la RTC comunicándose al (831) 460-3200 
o 1101 Pacific Avenue, Suite 250, Santa Cruz, CA 95060 o en línea al 
www.sccrtc.org. También se puede quejar directamente con la Administración 
Federal de Transporte en la Oficina de Derechos Civiles, Atención: Coordinador 
del Programa Titulo VI, East Building, 5th Floor-TCR, 1200 New Jersey 
Avenue, SE, Washington, DC 20590. 
 

https://sccrtc.org/
https://sccrtc.org/


Santa Cruz County  
Regional Transportation Commission 

Draft MINUTES 

Thursday, June 2, 2022 
9:00 a.m. 

1. Roll call.

The meeting was called to order at 9:01 a.m. 

Members present: 
Sandy Brown 
Manu Koenig Andy Schiffrin (Alt) 
Randy Johnson  Robert Quinn (Alt) 
Greg Caput  Shebreh Kalantari-Johnson (Alt) 
Bruce McPherson Lowell Hurst (Alt) 
Mike Rotkin John Olejnik (Caltrans Ex-Officio) 
Jacques Bertrand 

Staff present: 
Guy Preston  Tracy New 
Luis Mendez Sarah Christensen 
Yesenia Parra Cindy Convisser 
Shannon Munz Roxanna Khan (Labor Negotiator) 
Krista Corwin Steven Mattas (RTC Counsel) 
Riley Gerbrandt 

2. Review of items to be discussed in closed session

RTC Counsel Steve Mattas communicated the items that would be discussed 
in closed session. Commissioner Olejnik departed the meeting at 9:05 a.m. 

Remote Meeting 
Community TV Zoom 

Web: https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81296262340 
Dial-in: +1 669 900 6833 

Webinar ID: 812 9626 2340 
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CLOSED SESSION 

Closed session began at 9:05 a.m. 

3. CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATORS pursuant to Government 
Code 54957.6 

Commission Negotiators: Thomas Manniello, Lozano and Smith and 
Yesenia Parra, RTC 

Bargaining Units: Mid-Management Unit and Community of RTC 
Employees (CORE) 

Commissioner Caput departed the meeting at 9:40 a.m. 

 

OPEN SESSION 

The meeting re-opened at 10:16a.m. 

4. Report on closed session 

Steve Mattas communicated that there was no reportable action from the 
closed session. The Commission gave direction to its labor negotiator. 
Administrative Services Officer Yesenia left the meeting for the RAMM portion 
of the closed session. 

5. Additions or deletions to consent and regular agendas 

CONSENT AGENDA 
 
6. Adopt Assembly Bill 361 Findings for Virtual and Hybrid Meetings 
 
Commissioner Rotkin motioned and Commissioner Alternate Schiffrin 
seconded the motion to approve the consent agenda. The motion passed 
unanimously with Commissioners Bertrand, Brown, Johnson, Koenig, 
McPherson, Rotkin, and Commissioner Alternates Hurst, Schiffrin, Quinn, and 
Kalantari-Johnson voting “aye.” 
 
Received public comment from: 
Brian Peoples, Trail Now 
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REGULAR AGENDA 

7. Oral Communications 
 
Received public comment from: 
Brian Peoples, Trail Now 
Barry Scott 
David Van Brink 
Ryan Sarnataro 
 
Commissioner Alternate Hurst delivered comments on the June 1, 2022 
letter received from Progressive Rail (PGR). Executive Director Guy Preston 
responded to questions regarding repairs made to the Santa Cruz Branch 
Rail Line (SCBRL) in accordance with the Administration, Coordination, and 
License (ACL) agreement. 

The meeting adjourned at 10:33 a.m. 

8. Next meetings 

The next RTC meeting is scheduled for Thursday, August 04, 2022 at 9:00 
a.m. See agenda for location. 

 
The next Transportation Policy Workshop meeting is scheduled for Thursday, 
June 16, 2022 at 9:00 a.m. by Zoom teleconference. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
Yesenia Parra 
Administrative Services Officer 
 
Attendees: 
1(831)-588-1847 
Barry Scott 
BobFi 
Brian (Trail Now) 
David <3 rail <3 trail 
Howard Cohen 
Johanna Lighthill 
Linda Wilshusen 
Paul P 
PK 
Ryan Sarnataro
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Santa Cruz County  
Regional Transportation Commission 

Transportation Policy Workshop 
 

 
 
 

Draft MINUTES 
 

Monday, June 16, 2022 
9:00 a.m. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Roll call. 
 

The meeting was called to order at 9:00 a.m. 
 
Members present: 

 Jacques Bertrand Ari Parker 
 Sandy Brown Bruce McPherson 
 Kristin Brown Rob Quinn (Alt) 
 Mike Rotkin Lowell Hurst (Alt) 
 Manu Koenig Andy Schiffrin (Alt) 
 Randy Johnson Felipe Hernandez (Alt) 
   

 
Staff present: 

 Guy Preston  Shannon Munz  
 Luis Mendez Tracy New 
 Yesenia Parra Matt Schroeder 
 Sarah Christensen Amy Naranjo 
 Riley Gerbrandt Brian Zamora 
 Amanda Marino Krista Corwin 
 Rachel Moriconi Keith Rayburn 
 Tommy Travers  
  
   
  

REMOTE MEETING 
Community TV Zoom 

Web: https://us02web.zoom.us/j/85763723127 
Dial-in: +1 669 900 6833 

         Webinar ID: 857 6372 3127 
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2. Additions or deletions to consent and regular agendas  

Upon request by some Commissioners prior to the meeting to hold oral 
communications for items not on the agenda at the beginning of the meeting 
rather than at the end, Chair Koenig ruled that the Commission would 
receive oral communications up until the public hearing start time scheduled 
for 9:30 a.m.  

Received public comment from: 
Mark Mesiti-Miller, No Way Greenway 
Ryan Sarnataro 
Saladin Sale 
Brian Peoples, Trail Now 
Jack Nelson 
Matt Farrell, No Way Greenway 
Barry Scott 
Melani Clark, Roaring Camp 
Michael Saint, Campaign for Sustainable Transportation 
Jacob Wysocki 
Sally Arnold 
Lani Faulkner, Equity Transit 
Robin Belkin 
Mark Johannessen 
Judy Gittelsohn 
 
The remaining oral communications for items not on the agenda were 
received during item 28. Handouts for items 24, 27, and 28 were posted to 
the website. 

CONSENT AGENDA 

The consent agenda was taken out of order following item 27. Commissioner 
Bertrand made a motion and Commissioner Rotkin seconded the motion to 
approve the consent agenda.  

Received public comment from: 
Michael Saint, Campaign for Sustainable Transportation 
Brian Peoples, Trail Now 
Corinna McFarlane 

The motion passed unanimously with Commissioners Bertrand, S. Brown, 
Johnson, Koenig, McPherson, Parker, Rotkin, and Commissioner Alternates 
Hurst, Hernandez, Schiffrin, and Quinn voting “aye.” 

MINUTES 
3. Approved draft minutes of the April 21, 2022 Transportation Policy 

Workshop 
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4. Approved draft minutes of the May 05, 2022 Regional Transportation 
Commission meeting 

5. Accepted draft minutes of the May 10, 2022 Elderly & Disabled 
Transportation Advisory Committee special meeting 

POLICY ITEMS 

No consent items 
 

PROJECTS and PLANNING ITEMS 

6. Approved authorizing the Executive Director to amend the cooperative 
agreement with the City of Santa Cruz for design, environmental review, 
permitting, construction and maintenance of Segment 7 of the Monterey 
Bay Scenic Sanctuary Trail (MBSST) Network on the Santa Cruz Branch 
Rail Line Right of Way (Resolution 51-22) 

7. Accepted the draft Regional Conservation Investment Strategy 
(SCCRCIS) 

8. Approved authorizing the Executive Director to enter into an agreement 
with Julian Tree Care for vegetation removal at the Capitola Trestle 
(Resolution 52-22)  

9. Approved the RTC to serve as the Local Access Fund Administrator for 
Transportation Network Companies (TNC) Access for All Program 
(Resolution 53-22)  

BUDGET AND EXPENDITURES ITEMS 

10. Approved authorizing the Executive Director to amend the term of the 
Master Agreements for Measure D formula funds allocated to recipients 
(Resolution 63-22) 

11. Accepted status report on Transportation Development Act (TDA) 
revenues 

12. Accepted status report on Measure D revenues  

13. Approved Amendments to the Fiscal Years (FYs) 2021-22 and 2022-23 
Budget and Work Program (Resolution 54-22) 

14. Approved Fiscal Year 2022-23 Transportation Development Act (TDA) 
Article 8 Claims for the Bike to Work (BTW) Program (Resolution 55-
22) 
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15. Approved Fiscal Year 2022-23 Article 3 and Article 8 Transportation 
Development Act (TDA) Claim from the RTC for Administration, 
Planning, and Operations (Resolution 56-22) 

16. Approved Fiscal Year 2022-23 Transportation Development Act (TDA) 
Article 8 Claims for Volunteer Center, Community Bridges, and Santa 
Cruz Metropolitan Transit District (Resolution 57-22, Resolution 58-
22, Resolution 59-22)  

ADMINISTRATION ITEMS 

17. Adopted Assembly Bill 361 Findings for Virtual and Hybrid Meetings 

18. Accepted Fiscal Year (FY) 2020-2021 Measure D Annual Report 

INFORMATION/OTHER ITEMS 
19. Accepted monthly meeting schedule 
 
20. Accepted correspondence log 

 
21. Accepted letters from RTC committees and staff to other agencies 

a. May 23, 2022 Letter to Lon Van Gemert, CEO of St. Paul and Pacific 
Railroad (SPPR)/Progressive Rail (PGR) re: Maintenance Request – 
Santa Cruz Branch Line Freight Easement Property 

b. May 23, 2022 Letter to ATP Grant Selection Committee re: support 
for the Santa Cruz Rail Trail Segment 8 and 9 Construction 

c. June 03, 2022 Letter to ATP Grant Selection Committee re: support 
for “Safe Routes to Downtown Watsonville” Project 

22. Accepted information items  

a. May 16, 2022 Letter to Sandy Brown, Chairwoman from 
Representative Anna Eshoo Re: the Boulder Creek Complete Streets 
Project 

REGULAR AGENDA 

23. Commissioner reports  
 

Commissioner Rotkin encouraged the Commission to read his column 
published in Lookout Santa Cruz suggesting next steps for the RTC 
following the election results of the 2022 Measure D ballot measure. 

 
24. Director’s Report 
 

5-4



  
 

Executive Director Guy Preston communicated the following: a special 
RTC meeting will be held on July 21 at 9:00 a.m. to consider AB 361 
Findings for Virtual and Hybrid meetings; a hybrid meeting in the 
County Board of Supervisors Chambers is being planned for August; 
Transportation Planner Amanda Marino will attend a conference of the 
Association for Commuter Transportation in Chicago beginning on July 
31; more details on the RTC’s administration of a new revenue stream 
for paratransit services approved in item 9; appreciation for the 2016 
Measure D voters and to the Measure D Taxpayer Oversight Committee 
(MD-TOC) for their work on the annual report in item 18; letters of 
support from Representative Anna Eshoo and Senator Alex Padilla for 
federal funding for RTC projects; overview of the current state budget 
process; construction of Caltrans’ Highway 1 41st Avenue-Soquel Drive 
Auxiliary Lane and Bus-on-Shoulder project put out to bid on June 6; 
and welcome to the RTC Transportation Planner I Matthew Schroeder. 

Commissioners discussed: important for members of the public to 
address the Commission in person & support for hybrid meetings 
beginning in August; status update regarding Measure D bonding; 
hybrid townhall meetings yield impressive attendance; virtual access to 
RTC meetings allows equitable participation from South County 
residents. 

25. Caltrans report  

Caltrans District 5 Office Chief for Transportation Planning Brandy Rider 
announced: Notice of Funding Availability for the Bridge Investment 
Program, providing funding for the planning, replacement, 
rehabilitation, and protection of the nation’s largest bridges; planning, 
feasibility, and revenue-forecasting project applications are due July 25, 
2022; construction project applications due September 8, 2022; and 
anticipated kick-off of sustainable community grants at the end of the 
fall. 
 
Received public comment from: 
Faina Segal 
 
Director Preston responded to a comment from a member of the public 
regarding the Notice of Funding Availability. 
 

26. PUBLIC HEARING 9:30 a.m.: Measure D: Community Bridges/Lift Line 
Five-Year Plan 
 
This item was taken out of order following Item 2 and prior to the 
Consent Agenda. 
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Senior Transportation Planner Rachel Moriconi delivered the staff report. 
Community Bridges staff Doug Underhill and Jesus Bojorquez were 
available to respond to Commissioner questions. 
 
The public hearing opened at 9:36 a.m. 
 
Received public comment from: 
Brian Peoples 
 
The public hearing closed at 9:39 a.m. 

Commissioners discussed: Services provided by the two paratransit 
agencies in the county and costs to users; paratransit services meet a 
county need and are a wise use of public funds. 
 
Commissioner McPherson motioned and Commissioner Alternate 
Schiffrin seconded the motion to approve the staff recommendation to: 

1. Hold a public hearing on the Community Bridges-Lift Line proposed 
Five-Year Program of Projects (5-Year Plan) for its direct allocation 
of Measure D: Transit for Seniors and People Living with Disabilities 
investment category funds for Fiscal Years 2022/2023-2026/2027 
(FY22/23-26/27); and 

2. Adopt Resolution 60-22 to approve the five-year program of 
projects. 

 
The motion passed with Commissioners Bertrand, S. Brown, Johnson, 
Koenig, McPherson, K. Brown, Parker, Rotkin, and Commissioner 
Alternates Hurst, Hernandez, Schiffrin, and Quinn voting “aye.” 
 

27. Adoption of the Findings, Statement of Overriding Considerations, and 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program as required by CEQA 
Guidelines and adoption of the 2045 Santa Cruz County Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) 

 
Transportation Planner Amy Naranjo delivered the staff report and 
responded to a commissioner’s question regarding commencement of 
work on the next RTP. Executive Director Guy Preston commented on 
the decision to include rail transit on the unconstrained list (instead of 
the constrained list) and the local funds modeling needed to open doors 
to state and federal funding. Association of Monterey Bay Area 
Governments (AMBAG) Director of Planning Heather Adamson provided 
comments on the land use assumptions and modeling expected to be 
performed in 2023 for the next RTP update; possibility of a mid-cycle 
amendment to the plan; nothing prevents the RTC from starting work 
on rail implementation. 
 

5-6



  
 

Commissioners discussed: lack of integration of transit plan with 
housing elements in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) from 
AMBAG; the work needed to move rail transit between the 
unconstrained and constrained lists; centrality of transit-oriented 
housing. 
 
Commissioner Kristen Brown departed the meeting at 10:45 a.m.. 
 
Received public comment from: 
Brian Peoples, Trail Now 
Trink Praxel, Friends of the Rail and Trail 
Jack Nelson 
Robin Belkin 
Ryan Sarnataro 
Barry Scott 
Lani Faulkner, Equity Transit 
Michael Saint 
Ben Vernazza 

Commissioners discussed appreciation for Bud Colligan’s recognition of a 
clear statement from the public on the 2022 Measure D vote; limitations 
of ridership estimates that are based upon federal standards adopted 
during the Reagan years; emphasis on partnerships and future 
planning; the 2045 plan is a document which meets state and federal 
requirements and can be changed at any time; public comments have 
overdramatized the impact of RTC projects on North Coast agricultural 
lands; feasibility of keeping the interim trail option in the Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) given the outcome of the vote; noted language 
shift between “ultimate trail” and “preferred alternative”; request to 
consider agenda items pursuant to seeking funding for the preferred 
option; RTC has received a very loud message; getting back on track 
with plan for light rail; visions need to be a compromise in order to be 
realized; implementation requires input from multiple perspectives; 
request for greater involvement with the Association of Monterey Bay 
Area Governments (AMBAG); responsibility to be responsive to the 
public; drawbacks and costs of highway expansion; reconsider austerity 
mode when it comes to rail implementation; appreciation for the ways 
that staff are matching aspirations of the public to the realities of 
implementation; reminder that 2016 Measure D voters supported 
highway expansion; transit-oriented development & the county’s 
sustainability update; 2022 Measure D lost by a large margin; voters did 
not want to change the county’s general plan; “no” vote does not 
change the logistical and fiscal challenges of the rail corridor; willingness 
to pursue an EIR, bonding, etc.; mutual desire to leave negativity 
behind and work together to try to implement the will of the voters. 
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Commissioner Rotkin motioned, and Commissioner McPherson seconded 
the motion to approve the staff recommendation to: 

1. Consider the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the 2045 
Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Plan. The full document is 
available for download at https://www.ambag.org/plans/2045-
metropolitan-transportation-plan-sustainable-communities-strategy  

2. Adopt Resolution 62-22, adopting the Findings, Statement of 
Overriding Considerations, and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program related to the Environmental Impact Report certified by the 
Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments, as the lead agency 
under CEQA, for the 2045 Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation 
Plan; and, 

3. Adopt Resolution 63-22, adopting the Final 2045 Santa Cruz 
County Regional Transportation Plan. 

The motion passed with Commissioners Bertrand, S. Brown, Johnson, 
Koenig, McPherson, Parker, Rotkin, and Commissioner Alternates Hurst, 
Hernandez, Schiffrin, and Quinn voting “aye.” 

28. Oral communications.  
 

Received public comment from: 
Corrina McFarlane 

29. Review of items to be discussed in closed session 

RTC Counsel Steve Mattas communicated that there would be no 
reportable action from closed session and that Administrative Services 
Officer Yesenia Parra would recuse herself from the RAMM portion of 
labor negotiations. Executive Director Guy Preston communicated that 
he would recuse himself from closed session discussions. 

 Received public comment from: 
 Krista Corwin 
 Riley Gerbrandt 
 

CLOSED SESSION 
 
30. Conference with Labor Negotiators (pursuant to Government Code 

54957.6) 
 
Commission Negotiators: Thomas Manniello, Lozano and Smith, Guy Preston 
and Yesenia Parra, RTC 
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Bargaining Units: Mid-Management Unit and Community of RTC Employees 
(CORE) 
 
Closed session adjourned at 12:09 p.m. 
 
31. Next meetings 

The next special RTC meeting will be held via Zoom teleconference on 
Thursday, July 21, 2022 at 9:00 a.m. 
 
The next Transportation Policy Workshop meeting will be held via Zoom 
teleconference on August 18 at 9:00 a.m.  

 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
Yesenia Parra 
Administrative Services Officer 
 
Attendees: 
(831)-***-2319 
Barbara Riverwoman 
Barry Scott 
BobFi 
Brian 
Brian (Trail Now) 
Bruce Sawhill 
Cindy Sekkel SLV 
Corrina McFarlane 
David Date 
David Morris 
Dianne D 
Doug Underhill 
Dr. Casey KirkHart 
George Dix 
Howard Cohen 
Jack Nelson 
Jacob Wysocki 
Jesus Bojorquez 
Jim MacKenzie 
Johanna Lighthill 
Joni Steele 
Judy Gittelsohn 
Kyle Kelly 
Linda Wilshusen 
Margie Biddick 
Mark Conley 

Mark Johannessen 
Mark Lee 
Matt Farrell 
Michael Tree 
Murray Fontes 
Nadene Thorne 
Nancy Yellin 
Piet Canin 
PK 
R Khan 
Robin Belkin 
Ronnie Trubek 
Rosemary Sarka 
Ryan Sarnataro 
Saladin Sale 
Sally for Trail AND Rail 
Todd 
Trink Praxel 
WestCliffer831 
Wondimu Mengistu, METRO 
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Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission 
Interagency Technical Advisory Committee (ITAC) 

 
DRAFT MINUTES 

Thursday, June 16, 2022, 1:30 p.m. 
Teleconference 

 
Due to precautions associated with COVID-19 (coronavirus), the meeting was 

held by videoconference, consistent with state laws and orders allowing 
legislative bodies to hold Brown Act meetings via teleconference. 

 
ITAC Members Present 
Capitola Community Development & Public Works Proxy 
Santa Cruz Public Works and Planning Proxy 

Katie Herlihy  
Nathan Nguyen  

 

Scotts Valley Public Works Chris Lamm  
Watsonville Public Works  
Watsonville Community Development 

Murray Fontes 
Justin Meek 

 

County of Santa Cruz Public Works 
County of Santa Cruz Planning 

Steve Wiesner 
Anais Schenk 

 

Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments  Paul Hierling  
Ecology Action- Transportation Program 
Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District  

Piet Canin 
John Urgo 

 

Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District Wondimu Mengistu  
 
RTC Staff Present  
Grace Blakeslee, Stephanie Britt, Sarah Christensen, Rachel Moriconi, Amy 
Naranjo, Guy Preston  
 
Others Present  
Commission Alternate Lowell Hurst 
Members of Public: Eric Child, Brian Peoples 
 
Excused Absences: Kailash Mozumder, City of Capitola  
Orchid Monroy-Ochoa, Caltrans planning  
 

1. Call to Order: Vice Chair Chris Lamm called the meeting to order at 1:35 
p.m. 

 
2. Introductions: Introductions were made. All attendees participated by 

teleconference.  
 

3. Oral Communications: None. 
 

4. Additions, deletions, or changes to consent and regular agendas: 
None 
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CONSENT AGENDA 
 
5. Approved Minutes of the April 21, 2022, ITAC meeting 

 
Committee members present approved a motion (Fontes/Lamm) 
approving the consent agenda, with Nguyen, Wiesner, Lamm, Fontes, 
and Canin voting “yes” by roll call vote. Members Herlihy and Mengistu 
abstained. Members Hierling, Meek, Schenk, and Urgo were not present 
during the vote. 

 
REGULAR AGENDA 
 
6. Status of transportation projects, programs, studies, and planning 

documents  
 
ITAC members provided updates on projects, programs, studies and 
planning efforts. 
 
Santa Cruz - Nathan Nguyen reported that the Rail Trail Segment 7, phase 2 
project contract was awarded, will likely start construction in mid-July and 
will take approximately one year. The city submitted ATP Cycle 6 
applications for Rail Trail Segments 8 & 9 and the Delaware Multiuse trail 
project. They are still working on permits and fund allocations for the Murray 
Street Bridge project, with construction expected to start spring 2023. 
 
County of Santa Cruz – Steve Wiesner reported that the County has many 
projects under construction this summer, including Measure D-funded 
roadway reconstruction countywide and about two dozen storm damage 
projects, mostly in mountain regions. The County is on schedule to bid the 
Soquel Drive rehab and buffered bike lane project this fall, after they finish 
right-of-way. The County’s Emergency Routes Rehab Project is going to bid 
this month, with construction scheduled for late summer. 
 
Watsonville Public Works - Murray Fontes reported that no projects are 
currently under construction. The California Transportation Commission 
(CTC) is expected to allocate funds this month for reconstruction of Freedom 
Blvd, which is scheduled to start construction in February 2023, after 
completion of a utility project. The city is finishing design this summer for 
citywide road maintenance projects, with construction scheduled for the fall. 
 
City of Capitola – Katie Herlihy reported that Capitola Community 
Development has been working on a Coastal Development permit for RTC’s 
Highway 1 auxiliary project between Bay/Porter, Park Ave and State Park 
Dr. The city has also been working on the regional bike share program. 
Agencies are finishing review of the contract, with launch expected this fall. 
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Chris Lamm shared updates provided by Kailash Mozumder that:  
• Clares Street Traffic Calming Improvement Project is out to bid with 

bid opening scheduled for June 29th. The project includes CIR 
rehabilitation of the roadway, green bike lanes, updated ADA ped 
ramps and raised crossings with RRFB’s. 

• 2022 Measure D Resurfacing Project. Capitola is teaming with the 
County Public Works to construct on several roadways. The project 
includes asphalt rubber cape seal, slurry seal and base repairs on a 
number of city and county streets. Construction is starting this month 
and is expected to continue through August. 

• A 5 Year Pavement Management Plan update was presented to City 
Council on 6/9. 

• Capitola plans to pursue a federal Safe Streets for All (SS4A) Grant to 
prepare a safety plan. 

 
Scotts Valley – Chris Lamm reported that the Bean Creek Road resurfacing 
project is currently in design and anticipate going to RTC committees for 
review in August. The city’s annual budget and CIP was approved 6/15. The 
CIP includes Mt. Hermon Road Corridor improvements, which includes signal 
timing, bike and pedestrian improvements. 
 
AMBAG - Paul Hierling reported that the AMBAG board approved the 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/ 
SCS) on June 15. They will be starting work on the Caltrans planning grant-
funded Central Coast Sustainable Freight Study. AMBAG will be soliciting 
input on REAP 2.0 in the next few weeks on how the grant will be 
structured. AMBAG’s final application is due to the state late 2022. It is still 
to be determined what types of transportation projects will be eligible. 
Rachel Moriconi noted that AMBAG is also working on the 2023 Federal 
Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP).   
 
Ecology Action – Piet Canin reported that Ecology Action is working on 
installing direct-install electric vehicle chargers at low-income apartment 
complexes. They are also working on a contract with PG&E to do EV 
consumer education program, including rebates for income-qualified people.  
 
SCMTD – Wondimu Mengistu reported that METRO has submitted 
applications for FTA grants to replace four diesel and eight CNG buses. 
METRO is also seeking funds to purchase 20 Zero Emission Buses (ZEB) and 
a new alternative fuel station, which would replace the current diesel 
storage tank and for facility upgrades to accommodate new ZEBs. He 
thanked Watsonville, Ecology Action, RTC and other partners for supporting 
their applications. 
 
SCCRTC - Rachel Moriconi shared:  
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• The Measure D Taxpayer Oversight Committee completed its FY2021 
annual report. She appreciated agencies for their work on audits and 
expenditure reports.  

• Caltrans advertised Hwy 1 41st Ave-Soquel Drive hybrid auxiliary 
lanes/bus-on-shoulder and Chanticleer Bike/Pedestrian bridge project 
on 6/6, with bid opening scheduled for late July and construction 
expected to start in late 2022 and take approximately 2 years.  

• RTC rejected bids for the Pajaro River Railroad Bridge Rehabilitation; 
staff is looking at rebidding the project in the future.  

• San Lorenzo Valley Schools Complex Circulation and Access Study is 
underway, with a public meeting held the prior week.   

• RTC adopted the 2022 Unmet Paratransit and Transit Needs in May. 
• RTC approved updated Measure D 5-year plans for Highway Corridors 

and Monterey Bay Sanctuary Scenic Trail Network (MBSST) to allow 
for bonding in order to leverage grants and accelerate construction of 
Segments 8-12. 

• Staffing: RTC has a new planner, Matt Schroeder. Amy Naranjo is 
starting to work on programming.  

• Amy Naranjo shared that the RTC adopted the 2045 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) and Environmental Impact Report (EIR).  

• Sarah Christensen reported that the Highway 1 Bay/Porter-State Park 
auxiliary lanes project is scheduled to be advertised in early 2023. 

 
Justin Meek joined the meeting. 
 
Watsonville Planning - Justin Meek shared that the draft Downtown Specific 
Plan is expected to be released later this month. It reimagines roadways 
downtown, including a road diet for Main Street. There is a public workshop 
on June 30.  
 
Comments - Brian Peoples, Trail Now, appreciated work on the 2045 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). He noted detailed mitigation plans in 
the RTP Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and urged the mitigation plans 
be used when developing projects. He also expressed support for the Lift 
Line Measure D 5-year plan, stating the importance of door-to-door 
paratransit service and that roadways need to be built up to accommodate 
that system.  
 
County of Santa Cruz Planning – Anais Schenk reported that the Board of 
Supervisors is expected to approve a consultant contract to work on the 
SB743 vehicle miles traveled (VMT) mitigation program soon. The program 
will affect transportation and land use and provide options to buy into a 
mitigation program at a regional scale to provide funding towards VMT-
reducing projects.  
 

 John Urgo joined the meeting. 
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7. County of Santa Cruz General Plan Sustainability Update 

 
Anais Schenk, County Planning, presented information about the County of 
Santa Cruz General Plan and code modification updates. She noted 
significant updates are being made from the 1994 General Plan related to 
transportation and land use. The plan includes a new chapter on parking and 
circulation to make it easier to understand what the county requires for 
projects; includes design guidelines tied to land uses and street types; 
includes a new “layered network” for roadways, which takes into 
consideration different Complete Streets elements based on roadway 
location, width, user experiences, and other factors.  
 
The plan more closely ties land use and transportation together, including an 
emphasis on 15-minute neighborhoods and improving the grid network. The 
plan also proposes some new roadways and classifies roads in urban service 
areas (layered network), with focus on different users (pedestrians, transit, 
bicycles, and/or automobiles) depending on the roadway. Level of Service 
(LOS) criteria were also adjusted to be more multimodal focused. The 
updates also include more Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
policies and implementation strategies, exemptions and exceptions for 
parking reductions, with new parking policies for different land uses, 
strategies for publicly owned lots, and a new section on bicycle parking. The 
plan also includes “vision zero”/safety focus and new standards for 
roadways in new developments.  
 
The plan also includes new standards for the Local Coastal Plan with maps of 
coastal access points; policies related to place making and context sensitive 
designs; the Portola Drive Streetscape Concepts plan; and more 
environmental justice components throughout the document. Study sessions 
are underway, with public outreach meetings on each major topic. They will 
be incorporating comments received from the public and updating the 
document, with hearings planned in the fall and the final EIR to be released 
later this year.  
 
Piet Canin suggested more information be included about e-scooters and 
neighborhood routes for active transportation. Anais noted the recently 
approved Active Transportation Plan is incorporated by reference.  
 
Brian Peoples, Trail Now, commented on the color-coded roads [layered 
network] and requested that the rail trail also be included in plan. He also 
asked if active transportation, transit, and vehicle modeling was done to see 
how traffic flows change with new corridors/roads added.  
 
Anais suggested that agencies may want to focus review on Appendix 
J and Figure 3.1. She noted that Capitola could be most affected by 
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updates and the County had several meetings with Capitola staff around 
proposals, especially around the mall. She noted that some modeling was 
done and that information is available as attachments to the EIR and 
General Plan.  
 
Lowell Hurst appreciated the additional information on beach access in 
South County and transportation justice. Others encouraged the County to 
continue to maintain rail in the general plan and to continue to build the rail 
trail. Anais noted there had also been a lot of discussions with the Parks 
Department on beach and open space access in South County, with mapping 
included to avoid loss of access points.  
 

8. Santa Cruz County Regional Conservation Investment Strategy  
 
Grace Blakeslee reported that the RTC released the draft Regional 
Conservation Investment Strategy (RCIS). The RCIS is a conservation 
planning tool for species, natural, and other resources. Key sections of the 
study include: Environmental setting – existing conditions of natural 
resources and Conservation Strategy – which identifies conservation 
elements and actions that would provide the most conservation benefit.  The 
regional conservation strategy and associated conservation actions can 
inform compensatory mitigation, including advanced environmental 
mitigation efforts, for transportation and other major infrastructure projects 
in Santa Cruz County. She encouraged agencies to look at RCIS actions 
when they have mitigation needs. Once adopted, the RTC is eligible to enter 
into mitigation credit agreements (MCAs). She invited ITAC members to 
attend the June 29th public meeting to learn more about the strategy itself.  
 
No questions or comments were raised by ITAC members. Brian Peoples 
commented that the 2045 RTP EIR identifies mitigations for infrastructure 
improvements, but that these can be difficult to follow. He stated that it is 
important for local agencies to implement and follow the mitigation plans. 
He expressed concerns about the potential environmental impacts of rail 
transit.  
 

9.   Funding and Grant Updates - Verbal updates and discussion 
 
Rachel Moriconi reported on several transportation funding sources 
including:  
a. Active Transportation Program Cycle 6 – applications were due June 15. 

Applications were submitted by the County of Santa Cruz, City of Santa 
Cruz, Watsonville, and University of California at Santa Cruz (UCSC) with 
Ecology Action. 

b. FY 2022-23 SB1-Local Streets and Roads Proposed Project List 
Submittals due in CalSMART by July 1, 2022 

c. Caltrans FY23/24 Sustainable Transportation Planning Grants – draft 
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application and guidelines July 2022; applications due October 2022 
d. Reconnecting Communities Pilot (RCP) – call for projects Summer 2022 

i. Request to Caltrans for RCP support or co-lead due June 30, 2022 
e. Safe Streets and Roads for All (SS4A) – applications due September 15, 

2022 
f. Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) Cycle 11 – applications 

due September 15, 2022 
g. Bridge Investment Program (BIP) – applications due 8/9 for large 

projects; 9/8 for bridges under $100M  
h. RTC is working on closing out its books for FY21/22. Agencies should 

inform staff if you plan to invoice the RTC for TDA, RSTPX, Measure D or 
other funds for FY21/22 expenditures. 

i. Billing, Project End Dates (PED) and Closeout: Several projects in Santa 
Cruz County have missed their originally estimated project end dates and 
have failed to submit invoices to Caltrans to keep their projects active, 
and/or have not submitted final invoices and closeout paperwork upon 
competition of their projects. In order to avoid losing (or having to repay) 
funds, she encouraged agencies to work with their accounting 
department and project managers to ensure these requirements are met. 
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/local-assistance/projects/projects-with-
expiring-end-dates)  

j. State Budget: The California Legislature met its June 15 constitutional 
deadline for passing a balanced State Budget. Both the Governor and 
Legislature have proposed significant increases in funding for 
transportation infrastructure, including funding for transit, freight, ports, 
active transportation, climate adaptation and other purposes 

k. Theresia Rogerson and Arnold Shir at County Health Services/Community 
Traffic Safety Coalition (CTSC) are available to provide a public health 
perspective on grant applications.  

 
10. Next meeting. The next meeting of the ITAC is scheduled for 1:30 p.m. on 

August 18, 2022. Meeting location (virtual or in-person) will be determined 
based on the latest health guidance and state law. There is no meeting in 
July. ITAC meetings may be cancelled if there are no action items to be 
considered by the committee. 
 

Vice Chair Lamm adjourned the meeting at 2:56 p.m. 
 
Minutes prepared by Rachel Moriconi  

 
S:\ITAC\2022\June2022\ITACminutes-June2022.docx 
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Santa Cruz County  
Regional Transportation Commission 

 
 
 
 

Draft MINUTES 
 

Thursday, July 21, 2022 
9:00 a.m. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Roll call. 
 

The meeting was called to order at 9:01 a.m.  
 
Members present: 

 Sandy Brown Mike Rotkin 
Jacques Bertrand Bruce McPherson 
Randy Johnson Ari Parker 
Lowell Hurst (Alt)  Kristen Brown 
Andy Schiffrin (Alt) Felipe Hernandez (Alt)  
  
Staff present: 

 Guy Preston  Tracy New 
 Luis Mendez Sarah Christensen  
 Yesenia Parra Grace Blakeslee 
 Shannon Munz Rachel Moriconi 
 Krista Corwin Steven Mattas (RTC Counsel) 
  
    
2. Oral Communications 
 

Received public comment from: 
Brian Peoples (Trail Now) 
Michael Saint 
Ricky Longinotti 
Barry Scott 

  

Remote Meeting 
Community TV Zoom 

Web: https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81296262340 
Dial-in: +1 312 626 6799 

Webinar ID: 812 9626 2340 
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Upon request by a Commissioner, Executive Director Guy Preston and Senior 
Transportation Planner Grace Blakeslee responded to a concern regarding 
the Coastal Trail Project in the north coast by communicating that a 
settlement has been reached with the farmers on the North Coast whose 
primary concern was access and that the RTC is implementing that 
settlement. 

 

3. Additions or deletions to the consent and regular agendas 

Executive Director Guy Preston communicated that there was a replacement 
page for the agenda posted to the website containing an update to the 
webinar dial-in information. 

Commissioner Bruce McPherson arrived at the meeting at 9:06 a.m. 

CONSENT AGENDA 
 
No consent items. 

 
 

REGULAR AGENDA 

4. Assembly Bill 361 Findings for Virtual and Hybrid Meetings 
 
Deputy Director Luis Mendez delivered the staff report. 
 
Received public comment from: 
Brian Peoples, Trail Now 

Commissioner Alternate Schiffrin motioned and Commissioner Rotkin 
seconded the motion to approve the staff recommendation, finding that: 

1. The RTC has reconsidered the circumstances of the current COVID-19 
state of emergency; and 

2. The state of emergency continues to directly impact the ability of the 
members of the RTC, its committees, its staff and the public to meet 
safely in person; and 

3. State or local officials continue to recommend measures to promote 
social distancing; and 
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4. Therefore, meetings of the RTC will continue to be held in a hybrid or 
virtual format via Zoom and meetings of the RTC committees will be 
held virtually via Zoom. 

The motion passed unanimously with Commissioners Bertrand, S. Brown, 
Johnson, McPherson, K. Brown, Parker, Rotkin, and Commissioner Alternates 
Hurst, Hernandez, and Schiffrin voting “aye.” 

The meeting adjourned at 9:24 a.m. 

 

5. Next meetings 

The next RTC meeting is scheduled for Thursday, August 04, 2022 at 9:00 
a.m. Hybrid meeting held in person at the Santa Cruz County Board of 
Supervisors Chambers with remote access provided by Community TV Zoom. 

 
The next Transportation Policy Workshop meeting is scheduled for Thursday, 
August 18, 2022 at 9:00 a.m. by Zoom teleconference. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
Yesenia Parra 
Administrative Services Officer 
 
Attendees: 
Alissa Guther 
Barry Scott 
Brian (Trail Now) 
Johanna Lighthill 
Joni Steele 
Matt Farrell 
Michael Saint 
Ricky Longinotti 
Ryan Sarnataro 
Orchid Monroy 
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AGENDA: August 4, 2022 

TO: Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission (RTC) 

FROM: Luis Mendez, Deputy Director, Sarah Christensen, P.E., Senior 
Transportation Engineer and Brian Zamora, Junior Transportation 
Engineer 

RE: Deferred Maintenance MP 3 to MP 7 on Santa Cruz Branch Rail 
Line 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Staff recommends that the Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation 
Commission (RTC) authorize the Executive Director to enter into a sole 
source agreement with Industrial Railways Company, Inc. to correct deferred 
maintenance along MP 3 to MP 7 of the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line (SCBRL) 
and invoice St. Paul and Pacific Railroad/Progressive Rail for actual costs to 
address the maintenance deficiencies.  

  

BACKGROUND 
 
In 2012, the RTC purchased the SCBRL from Union Pacific (UP). UP retained 
ownership of a freight easement over all tracks on the SCBRL. UP 
transferred the freight easement to the shortline railroad operator selected 
by the RTC and designated as the common carrier for the SCBRL by the 
Surface Transportation Board (STB). St. Paul and Pacific Railroad (SPPR), a 
company of Progressive Rail (PGR) is currently the owner of the freight 
easement and the STB designated common carrier on the SCBRL. In July 
2018, in order to establish their respective rights and obligations, the RTC 
and SPPR entered into an Administration, Coordination and License (ACL) 
Agreement 

Section 5.1 of the ACL agreement with SPPR requires that the RTC complete 
initial repairs to the freight easement property. In August of 2021, the RTC 
notified SPPR, via a letter, of the completion of Phase 1 of section 5.1 of the 
ACL agreement. Phase 1 states:  

 

“During Phase 1 of this Agreement, the Commission agrees to pay for (or 
cause payment for) repairs to the Freight Easement Property, including all 
damaged bridges, overpasses, trestles, culverts, and track, necessary to 
allow Railroad to operate the Freight Easement to MP 7.0… After these 
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repairs are complete the Commission shall have no further obligation to 
maintain or repair the Freight Easement Property or Railroad Facilities.” 

 
In April of 2022 staff performed a preventative maintenance inspection and 
observed overgrown vegetation and clogged ditches and culverts resulting in 
standing water between MP 3 (Lee Road) and MP 7 (Buena Vista Drive). 
Staff sent a letter to SPPR in May of 2022 notifying the operator of the 
deficiency and requesting them to make corrections per Section 5.2.1 of the 
ACL agreement, which states: 
 

“Railway, at its expense, shall keep the Freight Easement Property and 
Railroad Facilities used by Railway (including occasional use, or use for 
rail car storage or lay down space) in good repair and in a good and safe 
condition in conformity with applicable law or any Railway Agreement, 
and in substantially the same condition provided by the Commission. In 
the event Railway fails to meet this obligation, the Commission has the 
right but no obligation to correct or cause the correction of the deficiency, 
after no less than 10 days' written notice to Railway (except in an 
emergency, whereupon no notice is required) and, if Railway does not 
correct the deficiency within 10 days, the Commission may bill the 
Railway and the Railway shall pay the actual cost of the correction within 
30 days.” 

 
In June of 2022, SPPR responded with a letter stating their position that 
phase 1 and phase 2 of section 5.1 of the ACL agreement had not been 
completed.  
 
DISCUSSION 

The condition of the SCBRL between MP3 and MP7 continue to deteriorate, 
and staff recommends taking action prior to the rainy season in order to 
address the deficiencies.  Staff obtained a bid of $48,997 from Industrial Rail 
to address the deferred maintenance and subsequently notified SPPR 
(Attachment 2) of staff’s intent to seek Commission authorization to perform 
the work and bill SPPR per the terms of the ACL agreement. 
 
RTC staff recommends a sole source contract with Industrial Rail due to their 
availability as well as the location and the nature of the work. Rail mounted 
equipment will be necessary to perform the work. IRC is one of the only 
semi-local contractors with access to rail mounted equipment and is familiar 
with the SCBRL having performed much of the recent storm damage repair 
work.  Industrial Rail’s availability allows for work to be completed before 
the rainy season starts, which would help prevent future damage to the line. 
Staff has reviewed the estimate and believes it to be fair and reasonable. 
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Staff recommends that the Commission authorize the Executive 
Director to enter into a sole source agreement with Industrial 
Railways Company, Inc. to correct the deferred maintenance along 
MP 3 to MP 7 and invoice SPPR. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
 
The RTC’s approved FY 2022-23 budget includes Measure D funds for 
corridor encroachments and maintenance activities on the Sant Cruz Branch 
Rail Line right-of-way. There is sufficient capacity in this fiscal year’s budget 
to perform the recommended maintenance work. Staff will pursue 
reimbursement from the SPPR for this work, per the ACL agreement.  
 
SUMMARY 
 
Staff recommends correcting deferred maintenance deficiencies along the 
SCBRL between MP 3 and MP 7 by entering into a sole source contract with 
Industrial Railways Company, Inc. in the amount of $48,997 and billing SPPR 
for the full cost.  
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Prior letters to SPPR regarding MP 3 to MP 7 
2. July 25, 2022 letter to SPPR, including bid from Industrial Railways, 

Inc.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

S:\RTC\TC2022\08\Consent Agenda\MP3 to 7 Deferred Maintenance\Maintenance MP 3 to MP 7.docx 
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May 23, 2022 

Lon Van Gemert, CEO 
St. Paul and Pacific Railroad (SPPR)/Progressive Rail (PGR) 
21778 Highview Avenue 
Lakeville, MN 55044 

RE: Maintenance Request – Santa Cruz Branch Line Freight Easement 
Property 

Dear Mr. Van Gemert, 

The Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission (RTC) 
performed a preventative maintenance inspection and observed deficiencies 
to the Santa Cruz Branch Line (SCBL) Freight Easement Property. Per 
Section 5.2 of the Administration, Coordination, and License (ACL) 
agreement, SPPR (as the Railway per the ACL agreement) is responsible for 
keeping the Freight Easement Property and Railroad Facilities in good repair 
and in substantially the same condition provided by the Commission.  

RTC staff observed fallen trees blocking the tracks, overgrown vegetation, 
railbed and drainage deficiencies to the Freight Easement Property. A 
summary is included and photos are included as Attachment 1: 

• MP 3 to MP4: Moderate ballast loss along the track that appear to be
caused by gopher holes.

• MP 3.82:  Burned tie.
• MP 4.04:  Overgrown vegetation spanning about a tenth of a mile on

the inland side of the track as well as woody vegetative debris.
• MP 4.06 to MP 4.3: Overgrown vegetation that extends around three

tenths of a mile on both sides of the track.
• MP 4.57 to 4.8 Overgrown vegetation along both sides of the track.

Drainage ditches need to be cleared of vegetation.
• MP 4.58: Standing water on the coastal side ditch of the track due to

the ditch being clogged. Regrade drainage ditch to re-establish positive
drainage.

ATTACHMENT 1
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• MP 4.85 to 5.10: Overgrown vegetation along both sides of the track 
and in the railbed. There is a fallen tree at MP 4.95. Ditches need to be 
cleared of vegetation. 

• MP 5.18: Fallen tree and overgrown vegetation on both sides of the 
tracks and in the railbed.  

• MP 5.2 to 5.6: Overgrown vegetation on both sides of the tracks and in 
the railbed. Ditches need to be cleared of vegetation. Vegetation 
throughout this section is extensive requiring immediate attention.  

• MP 6 to 6.3: Overgrown vegetation on both sides and in the railbed. 
Ditches need to be cleared of vegetation.  

• MP 6.47 to 6.7: Overgrown vegetation on both sides of the track as 
well as the railbed. Ditches should be cleared of vegetation.  

 
The RTC requests that SPPR correct the deficiencies. If the Railway does not 
correct the deficiency within 10 days, the Commission may bill the Railway 
and the Railway shall pay the actual cost of the correction within 30 days.  
 
On August 13, 2021 the RTC sent a letter to SPPR providing notification of 
the RTC’s completion of the repairs to the SCBL up to MP 7 pursuant to 
Section 5.1 of the ACL agreement and communicating that the SCBL was 
available for operations by SPPR up to MP 7.0, that the RTC no longer had 
obligation to repair or maintain that portion of the Freight Easement 
Property and that such obligation rested with SPPR. At our May 10, 2022 
Coordination Committee Meeting, you made verbal statements about not 
having received the letter, which we have included as Attachment 2. RTC 
has documentation indicating the letter was received, and staff has invited 
SPPR to inspect the SCBL numerous times through the development, 
construction and completion of the repairs to the Freight Easement Property.  
As reiterated at the meeting, we would be more than willing to meet SPPR 
staff for an inspection at any time; however the maintenance issues brought 
forward by this letter have occurred after August 13, 2021.  
 
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (831) 460-3202 
or gpreston@sccrtc.org or Luis Mendez at (831) 460-3212 or 
lmendez@sccrtc.org.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
Guy Preston 
Executive Director 
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CC: David Fellon, President PGR 

Attachment 1: Letter - RTC's Completion of Phase I Repairs  
Attachment 2: Photos of deficiencies within the Freight Easement Property                              
of the SCBL
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August 13, 2021 

Lon Van Gemert, CEO 
St. Paul and Pacific Railroad (SPPR)/Progressive Rail (PGR) 
21778 Highway Avenue 
Lakeville, MN 55044 

RE: Phase I Repairs per Section 5.1 of the Administration Coordination and License (ACL) Agreement 
Completed 

Dear Mr. Van Gemert, 

The Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission (RTC) is pleased to communicate to St. Paul 
and Pacific Railroad (SPPR) that the repair work of the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line up to MP 7.0 pursuant to 
Section 5.1 of the ACL agreement has been completed by the RTC. Section 5.1 of the ACL agreement states: 

“5.1. Initial Rehabilitation and Repair Projects. During Phase I of this Agreement, the Commission 
agrees to pay for (or cause payment for) repairs to the Freight Easement Property, including all 
damaged bridges, overpasses, trestles, culverts, and track, necessary to allow Railroad to operate 
the Freight Easement to MP 7.0. During Phase II of this Agreement, the Commission will pay for 
(or cause payment for) repairs from MP 7.0 to MP 31.39 (up to Class 1 track classification) within 
the next three years following grant of the license to provide Transportation Service, provided that 
if the Commission fails to make the required repairs from MP 7.0 to MP 31.39 within the three 
years, the requirements for service provided by Section 2.4.1.3(a) will be extended accordingly. 
After these repairs are complete the Commission shall have no further obligation to maintain or 
repair the Freight Easement Property or Railroad Facilities.” 

Since the repairs have been completed up to MP 7.0 (Phase I) pursuant to Section 5.1 of the ACL 
agreement, the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line is now available up to MP 7.0 for operations by SPPR and the 
RTC has no further obligation to maintain or repair the Freight Easement Property or Railroad Facilities up 
to MP 7.0. That is now the obligation of SPPR per the ACL agreement. 

If you have any questions, feel free to contact me at 831-460-3202 or gpreston@sccrtc.org or Luis Mendez 
at 831-460-3212 or lmendez@sccrtc.org. 

Sincerely, 

Guy Preston 
Executive Director 

cc: David Fellon, President PGR 

ATTACHMENT 1
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ATTACHMENT 2 
MP3-4 

From milepost three to four there is moderate ballast loss along the track 
that needs to be addressed. Various sinkholes have also been noted. See 
pictures below.  
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MP 3.82 

A single tie at MP 3.82 appears to be burned and needs replacement. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

MP 4.04 

Heavy overgrown vegetation along about a tenth of a mile located on the 
inland side of the track as well of woody vegetative debris.  
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MP 4.06-4.3  

Overgrown vegetation that extends around three tenths of a mile on both 
sides of the track that should be addressed. 
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MP 4.57-4.8 

Heavy vegetation was noted along both sides of the track requiring 
attention. See pictures below for a better visual. Ditches should be cleared of 
vegetation in order to further evaluate.  
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MP 4.58 

Standing water was noted on the coastal side ditch of the track due to the 
ditch being clogged. Regrade drainage ditch to re-establish positive 
drainage. 
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MP 4.85-5.10  

Overgrown vegetation along both sides of the track and in the trackbed. 
There is a fallen tree at MP 4.95. Ditches need to be cleared of vegetation. 
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MP 5.18 

Fallen tree and overgrown vegetation on both sides of the tracks and in the 
railbed.  
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MP 5.2-5.6 

Overgrown vegetation on both sides of the tracks and in the railbed. Ditches 
need to be cleared of vegetation. Vegetation throughout this section is 
extensive requiring immediate attention. 
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MP 6-6.3  

Overgrown vegetation on both sides and in the railbed. Ditches should be 
cleared of vegetation.  
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MP 6.47-6.7 

Overgrown vegetation on both sides of the track as well as the railbed. 
Ditches should be cleared of vegetation.  
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June 13, 2022 

Lon Van Gemert, CEO 
St. Paul and Pacific Railroad (SPPR)/Progressive Rail (PGR) 
21778 Highview Avenue 
Lakeville, MN 55044 

RE: Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line ï Repairs, Maintenance, and Inspection 

Dear Mr. Van Gemert, 

Reference is made to Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commissionôs 
(RTCôs) letter of August 13, 2021, regarding completion of Phase 1 repairs in 
compliance with Section 5.1 of the Administration Coordination and License (ACL) 
agreement between RTC and SPPR, RTCôs letter of May 23, 2022, requesting 
maintenance, and SPRRôs June 1, 2022, response letter.   

As specified in the ACL agreement, Phase 1 covers condition suitable to operate the 
freight easement up to Milepost (MP) 7, which would be excepted track.  If SPPR, 
upon receipt of RTCôs letter of August 13, 2021, did not believe that the Phase I 
repairs had been completed accordingly, communication to that effect should have 
been provided to the RTC soon after August 13, 2021. Communicating to the RTC 
nine months later in May 2022 that SPPR does not believe that such Phase I repairs 
were completed accordingly and that SPPR is not responsible for maintenance is not 
timely.  Moreover, the condition of the railroad facilities in those nine months has 
changed due to SPPRôs failure to regularly inspect and maintain them.  As 
communicated in the letter of May 23, 2022, RTC staff observed and provided a list 
of maintenance deficiencies.  As requested in the letter of May 23, 2022, RTC again 
requests that SPPR address the maintenance deficiencies, in accordance with 
Section 5.2 of the ACL agreement. 

The RTC remains in compliance with the ACL agreement.  As communicated in the 
RTC letter of August 13, 2021, the RTC completed repairs under Phase 1 up to MP 
7.0 and has no further obligation to maintain or repair that portion of the line.  The 
work was performed by Industrial Railways Company (IRC) in accordance with FRA 
requirements and AREMA standards.  Upon notification, it became SPPRôs obligation 
to maintain or repair the Freight Easement Property or Railroad facilities up to MP 
7.0. 

RTC professional staff would like to schedule and perform a joint field review & 
inspection of the entire 32-mile line at your earliest convenience.  Such an 
inspection will be a good opportunity to discuss RTC progress and plans for future 
repairs and improvements, as well as SPPR expectations.  Roaring Camp is 
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encouraged to attend.  RTC staff will contact you for potential dates, assuming you 
are interested.  

In the meantime, please inform the RTC when SPPR plans to address the 
maintenance deficiencies up to milepost 7.  Much of the overgrowth and drainage 
work should be addressed during our dry season, prior to October 15, 2022.   

Sincerely, 

Guy Preston  
Executive Director 

I:\RAIL\PGR\Correspondence\Phase1 ACL PGR 0622.docx 
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YEAR END ADJUSTED

KEY/OBJECT RATE JULY AUGUST SEPTEMBER OCTOBER NOVEMBER DECEMBER JANUARY FEBRUARY MARCH APRIL MAY JUNE TOTAL ADJUSTMENT TOTAL

GROSS 729000/40186 2,649,497.47   2,239,834.59        2,210,354.12   2,644,849.94   2,146,060.56   2,139,182.14   2,060,127.88             3,002,943.86   1,951,040.00   2,016,388.82  2,567,051.16  2,168,567.84      27,795,898.38  0.00 27,795,898.38   

BOE FEES -                    (53,710.00)            -                    -                    (53,710.00)       -                    -                              (53,710.00)       -                    -                  (53,780.00)      (214,910.00)      -                  (214,910.00)       

NET 2,649,497.47   2,186,124.59        2,210,354.12   2,644,849.94   2,092,350.56   2,139,182.14   2,060,127.88             2,949,233.86   1,951,040.00   2,016,388.82 2,513,271.16 2,168,567.84     27,580,988.38  0.00 27,580,988.38   

ADMINISTRATION & IMPLEMENTATION - 729100/75381

ADMINISTRATION - SALARIES & BENEFITS 1% 26,494.97        21,861.25             22,103.54         26,448.50         20,923.51         21,391.82         20,601.28                  29,492.34        19,510.40        20,163.89       25,132.71       21,685.68           275,809.88       0.00 275,809.88         

O/H ADMIN 24,110.43        19,893.73             20,114.22         24,068.13         26,154.38         26,739.78         25,751.60                  36,865.42        24,388.00        25,204.86       31,415.89       27,107.10           311,813.55       0.00 311,813.55         

SALARIES & O/H  IMPLEME& OVERSIGHT 13,056.25        6,835.75               6,835.75           6,835.75           13,056.25         6,835.75           6,835.75                    6,835.75           6,835.75           6,835.75         6,835.75         6,835.75             94,470.00          0.00 94,470.00           

SERVICES & SUPPLIES 6,666.67           4,944.44               4,944.44           4,944.44           4,944.44           4,944.44           4,944.44                    4,944.44           4,944.44           4,944.44         4,944.44         4,944.44             61,055.56          0.00 61,055.56           

Subtotal 70,328.32        53,535.17             53,997.96         62,296.83         65,078.58         59,911.79         58,133.07                  78,137.96        55,678.59        57,148.94       68,328.80       60,572.97           743,148.99       0.00 743,148.99         

TO DISTRIBUTE TO INVESTMENT CATEGORIES 2,579,169.15   2,132,589.42        2,156,356.16   2,582,553.11   2,027,271.98   2,079,270.35   2,001,994.81             2,871,095.90   1,895,361.41   1,959,239.88 2,444,942.36 2,107,994.87     26,837,839.39  -                  26,837,839.39   

1.  NEIGHBORHOOD - 729200/75382 30% 773,750.75      639,776.82           646,906.85      774,765.93      608,181.59      623,781.10      600,598.44                861,328.77      568,608.42      587,771.96     733,482.71     632,398.46         8,051,351.82    -                  8,051,351.82     

      SLV SR9 Fixed $ 27,777.78        27,777.78             27,777.78         27,777.78         27,777.78         27,777.78         27,777.78                  27,777.78        27,777.78        27,777.78       27,777.78       27,777.78           333,333.33        0.00 333,333.33         

      HWY 17 Wildlife Fixed $ 13,888.89        13,888.89             13,888.89         13,888.89         13,888.89         13,888.89         13,888.89                  13,888.89        13,888.89        13,888.89       13,888.89       13,888.89           166,666.67        0.00 166,666.67         

41,666.67        41,666.67             41,666.67         41,666.67         41,666.67         41,666.67         41,666.67                  41,666.67        41,666.67        41,666.67       41,666.67       41,666.67           500,000.00       0.00 500,000.00         

      City of Capitola - V100207 5.0878% 37,246.67        30,430.40             30,793.16         37,298.32         28,822.91         29,616.57         28,437.10                  41,702.43        26,809.52        27,784.52       35,197.93       30,055.01           384,194.52        -                  384,194.52         

      City of Santa Cruz - V110467 22.5429% 165,033.15      134,831.51           136,438.83       165,262.01       127,709.03       131,225.61       125,999.56                184,775.80      118,788.08      123,108.10     155,955.56     133,168.22         1,702,295.46    -                  1,702,295.46      

      City of Scotts Valley - V102713 4.8626% 35,598.30        29,083.69             29,430.40         35,647.67         27,547.34         28,305.88         27,178.60                  39,856.87        25,623.06        26,554.90       33,640.23       28,724.91           367,191.87        -                  367,191.87         

      City of Watonville - V1728 15.4078% 112,798.40      92,155.90             93,254.49         112,954.82       87,287.76         89,691.31         86,119.36                  126,292.29      81,190.38        84,143.07       106,593.96     91,019.06           1,163,500.79    -                  1,163,500.79      

      County of Santa Cruz 52.0989% 381,407.55      311,608.65           315,323.31       381,936.46       295,147.89       303,275.06       291,197.16                427,034.72      274,530.72      284,514.70     360,428.36     307,764.61         3,934,169.19    -                  3,934,169.19      

100% 732,084.08 598,110.16 605,240.18 733,099.27 566,514.93 582,114.44 558,931.78 819,662.10 526,941.76 546,105.30 691,816.04 590,731.79 7,551,351.82 0.00 7,551,351.82

2.  HWY Corridors - 729300/75383 25% 644,792.29      533,147.35           539,089.04      645,638.28      506,817.99      519,817.59      500,498.70                717,773.98      473,840.35      489,809.97     611,235.59     526,998.72         6,709,459.85    -                  6,709,459.85     

3.  TRANSIT/PARATRANSIT - 729400/75384 20% 515,833.83      426,517.88           431,271.23      516,510.62      405,454.40      415,854.07      400,398.96                574,219.18      379,072.28      391,847.98     488,988.47     421,598.97         5,367,567.88    -                  5,367,567.88     

      Santa Cruz Metro (SCMTD) 16% 80% 412,667.06      341,214.31           345,016.99       413,208.50       324,363.52       332,683.26       320,319.17                459,375.34      303,257.82      313,478.38     391,190.78     337,279.18         4,294,054.30    -                  4,294,054.30      

      Community Bridges - V127587 - 4% 20% 103,166.77      85,303.58             86,254.25         103,302.12       81,090.88         83,170.81         80,079.79                  114,843.84      75,814.46        78,369.60       97,797.69       84,319.79           1,073,513.58    -                  1,073,513.58      

4.  ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION - 729500/75385 17% 438,458.76      362,540.20           366,580.55      439,034.03      344,636.24      353,475.96      340,339.12                488,086.30      322,211.44      333,070.78     415,640.20     358,359.13         4,562,432.70    -                  4,562,432.70     

5.  RAIL CORRIDOR - 729600/75386 8% 206,333.53      170,607.15           172,508.49      206,604.25      162,181.76      166,341.63      160,159.58                229,687.67      151,628.91      156,739.19     195,595.39     168,639.59         2,147,027.15    -                  2,147,027.15     

        DISTRIBUTED TO INVESTMENT CATEGORIES 100% 2,579,169.15   2,132,589.42        2,156,356.16   2,582,553.11   2,027,271.98   2,079,270.35   2,001,994.81             2,871,095.90   1,895,361.41   1,959,239.88 2,444,942.36 2,107,994.87     26,837,839.39  -                  26,837,839.39   

TOTAL ADMIN & IMPLEM AND INVESTMENT CATEGORIES 2,649,497.47   2,186,124.59        2,210,354.12   2,644,849.94   2,092,350.56   2,139,182.14   2,060,127.88             2,949,233.86   1,951,040.00   2,016,388.82 2,513,271.16 2,168,567.84     27,580,988.38  0.00 27,580,988.38   

I:\FISCAL\Measure D\2Distribution To Investment Category\FY2022\[FY2022 12 June 2022 Measure D Distribution.xlsx]Summary
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YEAR END ADJUSTED
KEY/OBJECT RATE JULY TOTAL ADJUSTMENT TOTAL

GROSS 729000/40186 2,595,872.85   2,595,872.85    0.00 2,595,872.85     
BOE FEES -                     (260,620.00)      -                   (260,620.00)       

NET 2,595,872.85   2,335,252.85    0.00 2,335,252.85     

ADMINISTRATION & IMPLEMENTATION - 729100/75381

ADMINISTRATION - SALARIES & BENEFITS 1% 25,958.73         25,958.73          0.00 25,958.73           
O/H ADMIN 33,362.16         33,362.16          0.00 33,362.16           
SALARIES & O/H  IMPLEME& OVERSIGHT 13,056.25         65,281.25          0.00 65,281.25           
SERVICES & SUPPLIES 4,041.67           20,208.33          0.00 20,208.33           

Subtotal 76,418.80         144,810.47       0.00 144,810.47         

TO DISTRIBUTE TO INVESTMENT CATEGORIES 2,519,454.05   2,190,442.38    -                   2,190,442.38     

1.  NEIGHBORHOOD - 729200/75382 30% 755,836.21      755,836.21       -                   755,836.21         

      SLV SR9 Fixed $ 27,777.78         27,777.78          0.00 27,777.78           
      HWY 17 Wildlife Fixed $ 13,888.89         13,888.89          0.00 13,888.89           

41,666.67         41,666.67          0.00 41,666.67           

      City of Capitola - V100207 4.8540% 34,665.83         34,665.83          -                   34,665.83           
      City of Santa Cruz - V110467 22.3548% 159,650.96      159,650.96       -                   159,650.96         
      City of Scotts Valley - V102713 4.8017% 34,292.60         34,292.60          -                   34,292.60           
      City of Watonville - V1728 15.6656% 111,879.26      111,879.26       -                   111,879.26         
      County of Santa Cruz 52.3238% 373,680.90      373,680.90       -                   373,680.90         

100% 714,169.55 714,169.55 0.00 714,169.55

2.  HWY Corridors - 729300/75383 25% 629,863.51      629,863.51       -                   629,863.51         

3.  TRANSIT/PARATRANSIT - 729400/75384 20% 503,890.81      503,890.81       -                   503,890.81         
      Santa Cruz Metro (SCMTD) 16% 80% 403,112.65      403,112.65       -                   403,112.65         
      Community Bridges - V127587 - 4% 20% 100,778.16      100,778.16       -                   100,778.16         

4.  ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION - 729500/75385 17% 428,307.19      428,307.19       -                   428,307.19         

5.  RAIL CORRIDOR - 729600/75386 8% 201,556.32      201,556.32       -                   201,556.32         

        DISTRIBUTED TO INVESTMENT CATEGORIES 100% 2,519,454.05   2,519,454.05    -                   2,519,454.05     

TOTAL ADMIN & IMPLEM AND INVESTMENT CATEGORIES 2,595,872.85   2,664,264.52    0.00 2,664,264.52     

\\RTCSERV2\Internal\FISCAL\Measure D\2Distribution To Investment Category\FY2023\[FY2023 1 July 2022 Measure D Distribution.xlsx]Detail
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AGENDA: August 4, 2022 

TO:  Regional Transportation Commission 
 
FROM: Tommy Travers, Transportation Planner 
 
RE: Fiscal Year 2022-23 Transportation Development Act (TDA) Article 8 

Claims for the Community Traffic Safety Coalition and the Ride ‘n 
Stride Program 

 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The Bicycle Advisory Committee and staff recommend that the Regional 
Transportation Commission: 
 
1. Review the attached proposed FY 2022-23 work plans and budgets for the 

County of Santa Cruz Health Services Agency’s Community Traffic Safety 
Coalition (CTSC) and Ride ‘n Stride program 
 

2. Adopt the attached resolution (Attachment 1) approving claims for FY 2022-23 
TDA Article 8 funds for the CTSC and Ride ‘n Stride program. 

 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Beginning in FY 1998-99, the RTC provided $50,000 in Transportation Development 
Act (TDA) Article 8 funding to the CTSC, a community based coalition operated by 
the County of Santa Cruz Health Services Agency (HSA) which brings together 
various agencies to address road safety in Santa Cruz County. In FY 2001-02, the 
RTC added $50,000 to fund the HSA’s Ride ‘n Stride Program, an elementary 
school-based bicycle and pedestrian education program closely associated with the 
CTSC. The RTC approved an ongoing commitment to fund the two projects at a 
total of $100,000 in TDA funds annually. In 2017, the RTC increased that amount 
to $130,000 annually. TDA Article 8 funds are allocated by the RTC for bicycle and 
pedestrian projects annually after requests are reviewed by the RTC’s advisory 
committees.  
 
In April 2022, the Regional Transportation Commission approved its FY 2022-23 
budget which includes TDA Article 8 funding for the CTSC and the Ride ‘n Stride 
program in the combined amount of $156,000. Through the TDA claim process, the 
RTC has the opportunity to review project budgets and work plans and to provide 
input or set conditions or requirements on funding. 
 
DISCUSSION 
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\\RTCSERV2\Shared\RTC\TC2022\08\Consent Agenda\TDA Claims\TDA_HSA - SR.docx 
 

The Health Services Agency (HSA) submitted TDA funding requests for the 
Community Traffic Safety Coalition and the Ride ‘n Stride Program for Bicycle 
Advisory Committee review and RTC consideration. The Bicycle Advisory Committee 
reviewed the claims at its April 11, 2022, meeting and recommended approval. 
Because the RTC provides a substantial portion of the operational funding for each 
program, the annual budgets and work programs for these projects are forwarded 
to the RTC for information, input and approval.  
 
The County HSA submitted the attached TDA funding request (Exhibit 1 of 
Attachment 1) as well as the TDA claim forms and work plans for Commission 
review and consideration for the Ride ‘n Stride program (Exhibits 2 and 3 of 
Attachment 1) and the CTSC (Exhibits 5 and 6 of Attachment 1). Included is the 
CTSC’s Vision Zero work plan for all county jurisdictions. Exhibits 4 and 7 of 
Attachment 1 provide Progress Reports containing a description of services 
provided by HSA during the January-June and July-December 2021 periods. Exhibit 
8 provides the budgets for both programs. The total FY 2022-23 funding request for 
the two programs totals $156,000. The requested amount for the CTSC is $78,000 
and will provide partial funding for continuing support of implementing the 
Watsonville Vision Zero Action Plan and for strategizing and developing Vision Zero 
plans for other jurisdictions, as well as other CTSC activities. The Ride ‘n Stride 
bicycle and pedestrian education program includes staff costs for bicycle and 
pedestrian safety presentations to elementary school students. The FY 2022-23 
funding request for this program is also $78,000. The requested amounts for the 
CTSC and Ride ‘n Stride have been approved as part of the RTC’s FY 2022-23 
budget. County Health Services Agency staff will be at the meeting to address any 
questions. 
 
The Bicycle Advisory Committee reviewed the CTSC and Ride ‘n Stride programs’ 
work plans and budgets at its April 11, 2022 meeting. The Bicycle Advisory 
Committee and staff recommend adoption of the attached resolution 
(Attachment 1) approving the TDA claims for the CTSC and the Ride ‘n 
Stride Program at the amounts requested.  
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
 
The RTC FY 2022-23 budget includes TDA Article 8 funding for the CTSC and the 
Ride ‘n Stride program in the amount of $156,000, which is consistent with the 
submitted claims.  Therefore, there are no additional fiscal impacts. 
 
SUMMARY 
 
The Bicycle Advisory Committee and staff recommend that the Regional 
Transportation Commission review and approve TDA Article 8 funding requests from 
the Health Services Agency’s Community Traffic Safety Coalition and Ride ‘n Stride 
programs in the total amount of $156,000. Attached are FY 2022-23 claims, 
budgets, work programs, allocation requests, and progress reports from the Health 
Services Agency for review and consideration.  
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Attachments:  

1. Resolution approving TDA Article 8 funding for the Community Traffic Safety 
Coalition and Ride ‘n Stride Program 
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Attachment 1 

RESOLUTION NO.     
 

Adopted by the Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission 
on the date of August 4, 2022 
on the motion of Commissioner  
duly seconded by Commissioner  

 
A RESOLUTION APPROVING TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) ARTICLE 8 

FUNDING FOR THE COMMUNITY TRAFFIC SAFETY COALITION 
AND THE RIDE ‘N STRIDE BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN SCHOOL EDUCATION PROGRAM 

 
WHEREAS, the County of Santa Cruz Health Services Agency’s (HSA) Community 

Traffic Safety Coalition (CTSC) and the Ride ‘n Stride Bicycle and Pedestrian School 
Education programs provide bicycle and pedestrian safety education and outreach, and 
policy coordination;  

 
WHEREAS, the Regional Transportation Commission approved a combined 

$156,000 in its FY 2022/23 budget for the CTSC and the Ride ‘n Stride program; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Bicycle Advisory Committee reviewed the request and proposed 

scope of work at its April 11, 2022 meeting and recommended approval;  
 

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE SANTA CRUZ COUNTY REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION: 

 
1. The Regional Transportation Commission hereby approves a total of $156,000 in FY 

2022/23 Transportation Development Act Article 8 funds for the CTSC and the Ride 
‘n Stride programs together. 

 
 
AYES: COMMISSIONERS  
 
 
NOES:  COMMISSIONERS 
 
ABSTAIN:  COMMISSIONERS 

 
 
 
 

___________________________ 
ATTEST:                                                                      Sandy Brown, Chair 
 
___________________________                             
      Guy Preston, Secretary  
 
 
Exhibit 1: Request Letter from Corrine Hyland, Health Services Manager   
Exhibit 2: Ride ‘n Stride FY 2022/23 TDA Claim Form  
Exhibit 3: Ride ‘n Stride FY 2022/23 Work Plan  
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April 1, 2022 

Guy Preston, Executive Director 
Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission 
1523 Pacific Avenue 
Santa Cruz, CA  95060-3911 

Regarding:   FY 2022-2023 TDA Request for the Community Traffic Safety Coalition (CTSC) and Ride n’ 
Stride programs 

Dear Mr. Preston: 

The Santa Cruz County Health Services Agency (HSA) provides Safe & Active Transportation programming 
through its CTSC and Ride n’ Stride programs.  CTSC’s mission is to prevent traffic-related injuries and 
fatalities for all road users, with a focus on people bicycling and walking. The CTSC has developed a new 
two-year work plan for fiscal years 2022-2024 that supports current Vision Zero cities, Watsonville and Santa 
Cruz, and strives to bring Vision Zero to other jurisdictions in the county with an aim to eliminate all traffic 
related fatalities and serious injuries. The CTSC envisions safe, accessible, and equitable transportation for 
all. 

The Ride n’ Stride program provides bicycle and pedestrian safety education to at least 2,000 elementary 
school students a year. In addition, Ride ‘n Stride staff collaborate with Ecology Action’s Walk Smart program 
to deliver critical pedestrian safety education in the schools.  CTSC and Ride n’ Stride program staff also work 
with school districts and agency partners to conduct outreach efforts and provide safety education and 
equipment, such as bicycle helmets, to low-income residents. 

HSA is requesting $78,000 to support staffing and project implementation for CTSC and the Vision Zero Work 
Plan and $78,000 to support the Ride n’ Stride school education program. HSA will provide at least $102,000 
in match for each program through other grant funding, HSA program management, fiscal and administrative 
support, and community in-kind contributions, for a total CTSC/Ride n’ Stride budget of $360,000 for FY 2022-
23. As in the past two years, all TDA funds not used due to the COVID-19 pandemic will be rolled over to the
next fiscal year for continued programming.

Enclosed you will find the Transportation Development Act (TDA) Local Transportation Funds Claim forms, 
work plans and budgets for each program. I attest to the accuracy of this claim and all its accompanying 
documentation. Every effort has been made to ensure that the CTSC and Ride n’ Stride work plans reflect the 
needs and concerns of the community. Thank you for your consideration and continued support of our vision 
for safe, accessible, and equitable transportation for all. 

Sincerely, 

Corinne Hyland, MPH 
Health Services Manager 
Community Health Education 
County of Santa Cruz Health Services Agency 
(831) 454-7558 corinne.hyland@santacruzcounty.us

COMMUNITY 
TRAFFIC SAFETY COALITION

c/o Community Health Education, Santa Cruz County Health Services Agency 
1070 Emeline Avenue, P.O. Box 962, Santa Cruz, CA 95061, 831/454-4141 

Exhibit 1
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Transportation Development Act (TDA) 
CLAIM FORM 

Submit a separate form for each project. 

This form has been developed in an effort to standardize information required from TDA recipients, 
based on TDA Statute, RTC Rules and Regulations, and/or RTC board requests.  

If you have any questions about this claim form or would like an electronic copy of the form, 
 please contact the Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission at 460-3200. 

Project Information 

1. Project Title: Ride n’ Stride (Bike & Pedestrian Safety school-based education program of CTSC)

2. Implementing Agency: County of Santa Cruz Health Services Agency

3. Sponsoring Agency (if different) – must be a TDA Eligible Claimant: Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation
Commission

4. Funding requested this claim:  TDA– Local Transportation Funds (LTF) $78,000.00
STA (transit/paratransit only) $_______________ 

5. Fiscal Year (FY) for which funds are claimed: FY 2022/2023

6. General purpose for which the claim is made, identified by the article and section of the Act which authorizes such
claims:
X   Article 8 Bicycle and/or Pedestrian Facility

 Article 4 Public Transportation 
 Article 8 Specialized Transportation via city sponsor 
 Article 3 & 8 TDA Admin or Planning 

7. Contact Person/Project Manager
Name: Theresia Rogerson
Telephone Number: (831) 454-4312  E-mail: theresia.rogerson@santacruzcounty.us

Secondary Contact (in event primary not available): Corinne Hyland 
Telephone Number: (831) 454-7558  E-mail:  corinne.hyland@santacruzcounty.us 

8. Project/Program Description/Scope (use additional pages, if needed, to provide details such as work elements/tasks):
See attached Ride n’ Stride Education Work Plan for FY 2022-23

9. Project Location/Limits (attach a map and/or photos if available/applicable, include street names): All projects are
countywide and education presentations are available for every elementary school.

10. Justification for the project. (Why is this project needed? Primary goal/purpose of the project; problem to be addressed;
project benefits; importance to the community) The Ride n’ Stride program provides school-based education and
encouragement with the goal of increased bike and pedestrian safety practices among youth. Ride n’ Stride increases
student confidence in using active modes of transportation in the community. Program staff are bilingual, enabling the
program to be effective in reaching the county’s diverse population of students and parents with key messages promoting 
the benefits of riding and walking. Program evaluations consistently show an increase in bike safety knowledge among
students and high satisfaction levels among teachers.

11. Project Productivity Goals for this fiscal year:

a. Measures of performance, success or completion to be used to evaluate project/program (ex. increase use of
facility/service, decrease collisions, etc.): To measure program success, Ride n’ Stride staff administer teacher

Exhibit 2
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TDA Claim 

evaluations and pre/post-test for students to measure gains in knowledge. Please see attached Ride n’ Stride Work 
Plan for full evaluation measures. 

b. Number of people to be served/anticipated number of users of project/program (ex. number of new or maintained
bike miles; number of people served/rides provided): The program aims to reach 2,000 elementary school
students through classroom presentations and approximately 500 more students and/or school community
members through additional outreach and education programming.

12. Consistency and relationship with the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) - Is program/project listed in the RTP and/or
consistent with a specific RTP Goal/Policy? Programmed into the 2040 RTP under project #CO50.

13. Impact(s) of project on other modes of travel, if any (ex. parking to be removed): Through traffic safety education,
biking and walking encouragement, and provision of bicycle helmets, more students and parents will gain confidence
and motivation to use active forms of transportation, thereby reducing the numbers of vehicle mode trips to and from
school sites, as well as for other local trips.

14. Estimated Project Cost/Budget, including other funding sources, and Schedule: (attach project budget). Specialized
Transportation Claims require 10% local match or other performance standard. Local match can take the form of fares,
donations, agency charges, grants, revenue sharing and other non-restricted sources. In kind services many NOT apply
toward the local match. In lieu of a 10% match performance standard, the Volunteer Center performance standard is
to provide 4,000 rides per year.

What is the total project cost? $180,000.00

Is project fully funded? No, funding is sought each year to match TDA funding.

What will TDA (and STA, if applicable) funds be used on (ex. operations, administration, brochures, engineering,
construction)? TDA funds are used for personnel, travel and materials needed to implement the program. Please see
attached Ride n’ Stride Safety Program Budget for FY 2022-23.

15. Preferred Method and Schedule for TDA-LTF fund distribution (see RTC Rules and Regulations for details and
requirements. Note if funds are distributed in advance of use, agencies will be required to subsequently provide
documentation of actual expenditures.):
a. Bike/Ped: Cities/County:  Up to 90% upon initiation of work OR  100% upon project completion 

HSA/BTW:  Quarterly disbursement OR X Semi-annual disbursement 

b. CTSA:  Quarterly disbursement, with up to 35% in first quarter, and the remaining quarterly payments being one-
third of the remaining claim amount;  

OR  Quarterly disbursement 

c. Volunteer Center:  Full approved claim amount in the first quarter 

d. SCMTD:  Quarterly disbursement 

16. TDA Eligibility: YES?/NO? 
A. Has the project/program been approved by the claimant's governing body? Form of approval:

Budget  (eg resolution, work program, budget, other document)
If "NO," provide the approximate date approval is anticipated._______________

Yes 

B. Has this project previously received TDA funding? If yes, date RTC approved: Annually Yes 
C. For capital projects, have provisions been made by the claimant to maintain the project or facility,

or has the claimant arranged for such maintenance by another agency?  (If an agency other than
the Claimant is to maintain the facility provide its name: ________________________________ )

N/A 
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TDA Claim 

D. Has the project already been reviewed by the RTC Bicycle Committee and/or Elderly/Disabled
Transportation Advisory Committee? (If "NO," project will be reviewed prior to RTC approval).

No 

E. For "bikeways," does the project meet Caltrans minimum safety design criteria pursuant to
Chapter 1000 of the California Highway Design Manual? (Available on the internet via:
http://www.dot.ca.gov).

N/A 

F. For Article 4 transit claims: Does operator meet Article 4 eligibility requirements?
i. Farebox recovery ratio? and/or,
ii. 50 percent expenditure rule as an older operator, defined as service starting prior to 1974?

N/A 

Bike/Ped (Article 8) Only 
17. Project Cost/Budget, including other funding sources, and Schedule: (complete “24a” or “24b”)

a. Capital Projects (Bicycle projects: Bicycle Advisory Committee or RTC must approve the final project
design plans prior to construction; see RTC Rules & Regulations)

Planning Environ-
mental 

Design/ 
Engineering ROW Construction Other

* Contingency Total 

SCHEDULE 
(Month/Yr) 
Completion 
Date __/__ 
Total 
Cost/Phase 
$TDA 
Requested 
(this claim) 
Prior TDA: 

Source 3: 

Source 4: 

Unsecured/ 
additional 
need** 

*Please describe what is included in “Other”:

b. Non-Capital Projects – Cost/Schedule: List any tasks and amount per task for which TDA will be used. Can
be substituted with alternate budget format.

Please see attached Ride n’ Stride Safety Program Budget for FY 2022-23.
Work 
Element/Activi
ty/Task 

SCHEDULE 
(Month/Yr) 

Total Cost per 
Element 

$ TDA 
requested $ Source 2: $ Source 3: $ Source 4: 

Administration
/Overhead 
Activity 1: 

Activity 2: 

Activity 3: 

Activity 4: 

Ex. 
Consultants 
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TDA Claim 

Ex. Materials 

SCMTD, CTSA, Bike to Work, HSA, Volunteer Center Only – PLEASE KEEP ANSWERS BRIEF 
18. Improving Program Efficiency/Productivity
 Describe any areas where special efforts have been made in the last fiscal year to reduce operating cost and/or

increase ridership/program usage. Note any important trends.

 Goals for next fiscal year (ex. identify opportunities to maximize economies of scale, planned productivity
improvements). Describe any areas where special efforts will be made to improve efficiency and increase program
usage/ridership:

Ride n’ Stride staff continued to partner on Walk Smart with Ecology Action this past year, collaborating on promotion, 
scheduling, and delivery in the schools. Ride n’ Stride continued to utilize existing or low-cost educational materials 
and program supplies, and program staff secured other sources of traffic safety funding for distribution of bicycle 
helmets, educational materials, and reflective items to participants.  In addition, the program utilized in-kind donations 
of teacher and volunteer time to support the program. All program staff contributed to streamlining our process to 
promote the program and respond to community requests and inquiries. With new virtual and in-person delivery options, 
presentations can be catered to teacher and student needs with less travel and staff time accrued overall. Also, Ride n’ 
Stride experienced reductions in personnel costs again this past year due to continued staff deployment to the COVID-
19 pandemic response as well as staff vacancies and leaves of absence. This will mean the third year of unused TDA 
funding rollover will be requested for use in the next fiscal year. This rollover will be used to improve program 
curriculum, materials, and efficiencies. When possible, HSA uses TDA allocations from RTC to leverage additional 
funding and will focus this next year on reestablishing an adequate level of staffing to ensure continued success and 
benefits to the community through Ride n’ Stride programming. 

19. What is different from last year’s program/claim?

This next year Ride n’ Stride staff plan to focus on further testing and refinement of grade level curriculum and program
evaluation in both virtual and in-person formats for bicycle and pedestrian school education, including a hybrid model
where students are in-person and staff are presenting to them virtually. Ride n’ Stride will also aim to establish closer
relationships with partner agencies and Helmet Fit Sites to expand our reach in community education and safety
equipment distribution. Program staff will continue to be involved in local transportation planning and other traffic
safety efforts, such as Vision Zero, providing a public health perspective at meetings and events. These efforts,
combined with Ride n’ Stride objectives, will encourage active transportation while increasing safety for all road users.

20. Schedule of regular progress reports including an evaluation at the end of the year:
 SCMD – April each year 
 Specialized Transportation: Quarterly1 to E/D TAC, RTC _____________ (Months/Year) 

X  HSA/BTW: Bicycle Committee (Annually in April/May 2023); RTC (Biannually in January 2023 and July 2023) 

SCMTD, CTSA and Volunteer Center Only 
21. a. Are these transportation services responding to transportation needs not otherwise being met within the community

or jurisdiction of the claimant?

b. Does the project meet an unmet transit need from the most recently approved RTC Unmet Paratransit and Transit
Needs List? Describe.

1 If feasible, the quarterly TDA reports submitted by Community Bridges for Lift Line as the Consolidated Transportation Services 
Agency (CTSA) should include on-time performance of the service. 
Vehicle on-time arrival to pick up a passenger at the scheduled time is an important measure of operational effectiveness and customer 
service. 
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TDA Claim 

CTSA and Volunteer Center (Article 8) Only 
22. Where appropriate, are these specialized transportation services coordinated with other transportation services,

including METRO service? Describe.

23. Provide performance information, as pertinent, which demonstrate service efficiency and effectiveness, such as:
verification of the operating cost per passenger, operating cost per vehicle service hour, passengers per vehicle service
hour, passengers per vehicle service mile, and vehicle service hours per employee for last fiscal year (definitions
available in Section 99247 of TDA Guidelines). (99246d, per Performance Audits)

a. Volunteer Center, only:  provide a minimum 4,000 rides per year 

24. Discuss the needs and types of the passengers being served, the employment of part-time drivers and the contracting
with common carriers of persons operating under a franchise or license to provide services during peak hours, as
defined in subdivision (a) of Section 99260.2. (99246d, per 2010 Performance Audit)

SCMTD, CTSA, Volunteer Center & RTC Only 
25. List the recommendations provided in the last TDA Triennial Performance Audit and your progress toward meeting

them.
 Describe the work your agency has undertaken to implement each performance audit recommendation and the

steps it will take to fully implement the recommendation.

 For any recommendations that have not been implemented, explain why the recommendation has not been
implemented and describe the work your agency will undertake to implement each performance audit
recommendation.

 Describe any problems encountered in implementing individual recommendations.

SCMTD Only 
26. TDA Article 4 Eligibility Compliance – Provide documentation for 50% expenditure limitation (PUC Section 99268.1).

50 percent expenditure limitation (use if LTF remains below 50 percent of its operating costs): 
• Overall operating cost for fiscal year: $_________
• TDA-LTF claim: $______
• Source of information (e.g. audited financial statements, budget, etc):

Funds Urbanized Service Rural/Non-Urban Service 
(could use FTA 5311 application) 

Fare Revenue: $ $ 
Local Support Revenues: $ $ 
Operation costs: $ $ 
Ratio Fare Rev ÷ Op Cost: (minimum 
required=15% per PUC Sec.6645) 

_____% _____% 

Cost per ride being subsidized for 
different services/funds 

$ $ 

Note: Exemptions for calculating operating costs – spell out in your operating budget summary. 
 Service extensions are exempt until two years after the end of the fiscal year during which they were established (PUC Sec.

99268.8). This exemption applies only if the new service was not provided nor was funded by LTF/STA during any of the prior
three fiscal years.

 The additional operating costs to a transit operator of providing comparable complementary paratransit services, pursuant to the
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TDA Claim 

Americans with Disabilities Act, that exceed operator’s prior year costs as adjusted by the CPI are excluded from operating cost.  
 As set forth in Section 99268.2, ratio must be at least equal to one-fifth if serving an urbanized area or one-tenth if serving a non-

urbanized area. If a ratio of the sum of fare revenues and local support to operating cost greater than one-fifth if serving an
urbanized area, or one-tenth if serving a non-urbanized area, during the 1978 -79 fiscal year shall, at least, maintain that ratio in
order to be eligible for additional funds pursuant to this section.

 Additional exclusions in calculating urban/rural farebox recovery: operating costs above the consumer price index for fuel,
alternative fuel programs, power, insurance premiums and payments in settlement of claims, and state and federal mandates.

27. Did the SCMTD operating budget increase over 15% from the prior fiscal year?
If the answer is yes, please provide a statement identifying and substantiating the reason or need for the increase in the
transit operating budget in excess of 15% above the preceding year, and identify substantial increases or decreases in
the scope of operations or capital provisions for major new service - (transit claimants only, if applicable).

28. Operating statistics (compare current fiscal year to date to last three full fiscal years; *TDA required performance
indicators), submit items from the following list.

• Annual passengers
 Rides/passenger trips provided by type (student, senior, adult, pass holders, etc, or however stat’s kept)

and amount of TDA $ used for each type of ride
• Annual service hours
• Passengers per vehicle service hour*
• Annual service miles
• # of fixed-route miles
• Service Area – square miles
• Service Area Population
• Passengers per vehicle service mile*
• Average passengers per weekday
• Total operating costs in budget
• Operating cost per vehicle service hour*
• Total operating cost per passenger*
• Average Farebox Revenue per passenger (describe what is included)
• # of FTE employees (all employees, not just drivers)
• Vehicle Service hours/Employee*
• # of routes
• Average route length
• Average travel times/rider
• # of bus stops
• # of vehicles in operation
• # of monthly bus passes in circulation
• Max vehicles in service at any time:
• Hours of service:
• Approximate # of unduplicated passengers
• Cost per unit of service plus text about long range plans to make/keep this low
• Funds and percentage spent on administration/overhead/grantee allocation/etc
• Actual financials compared with budget
• Actual number of rides provided compared with goal and text about whether goal was met and why/why not

Definitions: 
a) "Operating cost" means all costs in the operating expense object classes exclusive of the costs in the depreciation and

amortization expense object class of the uniform system of accounts and records adopted by the Controller pursuant to Section
99243. “Operating cost” excludes all subsidies for commuter rail services operated on railroad lines under the jurisdiction of the
Federal Railroad Administration, all direct costs for providing charter services, all vehicles lease costs, and principal and
interest payments on capital projects funded with certificates of participation.
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TDA Claim 

b) "Operating cost per passenger,” means the operating cost divided by the total passengers.
c) "Operating cost per vehicle service hour,” means the operating cost divided by the vehicle service hours.
d) "Passengers per vehicle service hour" means the total passengers divided by the vehicle service hours.
e) "Passengers per vehicle service mile" means the total passengers divided by the vehicle service miles.
f) "Total passengers" means the number of boarding passengers, whether revenue producing or not, carried by the public

transportation system.
g) "Transit vehicle" means a vehicle, including, but not limited to, one operated on rails or tracks, which is used for public

transportation services funded, in whole or in part, under this chapter.
h) "Vehicle service hours" means the total number of hours that each transit vehicle is in revenue service, including layover time.
i) "Vehicle service miles" means the total number of miles that each transit vehicle is in revenue service.
j) "Vehicle service hours per employee" means the vehicle service hours divided by the number of employees employed in

connection with the public transportation system, based on the assumption that 2,000 person-hours of work in one year constitute
one employee.  The count of employees shall also include those individuals employed by the operator, which provide services to
the agency of the operator responsible for the operation of the public transportation system even though not employed in that
agency.
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Community Traffic Safety Coalition (CTSC) 
Ride n’ Stride Education Work Plan 

FY 2022-2023 

The Ride n’ Stride program aims to increase safe bicycling and walking knowledge among 
elementary school students throughout Santa Cruz County.  Classroom bicycle and pedestrian 
safety presentations were adapted for virtual delivery during COVID-19 restrictions. The 
curriculum teaches basic active transportation safety to young students in preschools and K-5th 
grades. Interactive education sessions on bicycle and pedestrian safety (including other 
wheeled devices, such as scooters and skateboards) are designed to be age appropriate and 
are offered in English and/or Spanish. 

A number of years ago Ride ‘n Stride assisted Ecology Action in development of Walk Smart, a 
program targeting second grade students that combines classroom presentations with the 
practical experience of a walking fieldtrip. To compliment classroom programming for both Ride 
n’ Stride and Walk Smart, previously developed activity packets for teachers align with 
California Common Core standards and reinforce traffic safety messages. The packets are 
geared for 2nd/3rd grade for pedestrian safety education and 5th grade classrooms for bicycle 
safety education. Moving forward this year, Ride n’ Stride will offer programming to second 
grade classrooms not receiving Walk Smart as well as all other elementary school grade levels. 

Ride n’ Stride encourages students to be role models of safe riding and walking for their friends, 
siblings and parents. In addition to engaging the students and teachers, Ride n’ Stride staff also 
conduct outreach to parents/caregivers and the broader school communities. The combined 
outreach and education components are listed below and work towards a vision of safe and 
active transportation for all our youngest community members. 

FY 2022-23 Work Plan Objectives and Activities: 
Conduct bicycle and pedestrian safety education sessions for at least 2,000 elementary
school and pre-school students in Santa Cruz County school districts, including
distribution of supplemental resources, such as activity packets/books.
Conduct at least 4 traffic safety presentations to parents and caregivers through schools,
community agencies and neighborhood groups to promote safe bicycling and walking.
Participate in at least 3 school or community events to provide traffic safety information
and promote safe bicycling and walking.
Work with the Community Traffic Safety Coalition (CTSC), Helmet Fit Sites, and
community partners to coordinate distribution and proper fitting of at least 200 bike
helmets to students and other community members.
Further develop elementary school bilingual curriculum based on grade level, in both
virtual and in-person formats, including student and teacher resources and child-to-adult
interventions.
Participate in the fall and spring Bike/Walk to School events, bike rodeos, walking field
trips, and other bike/pedestrian safety activities, as staff time permits.
Participate in traffic safety meetings, such as the CTSC, Watsonville Vision Zero Task
Force, as staffing capacity and other program priorities allow.
Further develop program evaluations for teachers and pre/post-tests for students, in both
virtual and in-person formats, and continue reporting bike and pedestrian observational
survey results among children and youth if conducted.

Exhibit 
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to define. AB/SB 198 notes the definition may include 
CalEnviroScreen definitions, as well as census tracts considered 
low-income. In addition to meeting other goals, the new state 
program is expected to serve as matching funds for the new 
federal Reconnecting Communities Pilot Program authorized in the 
2021 federal Bipartisan Infrastructure Law/Infrastructure 
Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA), a competitive program being 
administered by FHWA aimed at reconnecting communities 
divided by transportation infrastructure. RTC Staff has been 
meeting with Caltrans to evaluate if these programs might be 
options for bike and pedestrian bridges over Highway 1, the 
Highway 129 Corridor between Highway 1 and Highway 101, and 
sections of the Monterey Bay Sanctuary Scenic Trail Network 
(MBSST). 

 
• Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program (TIRCP): Additional 

$7.7 Billion over 3 years  

o The budget provides $7.7 billion in supplemental funds to the 
Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program (TIRCP) over three years, 
including $3.6 billion in an amendment to the FY 2021-22 State 
Budget. TIRCP funds are available for rail and bus transit projects 
that reduce greenhouse gas emission. As originally proposed by 
Governor Newsom, $1.8 billion in these funds are reserved for high 
priority projects in Southern California counties. $300 million is 
reserved for rail realignment for high priority intercity rail corridors 
in the coastal zone at risk of sea-level rise, which appears designed 
to address a known at-risk rail segment on the Del Mar bluffs in San 
Diego County. The remainder, $1.5 billion, or 41 percent, is 
available for the rest of the state, including the Monterey Bay area. 
Of this amount, a minimum of $900 million is reserved for multi-
year grants to support the delivery of capital projects that have 
previously received grants from TIRCP and that can demonstrate 
that a supplemental state grant would leverage or maintain an 
identified source of significant local or federal investment, including 
through the federal Capital Investment Grant Program, Expedited 
Project Delivery Program, or other such federal funding source.  

o While METRO and RTC did not directly apply for funds earlier this 
year, TIRCP funding could be made available in the future for transit 
and rail projects The Transportation Authority of Monterey County 
(TAMC) submitted a joint application with RTC for the Pajaro 
Junction Rail Station project earlier this year. The Pajaro Station 
project (including Segment 20 Rail Trail) was not awarded funding.  
TAMC and RTC have scheduled a de-brief on why the project did 
not receive funding. The 2022 round was highly competitive. 
CalSTA received $3.1 billion in applications for $825 million 
available statewide. TAMC also applied for a “SURF” busway project 
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While VMT and GHG are closely related, VMT reduction is not a perfect proxy for GHG reduction. 
We understand that the purpose of the VMT goal in the Scoping Plan is to show the level of VMT per 
capita reduction needed to achieve carbon neutrality by 2045. We appreciate this type of 
quantification of the issue. But it’s difficult to understand what is needed in terms of GHG reduction 
and it is not initially clear how this VMT goal might be used in the next SB 375 GHG target setting. 
The relationship between the VMT goal and SB 375 should be more clearly framed and easy for all 
to understand. 
 
Appreciate State objectives but more clarity and more partnership are needed. We support 
the framework for action and the state objectives outlined in the Scoping Plan. We appreciate that 
they are state objectives and the clarity in the document about the state having a role implementing 
them. We recommend that ARB develop a process for prioritizing the 27 implementing actions 
under each objective so that the near-term focus can be on those actions that have the most 
substantial impact on reducing VMT. For example, we think the actions around authorizing and 
supporting pricing strategies in the regional Sustainable Communities Strategies (SCSs) is a higher 
priority and will have significantly more impact in terms of reducing VMT than the proposed action 
to “require greater consistency between RHNA and SCSs”.  
 
Also, many of the actions listed are necessary for successful implementation of the ambitious 
regional SCSs. We are happy to see state accountability for many of these actions and to help 
implement these plans. However, it’s difficult to understand which state actions are aimed at 
achieving VMT and/or GHG reductions beyond what is achieved in current regional SCSs. Having 
MPOs as partners in the process to prioritize actions might also help clarify this. 
 
Balanced approach to reconsidering past commitments. The report says that the state must 
reconsider past transportation funding commitments and their ability to meet our climate goals. 
But as the recent Assembly Bill (AB) 285 report notes, a balance between keeping past promises 
and advancing current objectives will be important in that process. The process should consider all 
the merits of a project including safety, economic prosperity, goods movement, community 
engagement, and how far along it is in the planning and/or construction phase.  
 
In addition, most current projects are analyzed under current conditions- not the conditions 
anticipated and called for in the Scoping Plan. For example, a roadway capacity project might 
increase highway capacity under the current unpriced system but there is the potential for the 
performance to change dramatically under a system that is priced in a way that will allow the state 
to achieve its goals. More work is needed before the state commits to an evaluation process that is 
limited in its review.  
 
Although there are benefits to evaluating pipeline projects for potential improvements, there are 
also significant costs that should be considered. Many transportation projects take 10+ years from 
conception to completion. Abandoning projects midway through the cycle or half constructed is a 
waste of public resources and undervalues the original need for the project. A better solution is to 
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focus on future projects in the conception phase. Not only how to help shape them to achieve climate 
and equity goals but also to move through the long transportation planning and funding process 
quicker. 
 
Resolving tension between competing state objectives while recognizing that one-size does 
not fit all. In keeping with the theme that policy objectives don’t always perfectly correlate, we note 
that there are often policy conflicts and solutions are often nuanced. The Scoping Plan’s purpose is 
to prioritize the state carbon neutrality goals and how to achieve them. However, there are many 
other state plans prioritizing other state goals. We raise this as a question about how to balance 
these goals and not to discount the importance of the Scoping Plan and climate policies. There is no 
framework to resolve these issues when each state agency is judging performance based on its own 
set of goals. The recent AB 285 report notes that more work is needed to align all state goals and 
programs. We think that is an important first step before successfully evaluating pipeline projects 
and considering changes to broader transportation funding programs. We are not seeking a 
resolution of this issue within the Scoping Plan itself. We believe that its important to acknowledge 
that these tensions exist and note the importance of working across state agencies and with regional 
partners to resolve them.  
 
As one example to better illustrate this point, many rural projects are a direct response to the 
impacts of a changing climate, focused on improving the safety and operation of roadways which 
often serve as the only evacuation route in the case of a wildfire or other severe weather event. Such 
projects may include parallel capacity, roadway and bridge maintenance, general system 
preservation, or new roadway alignments which provide a secondary egress for rural 
neighborhoods. This is different than the Scoping Plan’s focus to reduce VMT and GHG. 
Conversations about aligning all state funding to climate goals from a narrow perspective (of VMT 
reduction) would result in many rural communities being cut off from state funding they rely on. 
Applying a singular approach, will limit rural regions’ ability to contribute to the climate change 
goals as well as maintain the existing and planned rural transportation infrastructure that is often 
critical for climate resiliency.  
 
Thank you again for your consideration of our comments. We are happy to provide more detail 
on any of this as needed. Our desire is to be good partners in the state’s effort to combat climate 
change. We look forward to continued engagement with ARB and other state partners.  
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Jennifer Tendick 
CALCOG Director of Planning Policy 
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TRANSMITTED ELECTRONICALLY 
 
April 29, 2022 
 
Strategic Growth Council 
Attn: Lynn von Koch-Liebert  
1400 Tenth Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 
transportation@sgc.ca.gov 
lynn.vonkoch-liebert@sgc.ca.gov 
 
RE: AB 285 Report 
 
Dear Director von Koch-Liebert, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Assembly Bill (AB) 285 Report that was 
delivered to the legislature on February 28, 2022. We appreciate the work done on the 
report and the commitment of the SGC staff at the February 24, 2022, council meeting 
stating that they would return to the council and the legislature this spring/summer to 
share the outcomes of the stakeholder engagement that staff has engaged in with us and 
others. We look forward to continuing to partner on actionable next steps. 
 
The California Association of Councils of Governments (CALCOG) is a non-profit formed to 
serve regional governments across the state. Included in our membership are the eighteen 
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) that are the focus of much of the AB 285 
Report. Our members, along with local jurisdictions and transit agencies, partner with the 
State on many multimodal projects by leveraging local funds for state funds to deliver on 
improvements that address safety, climate resilience and ensuring our state’s economic 
vitality remains strong. These corridors address regional priorities in our locally supported 
and adopted Regional Transportation Plans (RTPs) and Sustainable Communities 
Strategies (SCS) and meet state goals. As such, we offer the following comments. 
 
Our Priorities 
We support the integration of climate and equity goals in transportation planning, 
programming, and project delivery. In fact, most MPOs already include these goals, along 
with safety, fix-it-first, and economic prosperity in their RTP/SCSs that reflect local and 
regional needs but also meet state goals. However, the key findings from the AB 285 Report 
miss critical priority actions needed to achieve our climate goals. There are also some 
inaccuracies that need to be corrected. 
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Gap analysis of the CTP. The California Transportation Plan (CTP) should include a “gap” 
analysis that highlights what is necessary to achieve all of the state goals. In order to 
achieve its goals, what does the CTP assume in terms of land use and where growth 
happens? What does it assume about transit funding and service? What does it assume 
about pricing and replacing the gas tax? This kind of analysis will raise issues like replacing 
the gas tax, developing equitable pricing mechanisms, understanding the fiscal implications 
of electric vehicles, and enumerating potential state actions to address the six-percent 
emissions gap1. These are necessary conversation to move the needle on our climate goals. 
Without understanding these issues, any changes to funding programs, state plans, etc. will 
simply be a short-term band aid that will not put us on track to achieving our long-term 
VMT and GHG reduction goals.  
 
Consider all state goals. We also recommend that the state be clear about all its goals. The 
AB 285 Report has a focus on climate, which is one important goal. The CTP has eight goals 
including safety, equity, accessibility, economy, maintenance, environment, health/quality 
of life, and climate. The exercise of prioritizing or aligning all the goals becomes much 
harder when real tradeoffs must be considered. We know this because MPOs and RTP/SCSs 
are held to very different standards than most state plans, including the CTP. RTP/SCSs are 
ambitious yet achievable plans that, if implemented, achieve many goals (even sometimes 
what can feel like competing goals). These plans are measurable, actionable, and are 
constrained by time and funding. MPOs have a strong understanding of the levers needed 
to implement their plans and support their regions. But to effectively have that 
conversation, the state and other key stakeholders need to analyze and understand the CTP 
in the same way with the same constraints. Any revisiting of state goals and funding 
programs should include all stakeholders during all phases. These discussions must include 
real conversations about feasibility, responsibility, and trade-offs.  
 
MPOs need partnership and resources to implement the RTP/SCS. We appreciate the 
report highlighting that MPOs do not have all of the funding or authority needed to 
implement their regional plans. The solutions here are not simple or straightforward. 
Strong partnership will be needed to understand what tools will be most effective for 
MPOs. Additionally, many MPO roles and responsibilities are federally mandated and MPOs 
are responsible for meeting these requirements as well. Any changes to MPO authority 
must involve MPOs at every decision point to ensure any proposed changes will be effective 
in RTP/SCS implementation and support their federal obligations. 
 
 
 

 
1 https://calcog.org/sb-375-ghg-emission-gap-explained/ 
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Errors and Inaccurate Conclusions  
Inaccurate representation of road projects. There are some errors in the MPO planning 
and spending data and much of the data is presented in a way that overgeneralizes road 
projects. Related, the report shows that the Central Valley and northern-state MPOs direct 
more funds to roadways than others. While this is accurate, the report also insinuates that 
this is negative or out of alignment with the state’s goals, policies, and programs. That is not 
accurate. The report misses the fact that many road projects are needed operational 
improvements that will help with GHG reduction and/or provide new or improved bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities to increase safety for these transportation modes. Additionally, it's 
important to understand that in the Central Valley and northern-state specifically, transit 
spending is less than in more urbanized areas of the state because the geography and the 
pattern of development simply makes some transit investments infeasible.  
 
Incorrect understanding of the TIP. While we appreciate many things in the UC report, 
we take exception to the interpretations of the MPO funding charts and related findings. 
The report says,“Our findings show (Figure 4) that among the five case study regions, the 
state and federal—and in some cases, local—expenditures programmed in TIPs are generally 
less multimodal and more auto-centric than the investments outlined in MPOs’ long-range 
transportation plans….These results indicate that despite ambitious multimodal investment 
plans in some RTP/SCSs, the TIPs tend to frontload auto infrastructure and backload transit 
with their state and federal funding.” This incorrectly assumes that TIPs reflect a region’s 
long range transportation funding and priorities in its entirety. The TIP only reflects a 
portion of the plan’s implementation. The only projects required to be in the TIP are 
regionally significant projects that are subject to the federal Clean Air Act or projects 
receiving federal or certain state funds. Generally speaking, this would be state and/or 
federally funded capacity projects (transit capacity and road capacity). Therefore, TIPs 
tend to be significantly skewed towards capacity projects. Most locally funded projects and 
projects with no significant air quality impacts are not always in the TIP. Examples of 
projects that are often not in TIPs may include road maintenance, transit projects, transit 
operations, or active transportation projects that do not rely on federal or state funding. 
Additionally, there is a wide range of RTP/SCS implementation activities that aren’t even 
transportation projects that cannot be captured when looking just at the TIP. 
 
Grouping the funding sources into project types also fails to capture what is really 
happening on the ground. TIPs generally rely on broad categories for classifying types of 
transportation projects. For example, a project might simply be listed as “road or highway 
capacity” or “road maintenance”. The nuance that is lost when summarizing based on these 
broad categories is that many road projects also include complete street and multimodal 
improvements such as bike lanes, sidewalks, transit features or maintenance benefits. 
Additionally, sometimes the TIP can completely leave out the multimodal portion of the 
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project because it’s being funded from other sources. Because this detail is not reported out 
of the TIP at a high-level, the TIP funding chart is not able to capture this detail. This is 
misleading when presented in the report the way it is. It can also make it appear as though 
these types of projects are at odds with each other.  
 
For all these reasons, TIPs are not an accurate representation of all the transportation 
projects being funded in a region and is not an apples-to-apples comparison with the 
RTP/SCS.  
 
Concerns About the Opportunity/Issue Areas Prioritized by SGC 
Balanced approach to reconsidering past commitments. The findings say that all levels 
of government should reconsider past funding commitments and their ability to meet our 
climate goals. But a critical point the report also makes (that isn’t highlighted in the 
summary) is that finding a balance between keeping past promises and advancing current 
objectives will be important. A balanced, thoughtful and realistic approach includes 
stakeholders rather than top-down. Blanket assumptions about road and highway 
widening projects should not be made without considering all the other merits of the 
project, such as safety or economic prosperity, community engagement, and how far along 
it is in the planning and/or construction phase. It is also critical to remember that RTPs and 
the transportation projects are based on state and federal outreach requirements, 
including taking the input of local jurisdictions and local communities on their needs. Many 
transportation projects take 10+ years from conception to completion. Although we agree 
with evaluating projects for potential improvements, abandoning projects midway through 
the cycle or half constructed is a waste of public resources and undervalues the need for 
the project. A better solution is to focus on future projects in the conception phase. Not only 
how to help shape them to achieve climate and equity goals but also to move through the 
long transportation planning and funding process quicker. 
 
Road projects are needed. Although some of the charts and findings in the UC report 
indicate that most MPO plans allocate more roadway funding toward maintenance, 
operations, and rehab than new facilities, some parts of the report blur the line. It seems to 
suggest that all road projects are not supportive of climate and equity goals. We disagree. 
As already noted, many road projects include multimodal improvements. Also, many road 
projects are in response to community priorities and needs. For example, when asked 
during RTP/SCS development, some historically disadvantaged communities prioritize 
road maintenance (fixing potholes, etc). Community engagement is a critical component of 
project and plan development that must be considered in decision making. 
 
The view of roads is too narrow. This notion of pitting project types (transit vs. road) 
against each other undermines the purpose of SB 375 and SB 743. SB 375 is an intentional 
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effort to look at land use and transportation wholistically. It charges MPOs to create a SCS 
that, in its totality, achieve the greenhouse gas emission reductions target assigned by 
CARB. The MPO’s achieve this while including a balance of project types—maintenance, 
operations, improvements, bus, rideshare, expansion, bike, and rail—for the region. 
Similarly, SB 743 requires VMT increasing transportation and land use projects to mitigate 
their impacts to the extent feasible. Together these provide the flexibility needed to 
forward the state’s climate goals while meeting the unique needs and priorities of each 
region. A one-size-fits-all assumption that road projects are de facto out of alignment with 
state goals is too narrow view of how MPOs achieve climate goals.   
   
The report should be more sensitive to rural context. The report and the SGC priority 
areas are centered on urbanized areas. More attention should be given to the different 
challenges and opportunities of our rural areas. Rural regions are home to vast forest, 
outdoor recreation, agriculture, and other natural resources enjoyed by all Californians. 
Consequently, these rural regions experience significant impacts related to a changing 
climate and related severe weather events such as wildfire, flood, and sea level rise. In 
order for these rural regions to flourish and remain safe and accessible for all, efforts to 
address climate change should be sensitive to such regional contexts.  
 
When the report highlights a safety project in a rural area as potentially VMT inducing and 
out of alignment with state goals, an inaccurate and incomplete picture is painted. The VMT 
generated in most rural roadway safety projects is nominal. The report assumes that a 
rural roadway safety improvement project and an urban roadway widening project present 
a similar induced demand and increase to VMT. This is inaccurate. VMT is a very context 
sensitive metric and should be measured and considered accordingly.  
 
Additionally, many rural projects are a direct response to the impacts of a changing climate, 
focused on improving the safety and operation of roadways which often serve as the only 
evacuation route in the case of a wildfire or other severe weather event. Such projects may 
include parallel capacity, roadway and bridge maintenance, general system preservation, 
or new roadway alignments which provide a secondary egress for rural neighborhoods. 
Rural regions are also tasked with maintaining significant lane mile inventory. Rural 
communities do not have the resident population or tax base to maintain or make 
necessary improvements to the system the same way more urbanized communities do. 
Applying a singular approach, will limit rural regions’ ability to contribute to the climate 
change goals as well as maintain the existing and planned rural transportation 
infrastructure. Applying a singular approach and potentially further narrowing 
transportation funding opportunities, will limit rural regions’ ability to contribute to 
achieving our climate goals as well as maintain the existing and planned rural 
transportation infrastructure.  
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Closing 
Thank you again for your consideration of our comments. We are happy to meet and 
discuss or provide more detail on any of this as needed. Our desire is to be good partners in 
the state’s effort to combat climate change. We look forward to continued engagement with 
SGC and other state partners.  
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Jennifer Tendick 
Director of Planning Policy, CALCOG 
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TRANSMITTED ELECTRONICALLY 

February 14, 2022 

 
Jeanie Ward-Waller 
Director of Planning 
California Department of Transportation  
1120 N Street, MS 49 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
ctp@dot.ca.gov 
 
RE: 2021 California Transportation Plan Implementation Report 

 

Dear Ms. Ward-Waller, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 2021 California Transportation Plan 
(CTP) Implementation Report. The California Association of Councils of Governments 
(CALCOG) is a member organization of regional governments. These include Metropolitan 
Planning Organizations (MPOs), Regional Transportation Planning Agencies (RTPAs), and 
County Transportation Commissions, all of which are responsible for transportation 
planning and/or delivery across the state.  

 
A Good Step Towards Successful Implementation  
At the outset, we acknowledge that this is the first implementation progress report of its 
kind by Caltrans. The report represents a big step towards successful implementation of 
the CTP. The report is also a good summary of the tremendous amount of work by Caltrans 
staff last year since the adoption of the CTP.  

There are multiple ways that future iterations of the report can be improved. The 
remainder of the letter is focused on things to include or address in subsequent reports.  

 

Recommendations For Subsequent Reports 

We recommend that Caltrans reconvene the Plan Advisory Committee that was used during 
the development of the plan to help guide the development of future reports. Then our 
recommendations (below) could be more thoroughly discussed and vetted by stakeholders 
with different perspectives. Consider these items for the Committee to discuss:  

13-25

mailto:ctp@dot.ca.gov


 

         

    CALCOG Comments: CTP 2050 Implementation Progress Report  Page 2      
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 

• Future Reports Should Include Performance Metrics. Future progress reports 
should provide more analysis. The implementation report mentions a data monitoring 
project under development, but the report lacked reference to the CTP’s performance 
measures. (We acknowledge that this may have been difficult to pull together in the 
first year.) Bringing data into the report to evaluate performance and progress will be 
critical. Quantitative, qualitative, and financial analysis of the CTP’s goals and objectives 
will help assess progress made and near-term implementation priorities.  

• Organize By CTP Goals or Actions. The program-by-program summary makes it a 
little hard to see the connection between the CTP and all of Caltrans projects and 
programs. We recommend organizing the report by the CTP goals and/or the fourteen 
recommended actions. This would allow readers to understand all the progress related 
to a specific goal or CTP action item.  

• Analyze Changes in Vehicle Operating Costs vs. Base Scenario. One of the most 
significant differences in the CTP and a regional Sustainable Communities Strategy is 
that regional plans must be more constrained. The vehicle operating cost assumptions 
built into the 2050 scenario are much more aggressive than what an MPO could include 
in a SCS. This will be an important factor in any comparison between the CTP and 
regional SCSs. The implementation report should make such comparisons easy for 
anyone to understand.  

• Identify Critical Implementation Steps Including Needed Funding. The CTP 
acknowledges that the plan is a vision, and more work is needed to make the plan a 
reality. The plan commits to developing an implementation element to identify the 
requirements necessary to implement the plan, including agency responsibilities, 
implementation steps and timelines. Critically, the CTP also suggests the 
implementation element would identify funding sources needed and the financial 
feasibility of the plan’s recommendations. Future implementation progress reports 
could take on this role of the implementation element and address these commitments.  

• Acknowledge the Declining Gas Tax Revenues and Importance of Pricing. Building 
on that financial feasibility analysis, it would be useful if future reports had a focus on 
replacing the gas tax and other pricing mechanisms. These are two separate but equally 
critical policies that will be required to achieve our climate goals while also maintaining 
infrastructure of all types. We understand Caltrans is engaged in these policy 
conversations, but in the report it is hard to see what progress is being made to advance 
these. 

Lastly, the annual progress report provides another opportunity to practice and highlight 
state-regional-local partnerships. One way to do this is to expand the report to highlight the 
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important role that regional RTP/SCSs play in implementation of the CTP 2050. These 
reports provide an opportunity to highlight the value and the role of these two very 
different plans and how they complement each other.  

 

Conclusion 

Thank you again for your consideration of our comments. We are happy to meet and 
discuss or provide more detail on any of this as needed. Our desire is to be good partners in 
the state’s effort to implement the fourteen recommendations in the CTP 2050. We look 
forward to continued engagement with Caltrans and other state partners on this shared 
goal.  

Sincerely, 

  
Jennifer Tendick 
Director of Planning Policy 
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AGENDA: August 4, 2022 

TO:  Regional Transportation Commission (RTC) 
 
FROM: Yesenia Parra, Administrative Services Officer 
  Thomas R. Manniello, Lozano Smith, Agency Negotiator 
 
RE: Memoranda of Understanding (MOU) Extensions with the Community 

of RTC Employees (CORE) and the RTC Association of Middle Managers 
(RAMM) 

 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Agency negotiator and staff recommend that the Santa Cruz County Regional 
Transportation Commission (RTC) approve:  
 

1. The memorandum of understanding (MOU) between the RTC and the 
Community of RTC Employees (CORE) represented by the Service 
Employees International Union (SEIU), Local 521 (Attachment 1); 

2. The memorandum of understanding between the RTC and the RTC 
Association of Middle Managers (RAMM) Attachment 2); 

3. Authorizing the Executive Director to enter into the new MOUs on behalf of 
the RTC and take all necessary administrative actions including signing the 
appropriate documents to make the pay, benefits and administrative 
changes to implement the provisions of the MOU; and 

4. A New Salary Schedule for Calendar Year 2022 (Attachment 3) consistent 
with the negotiated tentative agreements. 

 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The memoranda of understanding (MOU’s) of the RTC bargaining units, Community 
of RTC Employees (CORE) and the RTC Association of Middle Managers (RAMM), 
expired on March 31, 2022. Both CORE and RAMM have been engaged in 
negotiations with the RTC for extension of the current memoranda of understanding 
(MOUs). The RTC provided direction to its bargaining team through closed sessions. 
The RTC reached tentative agreements with both bargaining units for a 3-year 
extension of their corresponding memoranda of understanding. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The major provisions of the tentative agreements (Attachments 1 and 2), 
include the following for both bargaining units, CORE and RAMM: 
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1. The current memoranda of understanding (MOU’s) shall be extended for 3 
years with an expiration date of March 31, 2025. 

2. General Salary Adjustments as follows:  
a. Effective June 1, 2022 or at the beginning of the pay period closest to June 1, the 

hourly rates for steps in the salary range for each class shall be increased by 4.5% 
b. Effective April 1, 2023 or at the beginning of the pay period closest to April 1, the 

hourly rates for steps in the salary range for each class shall be increased by 3.5%. 
d. Effective April 1, 2024 or at the beginning of the pay period closest to April 1, the 

hourly rates in the salary range for each class shall be increased by 3.5%. 
3. Signing Bonus: For 2022 only, a one-time signing bonus of $2,000.00 shall be paid 

to all members of the CORE and RAMM units in the first full pay period after 
ratification of this agreement. 

4. Compensation Study:  A compensation study for all RTC positions shall be 
completed prior to the conclusion of the term of this agreement (March 31, 
2025). 

5. Holidays: Add June 19th, known as Juneteenth. 
 
 
The following provisions apply to the Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) for the RTC Association of Middle Management (CORE) only: 
 

 
1. Cell Phone Reimbursement for each employee will be $75 per month 

 
The MOUs with CORE and RAMM have been revised consistent with the tentative 
agreements settled on through negotiations and are included as Attachments 1 and 
2 for RTC consideration. The Agency Negotiator and staff recommend that the 
RTC approve the MOUs with CORE and RAMM included as Attachments 1 
and 2, authorizing the Executive Director to enter in the new MOUs and 
take the actions necessary to implement the new MOUs and a new salary 
schedule for calendar year 2022 (Attachment 3) consistent with the 
negotiated tentative agreements. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
 
The RTC’s approved budget for fiscal year 2022-23 includes the funds necessary to 
cover the provisions in the proposed MOUs with CORE and RAMM.  Future year 
budgets will incorporate the necessary funds to satisfy the provisions in the MOUs 
for RTC consideration.  There are no additional fiscal impacts associated with the 
proposed actions in this staff report. 
 
SUMMARY 
 
The RTC has reached tentative agreements with both RTC bargaining units, CORE 
and RAMM, to extend the current Memoranda of Understanding (MOU’s) for 3 years. 
The provisions of the extension to the MOU’s are outlined in the attached 
agreements (Attachment 1 and 2). Staff recommends that the RTC approve the 
attached MOU’s (Attachment 3 and 4), authorize the Executive Director to 
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implement all provisions as outlined in the MOU’s; and approve the calendar year 
2022 updated salary schedule (Attachment 5). 
 
Attachments: 

1. Tentative Agreement with the Community of RTC (CORE), SEIU Local 521 
and MOU 

2. Tentative Agreement with the RTC Association of Middle Manager (RAMM) 
and MOU 

3. Proposed Updated 2022 RTC Salary Schedule 
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Petitioners challenge CalTrans' factual conclusions in the FEIR, but claim that CalTrans 
"failed to proceed in a manner required by law," and entreat the Court to apply a more 
stringent standard of review. The Court is not persuaded. As explained below, the 
substantial evidence standard of review governs Petitioners' arguments. 

• Substantial Evidence. 

The substantial evidence standard of review applies to an agency's conclusions, 
findings and determinations, the scope ofthe EIR's analysis, the amount or type of 
information contained in the EIR, the methodology used to asses impacts and the 
reliability or accuracy of the data supporting the EIR's conclusions. (Chico Advocates 
for a Responsible Economy v. City of Chico (2019) 40 Cal.App.5th 839, 850; Santa 
Monica Baykeeperv. Cityof Malibu (2011) 193 Cal.App.4th 1538, 1546; Cityof Long 
Beach v. Los Angeles Unif Sch. Dist. (2009) 176 Cal.App.4th 889, 898; Oakland 
Heritage Alliance v. City of Oakland (20^^) 195 Cal.App.4th 884, 900, 903.) Under the 
more deferential substantial evidence standard of review, the court may not set aside an 
agency's approval of an EIR on the grounds that an opposite conclusion could be 
reached or based on a reweighing of the evidence. (Vineyard, supra, 40 Cal.4th at 435.) 
The court does not review the correctness of an agency's ultimate environmental 
conclusions, only whether its findings and decisions are supported by substantial 
evidence in the record. (Goleta, supra, 52 Cal.3d at p. 564; Laurel Heights I, supra, 47 
Cal.3d at 392.) Substantial evidence is defined as "enough relevant information and 
reasonable inferences from this information that a fair argument can be made to support 
a conclusion, even though other conclusions might also be reached." (Cal. Code of 
Regs., tit. 14, div. 6, ch. 3 (CEQA Guidelines), § 15384(a).) The Court must indulge all 
reasonable inferences and resolve all conflicts in the evidence in favor of the agency's 
decision. (Santa Clarita Org'n forPlan'g the Envt. v. City of Santa Clarita (2011) 197 
Cal.App.4th 1042. 1050.) 

A party attacking an agency's conclusions for lack of substantial evidence "must lay out 
the evidence favorable to the other side and show why it is lacking. Failure to do so is 
fatal. A reviewing court will not independently review the record to make up for [a 
petitioner's] failure to carry [its] burden." (Defend the Bay v. City of Irvine (2004) 119 
Cal.App.4th 1261, 1266; Mari<leyv City Council (^982) 131 Cal.App.3d 656, 673.) 
Where a challenger "urges the insufficiency ofthe evidence to support the findings it is 
his duty to set forth a fair and adequate statement of the evidence which is claimed to 
be insufficient. [A petitioner] cannot shift this burden onto respondent, nor is a reviewing 
court required to undertake an independent examination of the record when [petitioner] 
has shirked his responsibility in this respect." (Markley, supra, 131 Cal.App.3d at 673-
674.) The failure to fairly present the evidence must "be deemed tantamount to a 
concession that the evidence supports the findings." (Id.) 
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• Failure to Proceed in a Manner Required by Law. 

In contrast, courts determine de novo whether the agency has employed the correct 
procedures, or failed to proceed in a manner required by law. (Sierra Club v. County of 
Fresno, supra, 6 Cal.5th at p. 512.) 

A reviewing court's ultimate inquiry "is whether the EIR includes enough detail "to 
enable those who did not participate in its preparation to understand and to consider 
meaningfully the issues raised by the proposed project." (Sierra Club v. County of 
Fresno, supra, 6 Cal.5th at p. 516; see also Guidelines, § 15151 [articulating standards 
for adequacy of EIR].) "In reviewing an EIR's discussion, [courts] do not require 
technical perfection or scientific certainty: [T]he courts have looked not for an 
exhaustive analysis but for adequacy, completeness and a good-faith effort at full 
disclosure." (Id., at p. 515 [internal citations and quotations omitted].) "Whether an EIR 
will be found in compliance with CEQA involves an evaluation of whether the discussion 
of environmental impacts reasonably sets forth sufficient information to foster informed 
public participation and to enable the decision makers to consider the environmental 
factors necessary to make a reasoned decision." (Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay 
Com. V. Board of Port Cm'rs (Berkeley Keep Jets) (2001) 91 Cal. App.4th 1344, 1356.) 
"The inquiry presents a mixed question of law and fact. As such, it is generally subject 
to independent review. However, underlying factual determinations—including, for 
example, an agency's decision as to which methodologies to employ for analyzing an 
environmental effect—may warrant deference." (Sierra Club v. County of Fresno, 
supra, 6 Cal.5th at p. 516.) "Thus, to the extent a mixed question requires a 
determination whether statutory criteria were satisfied, de novo review is appropriate; 
but to the extent factual questions predominate, a more deferential standard is 
warranted." (Ibid.) 

ii. Recirculation. 

Petitioners argue that CalTrans was required to recirculate a revised version of the 
DEIR for several reasons. The main focus of Petitioners' arguments in favor of 
recirculation is that the particular data and sections ofthe DEIR were so completely 
different from the FEIR, that, overall, the EIR^ was insufficient as an informational 
document, because the public never got to comment on some of the analysis in the 
FEIR. Petitioners focus their arguments on the Tier I Project. 

Normally, an EIR is circulated for one round of review and comment by the public and 
by public agencies.^ But, in some instances, an EIR must be recirculated if significant 
new information is added after notice of public review, but before final certification ofthe 
EIR. A lead agency must recirculate an EIR "when significant new information is added 
to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for public review, 

^ The EIR is comprised of the DEIR and the FEIR. 
^ An agency may, but is not required to, provide a comment period after the circulation of the FEIR. 
(Wastioe Meadows Community v. Development of Parks 8. Recreation (2017) 17 Cal.App.4th 277, 286 
[citing Guidelines, § 15089(b)].) 
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but before certification." (Guidelines, § 15088.5(a); Pub. Resources Code, § 21092.1; 
see also Vineyard, supra, 40 Cal.4th at 447.) 

"Information" can include changes in the project or environmental setting, or additional 
data or information. (Guidelines, § 15088.5(a).) New information that would trigger 
recirculation is 'significant' if the "EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a 
meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of 
the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible 
project alternative) that the project's proponents have declined to implement." (Ibid., § 
15088.5(a).) 

"Significant new information" means: 1) a new significant environmental impact; 2) a 
substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact; 3) rejection of a feasible 
project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously 
analyzed that would clearly lessen significant impacts, or 4) that the draft EIR was so 
fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful public 
review and comment were precluded. (Guidelines, § 15088.5 (a); Laurel Heights 
Improvement Assn. v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. (Laurel Heights II) (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112, 
1130; Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish & Game Comm'n (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1043.) 

"Recirculation was intended to be an exception, rather than the general rule." (South 
County Citizens for Smart Growth v. County of Nevada (2013) 221 Cal.App.4th 316, 
328, [quoting Laurel Heights II, supra, 6 Cal.4th at p. 1132.) "*[T]he final EIR will almost 
always contain information not included in the draft EIR[.]"' (Ibid.) 

The agency's decision on whether recirculation is required will be upheld if it is 
supported by substantial evidence. (Vineyard, supra, 40 Cal.4th at 447; see also King & 
Gardiner Farms, LLC. v. County of Kem (2020) 45 Cal.App.5th 814, 850 [applying 
substantial evidence test to review agency determination if recirculation is required].) It 
is the petitioner's burden to show why substantial evidence does not support that 
decision. (Guidelines, § 15088.5(e); Laurel Heights ll, 6 Cal. 4th at p. 1135.) 

As a preliminary matter, the Court rejects CalTrans' argument that Petitioner failed to 
exhaust its administrative remedies to the extent that CalTrans raises this ground as to 
any arguments made in support of recirculation. For example, CalTrans notes that 
Petitioners did not make any comments on GHG emissions during the administrative 
process. (Opposition Brief, 16:5-6.) This misses the point. Petitioners'arguments are 
directed toward the fact that this, and other discussion and analysis radically changed 
between the DEIR and FEIR. The exhaustion requirement applies where CEQA 
provides a public comment period or there is a public hearing before a notice of 
determination is issued. (Azusa Land Reclamation Co. v. Main San Gabriel Basin 
Watermaster(^997) 52 Cal.App.4th 1165, 1210; see also Pub. Resources Code, § 
21177, subd. (e).) Petitioners were never afforded the opportunity to comment on these 
changes, as they occurred prior to the close ofthe public comment period, and Caltrans 
(like other state agencies) did not hold a public hearing prior to its approval of the Tier I 
and Tier II Projects. 
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Petitioners argue that recirculation is required because: 1) the Project baseline changed 
between issuance ofthe DEIR and FEIR; 2) the DEIR did not adequately analyze the 
impacts of Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions, and the FEIR's analysis thereof was 
completely different; 3) the DEIR's analysis of cumulative impacts was inadequate and 
wholly changed from the FEIR; 4) the DIER did not identify an environmentally superior 
alternative; 5) the DEIR improperly failed to define the project, and measured 
environmental impacts against the project alternatives, rather than the project; 6) other 
sweeping changes occurred between issuance ofthe DEIR and FEIR. 

The Court addresses each ground for recirculation. Not all arguments advanced by 
Petitioners have merit. But, Petitioners have demonstrated that CalTrans abused its 
discretion by failing to recirculate, based on some of the grounds. Thus, recirculation is 
warranted. 

• Baseline. 

Petitioners correctly note that the baseline against which CalTrans measured traffic and 
transportation and other impacts changed between release ofthe DEIR and FEIR. 

The DEIR measured environmental impacts ofthe Tier I Project using traffic counts that 
were performed in 2001 and 2003. (AR, 175, 204, 290, 291, 293, 457-464.) 

Public commenters decried CalTrans' reliance on traffic counts from these years, as the 
DEIR was not released until over 10 years later, in November 2015. After Caltrans 
issued the DEIR, new traffic counts were conducted. CalTrans stated in the FEIR: 

Following the circulation ofthe Draft EIR/EA in November 2015, 
comments were received from the public about the validity of using 
2001/2003 traffic counts for the project baseline. To address public 
comments..., traffic operations along the study corridor were evaluated 
using the latest traffic counts, which were collected along Highway 1 and 
other parallel and competing arterials within the study area during a 24-
hour period in September 2016. As a result of this analysis, it was 
determined that a baseline year of 2035 would be most appropriate for the 
Tier I project, and a baseline year of 2016 would be most appropriate for 
the Tier II project due to unusual aspects ofthe project and the 
conditions that justify the use of these baseline years.... (AR, 1126, 
[emphasis added].) 

CalTrans further articulated the reasoning behind its decision to change the baseline: 

It is more appropriate to compare projected traffic under the Tier I Project 
to the 2035 No Build conditions than the 2016 existing conditions. A 
comparison of existing traffic conditions to future conditions with the 
project could create the mistaken impression that the project condition will 
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occur soon after the existing condition, as typically occurs in most 
projects. In a typical traffic analysis, a 20-year time horizon is modeled to 
demonstrate the conditions that would occur after the project has been 
in operation for a longer timeframe. However, unlike most environmental 
documents, the proposed Tier I project improvements would not be fully 
constructed in the near term. Instead, the operations of the Tier I project 
modeled in the traffic analysis are anticipated to begin after 2035. Since . 
the full benefits of the proposed improvements are not anticipated to be 
realized until after 2035, comparing the Tier I project condition with the 
future 2035 No Build condition is much more informative than a 
comparison with existing (2016) conditions. (AR, 1126.) 

The baseline used is central to analysis of environmental impacts. "The baseline 
determination is an important component of the CEQA process, as it sets the criterion 
by which the agency determines whether the proposed project has a substantial 
adverse effect on the environment." (John R. Lawson Rock & Oil, Inc. v. State Air Res. 
Bd. (2018) 20 Cal.App.5th 77, 103-104 [citing POET, LLC v. State Air Res. Bd. (2017) 
12 Cal App.5th 52, 78].) 

Caltrans admits that the traffic counts changed. But, it argues that the finding of 
insignificance—^that the Project would not have significant and unavoidable impacts on 
traffic and transportation or other areas—remained unchanged. CalTrans also 
contends that because both the DEIR and FEIR measured traffic impacts by comparing 
the Tier I HOV Project to 2035 No-Build conditions, the public was not deprived of the 
opportunity to review that comparison. In other words, Caltrans argues because this 
comparison was available, it does not matter that the label given to the baseline 
changed between the DEIR and FEIR. This argument fails to convince. 

The DEIR presented the 2035 No-Build conditions as the No-Build alternative, not a 
baseline. CEQA prohibits this. (Guidelines, § 15126.6 ["The no project alternative 
analysis is not the baseline for determining whether the proposed project's 
environmental impacts may be significant, unless it is identical to the existing 
environmental setting analysis which does establish that baseline (see Section 15125)"]; 
see also Neighbors for Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro Long Construction Authority 
(2013) 57 Cal.4th 439, 454 ["normally the baseline for determining a project's significant 
adverse impacts is not the same as the no project alternative, which takes into account 
future changes in the environment reasonably expected to occur if the project is not 
approved" [citing Guidelines, § 15126.6)].) 

The Court also questions CalTrans' decision to draft the DEIR based on traffic counts 
performed over 10 years before the DEIR was released, and then in response to 
comments, reverse course and find in the FEIR that a fonward-looking baseline of 2035 
No-Build Conditions is a more appropriate baseline. This shifting baseline, and grounds 
four and five discussed below (stability of project description and identification of 
preferred alternative), demonstrates that CalTrans deprived the public, and interested 
parties, of an opportunity to provide meaningful comment. 
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• GHG Analysis and Cumulative Impact Analysis. 

Petitioners point out that the analysis of GHG emissions and cumulative impacts from 
the Tier I Project drastically changed (or was completely revised) between the DEIR and 
FEIR. With regard to GHG emissions, Petitioners contend that the data used to 
calculate GHG emissions dramatically changed between issuance of the DEIR and 
FEIR, and suggest that this difference requires recirculation. Petitioners also claim that 
recirculation is required because the FEIR included new "reduction strategies." As to 
cumulative impacts, Petitioners contend that the analysis in the FEIR was "completely 
revised." Accordingly, Petitioners argue that recirculation is justified on these two bases. 
The Court disagrees. 

Although Petitioners have identified changes as to each ground (a change in data, or a 
change in analysis), Petitioners must go beyond assertions, and show that these 
changes were "significant new information"—such as a new significant impact-
requiring recirculation. They have not done so. 

Petitioners then argue that the change in the GHG emissions data demonstrates at 
least a potential significant impact, and that recirculation is required under Vineyard, 
supra, 40 Cal.4th 412. The Court finds othenwise. CalTrans admits that it revised data 
regarding GHG emissions, based on a comment letter from the Monterey Bay Unified 
Air Pollution Control District. CalTrans responds that in the FEIR, it revised the method 
for converting peak hour Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) to annual VMT, and used a 
more current modeling system, and based on the revised data, updated the projected 
GHG emissions from the Tier I Project. (See AR, 1978-1979.) CalTrans further states 
that although this data changed, the impact conclusion (no significant impact) did not. 
Thus, Petitioners have not shown how these calculations demonstrate a potential 
significant impact upon which the public was deprived of an opportunity to comment. 

• Project Description and Selection of Preferred Alternative. 

The next grounds for recirculation advanced by Petitioners pertain to the discussion of 
the Tier I Project alternatives. Petitioners argue that recirculation is required because 
the DEIR did not identify a project, but evaluated environmental impacts against three 
potential alternatives (the HOV Lane alternative, the TSM alternative, and No-Build 
alternative), and then stated, as set forth above, that the FEIR would identify the 
preferred alternative from these three alternatives. Petitioners argue that CalTrans 
violated CEQA by: 1) impermissibly failing to define a project with a stable, accurate 
and finite description; and 2) failing to designate preferred alternative in the DEIR. The 
Court agrees. 

The case of Washoe Meadows Community v. Department of Parks and Recreation 
(Washoe Meadows) (2017) 17 Cal.App.5th 277, is instructive. In that case, the Court of 
Appeal found that the agency violated CEQA by presenting five different project 
alternatives regarding property along the Upper Truckee River, with a goal of reducing 
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the river's discharge of nutrients and sediment into Lake Tahoe: 1) a no project 
alternative; 2) river restoration and reconfiguring an existing 18-hole golf course; 3) river 
restoration with a 9-hole golf course; 4) river restoration with a continuation of the 
existing 18-hole golf course; and 5) restoration ofthe ecosystem and decommissioning 
the golf course. (Washoe Meadows, supra, 17 Cal.App.5th at p. 283.) The draft EIR in 
that case did not identify a preferred alternative and stated that following public review 
and comment, an alternative would be selected and identified in the final EIR and 
Environmental Impact Statement. 

The Court of Appeal held the draft EIR did not present an accurate, stable, and finite 
project description, in violation of CEQA. Rather, by presenting a series of alternatives, 
the agency impaired the public's right and ability to participate in the decision-making 
process. (Washoe Meadows, supra, 17 Cal.App.5th at p. 288.) This is because the 
agency presented the public with a "moving target" and required commenters to offer 
input on a wide range of alternatives that may not be germane to the project ultimately 
approved. (Ibid.) The alternatives presented here are not as widely different as the 
alternatives in Washoe Meadows. But like Washoe Meadows, here, the public and 
interested parties were presented with a "moving target" because there was: 1) a 
decision to analyze the project as one of three possible alternatives; 2) a decision not to 
identify a preferred alternative but state that one would be selected later; and 3) a 
switch in baseline support. Thus, grounds for recirculation exist on these bases, as 
well. 

• Other Grounds. 

Petitioners advance a handful of claims about changes to the FEIR that necessitated 
recirculation. Petitioners fail to support their contentions and make general assertions 
unsupported by specific argument. Thus, these claims fail. (Friends of the Eel River v. 
Sonoma County Water Agency (2003) 108 Cal.App.4th 859, 877-78.) But, as discussed 
above, Petitioners have shown that some grounds for recirculation exist. Accordingly, 
the Court concludes that CalTrans abused its discretion. 

iii. Remaining Arguments. 

The Court addresses Petitioners' remaining arguments. (Pub. Resources Code, § 
21005, subd. (c).) 

As Petitioners challenge the validity of CalTrans' analysis and conclusions in the EIR, 
the Court applies the substantial evidence standard of review, as discussed above. 

1. Analysis of GHG Emissions. 

Petitioners contend that the analysis of GHG emissions is deficient and contrary to state 
law. In support of this contention. Petitioners argue that state law and other policies 
(e.g., the Global Warming Solutions Act (AB 32), the Air Resources Board (ARB) 
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Scoping Plan, CalTrans' Strategic Management Plan) ordain that a reduction in VMT is 
necessary to reduce GHGs. Because VMT emissions will increase under the Tier I 
Project, Petitioners contend that the FEIR's conclusion of no significant impact from 
GHGs is unsupported by substantial evidence. Stated another way, Petitioners argue 
that the FEIR improperly projected a reduction in GHG emissions, despite a projected 
increase in VMT. 

CalTrans initially contends that Petitioners have failed to exhaust their administrative 
remedies with regard to this argument. Petitioners respond that they exhausted this 
argument regarding GHG analysis because the FEIR is so different from the DEIR. 
Petitioners have the better argument. However, they have failed to show an abuse of 
discretion, here. 

The FEIR found that the Tier I Project would not create a significant impact with regard 
to GHG emissions, although the Tier I Project would increase VMTs. Specifically, the 
FEIR found that annual CO2 emissions (a major source of GHG emissions) would 
decrease in the future under all three Tier I Project alternatives even with increased 
VMTs. (AR, 1530-1531.) This is due to emissions reductions from rulemaking, 
standards, and regulations, and the fact that California vehicle fleet will become less 
polluting over time. (Id.) As to the HOV Lane Alternative, the FEIR found that 
decreased emissions were also due to the fact that improvements in reducing 
congestion will offset increased VMT. (AR, 1531.) 

Petitioners contend that it is "axiomatic" that an increase in VMTs will increase GHG 
emissions. Petitioners cite Golden Door Properties, LLC v. County of San Diego 
(Golden Door) (2020) 50 Cal.App.5th 467, 543-544, to argue that the ARB Scoping Plan 
warrants this conclusion: GHG emissions cannot occur without a corresponding 
reduction in VMTs. However, Golden Door does not stand for this proposition. Golden 
Door evaluated San Diego County's Climate Action Plan, guidelines for determining 
significance of climate change, and threshold of significance for GHG emissions, as 
opposed to a highway improvement project. Golden Door observed that ARB's Scoping 
Plan states that VMT reductions are necessary to achieve GHG emissions goals set by 
Assembly Bill 32. It did not assert that the Scoping Plan always prevents a finding of 
insignificant GHG impacts if a project increases VMTs. Cases are not authority for 
propositions not considered. (In re Marriage ofCorneJo (1996) 13 Cal.4th 381, 388.) 
Nor have Petitioners shown that other state law or policy compels this conclusion. 

Petitioners next argue in their Opening Brief that the FEIR's conclusion that it was too 
speculative to determine whether the Tier I Project would increase GHG emissions is 
unsupported by substantial evidence. CalTrans responds that GHG emissions were 
fully analyzed, after which CalTrans properly concluded that it was too speculative to 
make a significance determination about the Tier I Project's contribution to climate 
change, and that CEQA permits this approach and conclusion. (AR, 1553; see Rialto 
Citizens for Resp. Growth v. Cityof Rialto (2012) 208 Cal.App.4th 899, 941; Guidelines, 
§ 15145.) Petitioners also claim that the EIR is inadequate because it did not adopt 
enforceable mitigation measures. CalTrans responds that CEQA does not require 
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mitigation if there were no significant impacts. Petitioners have not renewed these 
arguments in their Reply papers, effectively conceding the merits of CalTrans' 
responses. 

Petitioners have failed to show an abuse of discretion in this regard. 

2. Consideration of Alternatives. 

As an initial matter, the Court finds that Petitioners have exhausted their administrative 
remedies as to this argument. (AR, 2045-2046.) 

The Court rejects Petitioners' argument regarding the consideration of alternatives. 
Petitioner contends that the discussion of alternatives was inadequate because 
CalTrans did not consider Petitioners' preferred alternative, namely, rail transportation 
via purchase of the Santa Cruz Branch Line. 

CEQA requires that an EIR evaluate the merits of a reasonable range of alternatives 
that would feasibly obtain most of the project's objectives while avoiding or reducing 
significant impacts. (Guidelines, § 15126.6(a).) An EIR must "describe a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would 
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially 
lessen any ofthe significant effects ofthe project...." (Ibid.) "The range of 
alternatives...is governed by a "rule of reason" that requires the EIR to set forth only 
those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice and to examine in detail only 
the ones that the lead agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives ofthe project." (San Franciscans for Livable Neighborhoods v. City and 
County of San Francisco (2018) 26 Cal.App.5th 596, 632; Guidelines, § 15126(f).) An 
alternative may be rejected from further consideration if it: 1) fails to meet most of the 
basic project objectives; 2) is infeasible;^ or 3) is unable to avoid significant 
environmental impacts. (Guidelines, § 15126.6(c).) 

Petitioners' failure to support their arguments with reasoned discussion and citations 
and lay out evidence that is favorable to Caltrans and show why it is lacking, is fatal to 
this argument. (See Badie v. Bank of America (1998) 67 Cal.App.4th 779, 784-785; 
Defend the Bay v. City of Irvine (2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 1261, 1266.) 

Moreover, the Court has reviewed the record and concludes that the EIR is not 
deficient. It considered a reasonable range of alternatives and was not required to 
consider Petitioners' preferred alternative. 

® CEQA defines "feasible" as "capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable 
period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, and technological factors." (Pub. 
Resources Code, § 21061.1.) 
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3. Analysis of Toxic Air Contaminants. 

The Court next addresses Petitioners' arguments regarding the analysis of toxic air 
contaminants (TACs), which CalTrans and the EIR also refer to as Mobile Source Air 
Toxics (MSATs). (SeeAR, 1305, 1327-1329.) 

Caltrans argues that Petitioners have failed to exhaust their administrative remedies. 
The Court disagrees and finds that Petitioners exhausted their administrative remedies 
as to these arguments. (AR, 2049.) 

Petitioners argue that CalTrans abused its discretion and "failed to proceed in a manner 
required by law" when it did not analyze the effects of localized concentrations of TACs 
on schools and homes near the Tier I Project. The Court reiterates that the applicable 
standard of review is substantial evidence. 

The Court has reviewed the discussion of air quality impacts and the analysis of TACs 
and concludes that it was sufficient, and that the conclusions are supported by 
substantial evidence in the record. 

CEQA provides that an EIR should focus on significant environmental impacts, and limit 
detailed discussion of insignificant impacts. (Public Resources Code, § 21002.1, subd. 
(e); see also Guidelines, § 15143.) "Where the agency determines that a project impact 
is insignificant, an EIR need only contain a brief statement addressing the reasons for 
that conclusion." (North Coast Rivers Alliance v. Marin Mun. Water Dist. (2013) 216 
Cal.App.4th 614, 625; Guidelines, § 15128.) 

The EIR concluded that there were no adverse operational air quality impacts. (AR, 
1329.) It stated that because the available technical tools do not enable prediction of 
the project-specific health impacts, only a qualitative analysis was conducted. (AR, 
1305.) The discussion of MSATs looked to guidance published by the FHA^ as to how 
to analyze MSATs from transportation projects. (AR, 1327-1328.) It concluded that 
based on FHA guidance, that the Tier I and Tier II "Build Alternatives" have a low 
potential for MSAT effects because design year annual average daily traffic will not 
exceed 140,000 vehicles. (AR, 1328.) 

The air quality impacts discussion acknowledged that there could be localized areas 
along the project corridor where ambient concentrations of MSATs may be higher under 
the "Build Alternatives" for the Tier I Project. (AR, 1329; see also AR, 12992, 15793-
15794.) The EIR concluded that localized and peak-period increases of pollutants 
would likely be offset by the increases in travel speed and reduction in traffic 
congestion, and that the USEPA's vehicle and fuel regulations, coupled with fleet 
turnover, will produce substantial emissions reductions that, in almost all cases, will 
result in lower future MSAT levels regionwide. (AR, 1329.) 

^ As noted earlier, the FHA is the federal agency that prepared the joint EIR/EIS for the Tier I and Tier 11 
Projects. 
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Petitioners cites Berkeley Keep Jets, supra, (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 1344, to argue that 
CalTrans abused its discretion in failing to go further to measure impacts of MSATs, and 
stating that reliable methodologies were not available. The Court rejects this argument. 
In that case, the Court of Appeal held that when there is no universally-accepted 
methodology for evaluating an impact, the agency must do the necessary work to 
educate itself about the methodologies that are available. (Berkeley Keep Jets, supra, 
91 Cal.App.4th at p. 1370.) CalTrans explained that available methodologies do not 
allow for a reliable quantification, and evidence in the record supports this conclusion. 
(AR, 1370, 12987-12991.) 

Additionally, Beri<eley Keep Jets is factually distinguishable. In that case, the project 
was an airport development that would dramatically increase operations, and increase 
levels of TACs. (Berkeley Keep Jets, supra, 91 Cal.App.4th, at p. 1364.) The Court of 
Appeal found that: 1) in response to public criticism that the EIR failed to use the most 
recent ARB specification for TACs, the agency created the misleading impression that 
ARB had discouraged the agency from using the most recent specification; and 2) the 
agency further erred by stating in the EIR that the public health impacts from TACs on 
the airport development plan project were "unknown," when evidence was submitted 
that approved and standardized protocol existed. (Berkeley Keep Jets, supra, 91 
Cal.App.4th at pp. 1364-1370.) As to this second point, the Court of Appeal found that 
despite these comments and evidence, the agency did not point to any effort it took to 
collect additional data, or consult with other agencies having expertise in the matter. 
(Id., at p. 1370.) Thus, this case does not assist Petitioners. 

Petitioners also fault CalTrans for not disclosing the health effects of MSATs in the 
DEIR, and contend that the EIR fails as an informational document. This infirmity may 
be cured upon recirculation, as the Court grants the Petition for writ of mandate on this 
basis. 

4. Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

Finally, the Court rejects Petitioners' argument regarding the sufficiency ofthe 
Statement of Overriding Considerations. Petitioners argue that CalTrans abused its 
discretion because it did not make findings of infeasability regarding alternatives before 
adopting the Statement of Overriding Considerations. CalTrans found that the under 
the HOV Lane Alternative: 1) traffic congestion reductions would be the greatest when 
compared to the TSM Alternative and No Build Alternative; 2) reductions in GHG 
emissions would be the greatest under this alternative; and 3) reduction in criteria 
pollutants would either be the same as or lower than the TSM Alternative. (AR, 135, 
136.) Accordingly, Caltrans properly found that the No Build Alternative and TSM 
Alternatives were infeasible. (AR, 1552.) (See California Native Plant Soc'y v. City of 
Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 957, 1001 [noting that agency is justified in rejecting 
alternative as infeasible on the basis that alternative was undesirable from a policy 
standpoint because they failed to achieve primary project objectives]; City of Del Mar v. 
City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 401, 417.) 

Page-14-of 15 

25-19



c. Disposition. 

The Petition for writ of mandate is granted in part and denied in part. Petitioners limit 
their challenges to the Tier I Project. Accordingly, the Court's ruling addresses only to 
the Tier I Project. The Court will not entertain further briefing on issues such as 
construction projects within the Tier I Project. The Court orders that CalTrans' approval 
of the Tier I Project and the EIR shall be set aside, and that CalTrans shall recirculate a 
revised DEIR for public review and comment. The Court does not othenwise limit or 
control the discretion legally vested in CalTrans. (Code Civ. Proc, § 1094.5, subd. (f).) 

Counsel for Petitioners is directed to prepare a formal order and a separate judgment. 
The order and judgment shall each incorporate this ruling as an exhibit thereto. The 
Court further directs Petitioners to prepare a separate writ of mandate. Petitioners shall 
submit the order, judgment, and writ to opposing counsel for approval as to form, and 
thereafter submit them to the Court for approval in accordance with the California Rules 
of Court, rule 3.1312. The writ of mandate shall be prepared for the signature ofthe 
Clerk of the Court. 

Respondent shall file a return to the writ within sixty days of this order indicating what 
steps it has taken to comply with the writ. 

July 12, 2022 

Steven M. Gevercer 
Judge of the Superior Court of California 
County of Sacramento 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE BY MAiLING 
(CCP. Sec. 1013a(4)) 

I, the undersigned deputy clerk of the Superior Court of California, County of Sacramento, do 
declare under penalty of perjury that I did this date place a copy of the above entitled RULING ON 
SUBMITTED MATTER AND ORDER: PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE in envelopes addressed to each 
of the parties, or their counsel of record as stated below, with sufficient postage affixed thereto and 
deposited the same in the United States Post Office at Sacramento, California. 

WILLIAM P PARKIN 
WITTWER PARKIN LLP 
147 S. RIVER STREET STE 221 
SANTA CRUZ CA 95060 

JANET WONG 
CA DEPT OF TRANSPORTATION 
P 0 BOX 24325 
OAKLAND CA 94623-1325 

Dated: July J S 2022 Superior Court of California, 
County of Sacramento 

By: 
Jonnell, Deputy Clerk 
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