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This Appendix I, Comments and Responses, addresses the comments received on the Initial 

Study with Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for the Route 1/9 

Intersection Improvement project (proposed project). The draft environmental document was 

circulated for public review and comment from June 2, 2014, to July 11, 2014. A Notice of 

Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration was mailed to a list of stakeholders that 

included both governmental offices and private citizens who live in the project area. A public 

notice was published once in the local newspaper (Santa Cruz Sentinel) on Sunday, June 22, 

2014. A public hearing was held Monday, June 30, 2014. Approximately 20 people attended 

the meeting; a court reporter was provided to record any public comments. 

The draft environmental document was also available for public review at the City of Santa 

Cruz Central Library, the Caltrans District 5 Office in San Luis Obispo, and on the City and 

Caltrans websites. 

This appendix is organized according to the parties commenting on the document, as follows: 

Section 1.0 Agencies 

Section 2.0 Individuals and Organizations 

Section 3.0 Transcripts from Public Meeting 

Within each section, the comments are followed by responses. 
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Response to Comments from the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
 
Thank you for acknowledging Caltrans’ compliance with the State Clearinghouse review 

requirements. The State Department of Toxic and Substance Control letter is addressed 

separately. See next page. 
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Response to Comment 1 from Jovanne Villamater, California Department of 

Toxic Substances Control 

Response to Comment #1-1: It is understood that the Department of Toxic Substances 

Control oversees the Salz Leathers site and the site has several capped areas of consolidated 

contaminated soil. If the construction boundaries of the project change and extend farther 

down Route 9, the Department of Toxic Substances Control will be notified of the changes to 

assess whether the Salz Leather consolidated capped area would be affected.  
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Response to Comment 2 from George Dondero, Santa Cruz County Regional 

Transportation Commission 

 

Response to Comment #2-1: Thank you for supporting the project and acknowledging that 

the traffic analysis and draft environmental document accurately demonstrate a reduction of 

delay and an overall benefit to the intersection. Although the path is not part of the proposed 

project, when the City begins to implement the proposed multiuse path project shown in 

Figure 2-4, the City will coordinate with the Regional Transportation Commission’s Bicycle 

Advisory Committee prior to final design.  

Response to Comment #2-2: As stated on page 49 of the draft environmental document, the 

City will develop a Traffic Management Plan in coordination with local entities to mitigate 

traffic impacts during construction. The plan will include strategies to maintain safe 

movement and public awareness. In developing the Traffic Management Plan, the City will 

work with the Regional Transportation Commission’s Commute Solutions Program to 

provide information to the community about carpooling, vanpooling, transit, and bicycling as 

alternative modes of travel. 

Response to Comment #2-3: A park and ride lot is not currently included in the project 

scope because it would not help meet the project objectives. The City acknowledges the 

Regional Transportation Commission’s request to discuss opportunities for developing a park 

and ride lot next to the project area in the future.  
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Response to Comment 3 from Dannettee Shoemaker, City of Santa Cruz 

County Parks and Recreation 

 

Response to Comment #3-1: Thank you for your support of the proposed project. The City 

understands that the Parks and Recreation staff travel through the intersection frequently, and 

the current congestion is problematic for staff as well as park visitors. As proposed, the 

project would improve traffic operations and alleviate some of the congestion at the 

intersection. 
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Response to Comment 4 from the City of Santa Cruz Chamber of Commerce 

 

Response to Comment #4-1: Thank you for your support of the proposed project. We agree 

that the project would improve the traffic and safety issues at the intersection. 

Response to Comment #4-2: Your identification of the safety issues, accident rate, and 

public safety vehicles use at this intersection is noted. The proposed improvements, namely 

the additional and standardized turn lanes, through lanes and shoulders, are expected to 

improve safety, reduce the delay, and enhance the demand versus volume served. As a result, 

interaction and operations of pedestrians, bicycles and safety vehicles would benefit. 

Response to Comment #4-3: Your comment states that the proposed project is not 

unconditionally optimal for any affected group. We agree that the San Lorenzo River 

Multipurpose Path provides another alternative for bicyclists and pedestrians. Your 

suggestion that increased security and improved lighting and maintenance would improve the 

public safety is appreciated. The City is in the process of improving lighting along the San 

Lorenzo River Multipurpose Path and is evaluating this segment of the path for additional 

safety improvements. 

Response to Comment #4-4: Thank you for your encouragement to proceed with the 

proposed project.  



Appendix I  Responses to Comments 

Route 1/9 Intersection Improvement Project  353 

Section 2.0 Individuals and Organizations 



Appendix I  Responses to Comments 

 

Route 1/9 Intersection Improvement Project  354 

 
 



Appendix I  Responses to Comments 

 

Route 1/9 Intersection Improvement Project  355 

Response to Comment 5 from Bruce Ashley 

 

Response to Comment #5-1: Regarding the official procedure for compensation for “loss of 

goodwill” from construction, goodwill is only available to a business owner who is located 

on a property being acquired. Caltrans does not compensate for loss of business during 

construction activities. Caltrans Standard Specifications, 7-1.103 Public Convenience, 

requires that access to driveways, houses, and buildings be maintained during construction. 

The Transportation Management Plan will ensure that business impacts during construction 

would be minimized. Night work may be warranted for certain activities that conflict with 

traffic flow.  
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Response to Comment 6 from Bruce Ashley 

 

Response to Comment #6-1: Pages 18 and 19 of the environmental document have been 

revised to clarify that the building at 803 River Street is a commercial business, not a 

residence. This does not affect any of the conclusions.  
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Response to Comment 7 from Erik Borrowman 

 

Response to Comment #7-1: Your support for the proposed improvements at the Route 1/9 

intersection is appreciated. The project would be constructed after design is complete and 

right-of-way acquisition occurs. Because the project is identified in the 2012 Santa Cruz 

County Regional Transportation Improvement Program to receive funding through fiscal 

year 2016/2017, construction is planned to begin in 2016.  

While your suggestions for fixing the intersection of Ocean/Plymouth and the San Lorenzo 

River Bridge are reasonable, they are not a part of this proposed project. The Route 1/San 

Lorenzo River Bridge Replacement project, a separate project, would widen the San Lorenzo 

River Bridge. This project has gone through the formal scoping process, and development of 

preliminary design alternatives is scheduled to begin in 2015.  

Although potentially important and beneficial to local and regional transportation in Santa 

Cruz, providing a second access to the Harvey West Park area is beyond the scope of the 

proposed project.  

Response to Comment #7-2: In 2010, Caltrans reviewed a preliminary proposal for a 

secondary access in/out of the Harvey West Industrial Park on Route 1. There are guidelines 

for pursuing this type of project; however, at this time, constructing a second at-grade 

intersection north of the 1/9 intersection is inconsistent with Caltrans’ planning concept for 

Route 1. Changing the route concept and adding an additional access on Route 1 are beyond 

the scope of this interim improvement project. 
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Response to Comment 8 from Debbie Bulger, Mission: Pedestrian 

 

Response to Comment #8-1a: Although the project focuses on vehicle-related 

improvements to the intersection, it does include sidewalk reconstruction and improvements 

(e.g., providing ADA curb ramps and removing the pork-chop islands on Route 1). Section 

2.1.4 of the draft environmental document includes a description of existing pedestrian 

facilities. Section 2.1.4, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities, 

included a description of existing facilities used by both pedestrians and bicycles including 

the San Lorenzo River Multipurpose Path that provides “a direct pedestrian and bicycle 

connection between Gateway Plaza and Encinal Street and provides an alternative to 

pedestrian/bicycle travel on River Street and Route 9.” In describing the path and sidewalk 

facilities in the document, none were described as “recreational,” but rather as pedestrian 

access. Thus, neither this section, nor any part of the document, differentiates between 

pedestrians that are recreationists and those that are walking to a particular destination. In 

terms of facilities, this distinction is not necessary. 

Response to Comment #8-1b: We are aware that pedestrians frequently cross the Route 1/9 

intersection. Typically, formal pedestrian counts are not conducted for this type of project as 

it is known that pedestrians and bicyclists are using the crosswalks at the intersections. It 

should be noted that signal modifications will be made to provide adequate green time for 

pedestrians (including bicyclists who act as pedestrians) to cross the intersection. 

Additionally, Section 2.1.4 stated that intersections with signals would include installation of 

bicycle detection devices for the bike lanes. 

After completion of the project improvements, signal timing modifications will be required 

and will include providing adequate green time for pedestrians and bicycles to cross the 

intersection. The length of pedestrian green time and the length of the flashing DON’T 

WALK time are determined based on the crossing distance of the intersection and on an 

average walking speed.  

Response to Comment #8-1c: Your comment suggests that the draft environmental 

document did not include increased distances for pedestrians as a result of additional lanes. 

This was an oversight. With the removal of the pork-chop islands, the proposed project 

would actually reduce the distance traveled by pedestrians on Route 1, despite the additional 

left-turn lane. The distance across River Street would have a negligible change (less than 

2%), as shown below. Section 2.1.4 of the final environmental document has been revised to 

clarify this negligible change. This change does not affect the conclusions.  
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Leg 
Existing Crosswalk 

Distance 
Proposed Crosswalk 

Distance Difference 

Route 1 152' 133' -19'  (reduction of 12%) 

River Street 120' 122' +2'  (increase by 2%) 

Encinal Street 64' 64' 0'  (unchanged) 

 

Response to Comment #8-1d: As you stated, the pork-chop island would be removed as 

part of the project. Removal of pork-chop islands and eliminating free-flowing right-turn 

lanes are widely considered to be pedestrian enhancements by Caltrans and most other 

agencies in California. Your suggestion for the project to provide a Leading Pedestrian 

Interval to give pedestrians a head start before drivers receive a green light cannot be 

incorporated without negatively affecting traffic operations.  

Regarding your statement that most drivers do not stop at the red light and look for 

pedestrians before turning, California Vehicle Code (CVC) Sections 21950 and 21952 

require that drivers yield the right-of-way to pedestrians crossing the roadway within a 

crosswalk and that drivers approaching a pedestrian within a cross walk exercise due care 

and reduce vehicle speed for pedestrian safety. Increased enforcement of the California 

Vehicle Code is a function of the City and State traffic enforcement operations.  

Response to Comment #8-2: As you have indicated, the sidewalks along River Street would 

be narrower but would still comply with ADA requirements. The landscape strip would be 

removed to accommodate the road widening. Your concerns for comfort and safety are 

noted, but unfortunately there is little space available in which to work.  

Response to Comment #8-3: The proposed project focuses on the immediate goal of 

improving traffic operations at the Route 1/9 intersection. The project does not conflict with 

the City’s General Plan goals and policies that cite the importance of improving access from 

the Harvey West Park area and a possible alternate approach to downtown; these 

improvements can be pursued separately. The proposed project would ensure safety for all 

users by improving the condition, safety and efficiency of the Route 1/9 intersection for 

motorists as well as pedestrians and bicyclists. To improve pedestrian safety, the pork-chop 

islands (where pedestrians often stand and wait) would be removed, and the distance of the 

crosswalk across Route 1 would be shortened (the distance across River Street would be 

about the same). To improve bicycle safety, 4-foot through bike lanes would be added 

northbound and southbound Route 9 (north of the Route 1/9 intersection). Therefore, the 

proposed project is considered consistent with the Santa Cruz General Plan and is not in 

conflict with the Santa Cruz City General Plan. Refer to Response to Comment #8-6 

regarding a second access to the Harvey West Park area.  
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Response to Comment #8-4: The proposed project includes a Caltrans median refuge area 

meeting current standard design criteria (6-foot minimum) along the Route 1 crosswalk. A 

similar median refuge will be explored along the River Street crosswalk during the final 

design stage.  

Response to Comment #8-5: The Initial Study correctly states that the City considers the 

San Lorenzo River Multipurpose Path to be a primary north/south route for pedestrians. It is 

identified as such in the City of Santa Cruz General Plan, as shown on the map of 

bicycle/pedestrian paths on page 59 of the general plan 

(http://www.cityofsantacruz.com/home/showdocument?id=33418). Your concerns about the 

additional distance for pedestrians traveling to the Homeless Services Center and safety due 

to poor lighting and questionable characters are appreciated. The City is in the process of 

improving lighting along the San Lorenzo River Multipurpose Path and is evaluating this 

segment of the path for possible future safety improvements. Note that this is a local matter 

and outside Caltrans authority. 

Response to Comment #8-6: Although potentially important and beneficial to local and 

regional transportation in Santa Cruz, improvements to other nearby intersections, such as 

between the railroad tracks and Chestnut Street, and providing a new separate access route to 

and from the Harvey West Park area are beyond the scope of the proposed project. In 2010, 

Caltrans reviewed a preliminary proposal for a secondary access in/out of the Harvey West 

Industrial Park on Route 1. There are guidelines for pursuing this type of project; however, at 

this time, constructing a second at-grade intersection north of the 1/9 intersection is 

inconsistent with Caltrans’ planning concept for Route 1. Changing the route concept and 

adding an additional access on Route 1 are beyond the scope of this interim improvement 

project. 

The City and Caltrans are currently evaluating the following improvements as separate 

projects:  

 Route 1/San Lorenzo River Bridge Replacement 

 San Lorenzo River Bicycle (Spur)/San Lorenzo River Multipurpose Path Bridge to 

Route 1/9 Intersection 

 Ocean/Plymouth intersection in conjunction with the Ocean Street Beautification 

Project  

Because the purpose and need of the proposed Route 1/9 Intersection Improvement project 

are different from these other ongoing projects, the City will continue to pursue these 




