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Response to Comment 37 from Diane Reymer 

 

Response to Comment #37-1: Although potentially important and beneficial to local and 

regional transportation in Santa Cruz, providing a separate access to and from the Harvey 

West Park area is beyond the scope of the proposed project. In 2010, Caltrans reviewed a 

preliminary proposal for a secondary access in/out of the Harvey West Park industrial area on 

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

constructing a second at-grade intersection or access north of the 1/9 intersection is 

inconsistent with Caltrans’ planning concept for Route 1. 
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Response to Comment 38 from Erik Santee, Erik’s Property Management 

 

Response to Comment #38-1: Caltrans will ensure that during the right-of-way-related 

negotiation phase, the City of Santa Cruz or its contractor will be in compliance with the 

Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as 

amended. As described in Appendix C Summary of Relocation Assistance of the 

environmental document, any persons to be displaced will be assigned to a relocation 

advisor, who will work closely with each displacee to see that all payments and benefits are 

fully used, and that all regulations are observed, thereby avoiding the possibility of 

displacees jeopardizing or forfeiting any of their benefits or payments. At the time of the start 

of negotiations (usually the first written offer to purchase), tenant occupants of properties to 

be acquired are contacted soon after the initiation of negotiations and also are given a 

detailed explanation of the Relocation Assistance Program. The details of this program are 

contained in Appendix C of the environmental document.  

If there are displacees in Section 8 housing, the City or its contractor must assure that Section 

housing is available to the displacees at the time of relocation. 

Regarding the availability of low-income housing, the statement in the draft environmental 

document that there is an ample supply of properties similar to the renter-occupied home 

potentially displaced by the project is based on an online review of the rental website 

(www.apartmenthunterz.com) and classified advertisements in the Santa Cruz Sentinel 

(www.santacruzsentinel.com), conducted in January 2015 (see Section 2.1.2, Community 

Impacts, in the final environmental document). The residential replacement area, in the same 

zip code as the project area, can be characterized as having similar or better street usage, 

accessibility, composition, utilities, landscaping, and proximity to transportation. The term 

“ample supply” was removed from the final environmental document because of its 

subjectivity. Another online review of rental housing stock was conducted in August 2014 

and had similar results.  

Response to Comment #38-2: Options to demolishing the house (e.g., relocating farther 

back on the property or elsewhere) have been considered. However, for purposes of the 

environmental analysis, the draft environmental document assumed a worst-case scenario 

(full acquisition). The feasibility of moving the structure (and acquiring a portion of the 

property) is an option that would be explored as part of the right-of-way phase during the final 

design.  

Response to Comment #38-3: Goodwill is not an option for a rental property. The appraisal 

process should use comparable properties, and the grantor would be compensated for the fair 

http://www.santacruzsentinel.com/
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market value of the property. The grantor can then use that compensation to buy a new rental 

property to replace the income generated by the rental. Accordingly, the loss of income from 

“managing” the family’s rental property is not a “Goodwill” issue. Any lost income from 

managing the family’s current rental should be made up by the purchase and rental of the 

replacement rental property.  

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 Specification, 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 needed for certain activities that conflict with traffic flow.
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Response to Comment 39 from Raymond Santee, Central Home Supply 

 

Response to Comment #39-1: In the statement that the environmental document is “rife 

with inaccuracies and founded on outdated research,” no specifics are provided as to what the 

inaccuracies are and which research is outdated. The methodologies used and the analysis 

presented are based on an industry standard approach that meets the requirements of the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  

The comment states that the proposed project represents a “myopic engineering approach by 

offering only one alternative solution to traffic congestion.” The environmental document 

analyzes one build alternative, but several other alternatives have been considered for this 

intersection. A grade separation at the Route 1/9 intersection has been considered in the past. 

According to the 1954 Freeway Agreement, the ultimate plans for the Route 1/9 intersection 

included a local road overcrossing of Route 1 spanning Route 9/River Street. The local roads 

were slated to have right-turn in-and-out movements onto Route 1. A similar or hybrid 

concept was studied by Caltrans in 2001 in the Project Study Report-Project Development 

Study (PSR-PDS) or the Project Initiation Document (PID) as Alternative 3A. It consisted of 

upgrading the at-grade intersection to a tight diamond interchange, constructing an overhead 

on Route 1, and replacing the San Lorenzo River Bridge. However, Alternative 3A had 

excessive costs, substantial impacts to the adjacent quadrants (including property 

acquisitions), and no foreseeable future funding. Based on funding availability and the desire 

to improve near-term traffic operation at the intersection, the current at-grade intersection 

improvements alternative was selected as the proposed project.  

Also, as described in Section 1.4.3 of the environmental document, another alternative 

(Alternative 1, based on Alternative 2 in the Preliminary Scoping Report) was considered 

during the 2006 preliminary scoping exercise. Alternative 1 included adding a southbound 

left-turn lane on Route 1, a 12-foot through lane and 8-foot shoulder on northbound Route 9 

from the intersection to Encinal Street, and a park and ride lot in the northeast quadrant (on 

the Caltrans right-of-way that is currently being used by Central Home Supply). However, 

this alternative was eliminated from further consideration because it did not adequately 

improve the operational capacity of the intersection and did not meet the project purpose and 

need.  

Also, different design features were considered during scoping but rejected. Non-standard 

lane and shoulder widths were considered as a way to minimize impacts to drainage and to 



Appendix I  Responses to Comments 

 

Route 1/9 Intersection Improvement Project  445 

reduce right-of-way impacts. However, reducing these widths required design exceptions that 

could not be approved because the reduced widths could affect safety at the intersection. 

We appreciate your comments regarding the fact that land use and zoning changes in Harvey 

West Industrial Park have caused increased traffic without timely street improvements, that 

the cost of the Route 1/9 improvements should be borne by the companies and agencies that 

caused it, and that the single in/out to Harvest West has marginalized safety and caused 

delays. Although potentially important and beneficial to local and regional transportation in 

Santa Cruz, providing a new access road to exit the Harvey West Park area is beyond the 

scope of the proposed project.  

Response to Comment #39-2: The impacts to the residential property at 744 River Street 

(APN 008-172-08-000) and to Central Home Supply at 808 River Street (APN 008-163-06-

000) are disclosed in Section 2.1.2, Community Impacts, Environmental Consequences, of 

the environmental document.  

Your comment states that the partial take of frontage land and a new median wall on Route 9 

would force the closure of the business and make residents seek other affordable housing. It 

is the goal of the project development team to provide the greatest public good at the least 

private cost and to identify a project after considering social, economic, engineering and 

environmental effects, as well as consideration of public input and concerns. When the 

environmental document was circulated for public review, Caltrans offered to hold a public 

meeting upon request; a public meeting was held June 30, 2014, after two requests for a 

meeting were submitted.  

Regarding the new median in Route 9, Caltrans Traffic Operations and Safety require that the 

2-foot raised median on Route 9 remain in the project as planned to Fern Street. A right-turn-

in and right-turn-out condition will result at the Central Home Supply driveway. Relocation 

of the Central Home Supply driveway will be considered in the final design and right-of-way 

phase of the project.  

If businesses or residents need to be relocated, it is expected that replacement resources are 

available on the market to relocate the business and residents, and relocation assistance 

would be provided, as described in Section 2.1.2, which has been updated, and Appendix C 

of the final environmental document. However, the disposition of these properties would be 

determined as part of the right-of-way phase during the final design. Caltrans will ensure that 

during the right-of-way-related negotiation phase, the City of Santa Cruz or its contractor 

will be in compliance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 

Policies Act of 1970, as amended.  



Appendix I  Responses to Comments 

 

Route 1/9 Intersection Improvement Project  446 

Response to Comment #39-3: Your comment states that air quality and visual impacts on 

the Homeless Services Center residents are addressed, but the economic effects on Central 

Home Supply customers and employees are ignored. The City and Caltrans understand and 

acknowledge the potential effects on Central Home Supply customers and employees. CEQA 

requires that the environmental document disclose the environmental impacts that result from 

physical changes in the environment (e.g., air quality and visual effects on residents), not 

economic effects. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(e) states that economic and social 

changes resulting from a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment. 

The economic and social effects cited do not result in a physical change; therefore, CEQA 

does not require evaluation. However, it is the goal of the project development team is to 

provide the greatest public good at the least private cost and to identify a project after 

considering social, economic, engineering and environmental effects. 

Response to Comment #39-4: A public meeting was held on June 30, 2014, to provide 

additional information to the public, answer questions about the project, and provide another 

opportunity to comment. A notice of this meeting was sent to more than 900 recipients, 

including all properties in the project vicinity, including in the Harvey West Park area, and 

was posted in the Santa Cruz Sentinel newspaper on June 22, 2011. The comment review 

period for the draft environmental document was extended to July 11, 2014 (prior deadline 

was July 1, 2014) to provide additional time for those attending the June 30 meeting to 

comment.  

It was determined that an Initial Study leading to a Mitigated Negative Declaration, not an 

environmental impact report (EIR), was determined the appropriate environmental document 

because all potential environmental impacts could be reduced to a less-than-significant level 

through project design and avoidance, minimization and/or mitigation measures. An EIR is 

required when there are significant and unavoidable environmental impacts that cannot be 

reduced to a less-than-significant level.  
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Response to Comment 40 from Reed Santee 

 

Response to Comment #40-1: Your opposition to the project is noted. For purposes of the 

environmental analysis, the draft environmental document assumed a worst-case scenario 

(full acquisition). The disposition of these properties would be determined as part of the 

right-of-way phase during the final design.  

Caltrans will ensure that during the right-of-way-related negotiation phase, the City of Santa 

Cruz or its contractor will be in compliance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 

Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended. As described in Appendix C 

Summary of Relocation Assistance of the environmental document, any persons to be 

displaced will be assigned to a relocation advisor, who will work closely with each displacee 

to see that all payments and benefits are fully used, and that all regulations are observed, 

thereby avoiding the possibility of displacees jeopardizing or forfeiting any of their benefits 

or payments. At the time of the start of negotiations (usually the first written offer to 

purchase), tenant occupants of properties to be acquired are contacted soon after the start of 

negotiations, and also are given a detailed explanation of the Relocation Assistance Program. 

The details of this program are contained in Appendix C of the environmental document.  

Response to Comment #40-2: Your comment states that adding traffic lanes at the Route 

1/9 intersection would not improve flow because the traffic lanes merge from three lanes to 

two lanes on eastbound Route 1 just after the intersection before the San Lorenzo River 

bridge crossing.  

The movement from Route 9 to Route 1 typically clears the intersection in one green light 

phase, as described in Section 1.2 of the final environmental document. The heaviest 

movement from Route 9 to Route 1 would occur during the afternoon peak hour, when it is 

projected that by the year 2030, 900 vehicles would turn left at the three left-turn lanes. 

These vehicles would merge in the merging area on Route 1 that precedes the two-lane 

section at the bridge.  

The City and Caltrans are currently evaluating widening Route 1 over the San Lorenzo River 

as a separate project. The project would include widening the roadway to accommodate three 

lanes southbound and four lanes northbound. The project is on the list of approved State 

Transportation Improvement Projects (STIP). The project went through the scoping process, 

and the development of preliminary design alternatives is scheduled to begin in 2015.  
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Response to Comment #40-3: Your comment requests a better proposal for solving the 

problems at the Route 1/9 intersection, such as the Route 1 bridge over the San Lorenzo 

River and the Fish Hook. The best operational solution at the Route 1/9 intersection would be 

a full interchange.  

A grade separation at the Route 1/9 intersection has been considered in the past. According to 

the 1954 Freeway Agreement, the ultimate plans for the Route 1/9 intersection included a 

local road overcrossing of Route 1 spanning Route 9/River Street. The local roads were 

slated to have right-turn in-and-out movements onto Route 1. A similar or hybrid concept 

was studied by Caltrans in 2001 in the Project Study Report-Project Development Study 

(PSR-PDS) or the Project Initiation Document (PID) as Alternative 3A. It consisted of 

upgrading the at-grade intersection to a tight diamond interchange, constructing an overhead 

on Route 1, and replacing the San Lorenzo River Bridge. However, Alternative 3A had 

excessive costs, substantial impacts to the adjacent quadrants (including property 

acquisitions), and no foreseeable future funding. Based on funding availability and the desire 

to improve near-term traffic operation at the intersection, the current at-grade intersection 

improvements alternative was selected as the proposed project. 

The City and Caltrans are currently evaluating the Route 1/San Lorenzo River Bridge 

Replacement project separately. The project would include widening the roadway to 

accommodate three lanes southbound and four lanes northbound. The project is on the list of 

approved State Transportation Improvement Projects (STIP). The project went through the 

scoping process, and the development of preliminary design alternatives is scheduled to 

begin in 2015.  

Response to Comment #40-4: During the afternoon peak hour, vehicles turning left from 

Route 9 onto Fern Street often spill out of the left-turn lane and block the through traffic on 

northbound Route 9. The additional through lane on northbound Route 9 would allow 

through traffic to bypass the queue, which would improve traffic operations in the corridor. 

Response to Comment #40-5: Although potentially important and beneficial to local and 

regional transportation in Santa Cruz, providing a new access road to the Harvey West Park 

area from Route 9 is beyond the scope of the proposed project. 

Response to Comment #40-6: A public meeting was held on June 30, 2014, to provide 

additional information to the public, answer questions about the project, and provide another 

opportunity to comment. A notice of this meeting was sent to more than 900 recipients, 

including all properties in the project vicinity, including in the Harvey West Park area, and 

was posted in the Santa Cruz Sentinel newspaper on June 22, 2011. The comment review 
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period for the draft environmental document was extended to July 11, 2014 (prior deadline 

was July 1, 2014) to provide additional time for those attending the June 30 meeting to 

comment.  

It was determined that an Initial Study leading to a Mitigated Negative Declaration, not an 

environmental impact report (EIR), was determined the appropriate environmental document 

because all potential environmental impacts could be reduced to a less-than-significant level 

through project design and avoidance, minimization and/or mitigation measures. An EIR is 

required when there are significant and unavoidable environmental impacts that cannot be 

reduced to a less-than-significant level.  
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Response to Comment 41 from Rick Santee, Central Home Supply 

Response to Comment #41-1: Improvements have been planned for this intersection since 

1954 with the most recent efforts beginning in 2001. It is the goal of the project development 

team to provide the greatest public good at the least private cost and to identify a project after 

considering social, economic, engineering and environmental effects, as well as 

consideration of public input and concerns. When the environmental document was 

circulated for public review, Caltrans offered to hold a public hearing upon request; and a 

public hearing was held June 30, 2014.  

The statement in the draft environmental document reads as follows. 

“Early and continuing coordination with the general public and 

appropriate public agencies is an essential part of the 

environmental process….” 

The above statement does not claim that early and continuing coordination occurred 

specifically with Central Home Supply. CEQA has no specific requirements regarding how 

often this coordination occurs. As lead agencies, Caltrans and the City have held meetings 

and presentations periodically as the project has developed over the years. The project was 

put on hold several times over the last 10 years, which is why the meetings did not occur 

more frequently. Your dissatisfaction with the process and the City’s responsiveness and 

competency is noted.  

Your comment that the proposal calls for the elimination of Central Home Supply and its tax 

revenues is inaccurate in that there has been no final determination with regard to property 

acquisition. Current design plans show the road widening encroaching on a portion of the 

property along Route 9. Figure 2-1 on page 7 of the draft environmental document shows the 

proposed improvements, as well as what partial and full acquisition would entail if 

acquisition occurs. Table 2-3 on page 29 of the draft environmental document presents the 

square footage proposed for right-of-way acquisition. For purposes of the environmental 

analysis, the draft environmental document assumed a worst-case scenario (full acquisition). 

The disposition of these properties would be determined as part of the right-of-way phase 

during the final design. Regarding study of the effects on businesses and lost tax revenue, 

CEQA requires disclosure of environmental impacts, not economic impacts, in the 

environmental document. However, as stated above, it is the goal of the project development 

team to provide the greatest public good at the least private cost and to identify a project after 

considering social, economic, engineering and environmental effects. 
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Response to Comment 42 from Rick Santee 

Response to Comment #42-1: Due to funding concerns, the project was put on hold several 

times. Communication with you occurred twice back in 2010 when the project was being 

restarted and then again more recently when the environmental document was released. A 

Notice of Intent to adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration and a Notice of Opportunity for a 

public meeting was sent out to agencies and property owners within a 300-foot radius of the 

project limits. In addition, a public notice was published in the local newspaper. A meeting 

was scheduled with you in June 2014 to discuss your concerns. Based on two requests 

(including yours), a public meeting was held on June 30, 2014.  

As was explained at the public meeting, the negotiation process involving right-of-way issues 

cannot begin until the environmental document is finalized. For this reason, specific details 

cannot be worked out until project design proceeds, and it is time for the right-of-way 

process to get underway. 

Response to Comment #42-2: Your comment asks if there is a plan to move the house and 

preserve low-rent housing and asks when this will be discussed. At this time, there are no 

plans to move the house. The property to be acquired and its disposition would be determined 

as part of the right-of-way phase during the final design.  
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Response to Comment 43 from Rusty Santee 

 

Response to Comment #43-1: A right-turn in and right-turn out of Central Home Supply 

would be available on northbound Route 9, but a left-turn in from southbound Route 9 would 

be prohibited by the new median, as noted by the commenter. Altering the raised median on 

Route 9 so that Central Home Supply retains access to southbound Route 9 will be 

considered during final design.  

Response to Comment #43-2: Parcel APN 008-163-07-00 is currently considered to be part 

of Caltrans right-of-way. Your suggestion to transfer that parcel to Central Home Supply is 

not one that can be addressed at this time. The issue related to future entry/exit for Central 

Home Supply from Route 9 would be addressed both during the final design phase and the 

right-of-way negotiation process. 

Response to Comment #43-3: An earthen berm, not a retaining wall, is proposed where the 

aggregate bunkers are currently located.  

Response to Comment #43-4: The property to be acquired and its disposition would be 

determined as part of the right-of-way phase during the final design. 

Response to Comment #43-5: Regarding your question if Caltrans will provide for 

continuous access to Central Home Supply during all phases of construction, staged 

construction and traffic management would be determined during the final design phase and 

would be designed to minimize impacts to businesses, including entry and exit. Temporary 

closures would be required; however, attempts to minimize and/or schedule such closures 

outside business hours will be considered during final design. 

Response to Comment #43-6: Your comment states that “Keep Clear” striping and lettering 

should be marked on Route 9 in front of Central Home Supply to allow access from Central 

Home Supply to southbound Route 9. The current proposed project includes installation of a 

raised median on Route 9 that would prevent southbound access from Central Home Supply.  

Regarding the new median on Route 9, Caltrans Traffic Operations and Safety require that 

the 2-foot raised median on Route 9 remain in the project as planned to Fern Street. A right-

turn-in and right-turn-out condition will result at the Central Home Supply driveway. 

Relocation of the Central Home Supply driveway will be considered in the final design and 

right-of-way phase of the project.  
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Response to Comment #43-7: Extending the right-turn lane to Coral Street would benefit 

traffic operations for the vehicles on Coral Street that turn right at the Route 1/9 intersection 

because they would not have to yield to southbound traffic on Route 9. However, extending 

the right-turn lane would have right-of-way impacts on the Rebele Family Shelter. Vehicles 

from Coral Street that would go straight or turn left at the Route 1/9 intersection would still 

have to wait for a gap in the southbound traffic on Route 9.  
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Response to Comment 44 from Paul E. Schraeder 

 

Response to Comment #44-1: Regarding the new median on Route 9, the Caltrans Traffic 

Operations and Safety office requires that the 2-foot raised median on Route 9 remain in the 

project as planned to Fern Street. A right-turn-in and right-turn-out situation will result at the 

Central Home Supply driveway. Relocation of the Central Home Supply driveway will be 

considered in the final design and right-of-way phase of the project.  

Response to Comment #44-2: The comment does not specify where cyclone fencing is 

being suggested to control foot traffic and to save costs and a business (presumably  Central 

Home Supply). Based on the previous comment, it is assumed the commenter is suggesting 

that cyclone fencing be used instead of the median in Route 9 in front of Central Home 

Supply. This would not make a difference in width. The proposed median is the narrowest 

width possible, which is approximately 2 feet; and installing a cylone fence with proper 

footings would require approximately 2 feet in width as well.  

Response to Comment #44-3: Your comment states that many of the studies in the report 

are old and outdated. However, no specifics are provided as to which studies are outdated. 

The methodologies used and the analysis presented are based on an industry standard 

approach that meets the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

The environmental review process was started several years ago, and many technical studies 

were prepared several years ago. The Relocation Impact Report was prepared in January 

2015 to reflect the most up-to-date conditions.  

Response to Comment #44-4: To provide more opportunity for public input, a public 

meeting was held June 30, 2014. Refer to Chapter 3, Comments and Coordination regarding 

the meeting. As you’ll see in this Comments and Responses section, several comments were 

submitted by the Santee family, who own and operate Central Home Supply.  
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Response to Comment 45 from Peter Scott, Campaign for Sensible 

Transportation 

 

Response to Comment #45-1: Your comment endorses the comments submitted by Debbie 

Bulger, representing Mission: Pedestrian (Comment 8) and states that median refuge islands 

should be included and they should be ADA compliant.  

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).  

After completion of the project improvements, signal timing changes 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.  

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.  

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) 

 

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.  

Response to Comment #45-2: Your comment states that the alternate route for bicyclists, 

along the San Lorenzo River Multipurpose Path, is not well signed so bicyclists traveling 

north naturally take the surface streets. The City will explore an appropriate location to add 

signage along River Street to direct people to the San Lorenzo Multipurpose Path. Note that 

this is a local matter and outside Caltrans authority. 
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Green lanes will be explored during the final design phase. However, the proposed project 

must comply with design policies in the State right-of-way. 

The purpose and need for the proposed Route 1/9 Intersection Improvement project is 

different from the planned bicycle path project. The City will continue to pursue these 

opportunities and separate improvements.  

Your suggestion for including a fully designated and signed bicycle lane on northbound 

Route 9, between Route 1 and Fern Street, in the project was considered. However, it cannot 

be accommodated because as the shoulder approaches Encinal Street, it transitions to a 4-

foot-wide bike lane between the through lane and the right-turn lane into the Tannery 

complex. Additional transition lane striping per the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control 

Devices (MUTCD) will be included in the final design. The design, signing, and pavement 

delineation must conform to design policies in the State right-of-way, including the Caltrans 

Highway Design Manual (HDM) and Caltrans Standard Plans (CSP). Green lanes will be 

explored during the final design phase. 

Response to Comment #45-3: As part of the project, the area would be reconstructed and 

the City’s gateway sign would be moved the reconstructed median on River Streed 

considering available space and City and State design and roadway standards. Your 

suggestion for not retaining the sign is one that would need to be explored within the City 

separate from this project. 

Response to Comment #45-4: Although potentially important and beneficial to local and 

regional transportation in Santa Cruz, improvements such as 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. At this time, constructing a second at-grade intersection 

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

this is considered at a future date, it would involve both the City and Caltrans since Route 1 

is a State facility. 

Response to Comment #45-5: The purpose of the environmental document is to disclose 

environmental impacts prior to making a decision on a project. The resource topics for 

analysis and what is evaluated in the environmental document is guided by the Guidelines for 

Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act, Appendix G Environmental 

Checklist Form (www.resources.ca.gov/ceqa/guidelines) and includes transportation/traffic. 

Per the State CEQA Guidelines and industry standard, the focus of the transportation/traffic 

analysis is level of service for vehicular traffic because it causes potential environmental 

http://www.resources.ca.gov/ceqa/guidelines
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impacts associated with traffic circulation, as well as air quality and noise; other modes do 

not typically cause environmental impacts. Bicycle and pedestrian facilities are qualitatively 

analyzed. Existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities are discussed in Section 2.1.4, Traffic and 

Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities, in the final environmental document.  
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Response to Comment 46 from H. Reed Searle 

 

Response to Comment #46-1: The traffic volumes for 2030 are based on the Association of 

Monterey Bay Area Government (AMBAG) traffic forecasting model and on projected 

household and employment growth in Santa Cruz and the rest of the region. Because there is 

no reasonable alternative route for motorists to use and because project improvements would 

have little effect on the total travel time of trips passing through this intersection, traffic 

would not measurably increase because of the project and would not change the finding of 

the traffic analysis. 

Response to Comment #46-2: As described in Section 2.2.5, Air Quality of the draft 

environmental document, implementation of the proposed project would result in improved 

traffic operations that would decrease congestion. The project may attract vehicles from the 

surrounding network to the study intersections. As shown in Table 2-10 in Section 2.2.5 of 

the draft environmental document, vehicle miles traveled would increase with the project, 

relative to no-project, resulting in slight increases in all criteria pollutants. Note that the 

emissions results presented in Table 2-10 represent a worst-case scenario as they are based 

on peak hour traffic estimates for study area intersections and do not include the effects of 

potential improved traffic operations and decreased congestion (other than the effects 

congestion would have on modeled speeds) on local roadways in the project area that 

experience less traffic that is diverted to the study intersections. In addition, Table 2-15 in 

Section 2.2.5 of the environmental document has been revised, as follows below, to 

incorporate the effects of the Pavley fuel efficiency standards. The data presented in revised 

Table 2-15 indicates that with incorporation of mandated fuel efficiency standards, the 

projected CO2 emissions are expected to be less than existing conditions, when compared to 

future build and future no-build conditions. As indicated in Figure 2-12 in Section 2.2.5 of 

the environmental document, the highest levels of CO2 from mobile sources, such as 

automobiles, occur at stop-and-go speeds (0–25 miles per hour) and speeds over 55 miles per 

hour. The most severe emissions occur from 0–25 miles per hour (see Figure 2-12). To the 

extent that a project relieves congestion by enhancing operations and improving travel times 

in high congestion travel corridors, greenhouse gas emissions, particularly CO2, may be 

reduced. 

Response to Comment #46-3: Regarding your question concerning what part of the 

estimated increase in CO2 emissions of 8,760 metric tons per year (page 117 of the draft 

environmental document) is attributable to congestion, refer to Response to Comment #46-2. 
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Response to Comment #46-4: California law does not require that all projects achieve 

reductions in greenhouse gas. Rather, AB 32 requires the State, as a whole, to meet 1990 

greenhouse gas levels by 2020. Consequently, individual projects are allowed to result in 

increased greenhouse gas emissions and still fulfill the requirements of AB 32.  

Response to Comment #46-5: Your comment asks if a determination of increases in CO2 

emissions is reasonably related to cumulative global warming, even though exact numbers 

are not obtainable. 

CEQA requires a lead agency to make a good faith effort to identify impacts and gives the 

lead agency discretion on the approach to analyze impacts. Caltrans has used the best 

available modeling data (EMFAC 2011) to analyze greenhouse gas emissions related to the 

proposed project and has disclosed a projected increase in greenhouse gas emissions. For 

illustrative purposes, estimates have been included in Table 2-15 in Section 2.4, Climate 

Change in the environmental document to show the EMFAC 2011 model run with the 

included feature that incorporates the Pavley fuel efficiency standards. This data indicates 

that with incorporation of mandated fuel efficiency standards, the projected CO2 emissions 

are expected to be less than existing conditions when comparing to future build and future 

no-build conditions. On a regional scale, some projects may lead to an increase in greenhouse 

gas emissions while others will lead to a decrease in emissions, making it difficult to attribute 

the global climate change impacts of CO2 emissions to a single project. The proposed project 

is included in the AMBAG 2035 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/ Sustainable Communities 

Strategy (Moving Forward 2035 Monterey Bay), which presents a financially constrained list 

of transportation projects over the following 25 years that will enhance regional mobility as 

well as reduce greenhouse gas emissions. The project analysis of greenhouse gas emissions 

in Section 2.4 of the environmental document has been revised to provide this information. 

These revisions do not affect the conclusions in the environmental document.  

Response to Comment #46-6: The traffic operation report estimates that traffic operations at 

the Route 1/9 intersection would experience about the same level of congestion in 2030 as it 

did under existing (2005) conditions. During the afternoon peak hour, traffic conditions 

would be less congested by 2030 compared to 2005. 
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Response to Comment 47 from Lynda Sisk, Hot Spring Spas 

 

Response to Comment #47-1: Your support of the proposed project is noted and 

appreciated.  
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Response to Comment 48 from Bill Stamos 

 

Response to Comment #48-1: A roundabout at Route 1/9 was not a formal alternative 

considered because it would require a larger footprint and would result in more impacts to 

the adjacent land uses (more property acquisition) and biological resources (drainage and 

riparian vegetation). Because of the heavy existing and future traffic volumes at the Route 

1/9 intersection, a roundabout at this location would not provide enough capacity to 

accommodate existing or future traffic volumes. The maximum approach volume at a two-

lane roundabout, with very low circulatory flow (i.e., most vehicles would turn right and not 

use the roundabout to go straight or “left”), is approximately 2,400 vehicles per hour. 

Approach volumes at the busiest legs of the Route 1/9 intersection exceed 2,400 vehicles, 

and the traffic movements have a high circulatory flow in that high volumes circulate ½ 

(through traffic) or ¾ (left turns) of the roundabout.  

Also, a two-lane roundabout would require an inscribed circle diameter (footprint) of 150 to 

230 feet with wide exit and entry lanes, requiring additional right-of-way. Although three 

lane roundabouts do exist, they are rare and require even larger footprints of 200 to 260 feet. 

Multi-lane roundabouts are difficult for pedestrians and bicyclists to cross, thereby reducing 

the safety effects that one-lane roundabouts provide.  
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Response to Comment 49 from Erica Stanojevic 

 

Response to Comment #49-1: The project includes replacement landscaping. Removal (as 

well as pruning 25% or more) of heritage trees and street trees is regulated by the City and 

requires a city permit. Heritage trees include all species of trees with a circumference of 44 

inches or more (equivalent to a diameter of about 14 inches or more) measured at 54 inches 

above the existing grade. The large eucalyptus trees in the northeast quadrant may qualify as 

heritage trees. Of the approximately 25 trees within the project limits, approximately 8 trees 

are larger diameter and could meet the heritage tree size criterion. Once the final design is 

approved, a formal tree survey will be prepared to identify the size and type of trees to be 

removed, and the City of Santa Cruz Urban Forrester will determine appropriate mitigation 

(e.g., replacement tree planting or contribution to the Tree Trust Fund managed by the City 

Parks and Recreation Department). According to the City’s ordinance for the preservation of 

heritage trees (City of Santa Cruz Municipal Code Section 9.56), mitigation for heritage tree 

removal includes either: 1) paying a $250.00 bond for each tree to be removed and then 

replanting onsite, or 2) making a $150.00 donation to the City’s Tree Trust fund for each tree 

to be removed. The replanting option requires a replacement with three 15-gallon trees 

(representing a 3:1 ratio) or one 24-inch-box-size specimen tree (representing a 1:1 ratio) for 

each approved tree removal. 

During environmental study of the project, the number of trees to be removed was estimated 

to be 25. However, the exact number of trees to be removed, including heritage trees, will be 

determined during the final design phase. The environmental impacts of removing 25 trees 

(worse case scenario) was discussed in the draft environmental document and updated in the 

final environmental document in Section 2.1.5, Visual/Aesthetics and 2.3.1, Natural 

Communities. Avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures were also explained in 

those sections. A required city permit, as explained in those sections, would be obtained for 

any tree removal and would include a replanting option. See those sections of the 

environmental document for details. 
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Response to Comment 50 from Connie Wilson 

 

Response to Comment #50-1: Thank you for letting us know that you support the comment 

letter written by Amelia Conlen of People Power and her suggestions. The goal of the project 

is to keep bicycle lanes in the plans and minimize tree removal. Green lanes will be 

considered during the final design phase. Also refer to Response to Comment #11-2. 



Appendix I  Responses to Comments 

 

Route 1/9 Intersection Improvement Project  479 

 
 



Appendix I  Responses to Comments 

 

Route 1/9 Intersection Improvement Project  480 

Response to Comment 51 from Connie Wilson 

 

Response to Comment #51-1: The project includes bicycle lanes on River Street. The width 

of vehicular lanes in front of Central Home Supply are Caltrans standard for safety.  

Response to Comment #51-2: Reduction in traffic is not being addressed because the 

purpose of the project, as stated in Section 1.2.1 of the final environmental document, is to 

improve traffic operations at the Route 1/9 intersection and better accommodate existing and 

projected traffic volumes. Exploring alternative modes of transportation to reduce traffic at 

this intersection is not practicable given the vehicular- and truck-dependent land uses in the 

Henry West area, which has many commercial and industrial land uses dependent in truck 

and vehicular traffic. 
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Response to Comment 52 from Chris Obert 

Response to Comment #52-1: The traffic study shows that Encinal Street could 

accommodate additional traffic resulting from improvements on Route 9. Your comment 

letter identified potential improvements for three locations, but they are located west of the 

railroad tracks and outside the project limits. Here are the specific responses to each location. 

Improvements outside the Route 1/9 project limits would not meet the project objectives.  

The three locations are on segments of the street under control of the City of San Cruz. 

1. The development of a 3-way stop control at Encinal and Limekiln must meet stop 

controlled intersection warrants. In addition the close proximity of the railroad tracks to 

the recommended stop installation location would require that all westbound Encinal 

traffic stop on the railroad tracks, which is an unsafe practice and not recommended.  

2. The development of a left-turn lane at Encinal and Limekiln must also meet warrants, and 

City staff will evaluate the need for a left-turn lane at the intersection in the future; if that 

is warranted, the City will recommend the local public review process needed to 

implement such a change. This requires a public meeting at the City Transportation and 

Public Works Commission and City Council to consider the technical criteria and 

potential parking removals.  

3. Encinal is a Primary Emergency Response Route and arterial street, eliminating the street 

from consideration for speed humps. 
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Response to Comment 53 from Walker Woolever 

 

Response to Comment #53-1: Your support of the proposed project is appreciated.  

Response to Comment #53-2: Your comments are noted. The property where the former 

tannery is located is just outside of the project area, and none of it would be acquired for the 

project. To deed private property such as this is not within the purview of the proposed 

project or the authority of Caltrans and the City. As Chapter 2 Table 2-1 shows, the Tannery 

Art Center is already under construction. 
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Response to Comment 54 from David Wright 

 

Response to Comment #54-1: A grade separation at the Route 1/9 intersection has been 

considered in the past. According to the 1954 Freeway Agreement, the ultimate plans for the 

Route 1/9 intersection included a local road overcrossing of Route 1 spanning Route 9/River 

Street. The local roads were slated to have right-turn-in and -out movements onto Route 1. A 

similar or hybrid concept was studied by Caltrans in 2001 in the Project Study Report-Project 

Development Study (PSR-PDS) or the Project Initiation Document (PID) as Alternative 3A. 

It consisted of upgrading the at-grade intersection to a tight diamond interchange, 

constructing an overhead on Route 1, and replacing the San Lorenzo River Bridge. However, 

Alternative 3A had excessive costs, substantial impacts to the adjacent quadrants (including 

property acquisitions), and no foreseeable future funding. Based on funding availability and 

the desire to improve near-term traffic operation at the intersection, the current at-grade 

intersection improvements alternative was selected as the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment 55 from Michael Zelver, Tannery Arts Center 

 

Response to Comment #55-1: Thank you for your support of the project.  

Response to Comment #55-2: Your comment that the design of the Route 9 shoulder should 

avoid conflicts with the sanitary sewer pump station serving the Tannery development is 

appreciated. The geometric design currently proposed would not conflict with the pump 

station, and this will be verified (the protection/avoidance of the pump station) during the 

final design phase.  

Response to Comment #55-3: Regarding your comment about entry/exit at Central Home 

Supply, Caltrans Traffic Operations and Safety require that the 2-foot raised median on 

Route 9 remain in the project as planned to Fern Street. A right-turn-in and right-turn-out 

condition will result at the Central Home Supply driveway. Relocation of the Central Home 

Supply driveway will be considered in the final design and right-of-way phase of the project. 

Response to Comment #55-4: Thank you for your comment suggesting improvements and 

signage to encourage pedestrians and bicycles to use the San Lorenzo River Multipurpose 

Path. The City will explore an appropriate location to add signage along River Street to direct 

people to the San Lorenzo Multipurpose Path. The City is in the process of improving 

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

path. Note that this is a local matter and outside Caltrans authority. 
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Response to Comment 56 from David Zweig 

 

Response to Comment #56-1: The project aaddresses additional traffic lanes and bicycle 

paths. See Section 2.1.4, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities in the 

final environmental document. The project does not address the bottleneck at the San 

Lorenzo River Bridge. The City and Caltrans are currently evaluating the Route 1/San 

Lorenzo River Bridge Replacement project separately. The project would include widening 

the roadway to accommodate three lanes southbound and four lanes northbound. The project 

is on the list of approved State Transportation Improvement Projects (STIP). The project 

went through the scoping process, and development of preliminary design alternatives is 

scheduled to begin in 2015. 
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Response to Comment 57 from Anonymous 

 

Response to Comment #57-1: An alternate route for pedestrians is the San Lorenzo River 

Multipurpose Path, which is an underpass below Route 1, just east of the intersection.  
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Section 3.0 Transcripts from Public Meeting 
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