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Election Code Section 9111 Report Regarding the Santa Cruz County Greenway Initiative  

 

Executive Summary 

On February 1, 2022, the Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors requested a report on the Santa Cruz County 
Greenway Initiative (“Greenway Initiative” or “Initiative”) be prepared pursuant to Elections Code section 9111. 
The statute requires the report to address specific questions about the expected effects and impacts of the 
Initiative, to be produced within 30 days of the request. This report has been prepared in response to the Board 
of Supervisors request. The report addresses the potential fiscal impact of the initiative, impact on the County’s 
General Plan, consistency with current planning and zoning, impacts on land uses, infrastructure funding, and 
the community’s ability to attract business investment, as well as other topics, and has been prepared to meet 
the requirements of Elections Code section 9111.  

The report includes background information about the County’s General Plan, the Initiative, and a description of 
the concept of railbanking, as created by the federal government as part of the National Trails System Act 
Amendments of 1983.  Because of the complex and inter-related nature of the topics addressed by this report, 
the report should be considered in its entirety, and therefore a summary of the individual sections analyzing 
potential effects and impacts of the Greenway Initiative is not included in this section.  The full text of the 
analysis is found in the body of this report.    

Background 

On June 28, 2021, the proponents of the "Santa Cruz County Greenway Initiative" (“Greenway Initiative” or 
“Initiative”) filed a notice of intention to circulate a petition to amend certain policies and language in the 
County’s General Plan related to usage of the Santa Cruz Branch Line (SCBRL) rail corridor for interim multi-use 
trail purposes while retaining the possibility of future rail through “railbanking.”  On December 14, 2021, the 
Greenway Initiative petition was submitted to the County Clerk/Registrar of Voter’s office for an examination of 
16,125 signatures gathered.  On January 31, 2022, after completing the process outlined in Elections Code 
section 9114, the County Clerk determined the number of signatures on the Initiative petition to be sufficient.   

On February 1, 2022, the Board of Supervisors directed County staff to provide a report on the Initiative, as 
provided for in Elections Code section 9111.  This report has been prepared to meet the requirements of 
Elections Code section 9111 and includes analysis of the following issues: 

1) The Initiative’s fiscal impact; 
 

2) The Initiative’s effect on the internal consistency of the County’s general and specific plans, 
including the housing element, the consistency between planning and zoning, and the limitations on 
County actions under Government Code section 65008 and Chapters 4.2 and 4.3 of Division 1 of 
Title 7 of the Government Code; 

 
3) The Initiative’s effect on the use of land, the impact on the availability and location of housing, and 

the ability of the County to meet its regional housing needs; 
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4) The Initiative’s impact on funding for infrastructure of all types, including, but not limited to, 
transportation, schools, parks, and open space, including whether the measure would be likely to 
result in increased infrastructure costs or savings; 

 
5) The Initiative’s impact on the community’s ability to attract and retain business and employment; 
 
6) The Initiative’s impact on the uses of vacant parcels of land; 
 
7) The Initiative’s impact on agricultural lands, open space, traffic congestion, existing business 

districts, and developed areas designated for revitalization; and 
 
8) As requested by the Board of Supervisors, the Initiative’s impact on the Sustainable Santa Cruz 

County Plan and the pending Sustainability Policy and Regulatory Update of the County General Plan 
and County Code.  

 
Analysis 

A. Purposes of the General Plan 

The General Plan is the County’s basic planning document that provides the blueprint for development in the 
community.  It addresses all aspects of development, including housing, traffic, natural resources, open space, 
safety, land uses, and public facilities in individual chapters, or “elements.”  The General Plan is the County’s 
“constitution” for purposes of future development, and all land use approvals must be consistent with the 
General Plan.  To that point, a land use action such as a zoning ordinance, tentative map, or development 
agreement is invalid if it is not consistent with the General Plan.  State law governing the creation and 
implementation of General Plans is found at Government Code section 65300 et seq. 

The County’s General Plan must contain a comprehensive, long-term plan for the physical development of the 
unincorporated area.  It must contain a statement of development policies and include diagrams and text setting 
forth objectives, principles, standards, and plan proposals designed to implement the stated policies.  Overall, 
the General Plan adoption process serves to identify the community’s land use and development policies, 
provides a basis for decision making and development approvals, and provides residents, developers, and 
decision makers with a clear set of rules that guides development in the community. 

The General Plan contains seven mandatory elements: land use, circulation, housing, conservation, open space, 
noise, and safety.  The element that is proposed to be amended by the Greenway Initiative is the Circulation 
Element.  The purpose of the Circulation Element is to identify the general location and extent of existing and 
proposed major thoroughfares, transportation routes, and related public utilities and facilities.  The Circulation 
Element must correlate and be internally consistent with the other elements of the General Plan, such as the 
Land Use Element.  Specific components addressed in the Circulation Element may include public transit, bicycle 
facilities, parking, truck routes, sewage transport and treatment, electric and gas transmission lines, drainage 
facilities, and waterways.  Jurisdictions are accorded great flexibility in designing the General Plan’s structure, as 
long as it meets the minimum legal requirements for content and format.   
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B. Summary of the Greenway Initiative 

The Greenway Initiative seeks to amend the Circulation Element of the County’s 1994 General Plan to promote 
the development of an interim multi-purpose trail (“the Greenway”) within the SCBRL corridor, which would 
require approval of a process called railbanking.  “Greenway” is defined in the Initiative as a trail for 
“commuting, active transportation, and recreation by pedestrians, bicycles, wheelchairs, e-bikes, skateboards, 
and personal e-mobility that includes two lanes of wheeled traffic on a paved path, a divider, and a separate 
walkway for pedestrians, with a shoulder on both sides.”  The Initiative addresses the area extending from the 
San Lorenzo River in the City of Santa Cruz on the north to Lee Road in the City of Watsonville on the south1.  
This corridor is currently owned by the Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission (SCCRTC), which 
has studied the use of the corridor as a transit facility and completed the Monterey Bay Sanctuary Scenic Trail 
Master Plan (MBSST) for developing the Coastal Rail Trail next to the existing rail line (also known as “rail with 
trail”).  The SCCRTC’s stated long-term goals for the corridor per the MBSST and Transit Corridor Alternatives 
Analysis and Regional Network Integration Study (TCAA/RNIS) are to build the trail next to the rail line and 
develop transit service on the rail line.  The Initiative proposes the development of an interim multi-purpose trail 
on the rail line that would require the removal of the railroad tracks.  The Initiative also proposes the 
preservation of future rail use through railbanking.  Under this scenario, removal of the interim trail, 
development of rail transit, and reconstruction of the trail next to the rail line could be implemented by the 
SCCRTC as a future option through the flexibility provided by railbanking, a process discussed in more detail 
below.   

The Initiative would amend several sections of the Circulation Element of the County’s General Plan/LCP2, 
including the Transportation System Goals stated in the plan, introductory language, Objective 3.7 (Rail 
Facilities), associated policies 3.7.1 through 3.7.7, and associated implementation programs.  The Initiative 
would amend language in policy 3.17.3 affecting commodities movement and associated implementation 
programs.  The Initiative would also modify implementation programs regarding recreational system 
development.  These amendments reduce or eliminate rail-supportive language and replace it with language to 
support planning for a Greenway within the rail corridor.  The overall impact is to remove language that plans 
for the Corridor to be used for rail and recreational and active transportation purposes and replace it with 
language designed to plan for the Corridor to be used as a multi-purpose trail.  See Attachment A for the - text 
of the Greenway Initiative.  

Within the geographic limits of the Greenway Initiative (Lee Road to the San Lorenzo River bridge) there are four 
segments of the Coastal Rail Trail currently under development as three separate projects.  Segment 9 is being 
led by the City of Santa Cruz, which is combined with improvements for Segment 8, and is located outside of the 
defined Greenway limits.  The County of Santa Cruz is the lead on Segments 10 and 11, and SCCRTC/Caltrans is 
the lead on Segment 12, which is combined with the Highway 1 State Park to Freedom project.  All three 
projects are preparing Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs) and associated preliminary engineering and 

 
1 It is important to note as an initial matter that the County’s General Plan functions only in the unincorporated area, which 
does not stretch all the way to the San Lorenzo River to the north.  Accordingly, regardless of how the Initiative defines the 
Greenway, the ballot measure would have no impact on that portion of the Greenway between the San Lorenzo River and 
the Santa Cruz Small Craft Harbor (the Santa Cruz City boundary).  Nor would the Initiative address any portion of the 
Greenway that falls within the City of Capitola. 
 
2 Certain portions of the General Plan implement the County’s Local Coastal Program or “LCP,” including portions of the 
General Plan addressed in the Initiative. 
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technical studies.  The EIRs for the three projects will analyze the proposed project of the trail next to the rail 
line (also known as “rail with trail”). In addition, the proposed projects include an optional first phase of 
removing all or a portion of the railroad tracks and building an interim trail on the railroad track alignment. 
However, the Segments 9 through 12 descriptions for an interim trail are different from the Greenway 
definition. The Segments 9 through 12 interim trail is defined as a 12-16 foot wide trail (inclusive of shoulders) 
with mixed pedestrian and wheeled traffic.  The Greenway Initiative does not specify a width, instead it refers to 
the trail as including two lanes of wheeled traffic on a paved path, a divider, and a separate walkway for 
pedestrians.  The Initiative encourages development of the full multi-lane Greenway where feasible; however, it 
also supports reduced Greenway widths where necessary to accommodate physical barriers, minimize 
environmental impacts, or avoid the need for new infrastructure, like major retaining walls, in order to reduce 
costs and expedite implementation.  While the Initiative proposes an interim trail with anticipation of a future 
combined rail and trail system, there is no time frame given or definition of “interim” within the Initiative on 
when that future system might occur or how long the “interim” use would remain in place.  

The removal of the existing railroad tracks is required to construct both the trail described in the Greenway 
Initiative and the proposed Segments 9 through 12 interim trail as an optional first phase.  Removal of railroad 
tracks on a federally regulated freight line requires that the line be railbanked.  Thus, the Greenway and the 
optional first phase interim trail both require railbanking of the SCBRL in order to be feasible. Railbanking is a 
complex process that requires approval of the Surface Transportation Board (STB), the federal agency with 
regulatory jurisdiction over the interstate freight railroad network. A brief summary is provided below. A full 
discussion of railbanking on the SCBRL was provided during the September 2, 2021, and February 3, 2022, 
SCCRTC meetings.3 

The SCBRL is a 32-mile long federally regulated freight railroad between Davenport and Watsonville.  SCCRTC 
purchased the SCBRL land and assets from Union Pacific in 2012 but did not purchase the freight easement. 
Since the SCCRTC’s purchase of the SCBRL, the freight easement has been held by the contracted freight 
operator on the line. SCCRTC is currently contracted with Saint Paul and Pacific Railroad (SPPR).  Therefore, use 
of the SCBRL right-of-way is shared between the SCCRTC as the landowner and SPPR as the holder of the freight 
easement. 

Railbanking is a legal mechanism created by the federal government as part of the National Trails System Act 
Amendments of 1983 that allows for the preservation of a railroad right-of-way where a railroad might 
otherwise be fully abandoned.  Railbanking is a voluntary process governed by the STB in which a railroad 
operator and a trail agency agree to enter into a legal agreement to use a freight railroad corridor as a trail (or 
other interim use, including passenger rail transit) until an unspecified future time when the railroad returns to 
freight service.  Railbanking preserves the integrity of the continuous railroad right-of-way for the future re-
activation of freight service and prevents any easements from reverting to the underlying property owner. 
Preserving easements would facilitate SCCRTC’s preservation of the continuous 32-mile corridor.  Construction 
of an interim trail on the existing railroad track alignment, a trail next to the railroad track alignment (trail with 
rail), passenger rail transit, or a combination of uses would all be allowable should the SCBRL be railbanked. 

 
3 A full discussion of railbanking and preservation of the SCBRL was provided during the September 2, 2021, and February 3, 
2022, meetings of the SCCRTC. A copy of those staff reports (Attachment B) can be accessed here:  
September 2, 2021 (see Item #20): https://sccrtc.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/2021-09-02-RTC-agenda-packet.pdf 
February 3, 2022 (see Item #22): https://sccrtc.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/01/2022-02-03-RTC-agenda-packet.pdf. 
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Railbanking the SCBRL would defer costly repairs to accommodate freight rail service until such time that freight 
service is reactivated.  

Although railbanking defines a process through which any interim trail on the existing railbed could be 
constructed, it is unknown if railbanking will be feasible.  The SCCRTC does not have complete control over the 
process. For railbanking to occur, a Notice of Abandonment would need to be filed with the STB. The holder of 
the freight easement is the entity that would typically file the Notice of Abandonment.   Although the holder of 
the freight easement, SPPR, provided a notice of intent to abandon the line, they have not moved forward, due 
to potential objections. Railbanking would be more feasible and simplified if affected parties could reach a 
mutual agreement.  If not, SCCRTC could file with the STB to attempt to force abandonment.   If the Corridor is 
unable to be railbanked, any interim trail that requires the removal of the railroad tracks would be infeasible.  As 
a federal process that involves the STB, the freight operator, and SCCRTC, the determination as to whether or 
not the corridor can be railbanked is outside of the County’s jurisdiction or ability to control.  

C. Analysis of Elections Code Section 9111 Report Factors 

Following is an analysis of the specific report factors laid out in Elections Code section 9111.  In setting context 
for the following discussion, it is important to note that the Initiative does not contemplate a matter that is 
easily analyzed under the Elections Code section 9111 criteria, because it focuses on changes to long-term 
planning documents that do not mandate action on the part of the SCCRTC, which is a government agency 
separate and distinct from the County.   

(1) The Initiative’s fiscal impact.  

As the Initiative concerns a change to the County’s General Plan, which is a long-term planning 
document that itself does not directly control development within the Corridor, there is no immediate 
fiscal impact associated with the Initiative.  If the SCCRTC takes action to develop the Corridor in a 
manner consistent with the wording of the Initiative – that is, to remove the existing tracks and 
construct an interim trail on the railroad track alignment while preserving the ability to have future rail 
through railbanking – there will be fiscal impacts associated with building an interim trail on the railroad 
track alignment vs. building a trail next to the railroad track alignment (trail with rail).  
 
In some locations, the SCBRL corridor is challenged by steep topography, creek and roadway crossings, 
and narrow right-of-way.  In these locations, development of the trail next to the railroad track 
alignment requires construction of structures and engineering solutions such as retaining walls, trail 
bridges, and the relocation of existing railroad tracks in some areas.  Reducing or preventing the need 
for the construction of structures and other engineering solutions by locating a trail on the railroad track 
alignment reduces the short-term cost to build a trail on the SCBRL.  The lower interim cost could 
facilitate the funding and construction of more trail segments in the short-term, assuming the corridor 
can be railbanked.  However, the overall long-term costs would be higher because a trail constructed on 
the railroad track alignment would need to be removed, the rail line re-constructed, and a new trail built 
next to the rail line if the line is restored for future rail use.  Since the timeframe that an interim trail 
would be in place is unknown, the full fiscal impacts of providing an interim trail sooner, and deferring 
and adding costs for a potential reconstruction of the corridor in the future, is not able to be determined 
at this time.   
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Current estimates of the cost for the SCCRTC to repair the SCBRL for freight service are $48.7 to 63.7 
million[4], which includes costs associated with needed repairs of four bridge crossings.  This cost 
exceeds present and foreseeable SCCRTC budget capacity.  At a minimum, railbanking the SCBRL would 
defer the cost of maintaining the SCBRL for freight rail purposes, which is an unfunded burden on the 
SCCRTC.  
 
Although passenger rail transit is not funded or planned for the SCBRL at this time, it is possible that the 
construction of an interim trail on the railroad track alignment would postpone implementation of 
passenger rail transit on the SCBRL. This in turn would defer the costs of building passenger rail transit 
until a later, undetermined time.  

(2) The Initiative’s effect on the internal consistency of the county's general and specific plans, including the 
housing element, the consistency between planning and zoning, and the limitations on county actions 
under Section 65008 of the Government Code and Chapters 4.2 (commencing with Section 65913) and 4.3 
(commencing with Section 65915) of Division 1 of Title 7 of the Government Code. 

(a) Consistency with General and Specific Plans:  The Circulation Element of the County’s General 
Plan/LCP contains policies that would be amended by the Initiative.  County staff has reviewed 
remaining chapters (“elements”) of the General Plan/LCP to determine whether the changes 
contemplated by the Initiative would create internal inconsistencies in those elements.  Additional 
policies regarding rail appear in the Land Use Element; the Parks, Recreation, and Public Facilities 
Element; and the Noise Element.  The Land Use Element contains two policies related to rail services.  
Policy 2.1.6 requires consideration of adequate public services in general, including rail, when defining 
residential densities.  Other factors listed include proximity to shopping, proximity to other 
transportation types, parcel size, school capacity, and sewer, water and roads. Policy 2.17.1 lists 
proximity to rail transportation as one of several factors in locating districts appropriate for commercial 
and light industrial land uses.  Proximity to major streets, services, and compatibility with other uses are 
also listed as considerations.  Because there are a diversity of factors that must be balanced when 
considering residential density and the location of service commercial/light industrial uses, it cannot be 
stated that the Initiative definitively introduces a conflict into this element of the General Plan, as there 
is no expectation within the policy that rail will be a determining factor in either case.  
 
The Initiative would not create inconsistency with the Parks, Recreation and Public Facilities Element, 
which contains a program to direct staff to acquire abandoned rail right-of-way for trail purposes when 
available.  The Initiative as written would also not be inconsistent with the Noise Element, which 
discusses rail noise as a source of noise in the community and contains Policy 9.6.3, which in turn 
requires acknowledgment on parcel deeds to make property owners adjacent to rail aware of the 
potential for future train noise.  Lastly, the Initiative would not be inconsistent with the Housing 
Element, Chapter 4 of the General Plan.  
 
The County does not have any Specific Plans that would be inconsistent with the Initiative. 

 
[4] Costs for repairing the SCBRL for freight service were provided during the February 3, 2022, meeting of the SCCRTC. A 
copy of that staff report (Attachment B) can be accessed here:  
February 3, 2022 (see Item #22): https://sccrtc.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/01/2022-02-03-RTC-agenda-packet.pdf. 
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(b) Consistency with Planning and Zoning:  The Santa Cruz County Code (SCCC) contains few 
references to rail transportation.  SCCC Chapter 13.10 (Zoning Ordinance) acknowledges both a need for 
proximity to rail and adequate loading space for certain heavy commercial uses and industrial districts, 
as well as the need to control impacts related to train traffic.  Chapter 13.15, Noise Planning, requires 
acknowledgment on parcel deeds to make property owners adjacent to rail aware of the potential for 
future train noise and vibration.  The Initiative would not be inconsistent with these chapters of the 
SCCC.  
 
The amendments do not propose changes to General Plan land use designations or zoning. 
 
(c) Limitations on County Actions Related to Housing:  The Initiative is unlikely to be a significant 
factor in the County’s ability to comply with housing law and to approve housing developments, 
including equitable/affordable housing access, residentially zoned land, streamlined review, and use of 
density bonuses, as specified in Section 65008 of the Government Code, or Chapters 4.2 and 4.3 of 
Division 1 of Title 7 of the Government Code. It is noted that Government Code subsection 65913.4 
implements permit streamlining in part by restricting the imposition of parking standards for certain 
housing developments approved under this section of the Government Code when the housing is 
located within ½ mile of a major transit stop.  Similarly, Chapter 4.3 implements density bonus law by 
allowing concessions from the imposition of development standards related to parking and density if the 
housing is located within the same radius of a major transit stop.  A “major transit stop” as provided in 
these sections of law, may be defined by a rail transit station.  To the extent construction of the 
Greenway would reduce the opportunity for a development to be located in proximity to a rail stop, it 
would reduce the ability of developments to make use of this particular aspect of permit streamlining 
and density bonus law.  However, bus lines meeting certain criteria may also qualify as high-quality 
transit for the purposes of this statute, and there are other statutes that reduce parking requirements 
for qualifying housing developments, particularly when affordable units are included in the 
development.  
 
Another possible intersection of the presence of rail and the ability to create affordable housing is that 
some competitive funding sources favor developments with access to existing passenger rail systems. 
However, this applies to currently operating rail systems, and as there is not currently passenger rail on 
the Corridor, this aspect of such funding is precluded at this time. 
  

(3) Its effect on the use of land, the impact on the availability and location of housing, and the ability of the 
county to meet its regional housing needs. 

As the Initiative does not change land use designations or zoning, the Initiative has limited regulatory 
impact on the use of land in the County’s jurisdiction; however, if the SCCRTC constructs a trail and does 
not pursue rail activities in the Corridor, the land within the Corridor will likely be used for active 
transportation to a much larger extent than it is currently being used.  For instance, it is anticipated that 
County pedestrians, cyclists, and users of multi-modal transportation options will use the trail for 
exercise, recreation, and transportation purposes and that access points to the trail will see an increase 
in traffic associated with people entering and exiting the trail.  However, it is unclear whether, and to 
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what extent, such use would promote or result in enhanced development in the areas nearby but 
outside of the Corridor.  
 
There is no indication that the General Plan amendments proposed in the Greenway Initiative would 
decrease capacity for housing or housing opportunities, beyond the factors discussed above under 
Question 2. The presence or absence of freight and passenger rail has not been identified as a significant 
factor in whether sites are suitable or available for housing development.  Therefore, it is unlikely that 
the Initiative would significantly impact the County’s ability to meet its current 5th Cycle Regional 
Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) (2014-2023), or the 6th Cycle RHNA, which will be in effect beginning 
mid-2023.  

(4) The Initiative’s impact on funding for infrastructure of all types, including, but not limited to, transportation, 
schools, parks, and open space. The report may also discuss whether the measure would be likely to result in 
increased infrastructure costs or savings, including the costs of infrastructure maintenance, to current residents 
and businesses. 

Transportation funding in the region is a consolidated effort.  In some cases funding for one mode of 
travel can and does affect the funding of other modes of travel.  The lower cost of constructing an 
interim trail on the railroad track alignment relative to constructing a trail next to the railroad track 
alignment would likely result in the accelerated delivery of some trail segments in an interim state, 
assuming the corridor can be railbanked.  Transportation funding, however, does not directly affect 
other community services such as schools, parks, and open space. While transportation development is 
a critical component to the success of other community services, such as schools, parks, and open space, 
there is no direct funding tie. 

Development of a trail within the SCBRL corridor, whether configured as an interim trail built on the 
railroad track alignment or as a trail next to the existing railroad track alignment, would provide greater 
public access to County parks.  However, as with all park and trail facilities, maintenance is required 
during the life of the facility.  While the corridor is owned by SCCRTC, management and maintenance of 
trail segments may be assigned to local agencies in the future via a Memorandum of Understanding or 
other legal instrument that establishes roles and responsibilities among various agencies.  A wider trail 
as described in the Initiative may require proportionately greater maintenance due to increased trail 
area and capacity; however, an interim trail on the railroad track alignment will have less infrastructure, 
such as retaining walls and bridges and will likely be less expensive to maintain than a trail next to the 
railroad track alignment.  

(5) The Initiative’s impact on the community's ability to attract and retain business and employment.   

Because the Initiative does not actually compel development to take place, the Initiative itself likely has 
a limited impact in attracting or retaining business and employment.  County staff is not aware of any 
detailed analysis that assesses how an interim trail in the Corridor, as opposed to a combination trail 
with rail facility, would impact the community’s ability to retain business and employment should the 
SCCRTC choose one over the other anytime in the near future.  In general terms, both an interim trail 
facility and trail with rail facility are likely to be perceived as amenities and as assets providing 
transportation alternatives for employee commutes.  The type and magnitude of this effect would vary 
with the type of business and proximity to the corridor. 
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Freight service is currently not available on the section of the corridor that is the subject of the 
Greenway Initiative and there is a lack of identified funding to make improvements and repairs needed 
to support such service in the future.  The availability of freight service is therefore not considered a 
factor in the community’s ability to attract and retain business and employment. 

(6) The Initiative’s impact on the uses of vacant parcels of land. 

The Initiative amends text in the General Plan, a planning document, to delete rail-supportive language 
and insert references to support planning for a Greenway within the rail corridor.  The overall impact is 
to remove language that plans for the Corridor to be used for rail, recreational and active transportation 
purposes and replace it with language designed to plan for the Corridor to be used as a multi-purpose 
trail.  These amendments do not change existing General Plan land use designations or zoning on  
any particular property and do not modify the existing process by which individual parcels could be 
considered for redesignation or rezoning in the future.    
 
Many commercial, residential, and mixed-use developments that might be built on currently vacant 
parcels would realize a general benefit from the amenity of either an interim trail or a trail with rail 
configuration that could serve employees, patrons, and residents.  Determining which of these two uses 
of the corridor would yield more potential benefit is speculative, since it is not possible to know the type 
and scale of development that will occur on specific vacant parcels, particularly since mixed use allows a 
residential component to occur on commercially zoned parcels.  

 
(7) The Initiative’s impact on agricultural lands, open space, traffic congestion, existing business districts, and 
developed areas designated for revitalization. 

 
Most land uses are likely to realize a benefit from either the interim trail or a trail with rail 
configuration.  Both options promote new modes of transportation, recreation and health benefits. It 
is likely that a trail with rail configuration would have additional benefits related to the reduction of 
traffic congestion, as travelers would have an additional mode of transportation (rail).  The Final EIR 
for the Monterey Bay Sanctuary Scenic Trail (2013) estimates that a trail constructed in the Corridor 
could reduce traffic on parallel roadways by approximately 5,000 vehicle trips per day, or two to three 
percent of total vehicle travel. However, as noted above, access points to the trail will see an increase 
in traffic associated with people entering and exiting the trail.  Noise-sensitive land uses and 
recreational users of open space may experience impacts from a trail with rail configuration if rail is 
ever activated on the corridor.  As noted above, businesses are likely to realize a benefit from either 
or both configurations.  

(8) The Initiative’s impact on the Sustainable Santa Cruz County Plan and the Sustainability Policy and 
Regulatory Update: 

On February 1, 2022, the Board of Supervisors requested that this report also analyze the Initiative’s effect on 
the Sustainable Santa Cruz County Plan (SSCC) as well as the upcoming Sustainability Policy and Regulatory 
Update of the County General Plan and County Code (Sustainability Update). 
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(a) Sustainable Santa Cruz County Plan 

The SSCC acknowledges the trail with rail as a part of the future land use and transportation pattern, 
providing both transportation and recreation choices as well as contributing toward public health and 
the vitality of industries that may use the rail line.  The SSCC also envisions the trail as an integrated 
facility connecting to other existing and planned trails throughout the Soquel/Live Oak urban area. The 
trail with rail provides a spine through the urban area connecting focus areas within the USL.  While the 
SSCC does not envision the Greenway concept for the Corridor as an interim facility, the inclusion of 
railbanking for future trail with rail in the Initiative would be consistent with the SSCC. 

(b) Sustainability Policy and Regulatory Update to the General Plan/LCP and County Code 

The Sustainability Policy and Regulatory Update to the County General Plan/LCP and County Code 
(Sustainability Update) will provide the first comprehensive update of the County General Plan/LCP in 
over 25 years.  Based on the vision of the SSCC and the concepts of sustainable  communities, this 
project includes a complete revision of the existing Circulation Element, replacing this chapter with a 
new Access + Mobility Element, which focuses on connections between land use and providing a street 
network that accommodates all modes of transportation.  As currently written, the Draft Access + 
Mobility Element continues to acknowledge and support the SCCRTC’s vision for a rail and trail and 
does not include provisions for an interim multi-use trail.  The Draft Element was released for public 
review at the end of February, and adoption would not occur until after the June 7, 2022, General 
Election.  If the Initiative is passed, the new Access + Mobility Element would need to be revised to 
reinstate existing portions of the current General Plan and the revised text as contained in the 
proposed Initiative, with a focus on the planning for the Greenway, the interim trail, and rail banking 
for possible rail use in the future.   

 

Attachments  

A: Santa Cruz County Greenway Initiative, full text 

B.  Staff reports to the SCCRTC, meetings September 2, 2021, and February 3, 2022 

 

  









 

Attachment B 

The RTC staff reports may be accessed at the following links: 

September 2, 2021 (see Item #20): https://sccrtc.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/2021-09-02-RTC-agenda-packet.pdf 
 
February 3, 2022 (see Item #22): https://sccrtc.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/01/2022-02-03-RTC-agenda-packet.pdf 
 
 
 


