
LookingeastattheLaFondabridgefromHighway1.Allthetreesandshrubswouldberemoved,tobereplacedbywallsofconcrete,withtheroadwidenedandthebridgelengthenedtoaccommodatedoublingtheroadwidthtoafulleightlanes.

TheSoquel/MorrisseyLaneWideningProjectWehavecreatedthisnewpagetoprovideupdatedinformationregardingtheSoquel/MorrisseyLaneWideningProject,whichisreferredtobyCaltransasthe“SoqueltoMorrisseyAuxiliaryLanesProject”.Toaccessthelinksinthisdocument,pointyourbrowsertohttp://sensibletransportation.org/highway1/aux/BackgroundinformationthatplacesthisprojectinthecontextoftheeffortstoaddlanestoHighway1maybefoundonourhighway1issuespage.WiththefilingofourlawsuitonOctober20,2009challengingthelegitimacyofthisproject,wethoughtitmightbehelpfultocreatethisspecialpage.Acopyofourpressrelease,alongwithacopyoftheVerifiedPetitionandComplaintmaybefoundhere(http://sensibletransportation.org/pdf/press_release.pdf).FrequentlyAskedQuestions1.Q:Whatisthepurposeofthelawsuit,i.e.,whatdoyouhopetoachieve?A:Ourimmediatepurposeistoensurethatthe“AuxiliaryLanesProject”isfoldedintotheEnvironmentalImpactReportfortheentireHighway1LaneWideningproposal,ofwhichtheAuxiliaryLanesProjectisasegment.CaltransandtheRTCaretryingtowidenthehighwayinsegments,claimingthateachsegmenthas“independentutility”,buttheirpurposeistoavoidhavingtoconsidertheentireimpactofthewideningplan.Thepublicneedstoknowhowmuchadditionaltraffic(andconsequentadditionalemissionofgreenhousegases)willbegenerated,howlonganycongestionreliefwilllast,howmuchtheentireprojectwillcost,whetherthereareviablealternativestoachieveareductionincongestion,andwhattheenvironmentalimpactsoftheentireprojectwillbe.Ourlongerrangegoalistoensurethatanyanalysisoftheentireprojectconsidersasufficientlybroadrangeofalternativessoastoallowanevaluationthatwillachievethedesiredmobilityforthosewishingtotravelfromoneplacetoanotherwithinthiskeytransportationcorridor,whetherbycar,bypublictransit(includingrail)or,fortheshortertrips,bybicycleorbywalking.OnOctober15,ourRegionalTransportationCommissionvotedunanimouslytoconsiderengagingtheservicesoftheNorthAmericanSustainableTransportationCouncil(NASTC)inordertoapplytheSustainableTransportationAccessRatingSystem(STARS)totheHighway1HighOccupancyVehicle(HOV)LanesProject.(TheRTC'sstaffreportdescribingthisapproachmaybefoundhere(http://www.sccrtc.org/packet/2009/0910/w0910�05.pdf).)Wesupportthisapproach,andhopethatitwillbeseriouslypursued.2.Q:It'sonlyonemileofhighwaywidening.What'sthebigdeal?A:Ifonlyitwerejustamile!Infacttheso¦called“AuxiliaryLanesProject”isaheadstartonthenearlynine¦mile“Highway1HOVLanesWideningProject”.Itisa$22millionmilebecauseitlengthenstheLaFondabridgeovercrossingtoaccommodateafutureeight�laneHOVLaneProject,andbuildsinotherfeaturesofthatlargerproject,whichstilldoesnothaveacompletedEnvironmentalImpactReport.Ifthelargerprojectisinfactbuilt,portionsofthe“AuxiliaryLanesProject”willhavetoberippedoutandrebuilttothetuneofnearly$1.5million(incurrentdollars).Inotherwords,itisaone¦milewasteofpublicfunds.3.Q:I'vebeendrivingHighway1foryears,andwithitscurrentstateofcongestionitclearlyneedswidening.Whynotjustgetonwithit?



A:First,itisgenerallytruethattrafficcongestionisnotreducedbyhighwayexpansion,especiallyforthelongterm.Itisalsogenerallytruethathighwayexpansionfacilitatesanincreaseinvehiclemilestraveled(VMT)withinthehighwaycorridor,whichthereforeresultsininincreasedgreenhousegasemissions.Second,the“AuxiliaryLanesProject”,onitsown,offersnocongestionrelief,andwillsimplymovethecurrentbottleneckfurtherdownthehighwaytosomewhereneartheSoquelDriveinterchange,accordingtoCaltransengineers.Sothisprojectonitsowndoesverylittletobenefitthehighwayuser.WhetheritwouldbeausefulsegmentaspartofthelargerHOVLaneWideningProjectisnotknown,becauseananalysisofthelargerprojecthasyettobecompletedandmadepublic.Thepurposeofourlawsuitistofoldthe“AuxiliaryLanesProject”intothelargerprojectsothatitwillgetproperlyanalyzed.4.Q:IcommutefromWatsonvilletoSantaCruz,andthatdistanceistoolongforbicyclingforme.Thebustakestoolong,getsstuckintrafficanddoesnotgowhereIneedtogo.IthinktheonlysolutionistowidenHighway1.Whatdoyousay?A:Ithelpstokeepinmindthataprimarygoalinatransportationcorridoristofacilitatemobility,andthathighwayexpansionisfrequentlycounterproductivetowardachievingthatgoal.ItislikelythatmanytripsonHighway1areshort—fivemilesorless—andcouldbemademoreattractiveforbicycleorpublictransitmodestravelingonroutesotherthanHighway1.Whenahighwayisnearcapacity(2000carsperhourperlane),justasmallreductionintrafficwillreducecongestion,soastoallowforincreasedmobilityforlong¦distanceuserssuchasyourself.HoweverCaltranshasstatedthattheydonotplantodoanyorigin¦destinationstudies(orsurveys)todeterminethefractionofHighway1usersmakingsuchshorttrips.(SeetheFinalEnvironmentalDocument(http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist05/projects/soquel/pdf/final_ed.pdf),page449.)Oneofourlongerrangegoalsistoensurethatsuchstudiesareundertakenandanalyzed.5.Q:Ithoughtthatin2004withMeasure“J”wealreadyvotedagainstwideningthehighway.What'sgoingon?A:Thatisthepurposeofourlawsuit.WewanttostopanotherpiecemealwideningprojectandkeepCaltranshonestbyatleastwaitinguntiltheEnvironmentalImpactReportforthewholeHOVLanesProject(fromSantaCruztoLaSelvaBeach)iscompletedandthepublichasachancetoweighinagain.WithoutanEIRthatalsoconsidersallalternativestowideningHighway1wemayonlyseeonepiecemealprojectafteranotherinviolationoftheCaliforniaEnvironmentalQualityAct(CEQA).6.Q:Isn'ttheRegionalTransportationCommissiontryingtomaketheHOVLanesprojecta“green”project?A:ThereisarecenteffortbytheRTCtoconsidertheHOVLanesprojectasapilotprojectforaPortland,Oregongroup(theNorthAmericanSustainableTransportationCouncil)thatisexperimentingwiththatidea.(SeetheRTC'sstaffreporthere(http://www.sccrtc.org/packet/2009/0910/w0910�05.pdf).)Weareinfavorofgoinggreen.ThefirststepthatCaltransandtheRTCcouldtaketowardagreenerprojectistoagreetostopthe“AuxiliaryLanesProject”andincludeitintheEnvironmentalImpactReportfortheHOVLanesproject,sothatafullanalysisofgreenhousegasimpactsandallreasonablealternativestotheeight¦lanewideningproposaltakesplace.RightnowCaltransisrefusingtodoarealquantitativegreenhousegasemissionsanalysisonthe“AuxiliaryLanesProject”.7.Q:Wenowhavethe$22millionallocatedbythestateandfederalgovernmentsfortheAuxiiaryLanesproject.Shouldn'tweusethemoney?A:Spendingprecioustransportationdollarsonapoorlyconceivedprojectthatisincompleteandineffectiveisnotagooduseofourtaxmonies.The“AuxiliaryLanesProject”doesnotdealwithmanyrealneedsinitsonemilestretch.Thereisonlyconfusing,hazardousanddifficultbicycleaccessacrossHighway1attheMorrisseyinterchangewhichisbeingignored.Theidentifiedneedforanotherpedestrian/bicycleovercrossingwitha



TheLaFondabridgerightafterschoolletsout

newbridgeatTrevethanisalsobeingignored.PedestrianaccessonSoquelDriveacrossHighway1isnon�existentonthesouth(east)sideofthebridge,andalthoughthereisasidewalkonthenorth(west)sideofthebridge,accesstoitishazardous.InsteadtheLaFondaovercrossing,wherethereisalreadypedestrianaccessonbothsidesacrossthehighway,isbeinglengthenedtothetuneof$3.2million,inordertoaccommodateafutureeight�laneHOVLanesproject.The“AuxiliaryLanesProject”isjustabandaidthatwillnotsolvebyitselfthetrafficcongestiononHighway1.Weneedbettertransportationplanning,notinadequateprojectsthatwastepublicfunds.The$22millionisunlikelytovanish.Anotherbetteruseforthesefundscanbefound.8.Q:I'veheard(andseen)thatwhenahighwayiswidened,carsjustseemtofilluptheavailablespace.Whataboutsuch“inducedtraffic”?A:Inducedtraffic(a.k.a.“induceddemand”or“inducedtravel”)onawidenedhighwayisdefinedastheincreaseintotalvehiclemilestraveled(VMT)comparedwithwhatmightotherwiseoccurifthehighwaywerenotwidened.Inthefinalizedenvironmentalstudyfortheproject(availablehere(http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist05/projects/soquel/pdf/final_ed.pdf))Caltransclaims(onpage94),withoutprovidinganyscience�basedevidence,that“highwayimprovementprojects...donotgeneratevehiculartripsthemselves”.Yet,theirowntrafficconsultants'unpublishedtrafficmodelingreport,whichweobtainedportionsof,predictsthatwithjustthe“AuxiliaryLanes”added,Highway1averagedailytrafficwouldincreasenorthboundintheauxiliarylanesareaby43%bytheyear2035.Thetrafficincreaseispredictedtobeyetmorespectacular,iftheproposednext�stepHOVLanesProject,withatotalofeightlanesdownHighway1,wasalsotobebuilt.Worse,thatsurgeintrafficnumbersisfromatrafficmodelthatapparentlydoesnotincludeameanstoaccountforinducedtrips,thosenewvehicletripsthatresultfromtheinitialattractivenessfordriversofthenewhighwaycapacity.Ontopofthat,theconsultantsalsoforecastnewdownstreambottlenecksoccurringonHighway1rightfromopeningdayoftheauxiliarylanes.9.Q:Thedescriptionofthe“AuxiliaryLanesProject”notesthatbicycleandpedestrianimprovementswouldbepartoftheproject.Shouldn'twesupporttheseimprovements?A:Thesebicycleandpedestrianimprovementsarequiteminor,anddonotincludeanumberofneededandcontemplatedimprovements.ItistruethattheLaFondaBridgewould,inadditiontobeinglengthened,bewidenedinordertoaccomodatewideningoftheexistingsidewalkandtheadditionofbicyclelanes.HoweverLaFondaAvenuehasonlyabikelaneonitseastsidesouthofHighway1,andnobikelanesatallnorthofHighway1.TheCityofSantaCruz's“BicycleTransportationPlan”doesnotgivehighpriorityfortheconstructionofadditionalbikelanesonLaFonda.MoreovertrafficontheLaFondabridgeisquitelightexceptduringthe20minutesorsowhenstudentsarearrivingatordepartingfromHarborHighSchool.Itisnotatthemomentanespeciallyhazardousrouteforeitherpedestriansorbicyclists.Thecurrentfour�footsidewalksonthebridgeareadequate,asshowninthisphoto,takenataround3pm,justafterschoolletout.Notethatthereisampleroomforstudentstowalkside�by�side.OntheotherovercrossingsofHighway1intheSoquel¦Morrisseyproject,noimprovementsarescheduledforeitherpedestriansorbicyclists.



ApproachingtheMorrisseybridgefromtheSouth SiteoftheTrevethanAvenuepedestrianandbikecrossing

TheSoquelDriveovercrossingcurrentlyhasbikelanesonbothsides,butnosidewalkontheease(“south”)side.Ifyou'rebicyclingnorthonMorrissey,thinkingaboutcrossingHighway1,thinktwice,becauseyou'llbemetwiththissign,shownbelow.Ridingabikenorthwardoverthebridgeisillegal.Whatatfirstlookslikeabikelane(nexttothesign)becomesameregutteronthenorthside,andofcoursethere'snosidewalkontheeast(“south”)sideofthebridge.(Thereisawidesidewalkonthewestside.)MostdistressingisthataplannedpedestriancrossingofHighway1atTrevethanAvenueisnotincludedinthecurrentproject,eventhoughitwouldprovideanattractiverouteforthosewishingtoreachDeLaveagaElementarySchoolfromareassouthofHighway1.ThisdesireablecrossingisnowpartofthelargerHOVLaneWideningProject.Ifitwereconstructed,wouldthesebrandnewsoundwallshavetobereconstructed?Andwhataboutthoseutilityboxes?Here'saphoto,lookingsouthatthesoundwallfromTrevethanAvenue.10.Q:Iappreciateyourefforts.WhatcanIdotohelp?A:Lawsuitsarecostly,andthisoneisnoexception.Pleaseconsidermakingacontribution,eitherthroughour“supportthecampaign”page,orbysimplysendingacheckinanyamount(put“lawsuit”onthememoline)toTheCampaignforSensibleTransportation,P.O.Box7927,SantaCruz,CA95061.Ifyouhavequestions,pleasecallPaulElerick(ourcurrentchairperson)at(831)688�2304.Ifyou'dliketohelpinotherways,pleaseattendournextmeeting.Contactus,orcallPaultofindoutwhenandwhereournextmeetingwillbe.AdditionalDocumentsCopiesofthetwoletterssubmittedbytheCampaignforSensibleTransportation,containingourcommentsontheDraftEnvironmentalDocument(alongwithCaltransresponses),arereprintedintheFinalEnvironmentalDocument(http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist05/projects/soquel/pdf/final_ed.pdf),onpages308(330)through355(377).(Thenumbersinparenthesearetheactualpagesinthe545�pagepdfdocument.)


