STATE ROUTE (SR) 37 POLICY COMMITTEE
9:30 a.m., Thursday, November 2, 2017

Foley Cultural Center, Lakeside Conference Room*
1499 N. Camino Alto.
Vallejo, CA California 94590
*Note Change in Meeting Location

MEETING AGENDA
1. CALL TO ORDER AND INTRODUCTIONS

Chair David Rabbit
County of Sonoma

2. OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT
3. CONSENT CALENDAR
A. Minutes of the September 25, 2017 SR 37 Policy Committee Meeting
Recommendation:
Approve SR 37 Policy Committee September 25, 2017 Policy Committee
Meeting Minutes
Pg. 3

Daryl Halls, STA

4. ACTION ITEMS
A.

SR 37 Transportation and Sea Level Rise Corridor Improvement Plan
Phase 1
Recommendation:
Approve the following:
1. Support Segment B as the priority corridor segment from Mare Island
Interchange to SR 121 for the Phase 2 Design Alternatives Assessment
2. Support the following Phase 1 Near Term Project priorities for 2018
SHOPP projects:
a. SR 37/SR 121 Intersection Improvements
b. SR 37/Mare Island Interchange Improvements
• Metering at Mare Island WB on-ramp
• Westbound merge and lane drop improvements west of
Mare Island on-ramp
c. SR37 near term flooding improvements corridor-wide
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Janet Adams, STA

5. INFORMATION ITEMS
A. Summary of SR 37 Public Open House Events/Public
Comments and Implementation Activities Update by
Transportation Agency: Pg. 9 - 48
• Transportation Authority of Marin
• Napa Valley Transportation Authority
• Solano County Transportation Authority
• Sonoma County Transportation Authority
B. Presentations:
• Bay Area Coastal Conservancy
• San Francisco Bay Trail
• MTC Environmental Working Group
6. COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS

Nick Nguyen, TAM
Danielle Schmitz, NVTA
Janet Adams, STA
James Cameron, SCTA

Jessica Davenport, SCC
Maureen Gaffney, ABAG
Ashley Nguyen, MTC
Group Discussion

7. FUTURE TOPICS
A. SR 37 Corridor Study and Public Outreach Update
B. Presentations – January 4, 2018:
i.
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development District
ii.
Bay Area Design by Resiliency
iii.
State Water Resources Control Board
8. ADJOURNMENT
Next SR 37 Policy Committee Meeting: January 4, 2018 (location
TBD)
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Agenda Item 3

State Route (SR) 37 Policy Committee Meeting Minutes
9:30 a.m., Thursday, September 25, 2017
Touro University – Farragut Inn
1750 Club Drive
Vallejo, CA 94592
1. CALL TO ORDER/INTRODUCTIONS
Committee Chairperson, Supervisor David Rabbit, called the SR 37 Policy Committee Meeting to Order at
approximately 9:33 a.m.
POLICY COMMITTEE
MEMBERS PRESENT:

POLICY COMMITTEE
MEMBER ABSENT:
EXECUTIVE
DIRECTORS PRESENT:

EXECUTIVE
DIRECTORS ABSENT:
OTHERS PRESENT:

Damon Connolly
Leon Garcia
Susan Gorin
Erin Hannigan, Vice Chair
Jake Mackenzie
Alfredo Pedroza
David Rabbitt, Chair
Belia Ramos
Bob Sampayan
Jim Spering

MTC Commissioner, Marin County Supervisor
Mayor, City of American Canyon
Sonoma County Supervisor
Solano County Board of Supervisors
MTC Commissioner, City Council, Rohnert Park
MTC Commissioner, Napa County Supervisor
MTC Commissioner, Sonoma County Supervisor
Napa County Supervisor
Mayor, City of Vallejo
MTC Commissioner, Solano County Supervisor

None.
Daryl Halls
Kate Miller
Suzanne Smith
Dianne Steinhauser

STA
NVTA
SCTA
TAM

None.
Janet Adams
Bob Anderson
Tom Bartee
Laura Beltran
Eliza Berry
Steve Birdlebough
John Boies
Adam Brand
James Cameron
Aaron Carter
Fidel Chavez
Rick Coates
Bernadette Curry
Ed Diffendal
Elizabeth Dippel
Andrew Dohrmunn
Joseph Feller
Jean Finney
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STA
United Wine Growers
Assembly Member Bill Dodd's Office
Assembly Member Cecilla Aguiar-Curry
BCDC
SCTLC
Granite Construction
Sonoma County
SCTA
ICF International
Carpenters Union
Ecoring
STA
United Bridge Partners (UBP)
Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit (SMART)
Ty Lin International
Sierra Club Solano Group
Caltrans, District 4

Nick Fisher
Maureen Gaffney
Seana L.S. Gause
Joe Green-Heffern
Kerry Gudjohnsen
Robert Guerrero
Carl Haack
Amy Hartman
Jason Holley
Kyle Jarmicki
John Kenyon
Steve Kinsey
Susan Kirks
Susan Klassen
Bill Knapp
Claire Koenig
Khoi Le
Peter Miljanich
Jana Modena
Nick Nguyen
David Oster
Steve Paga
Elizabeth Patterson
Kate Povoers
Lee Sandahl
Danielle Schmitz
David Schonbrunn
Coy Smith
Susan Stompe
James Syar
Craig Tackabery
Scott Thomas
Janice Cader Thompson
Matt Tuggle
Patricia Tutte
Kendall Webster
Cal Weeks
Marc Wheeler
Laurie Williams
Kary Witt
Cora Young
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SYAR Industries
SF Bay Trail
SCTA
Citizen/Retired Engineer
COWI
STA
HDR
Greenbelt Alliance
American Canyon
WALSP Construction
Ty Lin International
Alta Planning
Madrone Audubon Society
Sonoma County Transportation & Public Works
CH2M
Associated General Contractors
Jacobs Engineering
Solano County
Assemble Member Tim Grayson
TAM
Sonoma Resident
Sonoma Raceway
Mayor, City of Benicia and Alternate Member
Marin Conservation League
International Longshore and Warehouse Union
Napa Valley Transportation Authority
TRANSDEF
Novato Chamber of Commerce
Marin Conservation
SYAR Industries
Marin County Public Works
SYAR Industries
Former Petaluma Council Member
Solano County
Friends of SMART
Sonoma Land Trust
Assembly Member Marc Levine
Kiewit
Marin County, Novato Watershed Program
HNTB
Congressman Mike Thompson’s Office

2.

OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT

Rick Coats commented on Climate Change its effects and noted that traffic congestion needs to be
reduced and that the SMART train could accomplish this with a link from Novato to Vallejo and
Suisun City Capitol Corridor. Additional lanes on SR 37 is a short term solution that will not reduce
congestion.
Steve Birdlebough, Transportation Land Use Coalition of Sonoma County, commented that the
SMART train is now running along 101. He also commented that people will fill up a space with
another car every time a space is freed up on the freeway. The only way to get around this is to do
something similar to Golden Gate Bridge where they use a combination of tolls and good transit
service which drives people to take public transit.
David Schonbrunn, commented on an Op Ed from Mr. Schilling and noted it was misleading. He
also commented on the Caltrans Corridor Concept report and it pointed out that a transit origin and
destination study is needed before any transit can be planned. Mr. Schonbrunn explained that this
hasn’t been done to the best of his knowledge and Green House Gas was never mentioned. He would
like these issues brought back to the table.
3.

CONSENT CALENDAR
A. Minutes of the May 4, 2017 SR 37 Policy Committee Meeting

Recommendation:
Approve SR 37 Policy Committee March 4, 2017 Meeting Minutes.
A motion was made by Supervisor Erin Hannigan, and a second by Commissioner Jake
McKenzie, the May 4, 2017 SR 37 Policy Committee meeting minutes were approved.
4.

PRESENTATION
A. Draft SR 37 Transportation and Sea Level Rise Corridor Improvement Plan Phase 1 and
Upcoming Public Open House Events
Kevin Chen, MTC, presented the draft SR 37 Transportation and Sea Level Rise Corridor Improvement
Plan Phase 1. Mr. Chen explained the Plan’s Goals and Objectives and corridor challenges. In addition,
Mr. Chen explained potential near term improvements, design considerations and a priority focus on
phase B. In parallel to this, the team has engaged the environmental community with the goal to
complete the SR 37 Report by Spring 2018.
Robert Guerrero, STA, discussed upcoming Public Open House Events scheduled for all four counties.
Mr. Guerrero noted that this was the first in a series of planned public outreach activities that correspond
with the development of the SR 37 Corridor Plan. A summary of the comments received is planned for
discussion at the November 2nd SR 37 Policy Committee meeting.
Supervisor Sue Gorin asked if the project is considering the use of the existing roadway for the bike
path or will there be a separate bike path. Kevin Chen responded that all options are still be considered.
Commissioner David Rabbit asked what is the relative cost for levee versus bridge/causeway given the
existing geology. Kevin Chen responded that there is not a specific proposal, but there is a range of cost
with levee being lower and bridge being higher. A hybrid project will result in a cost somewhere in
between. Chair Rabbit recommended that staff look into this sooner than later because of the cost of
engineering what is ideal versus what is practical. Kevin responded that geotechnical studies could be
done to help answer this question in a future phase (i.e. during environmental).
Commissioner Jake Mackenzie asked if there was any analysis of upgrading the rail tracks in the SR 37.
Mr. Chen responded that the report has a section that looked at rail alignments and preliminary cost
estimates for improvements.
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Mayor Leon Garcia commented that he was happy to see short term improvements given the time frame
of the project.
Supervisor Sue Gorin noted that she would like to see rail being a long term option. Commissioner
Mackenzie followed up by pointing out some sections of the alignment are owned by SMART not
Northwest Pacific.
Mayor Elizabeth Patterson asked about life cycle cost based on the FHWA manual. Kevin Chen
responded that this is something they’ll look into in the second phase of the report.
Commissioner Jim Spering suggested that we look at the maximum environmental benefit and design
our transportation improvements around this. He further explained that we need to consider a balance
between the two because this is an opportunity that we rarely get in the Bay Area. Kevin Chen
responded we have engaged the environmental community to address this.
Recommendation:
Release the Draft SR 37 Transportation and Sea Level Rise Corridor Improvement Plan Phase 1 for
public comment.
On a motion by Supervisor Erin Hannigan, and a second by Commissioner Alfredo Pedroza, the
recommendation was unanimously approved.
B.

SR 37 Policy Questions: 1) Legal/Legislation/Finance Plan and 2) Contract and Agreement
Danielle Schmitz, NVTA presented the policy questions related to Legal/Legislation/Finance Plan and
Contract and Agreement.
Recommendation:
Approve the Legal/Legislation/Finance Plan and Contract and Agreement Policy recommendations as
shown in Attachment A.
Public Comment: David Oster asked about the financial risks liabilities between BATA model versus
other financial models. Ms. Schmitz responded that the differences are based traditional and public to
public financial models.
On a motion from Supervisor Jim Spering, and a second by Supervisor Erin Hannigan, the
recommendation was unanimously approved.
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5.

INFORMATION ITEMS:
A.

B.

6.

SR 37 Corridor Activities Update by Transportation Agency:
•

Transportation Authority of Marin
Diane Steinhauser, TAM, noted that flood risks in Segment A still need to be considered and
discussed their recent public open house event on September 20th. She thanked everyone that
participated.

•

Napa Valley Transportation Authority
Kate Miller, NVTA, explained that NVTA has an SR 37 Open House scheduled for September 27rd
in American Canyon and also noted that her agency has done other public outreach events and
offered to do more to her local agencies.

•

Solano County Transportation Authority
Daryl Halls, STA, explained that STA is partnering with the City of Vallejo to develop a transit
facility to serve SR 37 directly from Fairgrounds Drive. Mr. Halls also mentioned that WETA has
agreed to assist in funding a ferry ridership model forecast for use in the STA’s Water Transit
Service plan. The STA’s Water Transit Service Plan will look at Ferry service between Vallejo and
Marin County. He explained that the STA Board took action to prioritize Mare Island Interchange
and is considering allocating future STIP for the project.

•

Sonoma County Transportation Authority
Suzanne Smith, SCTA, discussed recent requests from Sonoma County Alliance, Windsor Rotary,
and Sonoma County Tax Payers Association for transportation updates related to SB1, RM3, Hwy
101 and SR 37. She noted that these groups were made aware of SR 37 corridor planning activities
and were interested in timing, urgency and merging natural resources with the project.

Status of SR 37 Funding Opportunities
Daryl Halls, STA, discussed SB 595 and noted $100 million may be available for SR 37 if SB 595
passed. He thanked everyone involved in this effort and noted that SR 37 had a lot of attention at the
State legislative level due to the fact that four counties were working closely together to improve the
corridor.

COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS AND STAFF UPDATES
None.
Public Comment: Patricia Brown commented on the significance of multimodal transportation and the
importance differences between adding a separate or attached bicycle route. She expressed concern that
people will not use a path attached to the road. Ms. Brown also requested that this project look at the cost for
SMART to operate on the corridor and didn’t recommend privatizing the corridor.

7.

FUTURE TOPICS
A. Summary of Public Comments of four County SR 37 Public Open Houses – November 2, 2017
B. Final SR 37 Transportation and Sea Level Rise Corridor Study Phase 1 – November 2, 2017
C. Bay Area Conservation and Development District Presentation – November 2, 2017
D. Design by Resiliency Update- November 2, 2017

8.

ADJOURNMENT
Next SR 37 Policy Committee Meeting: 9:30, Thurs., November 2nd at Touro University – Farragut Inn,
Vallejo.
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Agenda Item 5.A

October 4, 2017

SR 37 Open House Public Comment Summary
Preliminary Analysis
Key takeaways:
-

-

-

-

Short-Term Improvements: Many respondents insisted on the urgency of implementing the
short-term improvements proposed to relieve congestion along the corridor.
Expand alternatives to driving: Expanding road capacity will not achieve a long-term solution;
many travelers are seeking more transportation options including all forms of public
transportation, bicycling, and walking.
Public Transit Options: Many comments showed strong support for providing public transit
options between Vallejo and Marin, often citing ferry services, and express bus services.
SMART train extension: Several comments expressed the need to place a higher priority on
considering rail as an option. Extending the SMART train and using existing rail should be more
prominently considered.
Bicycle and Pedestrian Access: Creating a quality bicycle and pedestrian path along the corridor
with access to open space was a top priority for many commenters.
SR 37 & SR 121 Intersection: The Sears Point intersection was identified by many as the top
priority for congestion relief along the corridor, with several respondents offering solutions such
as extending the merge length east of the intersection or installing permanent barriers between
the east-bound lanes west of the intersection.
Opposition to full privatization: Several comments expressed strong opposition to the
privatization of the road, however very few respondents were opposed to the tolling options.
Four-lane expansion: Many comments showed support for expanding Segment B to 4-lanes,
many of which suggesting the additional lanes should be HOV lanes.
Growing needs of freight: Though comments were limited, good movement needs and
potential alternatives need to be considered.

Marin Comment Summary:
-

-

Suggests consideration of variable pricing toll lanes (express lanes). Need to study undesirable
effects of tolling, such as increasing overall system congestion. Suggests creating a middle
reversible lane for segment B with varying toll price.
Suggests doing a geotechnical survey to find bedrock, investing in ferry service, and considering
floating roadway (like Bayou states).
Encourages alternative transportation options, specifically public transit and ferries.
Supports the protection of wildlife corridors in the project area.
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-

Strongly supports implementation of near-term improvements to allow sufficient time for
selection of long-term strategy.
Safety should be prioritized along the corridor: the east bound lane reduction and merge before
Sears Point needs to be improved for safety by adding permanent lane partitions.
Insists on the need to lessen congestion at the 101/37 interchange.

Napa Comment Summary:
-

Suggests further consideration of public transit options, especially bus service.
Supports preserving the function of wetlands, creating HOV lanes and an expanded ferry service
between Vallejo and Marin.
Suggests increasing the production of affordable housing in Marin to alleviate traffic; opposed to
a fully private road; strongly supports the creation of HOV lanes, consider rail options.
Suggests car ferries to relieve congestion and offer a first and last mile option.

Sonoma Comment Summary:
-

-

Prioritize HWY 121 interchange and all short-term improvements, supports elevated highway
option and suggests looking into rail service, consider the freight usage of road.
Supports short-term improvements at 121/37 intersection, encourages more public transit
options especially expanding smart.
Supports short-term improvements, especially lengthening left turn lane eastbound at Lakeville
road, extend 2 lanes eastbound past sears point for 2 miles, and activate passenger rail service
to integrate with smart system.
Support for smart train expansion along SR37 to Vallejo.
Supports toll road and widening of lanes.

Solano Comment Summary:
-

-

-

Opposed to tolls and private ownership of road; supports 4-lane road expansion as doubledecker bridge, HWY 37 should be prioritized because of the urgency of climate change.
SR 37 needs to be prioritized; the Sears Point intersection needs to be improved in the shortterm, the economic impact of the congestion needs to be studied, suggests adding a reversible
lane to segment B.
Suggests looking at Caltrans’ 1990 study of SR 37 and the Sonoma County Regional Parks
Department’s Bay Trail feasibility study from 2005/2006. Insists on including the creation of a
“quality” Bay Trail along the corridor to attract tourists.
Opposed to tolling but recognizes the urgency of the situation; if tolling is inevitable preference
for a toll road. Strongly opposed to full privatization, in favor of a public transit option.
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-

-

-

-

-

Concerned about the cost to senior citizens on fixed incomes.
Suggests adding permanent barriers between lanes on eastbound 37 before the 121
intersections in the short term, and prohibiting cars altogether in the long-term to make room
for buses.
Suggests creating a 2nd eastbound lane with the shoulder room and adding permanent barriers
to separate eastbound lanes before 121 junction.
Strong support for a 4-lane causeway to be built urgently, and for improvements at the 121
intersection.
Supports toll option as only realistic way to get project underway, and is in favor of creating a
bike/ped path along the route.
Encourages looking at public transit between Vallejo and Marin, such as a commuter bus.
Supports widening segment B to 4 lanes, suggests building light rail tracks from Novato to HWY
12 junction, from Fairfield to Vallejo, and from Vallejo to Napa, with a free park and ride
stations.
Supports a public/private finance option, as only viable solution for the corridor.
Supports bicycle and rail solutions to ease traffic and provide access to piers and levee trails;
also supports elevated roadway and increased lanes.
Priority issues along the corridor are: Mare Island access ramp, merge from 2 to 1 lane, elevate
and expand number of lanes, correct 121 intersection. Also in favor of tolling and providing a
ferry service.
Strong opposition to privatization, and strong support for Class 1 Bike lanes.
Supports creating a bike path along the corridor, elevating the roadway and developing hiking
trials.
Suggests considering realignment to SR12 and adding bike paths with viewing areas.
Supports enjoyable bicycle and pedestrian facilities along the route, with better access to open
space (mentions the east span of the bay bridge as a good example).
Supports creating a Class 1 bike/ped path.
Supports a ferry service from Vallejo to Larkspur, which connects to the SMART train.
Strong support for the creation of a public transit option between Vallejo and Marin, as well as
exploring a floating 4-lane bridge option with HOV lanes. In favor of tolling but strongly opposed
to privatization.
Suggests using RM3 funding for initial feasibility studies and alerting state legislators of the
urgency of the project.
Suggests considering the no project option and putting all funds towards public transit and
home creation near jobs, would like to see a full VMT analysis and growth inducing impact
analysis, recommends consideration of a floating bridge option, supports Bay Trail project.
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Comment Letters and E-mail Cover Sheet
Letters:
1. Bicycle Coalition Joint Letter: Marin County, Napa
County, and Sonoma County,
2. SR 37 Baylands Group
3. County of Marin Public Works
4. Greenbelt Alliance
5. San Francisco Bay Trail
6. Sonoma County Transportation and Land Use Coalition
7. TRANSDEF
E-Mail:
1. Brian Coyne
2. Amber Falconer
3. Elaine Moreno
4. Liz Westbrook
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Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund
P.O. Box 151439

San Rafael, CA 94915

415-331-1982
October 25, 2017
By E-Mail

David Rabbitt, Chair
State Route 37 Policy Committee
525 Administration Drive, Room 100
Santa Rosa, CA 95403
Re: SR 37 Transportation and Sea Level Rise Corridor Improvement Plan
Dear Mr. Rabbitt:
TRANSDEF, the Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund, is a Bay Area
non-profit environmental organization focused on reducing the impacts of transportation
on the climate. We appreciate this opportunity to offer these comments on the draft SR
37 Transportation and Sea Level Rise Corridor Improvement Plan (Corridor Plan). All
page references are to the Corridor Plan unless otherwise noted.
Setting
It is inconceivable that a new highway could be built through sensitive wetlands such as
those that exist in the Highway 37 corridor, due to the proliferation of scientific
understanding of the environmental significance of wetlands, and the laws and
regulations that have followed. It's only because Highway 37 was built long before the
advent of environmental protection that a rebuilding of the highway is now even being
discussed.
Because the Corridor Plan is based on an incomplete foundation (discussed in this
section and the next), it is an inadequate and incomplete approach to achieving the
goals described on page 3. Everything the Policy Committee has been considering for
Highway 37 is taken from the State Route 37 Integrated Traffic, Infrastructure and Sea
Level Rise Analysis: Final Report, U.C. Davis, 2016. However, the Davis study was
severely limited by the following simplifying assumptions:
1) Only expansion of the number of lanes was considered,
from 2 to 4 for segment B. No consideration was given of
restricting travel on the primary re-constructed segments (A
and B) to 2 lanes, or 3 lanes, where 2-lane travel would take
place during directional rush-hour, with the center lane
serving one direction and then the other. Both approaches
would reduce cost and environmental impact.
2) No consideration was given to moving the highway
alignment inland, or combining with existing highways with
39
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10/25/17

Page 2

less exposure to SLR. This option was discussed in Phase I
and was seen as impractical, primarily because it is not
typically done. However, Caltrans is currently considering
moving SR 1 inland in coastal areas because of regular
flooding and slope failure. It is likely that consolidation of
vehicle-travel routes inland would be less expensive than
adapting shoreline structures to the continuously moving
target of SLR and increased storm energy.
3) Similarly, no consideration was given to building a tunnel
or bridge structure across San Pablo Bay (at its narrowest
point) to provide the travel opportunity, but without retaining
an alignment across the marshes. These scenarios were
considered in Phase I, but were not included in this Phase.
4) Although transit was considered for multi-modal travel
along the corridor, only bus transit was noted. Other forms of
transit were briefly discussed, but serious analysis of transit
remains to be carried out.
5) SLR is often thought of as a predictably-changing process
where impacts will linearly increase with time/SLR. However,
impact costs increase faster than the rate of SLR (Boettle et
al., 2016), which includes storm-related impacts to areas that
were previously unprotected. In CA over the last year (20152016), sea elevations have been up to 10” higher than
expected due to the El Nino. This sudden rise in sea levels
and increased storminess that accompanies El Nino events
means that new areas on the CA shoreline will become
exposed faster than expected. This will continue to happen.
6) Finally, analysis was limited to a SLR of 36”, a rate of rise
of 3-6”/year, and a timeframe of 2075-2100. Although SLR
will continue indefinitely, this frame was chosen to provide
more familiar sidebars for planners and the public. However,
future analyses should consider a broader range of
conditions. (Executive Summary, p. 11, emphasis added.)
These assumptions have taken options off the table that are far more environmentally
benign. Assumption #2 above is especially concerning, as it confirms that Caltrans is
considering a "retreat inland" strategy for another environmentally sensitive corridor,
Highway 1. Significantly, that strategy is expected to be less expensive.
In addition, the predictions used for sea level rise are on the low end of scientifically
credible projections, due to recent unexpected warming. The April 2017 publication of
Rising Seas in California: An Update on Sea-Level Rise Science by the California
Ocean Science Trust provides more current projections on page 26. In particular, the
maximum 2010 projections are significantly higher.
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Given the fact that no serious study has been made of a "retreat inland" strategy, or of
bringing passenger rail to this corridor, it is premature to move forward with the longterm elements of the proposed Corridor Plan.
Caltrans' Planning
The 2015 Transportation Concept Report for State Route 37 (TCR) had several major
flaws. First, it took a tunnel vision approach, seeing the problems as only involving
transportation, and entirely ignoring the transportation-land use connection. Second, it
completely ignored the cause of sea level rise: increasing levels of greenhouse gases
(GHGs). Because the largest source of GHGs in California is motor vehicles, the
project's primary purpose of adding capacity for more vehicles will exacerbate SLR. It is
the height of unprofessionalism for Caltrans to have ignored this inconsistency with the
state's climate policies pertaining to reducing GHG emissions and VMT. On a closely
related subject, Caltrans is mistaken:
There is concern that increasing the number of lanes on any
facility creates only temporary congestion relief and in the
long run will result in additional travel demand. In the case of
SR 37, because of the local geography and environment, the
lack of population centers and very limited development
along the corridor, building out Segment B to conform to
Segments A and C is not expected to significantly increase
demand, and could allow HOV/ transit options to be
introduced in the corridor. (TCR, p. 25.)
It is clear that the TCR authors do not understand induced demand. The demographic
projections for the North Bay are unconstrained by transportation capacity. The issue of
concern is not development along Highway 37--it is the development at either end. The
81% projected increase in WB AADT and 76% increase in EB AADT (TCR, p. 15)
simply cannot occur if the highway is not widened. If land use policies changed, or a
new commitment was made to to public transit in response to climate change, the
increase in travel demand would not occur, altering the Project Purpose and Need.
The Summary of Key Issues and Strategies included: "Origin/destination data is a first
step to determine transit demand." (TCR, p. 27.) Such a study was not performed for
the Corridor Plan, however.
Critique of the Corridor Plan
1.
TRANSDEF believes that ongoing traffic congestion is the the motivation to "do
something" about Highway 37, despite efforts to characterize the project as sea level
rise mitigation. However, considering the Highway 37 problem to be a transportation
problem is a misdiagnosis. The current traffic congestion is the direct result of a jobshousing imbalance, caused by a failure of local and regional planning. A transportation
"solution" for this problem would only be addressing the symptoms and not the causes
of the problem. This is a formula for long-term failure.
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2.
The analysis of a Retreat strategy was half-baked. Whether future traffic could fit
on existing alternate roadways (p. 15) was the only consideration given to a Retreat
alternative that would avoid spending many billions of dollars to construct a new
causeway across the wetlands. This is insulting to the intelligence of readers of the
study, and damning proof that no serious effort was made to consider an alternative.
Spending far less money to upgrade SR 116 and SR 12 to freeway status connecting
Hwy 101 to I-80 is an alternative that must be evaluated.
3.
The reasons given for rejecting a rail alternative (p. 15) do not stand up to
scrutiny:
(a). While a rail route might be longer than the existing roadway, it it untrue that travel
times would necessarily be longer. Because rail vehicles do not suffer congestion on
their own ROW, travel would be much faster than congested road travel (the appropriate comparison, given that congestion is the driver for this project). Second, a rail
vehicle on dry land would provide far more reliable travel than a roadway subject to
periodic innundation.
(b). The cost projections are grossly out of proportion to recent commuter rail projects.
They are closer to BART costs than commuter rail. The final Corridor Plan must provide
an appendix documenting the estimates, if they are to be given any credibility. A
highway toll should be imposed to fund a rail project and provide a cost differential to
induce transit use by drivers. Excerpts of the draft State Rail Plan (See attachment)
propose to study and possibly build passenger rail in this corridor. The Corridor Plan
should fully support the State Rail Plan proposals.
(c). While portions of the rail alignment do have flooding vulnerabilities, it is far less
costly to raise tracks than raise a roadway. It is entirely untrue that " Additionally, there
is no real advantage of a rail alternative over roadway improvements in this segment in
terms of environmental impacts." (p. 16.) First, the rail ROW is largely not in wetlands.
Second, a well-used rail line will have the environmental benefit of reducing GHG
emissions, while an expanded roadway will significantly increase GHG emissions. The
only reason this false statement could have been put into the Plan is the refusal of
highway interests to acknowledge the GHG emissions impact of highway widening.
4.
Improved lane drop at SR 121: A major constraint on the flow of traffic in
Segment B is the traffic light at SR 121. The roundabout plan, with EB bypass (pp. 23 &
29) would significantly increase the throughput of the intersection, if it can be feasibly
constructed while under traffic.
5.
Express bus service between transit hubs would be a desirable near-term
addition to the corridor.
6.
TRANSDEF would support the following near-term solution, if paired with a statelevel commitment to fund passenger rail service in the corridor: A movable barrier to
replace the existing fixed median barrier would allow SR 37 to return to its former 3-lane
configuration without requiring any additional ROW. Since the travel demand is highly
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directional, a movable barrier would provide capacity roughly equivalent to a 4-lane
system, at a far lower cost and with fewer environmental impacts. The reversible center
lane would be restricted to HOVs. A toll would be charged for all lanes.
7.
As stated earlier, it is far too early to commit to a long-range plan, when less
costly and less impactful alternatives have not been adequately explored. The Next
Steps proposed on page 31 are thus inappropriate, for the reasons discussed above.
Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the draft Corridor Plan.
Sincerely,
/s/ DAVID SCHONBRUNN
David Schonbrunn,
President
Attachment: State Rail Plan Excerpts
The Highway 37 corridor is identified for consideration for future passenger rail service
in the draft 2017 State Rail Plan (SRP):
For the short term:
Evaluate expansion of rail service from San Rafael, Sonoma,
and Napa Counties to Solano County, considering rail
service primarily on existing rail alignments with potential
connections to the statewide network at Fairfield-Suisun or
near Vallejo. (SRP, p. 130.)
In the mid-term:
Implementation planning for a connection from Marin and
Napa Counties to the state network at a Solano County hub,
based on the results of the 2022 evaluation. (SRP, p. 138.)
In the long-term:
Hourly service between a Solano County Hub and Novato,
providing timed connections to service between Cloverdale
and Larkspur, or through service to Marin or Sonoma
Counties.
Hourly service between Napa and the Solano County Hub,
providing connection between Napa County and the State
rail network. (SRP, p. 146.)
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