STATE ROUTE (SR) 37 POLICY COMMITTEE
9:30 a.m., Thursday, January 4, 2018
Foley Cultural Center, Lakeside Conference Room
1499 N. Camino Alto
Vallejo, CA California 94590
MEETING AGENDA
Chair David Rabbitt
County of Sonoma

1. CALL TO ORDER AND INTRODUCTIONS
2. OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT
3. CONSENT CALENDAR
A. Minutes of the November 2, 2017 SR 37 Policy Committee Meeting
Recommendation:
Approve SR 37 Policy Committee November 2, 2017 Policy Committee
Meeting Minutes
Pg. 

Daryl Halls, STA

4. ACTION ITEMS
A.

None.

5. INFORMATION ITEMS
A.

Presentations:
1. San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development District
2. Bay Area Resilient by Design
3. State Water Resources Control Board

B.

Caltrans SR 37 SHOPP Update

C.

SR 37 Corridor Plan Public Comments and Outreach Update
Pg. 

D.

SR 37 Corridor Update
• Segment A
• Segment B
• Segment C

Isaac Pearlman
Allison Brooks
Steven Moore
Dan McElhinney, Caltrans
Robert Guerrero, STA
Kevin Chen, MTC

Nick Nguyen, TAM/James Cameron, SCTA
Janet Adams, STA/James Cameron, SCTA
Janet Adams, STA
SR 37 Policy Committee Members:

Solano Elected Officials

Sonoma Elected Officials

Marin Elected Officials

Napa Elected Officials

Bob Sampayan, Mayor City of Vallejo
Jim Spering, MTC Commissioner
Erin Hannigan, Solano County Board of
Supervisor

David Rabbitt, Sonoma County
Board of Supervisor
Jake Mackenzie, MTC Commissioner
Susan Gorin, Sonoma County Board of Supervisor

Damon Connolly, MTC Commissioner
Judy Arnold, Marin County Board of
Supervisor
Stephanie Moulton-Peters, Councilmember,
City of Mill Valley

Alfredo Pedroza, MTC Commissioner
Belia Ramos, Napa County Board of Supervisor
Leon Garcia, Mayor City of American Canyon
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Update on SR 37 Corridor Funding

Daryl Halls, STA

6. COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS

Group Discussion

E.

7. FUTURE TOPICS
 SR 37 Transit Options
8. ADJOURNMENT
Next SR 37 Policy Committee Meeting: March 1, 2018 at Foley Cultural Center in Vallejo.
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State Route (SR) 37 Policy Committee Meeting Minutes
9:30 a.m., Thursday, November 2, 2017
Foley Cultural Center
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:

Judy Arnold
Damon Connolly
Leon Gia
Susan Gorin
Erin Hannigan, Vice Chair
Jake Mackenzie
Stephanie Moulton-Peters
Alfredo Pedroza
David Rabbitt, Chair
Belia Ramos
Bob Sampayan
Jim Spering

Marin County Supervisor
MTC Commissioner, Marin County Supervisor
Mayor, City of American Canyon
Sonoma County Supervisor
Solano County Board of Supervisors
MTC Commissioner, City Council, Rohnert Park
Councilmember, City of Mill Valley
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.
Anthony Adams
Janet Adams
Tanya Albert
Steve Birdlebough
Scott Buckley
James Cameron
Aaron Carter
Fidel Chavez
Kevin Chen
Rich Cimino
Birgitta Corsello
Bernadette Curry
Terrance Davis
TJ Devtz
Elizabeth Dippel
Bill Emlen
Dick Fahey
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STA
STA
County of Napa
SCTLC
COWI North America
SCTA
ICF International
Carpenters Union
MTC
MAS
Solano County
STA
City of Vallejo
United Bridge Partners
Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit (SMART)
Solano County
Caltrans

Jean Finney
Rick Fraites
Andrew Frenin
Andrew Fremier
Maureen Gaffney
Seana L.S. Gause
Joseph Green-Heffern
Robert Guerrero
Steve Kinsey
Teri Killgore
Bill Knapp
Claire Koenig
Beth Linskens
Mike Lohman
Paul Ma
Jess Malgapo
Dan McCulloch
Dan McElhinney
Steve Morton
Ashley Nguyen
David Oster
Kate Powers
Leo Roy Pfeifer
Logan Pitts
Belia Ramos
Barbara Salzmer
Bijan Sartipi
David Schonbrow
Danielle Schmitz
Jack Sweareugen
Craig Tackabery
Ashley Taylor
Jim O. Toole
Matt Tuggle
Kendall Webster
Eric Whan
Laurie Williams
Kary Witt
2.

Caltrans
Marin Audubon Society
MTC
MTC
SF Bay Trail
SCTA
Solano County Resident
STA
Alta Planning + Design Inc.
City of Vallejo
CH2M
AGL
Walsh
HDR
Caltrans
City of Vallejo
Carpenters Union
Caltrans District 4
WSP USA
MTC
Sonoma Resident
Marin Conservation League
Sustainable Novato
Senator Bill Dodd
Napa County Board of Supervisors
MAS
Caltrans
TRANSDEF
NVTA
Friends of SMART
Marin County Public Works
Senator Bill Dodd
ESA
Solano County
Sonoma Land Trust
City of Napa
Marin County, Novato Watershed Program
HNTB

OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT

Steve Birdlebough, SCTLC, asked when all of the comments are going to be evaluated as part of the
final report.
Jack Sweareugen, Friends of SMART, expressed his concern that the plan doesn’t address the long
term needs of traffic and urged carpool/vanpool and passenger rail service considerations. Mr.
Sweareugen submitted a comment letter.
Barbara Salzmer, MAS, expressed concern about mitigation process. Ms. Salzmer submitted a
comment letter.
Kendall Webster, Sonoma Land Trust, described the Baylands Group efforts and highlighted the near
term improvements. She suggested that the near term approval would be premature at this time.
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3.

CONSENT CALENDAR
A. Minutes of the September 25, 2017 SR 37 Policy Committee Meeting

Recommendation:
Approve SR 37 Policy Committee September 25, 2017 Meeting Minutes.
A motion was made by Supervisor Erin Hannigan, and a second by Bob Sampayan, the
September 25, 2017 SR 37 Policy Committee meeting minutes were approved.
4.

PRESENTATION
A. SR 37 Transportation and Sea Level Rise Corridor Improvement Plan Phase 1

Janet Adams, STA, provided a presentation on the purpose of the corridor improvement plan
and explained staff’s recommendation. Dan McElhinney, Caltrans, also provided an update on
the State Highway Operations Protection and Programming (SHOPP) near term improvement
plans. Supervisor Susan Gorin commented that she appreciated Caltrans’ focus on SR 37 east
west movement, but she also recommended Caltrans consider SR 121 coming south including
u-turn violations near the Sonoma Raceway.
Kate Howards commented that she thought it was premature to prioritize segment B and which
might eliminate other options on a broad level. David Schonbrunn recommended the Policy
Committee consider a 3rd lane interchangeable median barrier, similar to the Golden Gate
Bridge. He also commented that he supported HOV lanes as well. Steve Birdlebough
recommended the Policy Committee should consider not separating segment A and segment B.
Supervisor Judy Arnold noted that she supports segment B in general if there is a clear
acknowledgment in the draft corridor plan that the projects in segment A will be further
outlined. She mentioned that, as a show of commitment, TAM is planning to study
improvements in segment A in tandem with the Corridor Study. Supervisor Susan Gorin
commented that she agreed with Supervisor Arnold and has similar concerns about priorities
for segment A.
David Schonbrunn commented that there was no meaningful analysis with the Kimley Horn’s
study regarding rail options and noted it was premature to commit to a long term project.
Supervisor David Rabbit commented on the cost of operating a moveable barrier. Diane
Steinhauser, TAM, reiterated Supervisor Arnold’s comments about TAM’s segment A study.
She noted the study will include additional technical analysis of near term integrated projects
that will address levee management and raising of the roadway. Supervisor Jim Spering
requested clarification from Ms. Steinhauser and clarified the current recommendation doesn’t
preclude other options of studies. He also explained that one thing that continues to be lost in
these conversations is that there seems to be no consideration of the individuals suffering from
the current commute conditions.
On a motion by Supervisor Jim Spering, and a second by Jake Mackenzie, the Policy
Committee approved staff’s recommendation with a footnote to consider Marin’s study
recommendation for segment A when it’s available. After further discussion, the Executive
Directors agreed to discuss at their next meeting a recommendation by Dianne Steinhauser to
add ramp metering on SR 37/Hwy 101 as a near term priority SHOPP project.
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5.

INFORMATION ITEMS:
A.

Summary of SR 37 Public Open house Events/Public Comments and Implementation Activities
Update by Transportation Agency

Staff from each Transportation Authority provided an update and overview of their individual
workshops and upcoming public outreach events. Comments received were summarized.
Supervisor Jake Mackenzie noted that SMART submitted a grant application for rail planning
along the SR 37 corridor and the State Rail Facilities Plan.
B.

Presentations



Bay Area Coastal Conservancy
Jessica Davenport, Coastal Conservancy, provided an overview and introduction to her
agency. In addition, she discussed her participation on the SF Baylands Group and their
overall participation in the SR 37 Corridor Study effort.
Supervisor Jim Spering asked if the Baylands Group viewed SR 37 as a barrier or not.
Ms. Davenport responded that the existing restoration projects were designed based on
the existing road configuration. She further responded that this process provides an
opportunity to work together to plan for future improvements.



San Francisco Bay Trail
Maureen Gaffney, SF Bay Trail, presented the role and responsibilities for the SF Bay
Trail Program. She provided a summary of program’s planned and existed trails along
the SR 37 corridor.



MTC Environmental Working Group
Ashley Nguyen, MTC, explained how the environmental working group was established
for the SR 37 Corridor Study and Design Alternative Assessment. A public comment
was made with a recommendation to consider including SMART participate in this
working group.

6.

COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS AND STAFF UPDATES
A request was made to have clear agenda recommendations in the future to avoid confusion. Another
recommendation was made for utilizing “drop box” software for future agenda distribution.

7.

FUTURE TOPICS

A. SR 37 Corridor Study and Public Outreach Update
B. Presentations:
a. San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development District
b. Bay Area Design By Resiliency
c. State Water Resources Control Board
8.

ADJOURNMENT
The committee adjourned at 12 p.m. The next SR 37 Policy Committee Meeting was scheduled for 9:30 a.m.,
Thursday, January 4, 2018.
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Date:
To:
From:
Re:

December 27, 2017
SR 37 Policy Committee
Robert Guerrero, STA Senior Project Manager
SR 37 Corridor Plan Public Comments and Outreach Update

Background:
The four North Bay County Transportation Authorities of Marin, Napa, Solano and Sonoma
initiated a comprehensive public input process for the SR 37 Corridor Plan in September 2017.
This effort was planned as part of the September draft release of the SR 37 Corridor Plan and
was completed in partnership with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission and Caltrans.
The overall SR 37 Corridor Plan public outreach included several components in addition to the
publicly advertised Policy Committee meetings:
 4 County Open Houses – September and October 2017
 SR 37 Web Based Public Survey – December – January 2018
 SR 37 Focus Group – January 2018
 SR 37 Telephone Town Hall Meeting – Tentatively planned for February-March 2018
An additional round of County public input events is tentatively planned to occur after the SR 37
Telephone Town Hall meeting in March 2018.
Discussion:
SR 37 Corridor Plan Comments
At the November 2, 2017 SR 37 Policy Committee meeting, staff from the four North Bay
Transportation Authorities provided the committee an overall summary of the SR 37 Open
House Events. Since that time, public comments on the Draft SR 37 Corridor Plan have
continued to be accepted. Attachment A includes a complete set of all written comments
received to date as part of the open house events, submitted letters, and emails.
Staff will work to address and integrate the comments where possible into the SR 37 Corridor
Plan before the March 1, 2018 SR 37 Policy Committee meeting. In addition, staff will provide
the committee with a matrix detailing how the comments were addressed at that time.
SR 37 Web Based Public Survey
In December, staff made available a web based SR 37 survey and advertised it in coordination
with each agency’s public information distribution process. This included web site posting,
press releases, and social media. Attachment B includes a snap shot summary of the survey data
collected through December 15th; it should be reiterated that this information does not represent
the final set of data. The survey is planned to continue collecting information through Friday,
January 12th. Interested members can access the survey directly from this link:
https://app.maptionnaire.com/en/3469
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SR 37 Focus Group
Staff is working with its partners to conduct focus group meetings in January, with the goal of
having focused question and answer sessions with corridor users in January. Focus group
objectives include:
 Gain a better understanding of travel patterns on SR 37 from daily commuters in the fourcounty area.
 Identify specific locations on the route where travelers have key issues and concerns.
 Identify priority improvements along the route.
 Gain a deeper understanding of the preferences and concerns regarding potential funding
strategies to pay for the needed improvements
Six focus group meetings will be conducted, each will be 1.5h long and will have up to 12
participants. One focus group will be organized in each County and two additional focus groups
will be organized to target specific communities. The focus groups are designed to follow a
conversational format and the list of questions provided below is intended to help guide the focus
groups through the discussion. Staff will report the results of the focus group meetings to the SR
37 Policy Committee at their meeting in March.
Recommendation:
Informational.
Attachments:
A. SR 37 Corridor Plan Public Comments
B. SR 37 Web Based Survey Results as of December 15, 2017
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Attachment A

Draft Corridor Plan Comments
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SR 37 – Baylands Group
October 16, 2017
Robert Z. Guerrero
Senior Project Manager
Solano Transportation Authority
One Harbor Center, Suite 130
Suisun City, CA 94585
Dear Mr. Guerrero:
We are writing to provide comments from the State Route (SR) 37 – Baylands Group on the Draft SR 37
Transportation and Sea Level Rise Corridor Improvement Plan, dated September 18, 2017.
The SR 37 – Baylands Group is comprised of North Bay wetland land managers, ecological restoration
practitioners, and other stakeholders with a long-term interest in the conservation and restoration of the San
Pablo Baylands. Significant public investments have already been made along the length of the SR 37 corridor to
protect and restore functional wetlands, ecosystem connectivity, climate resilience, and protect infrastructure,
including SR 37. We recognize that the challenges of severe congestion and seasonal flooding that currently
plague SR 37 and will be exacerbated by sea level rise and increasing population in the North Bay call for a SR 37
redesign solution. However, such a redesign must be guided by sustainable principles and protect the values
and services that the natural and agricultural lands provide to the residents of the region. The investment in
long-term sustainability made now will pay enormous dividends for future generations in avoided infrastructure
costs. We look forward to working together, along with local stakeholders and regulatory agencies, to ensure
that the SR 37 alternatives include design features that protect and restore habitat connectivity, wetlands, and
agricultural lands.
The SR 37 – Baylands Group (Baylands Group) was convened in June 2017 by the Sonoma Land Trust in response
to the formation of the State Route 37 Policy Committee and its stated purpose of advancing plans to redesign
and rebuild SR 37. We are committed to ensuring that redesign of SR 37 is compatible with and advances the
ecological restoration and conservation goals for the San Pablo Baylands (See attached SR 37 – Baylands Group
Vision Statement and Guiding Principles). To support this effort, the State Coastal Conservancy is providing
regional leadership to the Baylands Group through a partnership with Sonoma Land Trust under the
Conservancy’s Climate Ready Technical Assistance Grant Program, and San Francisco Bay Joint Venture (Joint
Venture) is funding the San Francisco Estuary Institute to provide technical support. In addition, the Joint
Venture’s Management Board, composed of non-profits and state and federal agencies working on San
Francisco Bay habitat conservation, passed a resolution giving its support to a redesign of SR 37 that is
compatible with and advances the ecological restoration and conservation goals for the San Pablo Baylands.
The Baylands Group is developing a Preliminary Vision for the four-county SR 37 corridor (San Pablo Baylands),
which will include a map depicting existing habitats, completed, current, and planned habitat restoration
projects, and conceptual diagrams of ecological processes illustrating the importance of connectivity across SR
37. We anticipate working with the Policy Committee to incorporate the Preliminary Vision into the SR 37
corridor plan and design process via collaboration between the Baylands Group and MTC’s Environmental
Working Group.
Our comments follow.

1|Page
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Phase 1: Corridor Improvement Plan
1. Improvements to the SR 37 corridor should be integrated with implementation of existing habitat goals
and the extensive ecological planning for this region that has already occurred to ensure ecosystem
function and landscape resiliency into the future.
2. The corridor improvement project should be defined as an array of alternatives that meet goals to
relieve traffic congestion of SR 37 while adapting to sea level rise rather than assuming the road will be
reconstructed in its current location. Integration of the project’s transportation and ecological goals
could be achieved by elevating the highway on a bridge causeway, moving traffic inland, planning for
alternative transportation options, or other alternatives.
3. A thorough examination of alternatives, including an inland highway and a North Bay bridge, is needed.
Since the Corridor Improvement Plan is intended to feed into the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) process, it important not to rule out alternatives that would avoid impacts to baylands habitats
at this stage. Redesign of the highway in its current alignment should be selected as the preferred
alternative only if is determined, through CEQA analysis, to be the least environmentally damaging
option.
4. In developing the alternative of reconstructing SR 37 along its current alignment, improved ecological
connectivity should be a central objective. The primary means of achieving this objective is to “Elevate
Highway 37 and modify or realign rail lines and other infrastructure to allow the full passage of water,
sediment and wildlife.” This recommendation is found in The Baylands and Climate Change: What We
Can Do, the 2015 update to the 1999 Baylands Ecosystem Habitat Goals report. The 2015 Science
Update represents the consensus of over 100 scientists representing a cross section of expertise and
experience gained through studying and working in the San Francisco Bay.
Historical ecology should be the starting point for understanding the San Pablo Baylands and the need
for improved connectivity. For example, east of Sonoma Creek, there was a naturally-occurring wavebuilt berm along part of the area that is now SR 37. In this area, wetlands received tidal flows through
sloughs extending from rivers and creeks, rather than being directly connected to San Pablo Bay. The
road was originally built on the natural berm along part of this route, but in other places the road cut
through marshes and was built on a man-made berm. In those places, the road cut off the marshes from
their natural tidal connection to San Pablo Bay. SR 37 is now located along the same alignment. If the
road were to be rebuilt in its current location, different designs would be needed in different segments,
based on the need for restoring historic hydrologic connectivity.
Given the extensive changes that have occurred over that past century and expected changes due to
climate change, historical ecology is only one piece of the puzzle. To support conservation and
restoration of the Baylands, SR 37 corridor improvement should include consideration of:
a. Historical ecology;
b. Changes that have occurred since the land was diked and drained for agriculture, including
subsidence;
c. Remaining historic habitats and other valuable existing habitats;
d. Habitat conservation and restoration projects that have been completed or are ongoing or
planned;
e. The impacts of projected sea level rise on wetlands, including the need for marsh migration; and
f. The needs of specific wildlife populations.
In other words, in some areas, elevation of SR 37 may be needed to restore a historic tidal connection,
while in other areas it may be needed to improve habitat connectivity for endangered tidal marsh
species, or to accommodate marsh migration due to sea level rise.
Page | 2
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5. Direct impacts to habitats and wildlife, including endangered species, must be avoided or minimized.
Any mitigation should be accomplished by supporting wetlands restoration in the San Pablo Baylands
that is compatible with existing habitat goals for the area, not through offsite mitigation.
6. Near-term solutions should protect wetland resources and maintain restoration options to the
maximum extent possible. They should be designed to avoid filling wetlands and the Bay and avoid
placing infrastructure, such as sea walls, that would be barriers to tidal exchange. Near-term solutions
that do not involve construction of new roadway elements (such as express bus service, park and ride
lots and organized carpools and vanpools) are encouraged.
7. Near-term solutions should avoid foreclosing design options. Near-term solutions should not foster an
acceptance of the status quo or a premature commitment to incremental improvements rather than
open-minded consideration of a design that is significantly different from the current one. Pursuing
structural near-term improvements provided on Page 26 could narrow the full range of design options
and could result in foreclosure of options for tidal wetland restoration and negatively impact the
connectivity discussed above.
8. Agencies leading the corridor improvement process should avoid piecemealing under CEQA. Given the
limited utility of addressing current and future flood risk on one part of the highway without the others,
pursuing road segment improvements as separate projects with their own environmental documents,
rather than under a programmatic EIR for the whole corridor, could result piecemealing under CEQA.
CEQA does not allow piecemealing because it can result in underestimating significant impacts and can
hinder development of a comprehensive solution.
Phase 2: Design Alternatives Assessment
9. Project alternatives developed in the Design Alternative Assessment (DAA) for the segment between SR
121 and Mare Island should be evaluated based on their ability to achieve the following goals.
a. As in the corridor-level analysis, connectivity that is restricted by the current form of the
highway should be restored in areas where it is needed, based on consideration of the factors
above (historical ecology, existing habitat, current and planned restoration projects, sea level
rise projections and the need for marsh migration, needs of particular wildlife populations, etc.).
Connectivity includes hydrologic connectivity needed to support wetland processes, such as
sediment transport to enable marshes to keep up with sea level rise, as well as connectivity
needed by fish, wildlife and plant communities.
b. As in the corridor-level analysis, direct impacts to habitats and wildlife, including endangered
species, must be avoided or minimized. Again, any mitigation should be accomplished by
supporting wetlands restoration in the San Pablo Baylands that is compatible with existing
habitat goals for the area, not through offsite mitigation.
We look forward to further exploring these issues through the collaboration between the Baylands
Group and MTC’s Environmental Working Group.
Detailed Comments on the Corridor Improvement Plan
10. Pages 8 and 19. The study uses relatively old estimates of sea level rise projections. Newer models,
based on more recent observations and modeling improvements, indicate higher rates of sea level rise
are likely under more extreme greenhouse gas emission scenarios. Although the mean level of sea level
rise in the study is consistent with the median projection of the most recent Ocean Protection Council
(OPC) report (2017), the upper limits of projections are much higher (range of NRC 2012 at 2100 17-66
inches, range of OPC study 19.2- 120 inches). As the report acknowledges, the State’s guidance to plan
for a worst scenario, planning for SR 37 should include the new 10-foot projections in their planning
Page | 3
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process. An adequate assessment of project risks and costs will need to include this larger rate of sea
level rise with a 100-year storm. It is also worth noting that substantial portions of sections A2 and B1
are vulnerable to inundation with only 1.6 feet of sea level rise (see www.ourcoastourfuture.org and
below).
11. Page 11. Add the following text to the end of the sentence in the green text box: “…using nature-based
solutions.”
12. Page 19. Add San Pablo Song Sparrow and Chinook salmon as protected species.
13. Page 20. There should be net zero wetland loss. Many of the Baylands along the B2 section of the
corridor are high quality habitat that will prove difficult to mitigate given the length of time needed for
tidal marsh restoration and future projections of sea level rise.
14. Pages 34. Wetland mitigation should be performed on site, not off site. Mitigation should be within the
SR 37 corridor even if large-scale on site mitigation is not feasible. Smaller mitigation sites within the
watershed have potential for connectivity and expanding habitat. These localized benefits would not be
realized through restoration of a large, off site mitigation parcel.
15. Throughout the document, the spelling for Ridgway’s rail should be corrected. There is no ‘e’ after the
‘g’.
Conclusion
We view this planning process as an iterative one and look forward to our continued work with the SR Policy
Committee and agency staff. The forthcoming SR 37 – Baylands Group Preliminary Vision will provide additional
guidance to inform this process. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft SR 37 Transportation
and Sea Level Rise Corridor Improvement Plan. Feel free to contact Jessica Davenport, Project Manager, State
Coastal Conservancy, at Jessica.Davenport@scc.ca.gov or (510) 286-4164 with any questions you may have.
Sincerely,
SR 37 – Baylands Group
 Audubon California
 Ducks Unlimited Inc.
 Marin Audubon
 Point Blue Conservation Science
 San Francisco Bay National Estuarine Research Reserve
 San Francisco Estuary Institute
 San Pablo Bay National Wildlife Refuge, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
 Sonoma Land Trust
 State Coastal Conservancy
 Fraser Shilling (Road Ecology Center, UC Davis; for identification purposes)
 Peter Baye, Independent Consulting Wetland Ecologist
Attachment:
SR 37 – Baylands Group Vision Statement and Guiding Principles

Page | 4
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SR 37 — Baylands Group

State Route 37 — Baylands Group

Vision Statement and Guiding Principles
This Vision Statement and Guiding Principles were developed by the State Route (SR) 37 – Baylands
Group, which is composed of North Bay wetland land managers, ecological restoration practitioners,
and other stakeholders interested in the conservation and restoration of the San Pablo Baylands.
Vision:
Integrate infrastructure improvements for SR 37 with existing and future habitat planning, conservation
and restoration to ensure healthy ecosystem function and resilience to landscape scale change of the
San Pablo Bay.
Guiding Principles:
1. The San Pablo Baylands are one of the largest open spaces remaining on the San Francisco Bay
and provide a unique opportunity for improving habitat conservation. Improvements to the SR
37 corridor should be integrated with implementation of the Baylands Ecosystem Habitat
Goals1,2 to ensure ecosystem function and landscape resiliency into the future.
2. We recognize the extensive ecological planning that has come before and seek to integrate it
with SR 37 plans and design.
3. Multiple issues, including increased traffic, sea-level rise and land use changes, make
implementation of both SR 37 redesign and habitat goals urgent and time sensitive; planning
should lead to implementation.
4. Disadvantaged communities are disproportionately affected by tolls. Therefore, we seek
opportunities to minimize financial impacts to disadvantaged drivers and to ensure that the
highway design relieves, rather than redirects transportation pressure.
5. While the SR 37 corridor extends from east to west, ecological enhancement and flood
protection opportunities occur from north to south across SR 37 as rivers and creeks (i.e., Napa
River, Sonoma Creek, Tolay Creek, Petaluma River, and Novato Creek) connect the bay’s
mudflats and marshes to their watersheds.
6. The SR 37 design will not negatively impact the significant investment in existing and future
conservation and restoration projects and associated public access and recreational facilities in
the San Pablo Baylands, and will seek to enhance them wherever possible.
7. The SR 37 and ecological design will plan for and accommodate sea level rise through 2100,
thereby increasing resilience and reducing future costs.
8. The SR 37 design will include opportunities for multi-modal transportation including bike paths
and passenger rail.
9. We recognize design constraints related to federal, state and local transportation regulations
and engineering guidelines, and we seek opportunities for ecological innovation recognizing
these constraints.
1

Goals Project. 1999. Baylands Ecosystem Habitat Goals. A report of recommendations prepared by the San
Francisco Bay Area Wetlands Ecosystem Goals Project. First Reprint. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, San
Francisco, Calif./S.F. Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, Oakland, Calif.
2
Goals Project. 2015. The Baylands and Climate Change: What We Can Do. Baylands Ecosystem Habitat Goals
Science Update 2015 prepared by the San Francisco Bay Area Wetlands Ecosystem Goals Project. California State
Coastal Conservancy, Oakland, CA.

Working Draft, August 16, 2017
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SR 37 — Baylands Group
10. By understanding that ecological and physical processes differ along the transportation corridor,
it will be possible to develop ecologically appropriate design criteria for each section.
11. We understand that the language we use should be clear and recommendations feasible and
practicable for the SR 37 design.
12. We acknowledge the importance of developing a SR 37 design that protects the mosaic of
existing land uses, such as farming and ranching, and the ongoing operation of stormwater
pumps and other infrastructure on public and private lands in the San Pablo Baylands.
Who We Are:
The SR 37 Baylands Group was initially convened in June 2017 by the Sonoma Land Trust in response to
the acceleration of plans to redesign and rebuild SR 37. The group’s goal is to contribute to a crosssector plan to redesign the SR 37 corridor for climate resilience, transportation efficiency and ecological
restoration.
The SR 37 Baylands Group is open and informal. The State Coastal Conservancy is providing regional
leadership to the group through a partnership with Sonoma Land Trust under the Conservancy’s Climate
Ready Technical Assistance Grant Program. The Conservancy is facilitating communication and
engagement with other agencies, including the California Department of Transportation, the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission, and environmental regulatory agencies. The Conservancy, the
Sonoma Land Trust and the San Francisco Estuary Institute volunteered to convene an initial series of
committee meetings, which are being facilitated by the Center for Collaborative Policy.
The first committee meeting in July 2017 focused on the development of the Vision Statement and
Guiding Principles. The document was developed by group members who attended the meeting or
contributed input or support via email. They include individuals affiliated with the following agencies
and organizations: Audubon California, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, California Wildlife
Conservation Board, Ducks Unlimited, ESA, Friends of the San Pablo Bay National Wildlife Refuge, Marin
Audubon, National Heritage Institute, Point Blue, Sonoma Resource Conservation District, Sonoma
County Agricultural Preservation and Open Space District, State Coastal Conservancy, San Francisco Bay
Joint Venture, San Francisco Estuary Institute, Solano Land Trust, Sonoma County Water Agency,
Sonoma Ecology Center, Sonoma Land Trust, The Bay Institute, UC Davis, United States Fish and Wildlife
Service, and UC Berkeley.

Working Draft, August 16, 2017
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Amy Hartman
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Liz Westbrook
Robert Guerrero
Louisa Morris
Highway 37 Corridor Improvement Plan Comments from the Ridge Trail Council
Monday, October 16, 2017 10:51:23 AM

Dear Robert,
This email is in response is to the attached Highway 37 Corridor Improvement Plan. The Bay Area Ridge Trail Council works
to plan, promote and sustain a connected hiking, cycling, and equestrian trail on the ridgelines around San Francisco Bay—
linking people, parks and open space for today and future generations. The success of the Ridge Trail relies on successful
regional and local trail connections throughout the region. The Bay Trail connection along Highway 37 is one of these critical
trail connections for the Ridge Trail, Delta Trail and Vine Trail.
The Ridge Trail Council feels that the five alternatives shown in the plan do not address pedestrian and bicycle access in a
sufficient manner. For example, none of the options accommodate pedestrians and the majority do not separate bicyclists from
the 55+ mph vehicular traffic.
The Ridge Trail Council advocates for a Class 1, fully separated multi-use path that accommodates both bicycles and
pedestrians as a baseline with additional opportunities for robust public access tiering off of whatever roadway facility is
ultimately chosen.
Thank you for your time and consideration of our comments.
Liz

-Liz Westbrook
Trail Director
Bay Area Ridge Trail Council
1007 General Kennedy Ave. #3
San Francisco, CA 94129
415-561-2595 x 202
www.ridgetrail.org
Preview attachment Draft Hwy 37 Corridor Improvement Plan.pdf
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Draft Hwy 37 Corridor Improvement Plan.pdf
2.9 MB
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Marin Audubon Society
r.o.

Box 599

I

MTI L VALI.EY,

CA 9494 2 - 0 599

MA RfNAUDUBON.O RG

October 16, 2017

rguerrero@sta .ca.gov
Robert Guerrero. Senior Planner
Solano Transportation Authority
One Harbor Center, Suite 130
Suisun City, CA 94585
RE: Comments on State Route 37
Dear Mr. Guerrero:
The Marin Audubon Society writes in support of the letter se nt by the Baylan ds Gro up on the Draft State
Route 37 Transportation and Sea Level Rise Corridor Improvement Plan. We have one recommendation
in addition to the wmments made by the Baylands group in t heir October 16 letter. Our
recommendation is that an alternative which avoids impacts to the aquatic ecosystem of the Highw ay
37 area be considered and evaluated before alternatives involving mitigation are co ns idered.
The preferred mitigation in the CEQA is avoidance . In compliance with that guidance, MTC should first
consider alternatives that would avoid adverse ecosystem impacts . Onl y after avoidance is determined
to be infeasible should alternatives that woul d m inimize and/o r replace wetlands o n o r off-site, or
through a bank be considered. We note also that both the Federal 404 Guidelines and the San Francisco
Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board require an Alterna t ives Analysis which also must demonstrate
that there is no practicable alternative which w ould have less environmental impact on the aquatic
ecosystem.
Thank you for con:;idering our recommendation .

Si ncere:fv"

!i4

/ Preside

.A ClJapra ofthe National AIIJIlIIf)/! SOC/iffy
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October 13, 2017
Mr. Robert Guerrero
Solano Transportation Authority
One Harbor Center, Suite 130
Suisun City, CA 94585
Subject: SR 37 Transportation and Sea Level Rise Corridor Improvement Plan
Dear Mr. Guerrero:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above-referenced document. As you are
aware, the San Francisco Bay Trail is a planned 500-mile walking and cycling trail around the
entire San Francisco Bay running through all nine Bay Area counties and 47 cities. 354 miles are
currently in place, serving millions of residents and visitors alike as they use the trail to connect
between neighborhoods, schools, transit, jobs, shopping, parks and to the unique bay
shoreline. The mission and goal of the Bay Trail is a Class I, fully separated multi-use pathway
located adjacent to the shoreline.
The current planned Bay Trail alignment in the North Bay is within the Highway 37 corridor, and
Bay Trail staff have been involved in the various discussions and planning efforts—the UC Davis
study and the current Highway 37 Policy Group—since their respective inceptions. We are
pleased to see the amount of focus and attention that is being paid to this vital transportation
corridor in the light of sea level rise and increasing traffic congestion, however, we are
concerned that the needs of the Bay Trail and the non-motorized users it serves are not
adequately accommodated in the discussion or documents to date. Our main concerns are as
follows:
•
•
•

Safety—All options need full barrier protection for non-motorized users
Pedestrians must be accommodated
That a complete and continuous multi-use pathway is a baseline element of any
alternative and moves through planning, environmental review, design, permitting and
construction in tandem.
1
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Page 19 of the current Draft Highway 37 Corridor Improvement Plan portion of the Design
Alternatives Analysis (DAA) states:
“There are various options to constructing a raised segment B that accommodate multi-modal
transportation operations and SLR resiliency while minimizing environmental impacts and
construction costs.
•

An option of providing a 12’ barrier separated Class IV bicycle facility on the roadway
connecting to the Class I bicycle facility on the Bay Trail.”

It is unclear what “Class I bicycle facility on the Bay Trail” is being referenced here, but it is
important to note that of the examples that follow on pages 25 and 26, only two of the five
propose a barrier, three propose a rumble strip as separation from high-speed traffic, and not a
single alternative proposes to accommodate pedestrians.
Bay Trail Project comments to date have repeatedly stated that regardless of what entity
ultimately owns and operates this facility, inclusion of Class I, fully separated multi-use pathway
along the entire length of the project is of paramount importance and must be and remain a
baseline element of the project. It is important to note that the current condition in Segment B
on Highway 37 is a 12’ travel lane, a 2’ rumble strip, and a 6’ shoulder from which bicycles are
not currently prohibited. And yet bicycles are exceedingly rare on any part of Highway 37
because it is simply too dangerous. Three of the proposed design alternatives do little more
than add a few additional feet to the current condition.

The Bay Trail alignment in the Highway 37 Corridor. Dashed lines are planned segments, solid lines are existing segments.

2
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The options shown that include a barrier do not illustrate an inviting condition. While
understood that these are concept level plans, it is imperative that plans for Highway 37 include
the following from the outset:
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

•

Minimum pathway width of 12’ clear with two 2’ shoulders. Current shown is an 8’
wide two-way bicycle only path with 2’ shoulders.
Positive barrier separating traffic from multi-use path, designed to protect pathway
from debris while also allowing visual penetration.
Robust safety analysis—which side for path? Wind, pollution, debris, must be evaluated
Routine maintenance and repair of facility must be incorporated into project
High quality connections to existing and future segments of Bay Trail such as Port
Sonoma, Sonoma Baylands, Sears Point, Tubbs/Tolay loop trail, Skaggs Island, White
Slough Path, Wilson Avenue, the Vallejo Waterfront and ferry, and the Napa Valley Vine
Trail and other important local destinations must be included and well designed.
Scenic viewing/resting areas, including access down to ground level boardwalk
platforms with interpretive displays must be baseline elements of the project.
Pathway lighting to allow nighttime use
Tolling—the Bay Trail is and must remain free and accessible to the public at all times.
Design will be of particular importance due to the length of the facility. The East Span
Bay Bridge represents good bike/ped design. Yolo Causeway on Highway 80 near
Sacramento is poorly conceived and executed.
All aspects of the pathway—planning, designing, permitting, funding, construction—
must move forward together.

We encourage the designers to ride and walk on existing bridges with adjacent Bay Trail
facilities (Golden Gate, Carquinez, Benicia- Martinez, Dumbarton, East Span Bay Bridge, and, in
2018, the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge) to understand the users perspective. Bike/ped facilities
added to a bridge or other existing facility as an afterthought are usually of poor quality and
provide an unpleasant user experience, whereas facilities like the East Span of the Bay Bridge
with an 11’-12’ foot breakdown lane separating the pathway from traffic are much more
enjoyable. Integrated design for vehicles, the environment, and non-motorized users is the key
to success for this important, large scale project.
The importance of including the most robust version of bicycle and pedestrian facilities in the
planning phases cannot be overstated. Some have noted over the past few years of discussion
that the Bay Trail could be placed on the levees that may remain in place below an elevated
structure, should that alternative move forward. While such an approach could provide value
for a time, the underlying, fundamental reason for tackling the monumental Highway 37
challenge is that the current levees and roadways are being overtaken by sea level rise.
3
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Therefore, any scenario that leaves the Bay Trail below the future roadway structure either
leads to a discontinuous trail or requires a massive parallel effort to build an entirely separate
continuous trail off of the roadway.
As the DAA moves to the next phase of more detailed design consideration, please ensure that
bicycles and pedestrians are accommodated with the items listed above incorporated into any
and all alternatives. Additionally, any near and mid-term projects to address traffic and/or SLR
on Highway 37 should seek opportunities to advance the Bay Trail. The Sonoma County
Regional Parks Department should be consulted regarding current efforts to connect the Sears
Point Bay Trail (currently ending near the Hwy 121/37 intersection) to the Tubbs/Tolay Bay
Trail. Several short-term fixes are proposed for the 37/121 and SMART Rail intersection, and
opportunities to advance the goals of the Bay Trail, Sonoma County Regional Parks, and the
traveling public should not be missed.
The Bay Trail has resolutions of support from all 47 cities it passes through and enjoys a deep
base of support from elected officials at all levels. Now is the time to ensure that meaningful,
desirable accommodation for the non-motorized public is included in our planning efforts, not
merely the minimum required by Deputy Directive 64. This regional, multi-disciplinary effort
represents a brilliant-if-challenging opportunity to design world-class public access,
environmental restoration, and adaptive roadway design all in one. Now is the time to be
visionary.
Thank you again for the opportunity to be a part of this exciting and important project. I can be
reached at (415) 820-7909 or by e-mail at mgaffney@bayareametro.gov.
Sincerely,

Maureen Gaffney
Principal Planner
San Francisco Bay Trail Project

4
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October 13, 2017
Mr. Robert Guerrero
Solano Transportation Authority
One Harbor Center, Suite 130
Suisun City, CA  94585
SR 37 Transportation and Sea Level Rise Corridor Improvement Plan
Dear Mr. Guerrero:
The Marin, Sonoma, and Napa County Bicycle Coalitions appreciate the opportunity to provide
input on the SR 37 Transportation and Sea Level Rise Corridor Improvement Plan. Our
organizations work to promote safe bicycling for transportation and recreation.
The North Bay is celebrated for its picturesque cycling opportunities in spite of limited access to
its baylands and east-west connectivity between counties. Given the increasing adoption of
e-bikes, which greatly expand the reach of bicycles for a broader population, the desire to
choose active transportation for utilitarian or recreational purposes will continue to grow. Most
people, however, will choose to bike only if facilities are designed in a safe and inviting manner.
Investments along the Highway 37 corridor present a unique opportunity to address these
needs and enable people to access and enjoy the North Bay’s shoreline and wetlands. It is a key
19-mile stretch in the long-planned 500-mile San Francisco Bay Trail and would provide a
needed east-west connection between a number of regionally-significant multi-use pathways
that are existing or planned, including the North-South Greenway/SMART Pathway, Petaluma
River Trail, and Napa Vine Trail.
We appreciate the steps being taken to address the corridor’s worsening traffic congestion and
threat of sea level rise, but are troubled by the lack of consideration given to those who would
use the corridor by foot or bike. Our recommendations are as follows:
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1. Provide a physically separated, continuous multi-use pathway that accommodates
people travelling by foot and bike. In order for the corridor’s multi-use pathway to
meet its potential as a world-class facility, we urge the agencies to 1) expand access to
include those travelling by foot and 2) design it in a manner that is safe and appealing.
On the latter, it’s crucial that the pathway is physically separated and protected from
vehicular traffic. The use of rumblestrips as a buffer between people bicycling and heavy
traffic travelling 50+ MPH is unacceptable.
2. The multi-use pathway described above should be included as a baseline element of
the project. This multi-use pathway should be planned, designed, permitted, funded,
and built in lockstep with the rest of the project.
3. The multi-use pathway must connect seamlessly with other regional and local bicycle
and pedestrian networks. As noted above, a multi-use pathway along the Highway 37
corridor has the potential to connect to a number of existing and planned pathways.
These connections should be prioritized as the design process advances.
As the project moves forward, please ensure that near, mid, and long-term improvements for
the corridor advance the recommendations listed above with the underlying goal of creating a
corridor that is safe and inviting for people travelling by foot and bike.
If improved as recommended above, the corridor would become an incredible recreational
asset for the region. Please take advantage of this once-in-a-lifetime opportunity to deliver a
project that enables people to actively and safely enjoy the North Bay’s shoreline, connects our
counties, and serves the larger vision of completing the Bay Trail.
Respectfully Submitted,
Bjorn Griepenburg
Policy & Planning Director
Marin County Bicycle Coalition
Alisha O’Loughlin
Executive Director
Sonoma County Bicycle Coalition
Patrick Band
Executive Director
Napa County Bicycle Coalition
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October 13, 2017
David Rabbitt, Chair
State Route 37 Policy Committee
525 Administration Drive, Room 100
Santa Rosa, CA 95403
Via email
Re: State Route-37 – Comment on Kimley/Horn Corridor Improvement Plan
Dear Mr. Rabbitt:
On behalf of the Sonoma County Transportation and Land Use Coalition, I submit the
attached comments and observations concerning the Draft Corridor Improvement Plan that has
been submitted by the consultants, Kimley/Horn. We commend the consultant for presenting a
plan that highlights the need for immediate, low-cost improvements to increase the capacity of
the 2-lane stretch of highway, particularly with respect to the Sears Point intersection of SR-37
and SR-121. However, we are concerned that the Draft Plan does not explore the steps needed
to encourage car-pooling, vanpools, and to extend public transportation services to the
corridor.
Our Coalition has promoted improvements in public transportation and the protection of
open space in Sonoma County since 1991. We thank you and members of the Policy
Committee for your deliberative approach to the congestion and sea level rise issues in this
Corridor. We urge you develop a plan that addresses all of these issues. Thank you again for
your attention to this matter. If you have inquiries concerning our recommendations, please
contact our Advocacy Chair, Steve Birdlebough (707) 576-6632 scbaffirm@gmail.com.
Sincerely,

Willard Richards, Chair
cc: Sonoma County: Susan Gorin, Jake Mackenzie, Suzanne Smith
Solano County: Jim Spering, Erin Hannigan, Bob Sampayan, Daryl Halls
Napa County: Alfredo Pedroza, Belia Ramos, Leon Garcia, Kate Miller
Marin County: Judy Arnold, Damon Connolly, Stephanie Moulton-Peters,
Dianne Steinhauser
MTC: Kevin Chen

SCTLC, 55 Ridgway Ave., Suite A, Santa Rosa, CA 95401-4777
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Page 2 of 3
October 13, 2017
Mr. David Rabbitt
Chair, State Route 37 Policy Committee
COMMENTS ON THE SEPTEMBER, 2017 DRAFT SR-37 CORRIDOR PLAN
Page 3, line 6 “… and critical habitat would be lost.” Revise or delete. The relationship
between habitat and permanent roadway closure due to sea level rise is complex, and would
develop over many years. The environmental effects of inundation events would largely precede
any final closure of the highway, and are not described further in the plan document.
Page 4, Traffic Congestion, lines 3-4 “No transit opportunities are available along the study
corridor to offset vehicular demand.” Revise this sentence to state that no concerted efforts have
yet been taken to encourage car-pools, establish van-pools, or provide bus, ferry, or rail service
connecting the Interstate 80 and US 101 Corridors.
Page 15, lines 3-4 “… rail transit, ferry alternatives … were evaluated as possible strategies to
retreat and it was determined that none of these are feasible standalone strategies ….” Revise to
state that rail, and ferry options may be important within the next three decades and should be
studied further. No public transportation system ever stands alone. The region is best served
when transit systems and roadways support one another.
Pages 15 - 17, Rail Alternative. Revise to recommend further study. The “Rail Alternative” is
described as a potential replacement for SR-37, when in fact it would supplement the roadway,
particularly if population along the I-80 corridor continues to grow. To the extent that rail
service could provide an option for people who commute from the City of Sonoma and the I-80
corridor to the US-101 corridor, it would reduce traffic on SR-37. These factors merit ongoing
evaluation, and should not be dismissed. The estimated costs of various approaches to
establishment of passenger rail service should be described in considerably greater detail.
Page 17, Ferry Alternative. Revise to recommend further study of the costs, benefits, and
implementation options for various ferry alternatives that would reduce dependence on the
roadway. Knowledge of these factors provides a basis for determining relative value of
widening the 2-lane section of highway.
Page 17, Maintain Existing Roadway. Revise to call for improvement of the existing roadway in
the next two or three years. In addition to the suggested lane modifications, features such as
diamond lanes, lane-metering, and queue-jumping options should be evaluated to encourage use
of carpools, van-pools, and to enable establishment of bus routes through the corridor.
Page 19, Raised Roadway. Revise to describe the current state of knowledge about the depth of
bedrock along SR-37. Feasibility of the various options depends greatly on foundation
conditions and on forecasts of mud compaction beneath berms. It may not be possible to
proceed much further with planning until more geological information is available.
Page 20, Environmental Mitigations. Revise to address the potential noise, air pollution, and
greenhouse gas impacts of an elevated and widened roadway.
Page 22, Exhibit 20: Study Corridor Segments. Display all of the railroad track locations,
including the eastern segment from the bridge over the Napa River to Napa Junction.
Page 22, Lane-Drop Merge at SR 121 Intersection. Add a description of queue-jumping options,
diamond lane and lane-metering opportunities to encourage car-pools, van-pools, and to make
SCTLC, 55 Ridgway Ave., Suite A, Santa Rosa, CA 95401-4777
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Page 3 of 3
October 13, 2017
Mr. David Rabbitt
Chair, State Route 37 Policy Committee
bus service along SR-37 an attractive option. Without such features, it is likely that the Express
Bus Transit Service discussed on page 23 would attract fewer riders, and there would be little
likelihood of reducing the proportion of single-occupant vehicles in the corridor.
Page 23, Paragraph 3: “Improve Merge and Lane Drop at Mare Island WB On-Ramp:” Add a
description of diamond lane and lane-metering opportunities to encourage car-pools, van-pools,
and to make bus service viable, as described above.
Pages 23-24, Express Bus Transit Service. Revise to include van-pool and car-pool
improvements. Rather than calling for a separate study of ways to reduce reliance on singleoccupant vehicles, make this a significant part of the Corridor Plan. Coordinate the Corridor
Plan with Climate Action Planning by the four counties.

SCTLC, 55 Ridgway Ave., Suite A, Santa Rosa, CA 95401-4777
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STATE ROUTE 37 I M PROVE M E NT PL AN

Existing and Planned Bay Trail
Potential improvements to existing and planned Bay Trail
along the State Route 37 corridor
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Existing
Planned
Fully Funded
Study Underway
1. Deer Island Open Space Preserve
1A. Black Point Boat Launch
2. Port Sonoma Marina
3. Sonoma Baylands Bay Trailhead
4. Reclamantion Rd Sears Point Bay Trailhead
5. USFWS Headquarters--Sears Point Bay Trailhead
6. Paradise Vineyards--Potential Bay Trailhead
7. CDFW Tubbs/Tolay Bay Trailhead
8. Caltrans Public Viewing
9. Skaggs Island Access
10. Cullinan Ranch Public Access
11. Caltrans Public Viewing
12. Wilson Ave Bay Trailhead
13. White Slough Trailhead South
14. White Slough Trailhead North
Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AEX,
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

Source: Bay Trail Project
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December 20, 2017
State Route 37 Policy Committee
David Rabbitt, Chair
Re: State Route-37―Comment on Corridor Improvement Plan
Dear Chair Rabbitt and Committee Members:
Friends of SMART have revised and are hereby re-submitting our comments on the Draft State
Route-37 Corridor Improvement Plan prepared by Kimley/Horn Consultants. We learned that
our first submission was inadmissible because it arrived too late. (We were impacted by the
October wild fires in Sonoma County.)
The Plan properly identifies a need for immediate, relatively low-cost improvements to smooth
the flow of traffic at each end of the 2-lane stretch of highway, particularly at the Sears Point
intersection with SR-121. Unfortunately, the Plan is overly focused on the slight and temporary
improvement offered by added traffic lanes in the “B Segment” of the corridor
Added traffic lanes attract more traffic, and at the same time move us away from the important
goal of reducing vehicle miles traveled. Caltrans has been expanding roadway capacities for 75
years, and the verdict is in: we can't pave our way out of congestion. It is now widely
understood that highways tend to facilitate low-density auto-oriented development (sprawl)
with burdensome infrastructure costs, while rail service permits more efficient transit oriented
developments. We urge that the Plan incorporate steps to encourage car-pooling, van-pools,
and public transportation that will provide better options for those using the highway during
rush hours, without encouraging more solo drivers. In particular, we believe it prudent and
visionary to adopt a near-term, comparatively inexpensive solution such as a moveable center
divider. This will provide time to evaluate the options for a comprehensive solution.
We are especially concerned about the recommendation to drop consideration of passenger
rail service in the corridor. In so doing the Plan neglects the future mobility that train service
could provide in the corridor. Passenger rail services linking Sonoma and Napa county cities
with the I-80 and US-101 corridors will be needed eventually, and SMART must be able to bring
in new rolling stock and rail maintenance equipment. It is also important to attend to sea level
rise impacts on the tracks so that SMART and NCRA are not cut off from the national rail
network
We ask that plans for this corridor explicitly include passenger rail on the existing rail right-ofway. The benefits of eventual rail service need to be acknowledged, and the conditions under
which passenger trains could best serve the corridor should be described.
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Unless transit options such as bus, ferry and rail services are implemented as integral parts of
the Plan, it is destined eventually to fail. It is important to consider the needs of the highway
and rail service at the same time.
We thank you and members of the Policy Committee for your deliberative approach to the
congestion and sea level rise issues in this Corridor. We urge you develop a plan that addresses
all of these issues. If you have inquiries concerning our recommendations, please contact me or
Steve Birdlebough (707) 576-6632 or scbaffirm@gmail.com.
Sincerely,

Jack C. Swearengen, Chair
Friends of SMART
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Appendix A: Comment Cards and Electronic Comments

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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A-1
MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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A-2
MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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A-3
MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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A-4
MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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A-5
MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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A-7
MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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A-9
MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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A-10
MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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A-11
MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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A-12
MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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A-13
MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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A-14
MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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A-15
MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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A-16
MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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A-17
MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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A-18
MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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A-19
MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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A-20
MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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A-22
MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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A-23
MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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A-24
MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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MIG, Inc.
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MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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A-30
MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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MIG, Inc.
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Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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MIG, Inc.
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Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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MIG, Inc.
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Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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MIG, Inc.

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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A-49
MIG, Inc.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Amber Falconer
Robert Guerrero
Draft Hwy 37 Corridor plan comments
Thursday, October 05, 2017 9:57:59 PM

Hello,
I am a regular commuter, Bay Area driver and native to the Bay Area as well. My thoughts below:
121/37 intersection:
Traffic going to Sonoma via 121 on EB 37 sits behind late merging vehicles. Making both EB 37 lanes dedicated to
going to Vallejo/Mare Island until immediately before the light at 121 will worsen traffic conditions and make
getting to Sonoma even worse. In addition it will increase traffic congestion on Lakeville Hwy as this alternate route
becomes increasingly used.
Ideally, the road would be partitioned prior to the crest of the hill with a barrier to separate the traffic going EB to
Vallejo/Mare Island from the traffic turning north into 121 to Sonoma. If possible, the change from 1 lane to 2 lanes
EB before the crest of the hill
would also be an improvement.
Round about is a TERRIBLE idea. They have merit but not in a high traffic intersection like this one. Has anyone
actually looked at how many failed roundabouts have been installed in the Bay Area? And accidents?
Shifting the EB 37 merge to east of the railroad tracks would likely help.
If a bike lane is going to go on the section from 121 to Mare Island it has to be behind a barrier. It's too long of a
stretch and susceptible to too many varying light conditions to be safe for bicyclists. However, bike lanes
SIGNIFICANTLY drive up construction costs (as we've all seen on 101). Where is the evidence of need, usage and
interest for this that would validate the cost? And considering the costs, why is it not listed as an option, instead of
automatically included? After all we're talking about putting the burden of these changes on the tax payers and road
users in the form of taxes and tolls and there is a high percentage of lower income/working class drivers that can't
afford these costs. Why wouldn't a SMART Train option be considered instead of a bike lane for those 10 feet?
Thank you,
Amber

Caltrans State Route 37 Improvement Plan
Open House Comments, September 20, 2017
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A-50
MIG, Inc.

SR 37 Open House summary
INTRODUCTION
Between September 20th and October 2nd 2017, Caltrans, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission
(MTC), the Transportation Authority of Marin (TAM), the Sonoma County Transportation Authority
(SCTA), the Napa County Transportation Authority (NCTA) and the Solano Transportation Authority (STA)
conducted a series of 4 open houses to inform the public about the State Route 37 Improvement Plan.
The attendance at the open houses ranged from approximately 30 to about 100 members of the public.
Staff and management from Caltrans, MTC and the four transportations authorities were in attendance,
as well as elected officials from the local counties and cities. The event details for each open house can
be found in table 1.
Table 1. Event Details
City
Date
Location
Novato

Sept 20
6pm8pm

The Key Room

Attendees
(sign-ins)
26

Comment
Cards
7

Elected officials present
-

Damon Connolly, District 1
Supervisor, Marin County
Judy Arnold, District 5
Supervisor, Marin County

American Sept 27
Canyon
6pm8pm

American
Canyon Council
Chambers

20

5

-

Leon Garcia, Mayor of
American Canyon

Sonoma

Sonoma
Veterans
Memorial
Building

29

7

-

David Rabbitt, District 2
Supervisor, Sonoma County
Susan Gorin, District 1
Supervisor, Sonoma County
Jake Mackenzie, Mayor of
Rohnert Park

Sept 28
6pm8pm

-

Vallejo

Oct 2
6pm8pm

Vallejo Naval
and Historical
Museum

72

24

97

-

Bob Sampayan, Mayor of
Vallejo

Open House Objectives and Format
The objectives of the Open House were to:
• Inform residents about the status of efforts to reduce traffic congestion and respond to climate
change on SR 37;
• Highlight key takeaways from studies conducted to date, including high level results from the
affordability analysis;
• Provide an opportunity for participants to share their issues and concerns regarding the
corridor, and
• Inform residents about upcoming opportunities to receive information and provide input.
The events followed an “open house” format, where participants browsed through the information
provided at 7 thematic stations at their own pace. Staff was positioned at each station to provide
information, answer questions, and collect feedback. The topics covered by the informational boards
included:
• Process Overview
• Traffic Concerns
• Environmental Concerns
• Potential Short-Term Improvements
• Potential Mid- to Long-Term Improvements
• Potential Financing Options
• Existing and Planned Bay Trail
Media Coverage:
All four events received media coverage from local newspapers and TV stations. Local media coverage
included the following articles and TV stories:
- Vallejo Times Herald: http://www.timesheraldonline.com/general-news/20171003/dozens-fillvallejo-museum-to-discuss-possible-highway-37-improvements
- Fairfield Daily Republic: http://www.dailyrepublic.com/solano-news/vallejo/the-week-aheadhighway-37-plans-topic-of-vallejo-open-house/
- Sonoma Index Tribune: http://www.sonomanews.com/news/7468672-181/agencies-host-hwy37-informational
- San Francisco Chronicle: http://www.sfchronicle.com/opinion/article/Rebuild-State-Route-37to-address-sea-level-rise-12219708.php
- Marin IJ: http://www.marinij.com/general-news/20170921/highway-37-marin-officials-seeksolutions-for-flood-prone-road
- KRON 4: http://kron4.com/2017/09/20/video-toll-proposed-on-highway-37-in-the-north-bayfor-rebuilding-road/
- Marin IJ: http://www.marinij.com/general-news/20170920/live-updates-highway-37improvements-planning-meeting-6-pm
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PUBLIC COMMENTS
All event attendees were invited to submit comment cards to share their concerns and ideas about the
project with the team. Below is a summary of the written comments received during the open houses.
The summary is intended to illustrate the variety of comments received and key takeaways include the
most frequently mentioned concerns. The attached appendix includes a scan of all of the comments
received.
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, goods movement needs and
potential alternatives need to be considered.
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Marin Open House 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.
- 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 Open House 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 Open House 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 Open House 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.
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-

-

-

-

-

-

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.
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 the 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
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.

Summary of Comments Received Electronically:
- The needs of cyclists need to be prioritized along the corridor.
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Recommends partitioning the road prior to the crest of the hill with a barrier to separate the
traffic going EB to Vallejo/Mare Island from the traffic turning north into 121 to Sonoma. Prefers
funding SMART train extension than a bike lane.
- Advocates for a Class 1 fully separated multi-use path that accommodates both bicycles and
pedestrians.
Comments specific to the Draft Corridor Plan
Comments specific to the draft Corridor Plan were submitted by the following organizations and
agencies, the full comments are provided in Appendix B:
- Marin County, Department of Public Works
- SR 37 – Baylands Group
- Greenbelt Alliance
- Bay Area Ridge Trail Council
- Marin Audubon Society
- San Francisco Bay Trail
- The Marin, Sonoma, and Napa County Bicycle Coalitions
- Sonoma County Transportation and Land Use Coalition
- Friends of SMART
- Sonoma County Regional Parks
- Sierra Club

102

6

Attachment B

SR 37 Survey Report
December 15, 2017

Total respondents as of 12/15/17: 1700
DEMOGRAHICS

County of Residence
50%
47%

40%
30%
27%

20%
18%

10%

8%

0%

Marin

Napa

Sonoma

Solano

Age
30%
25%

27%
22%

20%

19%

17%

15%
13%

10%
5%
0%

0%

2%

Under 18

18-24

25-34

35-44

45-54
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55-64

65+

Race/Ethnicity
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

77%

3%

7%

6%

6%

1%

Income
25%
20%

21%
19%

17%

15%

15%

14%
10%

10%

5%
0%

3%
Less than
$25,000

$25,000 $49,999

$50,000 $74,999

$75,000 - $100,000 - $150,000 or Decline to
$99,999
$149,999
more
state
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PRELIMINARY RESULTS

Frequency of Travel
60%
50%
49%

40%
30%
20%

29%
22%

10%
0%

Daily (5-7 times a week)

A few times a week

A few times a month

Reason for Travel
45%
40%

43%

40%

35%
30%
25%
20%
15%

15%

10%
5%
0%

2%
Go to work

Go to school

Run errands
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Recreation

Map questions
Where are improvements needed?
A total of 2548 pins were dropped on the map.

Where do you work?
A total of 718 pins were dropped.
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Where is home?
A total of 1031 pins were dropped.
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