May 25, 2020
To: Sonoma County Transportation Authority/ Regional Climate Protection Authority
From: Sebastopol Climate Action
Via email: drew.nichols@scta.ca.gov
Subject: Agenda Item #4.1.1 GoSonoma – November 2020 transportation sales tax ballot measure
Dear SCTA and RCPA Board of Directors,
Earlier this year Sebastopol Climate Action, along with over twenty other Sonoma County based
organizations, wrote and appeared in person to urge you to make climate mitigation and equity the
guiding principles behind the Measure M reauthorization under consideration for the November 2020
ballot.
Specifically we asked you to allocate a minimum of 60% of the measure’s funds to equitable “alternative”
transportation (40% transit, 20% bicycle & pedestrian); to establish a fare-free county-wide public transit
system with frequency that makes public transit feasible and reliable for workers, students, seniors,
disabled and other vulnerable users; and to create a fund for "quick-build" projects that support safe and
efficient bicycle and pedestrian routes.
We are deeply disappointed that although there are incremental increases in funding for alternatives to
cars in the Go Sonoma Act Draft Expenditure Plan, it is not enough. In the Act’s current formulation
allocating over 60% for roads, Sebastopol Climate Action would oppose the Go Sonoma Act being put on
the November 2020 ballot. Considering the realities brought by the COVID-19 pandemic and the climate
crisis, the proposed sales tax measure’s draft plan is not in alignment with the needs of our community at
this time. Sebastopol Climate Action is focused on community action to reduce greenhouse gas emissions
and build community resilience, and we will work to advance these priorities in the November 2020
election.
To restate what we presented earlier this year: we support a measure that includes the following
allocations:
• 25% - Local street rehabilitation ($5.5-6.25 million/yr)
• 15% - Local complete street projects ($3.3-3.75 million/yr)
• 40% - Free and improved local public transit ($8.8-10 million/yr)
• 20% - Safe bike & pedestrian routes ($4.4-5 million/yr)
As we face ever more dire consequences of abrupt climate change, now is not the time to continue
obsolete 20th century policies. Now is the time to give much greater priority to the climate crisis and
equity in all policy decisions.
Sincerely,
Alex Goodman,

Sebastopol Climate Action
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Bev Alexander
Drew Nichols
Public Comment for May 26 SCTA Meeting
Tuesday, May 26, 2020 1:23:52 AM

EXTERNAL
Dear SCTA/RPCA;
I support the Measure M extension, but NOT if the monies collected can be used for a
proposed Rainier crosstown connector.
There are several reasons for my strong opposition to a Rainier crosstown connector:
• It is the gateway to a large amount of development that, when fully implemented, will
make traffic worse.
• it is the gateway to a large amount of development that will destroy the Petaluma river
ecosystem.
• It is the gateway to a large amount of development that will lead to serious flooding,
endangering the lives and property of Petaluma citizens. Claims that there will be no
increased danger of flooding do not hold water.
• It is the gateway to a large amount of development that will lead to the exacerbation of
climate change. This is a direct contradiction to Petaluma’s declaring a climate emergency
and establishing a climate action commission.
• it is the gateway to a large amount of antiquated car-dependent business development.
• It is the gateway to a large amount of market rate housing, of which we have too much
already, and will do little to provide local housing for those who work here, including
teachers, firefighters, nurses, and police.
Although the list of projects has been removed, that does not mean they are no longer
waiting in the wings. I would only feel confident in this measure if there was language
clearly stating that the monies collected could not directly or indirectly be used for a Rainier
crosstown connector.
If I could be sure that this money will not be used in ways that will exacerbate climate
change and endanger the people of Petaluma, I would love to work to support this
measure!
Beverly Alexander
Petaluma, California 94952
707-
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-Save Our Petaluma River Wetlands:
https://www.gofundme.com/f/save-our-petaluma-wetlands-legal-fund?
utm_source=customer&utm_medium=copy_link-tip&utm_campaign=p_cp+share-sheet
peace.
it does not mean to be in a place
where there is no noise, trouble
or hard work. it means to be in
the midst of those things and still
be calm in your heart.
THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Bob Stires
Drew Nichols
David Rabbitt
SCTA Meeting May 26, 2020
Saturday, May 23, 2020 12:35:54 PM

EXTERNAL
Dear Mr Nichols,
Please present my very brief (for clarity purposes) request:
Remove the Rainier/Hwy101 Interchange project (Petaluma) as an item that will be
funded. The reason for this request is that the probable $60M to $85M project cost
should more properly be spent on maintaining and repairing existing road surfaces.
Sincerely,
Robert G Stires

Petaluma CA 94952

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund
P.O. Box 151439

San Rafael, CA 94915

415-331-1982

May 22, 2020
By E-Mail to:
drew.nichols
@scta.ca.gov
Susan Gorin, Chair
Sonoma County Transportation Authority
411 King Street
Santa Rosa, CA 95404
Re: Go Sonoma
Dear Chair Gorin:
The Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund, TRANSDEF, is an
environmental non-profit based in Marin County that is focused on the reduction of
impacts on the climate from transportation.
1. SB 743 has opened a new chapter in transportation planning. Projects that expand
road capacity (apparently 27% of the proposed Go Sonoma expenditure plan) are going
to face a hard time getting through the CEQA process. Transportation planning in
California now needs to result in VMT reductions, not increases. Based on the last RTP,
Sonoma's VMT is expected to grow by 18% by 2040. Minor tweaks of the status quo are
not going to change the VMT trend. This suggests the need for a complete rethinking of
the expenditure plan.
2. Conveniently, SCTA is in the midst of developing a new Countywide Transportation
Plan. This is exactly the right time to take a deep breath and figure out how Sonoma
can comply with SB 743. A wise course would be to complete the planning process first,
come up with an optimal mix of projects that keeps VMT growth low, and then ask the
voters to fund the outcomes expected by the plan. Doing it backwards, locking in an
expenditure plan for 20-40 years before you figure out how Sonoma needs to move
forward into the future, would be foolish.
3. TRANSDEF led a successful campaign that defeated the proposed March 2020
increase in the transportation sales tax in Contra Costa County. As environmentalists,
we opposed that sales tax measure because it did nothing about the expected 21%
increase in Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) from continued suburban development.
Sonoma has the exact same problem: ever-increasing congestion because of suburban
development, which forces everyone to drive alone.
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4. In 2017, TRANSDEF sent your Board a letter addressing that very problem, entitled
Measure M Extension/Renewal to Encourage Compact Growth. Although our co-signers
SCCA, SCTLC and Greenbelt Alliance are no longer focused on this issue, TRANSDEF
still is. Recognizing that land use is what creates travel demand, land use is literally the
first step in transportation planning. We believe the way to stop worsening congestion is
to shift future land use patterns to what we call "UGB 2.0."
We like to say "the Last Mile problem" is not a transportation problem; it is a land use
problem. Unless new houses and jobs are located within walking distance of frequent
transit, new residents will necessarily be driving solo. See our Chronicle opinion piece
where we show the link between suburban development and worsening traffic
congestion. (The 23% of the Go Sonoma expenditure plan that increases transit service
is not going to result in shifting solo drivers to alternative modes unless it is convenient
to where people live.)
If the County wants to avoid overwhelming the capacity of its existing streets and
highways, it needs to incentivize the modification of current general plans to cluster
future development in villages surrounding transit nodes. That incentivization needs to
be an integral part of a tax measure. We suggest seeking simultaneous voter approval
of a transfer of development rights scheme that doesn't change the future buildout
population of the County, but locates it more compactly. Undeveloped parcels that are
located away from areas served by frequent transit (i.e., outside UGB 2.0) would remain
undeveloped, as private open space, while the development rights for those parcels
would enable more dense development in designated transit villages around the county.
5. TRANSDEF urges SCTA to recognize the political reality of a post-pandemic world
rocked by budget shortfalls, and not go forward to the voters this fall. People are already
dealing with enough financial stress. They won't want to be thinking about taxes at all.
Thank you for considering these suggestions.
Sincerely,
/s/ DAVID SCHONBRUNN
David Schonbrunn,
President
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

elaine.wellin@sonoma.edu
Drew Nichols
Go Sonoma Act draft expenditure plan
Saturday, May 23, 2020 1:27:04 PM

EXTERNAL
As the Press Democrat Editorial (May 14) said, any tax measure will be a tough sell in
November. One problem is the proposed 65% of the Go Sonoma Act tax revenue to improve
roads.
Just months ago, most city jurisdictions and the county adopted a Climate Emergency
Resolution mandating that all decisions be assessed on the basis of their impact on climate
change. Yet here we see 65% going to fossil fuel oriented roads and only 35% to buses and
bikes lanes. This is going the wrong way around.
What’s better? An answer was in another Press Democrat article on European cities that plan
to expand their bike lanes (PD May 11, B1), with results that will transform their cities.
Increasing cycling infrastructure advances green policy goals and provides social distancing
needed to keep people safe during virus pandemics. Here we too can advance our climate
emergency resolutions, keep us all safer, and address climate change– by putting at least 65%
of tax revenues toward climate change-ready roads and alternative transportation options.
Let’s put our taxes toward public health and an environmentally-sound future. Then I would
vote Yes on the current and future tax and bond measures.
Elaine Wellin
Santa Rosa, CA 95405
707
THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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Dear SCTA Executive Director and Board Of Directors,
Regarding suggested text changes in the Go Sonoma Expenditure Plan:
There has been public comment regarding the number of projects likely to increase
VMT and GHG emissions and the number of projects likely to decrease VMT and GHG
emissions. The most important issue is the quantity of VMT and GHG emissions
increased or decreased per project and the sum total of emissions likely to be
increased or decreased as a result of projects conforming to the proposed expenditure
plan. A project that accommodates more auto travel will very likely increase GHG
emissions more than a project that provides new bike lanes will decrease emissions. It
is a well established principle of transportation analysis that projects which alleviate
roadway congestion, i.e. move traffic more efficiently, will over time result in
additional auto use based on the “pent-up demand” for roadway capacity. This result
can be avoided by increased bus service that makes bus transit a preferable
alternative, even with less congested roadways. This would require a substantial
increase in bus funding.
The optimal policy approach to reduce VMT and GHG emissions would be to invest the
greater percentage of funds in transit rather than providing what will likely be
temporary congestion relief. The added requirement that 5% of measure funds used
on roadway projects will be for non-automobile elements does not go far enough to
create a funding ratio consistent with VMT and GHG emissions reduction.
One justification of the proposed allocation is that Go Sonoma more than doubles the
amount for bus transit. In the Expenditure Plan the total for bus transit is $6 million.
The chart indicating how much each agency can expect for existing service, increased
service and community benefit program,
shows a total of $2,600,000 for service continuity, $2,080,000 for service expansion. It is

generally recognized that existing bus service is grossly inadequate, ergo the low ridership.
What increase in ridership can we reasonably anticipate resulting from the additional
$2,080,000? How does the reduction in VMT and GHG emissions from increased bus use
compare to the increase in VMT and GHG emissions from the roadway projects? These are
the questions that should be answered by reasonable, data based estimates to provide a
sound basis for people concerned with the climate crisis to support this proposed tax
measure. Simply citing some multiple of previously inadequate funding is not a credible
analysis.
The SCTA has responded to community input by adding criteria for project approval,
including:
•Best practice for crosswalk, bikeway and pathway design
•Improve safety for users of all transportation modes
•Support reduction of air pollution and GHG emissions
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•Improve community health and resilience
•Improve traffic flow while reducing VMT
These criteria are beneficial in concept, but with the exception of “Best Practice…” they are
described in such general terms that they fail to provide much clear direction for project
approval. It is unclear whether there is any project that will both improve traffic flow while
reducing VMT. The oversight role of the Citzens’ Advisory Committee is welcomed, but
without clearer direction it will likely become highly politicized in an environment where
business interests are better represented than environmental interests.
There has been public comment advocating for the SCTA to include in the Measure M text
the preparation of a Strategic Plan, prior to December 31, 2023 that will identify use funding
prioritization criteria consistent with the goals and objectives of Moving Forward 2050, our
Comprehensive Transportation Plan and the Go Sonoma Act for Sonoma County
expenditure plan. I would strongly advocate for the preparation of a Strategic Plan with more
clearly defined funding prioritization criteria as part of the Go Sonoma Act, along with a data
based estimate of net reduction or increase in VMT and GHG emissions, as pre requisites for
the support of members of the public for whom the climate crisis is the highest priority. As
noted in the County Climate Emergency Resolution, the 2018 Report of the IPCC projected
that “curtailing warming to 1.5°C, a safe level to stabilize the climate, will require an
unprecedented transformation of every sector of the global economy over the next 12 years.”
So we are now in the last decade we have to make this transformation. As currently
proposed the Go Sonoma Expenditure Plan provides no credible basis to believe that it
would result in the kind of transformation of Sonoma County’s transportation system
consistent with the IPCC Report and the County’s CER.
Thank you for your attention,
Jerry Bernhaut
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Suzanne Smith
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kevin Conway <kevin397conway@gmail.com>
Friday, May 22, 2020 11:02 PM
Drew Nichols
Measure M letter

EXTERNAL
Susan Gorin, Chair
Sonoma County Transportation Authority
411 King Street
Santa Rosa, CA 95404
Re: Go Sonoma
Dear Chair Gorin:
I’m writing to encourage the SCTA Board to put the Measure M 1/4 cent tax extension on
the November ballot.
I have listened to all the arguments against doing so and while I very much respect the
people who hold that position, I do not agree with them.
For the following reasons I would like to see this measure on the November ballot:
1. There will be little competition from other tax measures.
2. Money is needed now as leverage to qualify for other available funding for new projects.
3. If it fails, the option to put it on the ballot for the following election cycle remains open.
4. The improved environmental status may help motivate people to accept an extension of
the measure. This may not be the case in two years.
5. All the available Measure M dollars are already allocated. There should not be a time
“dead zone” where no projects can get underway.
6. The increase in funding for pedestrian, transit and bike projects is not “business as
usual”. Business as usual would be to have no new green projects getting started.
7. After attending several meetings and recently listening to board meetings,I trust that the
current board is climate forward and is very interested in addressing the climate crisis and
reducing VMT.
Therefore I hope you will approve getting this measure on the ballot knowing that even if it
fails, you tried to do the right thing.
Sincerely,
Kevin Conway
1
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Sent from my iPhone
THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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Suzanne Smith
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

LINDA HARTRICH <rldt@aol.com>
Friday, May 22, 2020 9:25 PM
Drew Nichols
davidrabbitt@sonoma-county.org
Re: Rainier, yes we need it!

EXTERNAL
Hi, we’ve been waiting for Rainier for over dozens of years. Let’s get it built! Thanks.
Robert & Linda Hartrich
Sent from my iPhone

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected, do not click any web links, attachments, and
never give out your user ID or password.
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Suzanne Smith
From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Pete Gang <pete@commonsensedesign.com>
Friday, May 22, 2020 2:33 PM
Susan Gorin; Logan Harvey; Melanie Bagby; David Rabbitt; Mark Landman; Joe Naujkas;
Sarah Glade Gurney; Sam Salmon; Kathy Miller; Jake MacKenzie; Shirlee Zane; Chris
Rodgers
Tanya Narath; Brant Arthur; Drew Nichols; Eris Weaver
SCTA Board of Directors Special Meeting 5-26-20

EXTERNAL
Dear Chair Gorin, Vice Chair Harvey and SCTA Directors,
Following the presentation by EMC Research on “Survey of Sonoma County Voters Regarding Proposed
Transportation Sales Tax” at the October 14, 2019 Board of Directors meeting, I sent you a short email that
included the following:
"If we are sincere about meeting the net zero GHG goals outlined in the 2018 IPCC Report and in Jerry
Brown’s 2018 Executive Order (“…achieve carbon-neutrality as soon as possible, and no later than 2045...”),
we must deliberately and actively work toward the future that accords with those goals.
"In our effort to gauge support for extending (or increasing) funding for Measure M, what would happen if we
painted (in words and images) a vision of a pedestrian- and bike-friendly Sonoma County (with a complete
intra-city — and inter-city — network of bike paths and bike lanes) and then asked voters to express their level
of support?”
Our world has changed dramatically in the intervening months.
As documented in numerous articles [see below], cities in the U.S. and around the world are hastening the
transition toward a carbon-neutral pedestrian- and bike-friendly world.
And still — nowhere in the current iteration of the GoSonoma Act is there articulated a vision of a pedestrianand bike-friendly Sonoma County. Not in the Vision (“Connecting people, places and goods as we transition
our transportation network to zero emissions by 2050”), not in the Goals (“Connected and Reliable,” "Safe and
Well Maintained,” “Community Oriented and Place-Based,” “Zero emissions”) and not in the Expenditure
Plan.
To me, we are failing to seize the moment.
Respectfully,
Pete Gang

Here are a few of the many articles documenting the transition away from car culture:

1
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4-10-20: Oakland closing 74 miles of streets to cars: https://www.sfchronicle.com/bayarea/article/74-miles-ofOakland-streets-will-close-to-cars-to15191559.php?fbclid=IwAR1iO7puEtczQW8wKfQTuseNQYBfTkMYp8BJh3tb1sC1IPIPSHx-XEaFgkk
4-2020: Burlington, VT: Shared Streets for Social Distancing: https://www.burlingtonvt.gov/dpw/covid19/shared-streets
4-3-20: Denver closing streets: https://www.denvergov.org/content/denvergov/en/city-of-denverhome/news/2020/denver-to-temporarily-close-select-roads-to-thru-traffic-amid-co.html?fbclid=IwAR1hAqLN9qmVrlVH3DktxCCdkICG11uB89L9lIPPghKDTdRVKLxhAjiSZI
4-13-20: “Pop-up bike lanes” in New Zealand: https://www.forbes.com/sites/carltonreid/2020/04/13/newzealand-first-country-to-fund-pop-up-bike-lanes-widened-sidewalks-during-lockdown/#428a8b4a546e
4-13-20: “Pop-up bike lanes” help with physical distancing in Berlin and 133 other cities in Germany:
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2020/apr/13/pop-up-bike-lanes-help-with-coronavirus-social-distancing-ingermany
4-21-20: San Francisco designates 12 “slow streets:” https://www.sfmta.com/blog/slow-streets-program-helpsocial-distancing
4-21-20: Milan will create 35 km of cycleways: https://www.elperiodico.com/es/internacional/20200421/milanle-quitara-al-coche-35-km-de-carriles-para-darselos-a-la-bici-y-el-peaton-7935410
4-22-20: Paris to create 650 km of cycleways including “pop-up cycleways:”
https://www.forbes.com/sites/carltonreid/2020/04/22/paris-to-create-650-kilometers-of-pop-up-coronacycleways-for-post-lockdown-travel/#5ad6965154d4. “Elsewhere in France, 116 towns and cities plan to build
temporary cycleways for the duration of the current lockdown.”
4-27-20: Surge in cycling during lockdown: https://www.smartcitiesdive.com/news/cities-have-seen-a-cyclingsurge-amid-covid-19-will-the-trend-stick/576122/
4-30-20: Alameda to add “slow streets” (just two at first): https://sf.streetsblog.org/2020/04/30/alameda-latestcity-to-add-slow-streets/
5-7-20: Seattle to permanently close 20 miles of city streets to most vehicle traffic:
https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/transportation/seattle-will-permanently-close-20-miles-ofresidential-streets-to-most-vehicle-traffic/?amp=1
5-10-20: Washington Post article about transformation of European cities:
https://www.washingtonpost.com/climate-solutions/one-way-the-coronavirus-could-transform-europes-citiesmore-space-for-bikes/2020/05/08/e57f2dbc-8e40-11ea-9322-a29e75effc93_story.html
5-11-20: NBC News https://www.nbcnews.com/think/opinion/covid-19-quarantine-making-america-getcreative-about-space-s-ncna1204786
Database of cities closing streets: http://pedbikeinfo.org/resources/resources_details.cfm?id=5209
Pop-up bike lanes in NZ: https://www.smartcitiesdive.com/news/new-zealand-fund-tactical-urbanism-solutionscoronavirus-pandemic/576170/
2
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And this one: https://www.nytimes.com/2020/05/18/nyregion/bike-shortagecoronavirus.html?action=click&module=Top%20Stories&pgtype=Homepage

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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Suzanne Smith
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

robert raven
Saturday, May 23, 2020 1:16 AM
Drew Nichols
Rainier

EXTERNAL
We don't have the need or money to build the Rainier interchange.
Plus this project will damage wetlands and wildlife.

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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Suzanne Smith
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Steve Birdlebough
Tuesday, May 26, 2020 7:42 AM
Drew Nichols
Suzanne Smith; Susan Gorin; Tanya Narath
Comment on Go Sonoma Ordinance - Today's 10 am Special Board Meeting

EXTERNAL
Dear Chair Gorin, and members of the SCTA Board—
I appreciate the work and extensive listening that you and your staff have invested in this measure to renew the Measure M sales
tax. It has resulted in significant improvements.
There remain two areas that need attention:
First, the very helpful set of criteria on page 4 of the Expenditure Plan that would be used to screen and prioritize projects now
appears to be discounted by a “further” assessment that would follow the screening. The effects of such an additional evaluation
are difficult to understand. I suggest that there should be a single competitive screening process, and any implementation issues
be referenced in the strategic plan described on page 8.
Second, the impacts of continued funding on the four goals of the transportation plan are fuzzy, whereas, a prominent chart
shows the percentage of funds allocated to road maintenance, etc. For many people, the chart on page 1 has become the main
focus of the entire document. This has created an incorrect impression of the actual impact of the funding in the measure. I
suggest that another chart near the top of page 1 could put the percentage allocations in perspective.
The chart, with some revised introductory language is below. Thank you all for your efforts.
Steve Birdlebough.

---Consistent transportation investments are needed in our community. Without them, we will experience more traffic delays, increased
tailpipe emissions, and deteriorating streets that lead to time away from our family and friends, bad air quality, and increased costs for
car maintenance.
This measure, Go Sonoma, is designed to benefit everyone who lives and works in Sonoma County. Through a public process a plan
has been developed that, without increasing the current tax rate, will more than double sales tax funding for local roads, bus service,
and bike projects. This funding cannot be taken away for any other purposes.
Existing Annual Funding Go Sonoma Funding
Local road maintenance
Complete streets and intersections
Bus and paratransit services
Bikeways and pathways
The goals of the plan are to make our local transportation system better connected and more reliable, more safe and better maintained,
community oriented with improved mobility, and on a path toward zero emissions that will improve health and enhance our quality of
life.
Having local money to build transportation infrastructure helps build the local economy. GoSonoma will allow new projects to get
built sooner, creating jobs that have a ripple effect throughout the county. SCTA will implement projects to improve our local
communities and protect our environment and quality of life.
1
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Agenda Item #4.1.1 GoSonoma – November 2020 transportation sales tax ballot measure
May 26, 2020
To: Sonoma County Transportation Authority/ Regional Climate Protection Authority
Dear SCTA and RCPA Board of Directors,
The response to COVID-19, both globally and locally, has proven an understanding of the need
for urgency in the face of an emergency. Lives, livelihoods and entire industries have
experienced upheaval that would have previously seemed almost unimaginable; the world was
changed overnight, because this is what the circumstances have required.
Only a few months ago, we, the Sonoma County Hub of the Sunrise Movement, joined over
twenty local organizations in urging you to respond to the urgency of the climate emergency in
your drafting of the Measure M reauthorization. We asked for prioritization and centering of
climate mitigation and equity, and for steps towards a world changed for the better. This must
be the framework for all policy decisions. When faced with an emergency, we must respond
accordingly.
As the GoSonoma Act Draft Expenditure Plan allocates 65% of funding for roads, we do not find
it to be in alignment with our community’s needs, nor with the Climate Emergency Resolution
the County declared this past September.
We are calling to take the 40% of Measure M funds that were previously used in the 101
widening and use those funds to help transform the local transit system into a free or low-cost,
user friendly county-wide service. We also call to support safer bicycle and pedestrian routes
and electrifying our bus fleet.

We are not in support of the proposed reauthorization of Measure M and as such will
not support it on the 2020 ballot in November. The proposed reauthorized Measure M does
not go far enough to address climate change and to build a future that is resilient and just for
everyone. We, at Sunrise Movement Sonoma County, urge you to work towards a livable future
that works for all.
Sincerely,
Sunrise Movement Sonoma County
sunrisesoco@gmail.com
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May 25, 2020
To: Sonoma County Transportation Authority/ Regional Climate Protection Authority
From: Sebastopol Climate Action
Via email: drew.nichols@scta.ca.gov
Subject: Agenda Item #4.1.1 GoSonoma – November 2020 transportation sales tax ballot measure
Dear SCTA and RCPA Board of Directors,
Earlier this year Sebastopol Climate Action, along with over twenty other Sonoma County based
organizations, wrote and appeared in person to urge you to make climate mitigation and equity the
guiding principles behind the Measure M reauthorization under consideration for the November 2020
ballot.
Specifically we asked you to allocate a minimum of 60% of the measure’s funds to equitable “alternative”
transportation (40% transit, 20% bicycle & pedestrian); to establish a fare-free county-wide public transit
system with frequency that makes public transit feasible and reliable for workers, students, seniors,
disabled and other vulnerable users; and to create a fund for "quick-build" projects that support safe and
efficient bicycle and pedestrian routes.
We are deeply disappointed that although there are incremental increases in funding for alternatives to
cars in the Go Sonoma Act Draft Expenditure Plan, it is not enough. In the Act’s current formulation
allocating over 60% for roads, Sebastopol Climate Action would oppose the Go Sonoma Act being put on
the November 2020 ballot. Considering the realities brought by the COVID-19 pandemic and the climate
crisis, the proposed sales tax measure’s draft plan is not in alignment with the needs of our community at
this time. Sebastopol Climate Action is focused on community action to reduce greenhouse gas emissions
and build community resilience, and we will work to advance these priorities in the November 2020
election.
To restate what we presented earlier this year: we support a measure that includes the following
allocations:
 25% - Local street rehabilitation ($5.5-6.25 million/yr)
 15% - Local complete street projects ($3.3-3.75 million/yr)
 40% - Free and improved local public transit ($8.8-10 million/yr)
 20% - Safe bike & pedestrian routes ($4.4-5 million/yr)
As we face ever more dire consequences of abrupt climate change, now is not the time to continue
obsolete 20th century policies. Now is the time to give much greater priority to the climate crisis and
equity in all policy decisions.
Sincerely,
Alex Goodman,

Sebastopol Climate Action
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Bev Alexander
Drew Nichols
Public Comment for May 26 SCTA Meeting
Tuesday, May 26, 2020 1:23:52 AM

EXTERNAL
Dear SCTA/RPCA;
I support the Measure M extension, but NOT if the monies collected can be used for a
proposed Rainier crosstown connector.
There are several reasons for my strong opposition to a Rainier crosstown connector:
• It is the gateway to a large amount of development that, when fully implemented, will
make traffic worse.
• it is the gateway to a large amount of development that will destroy the Petaluma river
ecosystem.
• It is the gateway to a large amount of development that will lead to serious flooding,
endangering the lives and property of Petaluma citizens. Claims that there will be no
increased danger of flooding do not hold water.
• It is the gateway to a large amount of development that will lead to the exacerbation of
climate change. This is a direct contradiction to Petaluma’s declaring a climate emergency
and establishing a climate action commission.
• it is the gateway to a large amount of antiquated car-dependent business development.
• It is the gateway to a large amount of market rate housing, of which we have too much
already, and will do little to provide local housing for those who work here, including
teachers, firefighters, nurses, and police.
Although the list of projects has been removed, that does not mean they are no longer
waiting in the wings. I would only feel confident in this measure if there was language
clearly stating that the monies collected could not directly or indirectly be used for a Rainier
crosstown connector.
If I could be sure that this money will not be used in ways that will exacerbate climate
change and endanger the people of Petaluma, I would love to work to support this
measure!
Beverly Alexander
Petaluma, California 94952
707
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-Save Our Petaluma River Wetlands:
https://www.gofundme.com/f/save-our-petaluma-wetlands-legal-fund?
utm_source=customer&utm_medium=copy_link-tip&utm_campaign=p_cp+share-sheet
peace.
it does not mean to be in a place
where there is no noise, trouble
or hard work. it means to be in
the midst of those things and still
be calm in your heart.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Bob Stires
Drew Nichols
David Rabbitt
SCTA Meeting May 26, 2020
Saturday, May 23, 2020 12:35:54 PM

EXTERNAL
Dear Mr Nichols,
Please present my very brief (for clarity purposes) request:
Remove the Rainier/Hwy101 Interchange project (Petaluma) as an item that will be
funded. The reason for this request is that the probable $60M to $85M project cost
should more properly be spent on maintaining and repairing existing road surfaces.
Sincerely,
Robert G Stires

Petaluma CA 94952
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Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund
P.O. Box 151439

San Rafael, CA 94915

415-331-1982

May 22, 2020
By E-Mail to:
drew.nichols
@scta.ca.gov
Susan Gorin, Chair
Sonoma County Transportation Authority
411 King Street
Santa Rosa, CA 95404
Re: Go Sonoma
Dear Chair Gorin:
The Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund, TRANSDEF, is an
environmental non-profit based in Marin County that is focused on the reduction of
impacts on the climate from transportation.
1. SB 743 has opened a new chapter in transportation planning. Projects that expand
road capacity (apparently 27% of the proposed Go Sonoma expenditure plan) are going
to face a hard time getting through the CEQA process. Transportation planning in
California now needs to result in VMT reductions, not increases. Based on the last RTP,
Sonoma's VMT is expected to grow by 18% by 2040. Minor tweaks of the status quo are
not going to change the VMT trend. This suggests the need for a complete rethinking of
the expenditure plan.
2. Conveniently, SCTA is in the midst of developing a new Countywide Transportation
Plan. This is exactly the right time to take a deep breath and figure out how Sonoma
can comply with SB 743. A wise course would be to complete the planning process first,
come up with an optimal mix of projects that keeps VMT growth low, and then ask the
voters to fund the outcomes expected by the plan. Doing it backwards, locking in an
expenditure plan for 20-40 years before you figure out how Sonoma needs to move
forward into the future, would be foolish.
3. TRANSDEF led a successful campaign that defeated the proposed March 2020
increase in the transportation sales tax in Contra Costa County. As environmentalists,
we opposed that sales tax measure because it did nothing about the expected 21%
increase in Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) from continued suburban development.
Sonoma has the exact same problem: ever-increasing congestion because of suburban
development, which forces everyone to drive alone.
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4. In 2017, TRANSDEF sent your Board a letter addressing that very problem, entitled
Measure M Extension/Renewal to Encourage Compact Growth. Although our co-signers
SCCA, SCTLC and Greenbelt Alliance are no longer focused on this issue, TRANSDEF
still is. Recognizing that land use is what creates travel demand, land use is literally the
first step in transportation planning. We believe the way to stop worsening congestion is
to shift future land use patterns to what we call "UGB 2.0."
We like to say "the Last Mile problem" is not a transportation problem; it is a land use
problem. Unless new houses and jobs are located within walking distance of frequent
transit, new residents will necessarily be driving solo. See our Chronicle opinion piece
where we show the link between suburban development and worsening traffic
congestion. (The 23% of the Go Sonoma expenditure plan that increases transit service
is not going to result in shifting solo drivers to alternative modes unless it is convenient
to where people live.)
If the County wants to avoid overwhelming the capacity of its existing streets and
highways, it needs to incentivize the modification of current general plans to cluster
future development in villages surrounding transit nodes. That incentivization needs to
be an integral part of a tax measure. We suggest seeking simultaneous voter approval
of a transfer of development rights scheme that doesn't change the future buildout
population of the County, but locates it more compactly. Undeveloped parcels that are
located away from areas served by frequent transit (i.e., outside UGB 2.0) would remain
undeveloped, as private open space, while the development rights for those parcels
would enable more dense development in designated transit villages around the county.
5. TRANSDEF urges SCTA to recognize the political reality of a post-pandemic world
rocked by budget shortfalls, and not go forward to the voters this fall. People are already
dealing with enough financial stress. They won't want to be thinking about taxes at all.
Thank you for considering these suggestions.
Sincerely,
/s/ DAVID SCHONBRUNN
David Schonbrunn,
President
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

elaine.wellin@sonoma.edu
Drew Nichols
Go Sonoma Act draft expenditure plan
Saturday, May 23, 2020 1:27:04 PM

EXTERNAL
As the Press Democrat Editorial (May 14) said, any tax measure will be a tough sell in
November. One problem is the proposed 65% of the Go Sonoma Act tax revenue to improve
roads.
Just months ago, most city jurisdictions and the county adopted a Climate Emergency
Resolution mandating that all decisions be assessed on the basis of their impact on climate
change. Yet here we see 65% going to fossil fuel oriented roads and only 35% to buses and
bikes lanes. This is going the wrong way around.
What’s better? An answer was in another Press Democrat article on European cities that plan
to expand their bike lanes (PD May 11, B1), with results that will transform their cities.
Increasing cycling infrastructure advances green policy goals and provides social distancing
needed to keep people safe during virus pandemics. Here we too can advance our climate
emergency resolutions, keep us all safer, and address climate change– by putting at least 65%
of tax revenues toward climate change-ready roads and alternative transportation options.
Let’s put our taxes toward public health and an environmentally-sound future. Then I would
vote Yes on the current and future tax and bond measures.
Elaine Wellin
3625 Lurline Way
Santa Rosa, CA 95405
707 523-1415
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Dear SCTA Executive Director and Board Of Directors,
Regarding suggested text changes in the Go Sonoma Expenditure Plan:
There has been public comment regarding the number of projects likely to increase
VMT and GHG emissions and the number of projects likely to decrease VMT and GHG
emissions. The most important issue is the quantity of VMT and GHG emissions
increased or decreased per project and the sum total of emissions likely to be
increased or decreased as a result of projects conforming to the proposed expenditure
plan. A project that accommodates more auto travel will very likely increase GHG
emissions more than a project that provides new bike lanes will decrease emissions. It
is a well established principle of transportation analysis that projects which alleviate
roadway congestion, i.e. move traffic more efficiently, will over time result in
additional auto use based on the “pent-up demand” for roadway capacity. This result
can be avoided by increased bus service that makes bus transit a preferable
alternative, even with less congested roadways. This would require a substantial
increase in bus funding.
The optimal policy approach to reduce VMT and GHG emissions would be to invest the
greater percentage of funds in transit rather than providing what will likely be
temporary congestion relief. The added requirement that 5% of measure funds used
on roadway projects will be for non-automobile elements does not go far enough to
create a funding ratio consistent with VMT and GHG emissions reduction.
One justification of the proposed allocation is that Go Sonoma more than doubles the
amount for bus transit. In the Expenditure Plan the total for bus transit is $6 million.
The chart indicating how much each agency can expect for existing service, increased
service and community benefit program,
shows a total of $2,600,000 for service continuity, $2,080,000 for service expansion. It is

generally recognized that existing bus service is grossly inadequate, ergo the low ridership.
What increase in ridership can we reasonably anticipate resulting from the additional
$2,080,000? How does the reduction in VMT and GHG emissions from increased bus use
compare to the increase in VMT and GHG emissions from the roadway projects? These are
the questions that should be answered by reasonable, data based estimates to provide a
sound basis for people concerned with the climate crisis to support this proposed tax
measure. Simply citing some multiple of previously inadequate funding is not a credible
analysis.
The SCTA has responded to community input by adding criteria for project approval,
including:
•Best practice for crosswalk, bikeway and pathway design
•Improve safety for users of all transportation modes
•Support reduction of air pollution and GHG emissions
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•Improve community health and resilience
•Improve traffic flow while reducing VMT
These criteria are beneficial in concept, but with the exception of “Best Practice…” they are
described in such general terms that they fail to provide much clear direction for project
approval. It is unclear whether there is any project that will both improve traffic flow while
reducing VMT. The oversight role of the Citzens’ Advisory Committee is welcomed, but
without clearer direction it will likely become highly politicized in an environment where
business interests are better represented than environmental interests.
There has been public comment advocating for the SCTA to include in the Measure M text
the preparation of a Strategic Plan, prior to December 31, 2023 that will identify use funding
prioritization criteria consistent with the goals and objectives of Moving Forward 2050, our
Comprehensive Transportation Plan and the Go Sonoma Act for Sonoma County
expenditure plan. I would strongly advocate for the preparation of a Strategic Plan with more
clearly defined funding prioritization criteria as part of the Go Sonoma Act, along with a data
based estimate of net reduction or increase in VMT and GHG emissions, as pre requisites for
the support of members of the public for whom the climate crisis is the highest priority. As
noted in the County Climate Emergency Resolution, the 2018 Report of the IPCC projected
that “curtailing warming to 1.5°C, a safe level to stabilize the climate, will require an
unprecedented transformation of every sector of the global economy over the next 12 years.”
So we are now in the last decade we have to make this transformation. As currently
proposed the Go Sonoma Expenditure Plan provides no credible basis to believe that it
would result in the kind of transformation of Sonoma County’s transportation system
consistent with the IPCC Report and the County’s CER.
Thank you for your attention,
Jerry Bernhaut
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Suzanne Smith
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kevin Conway <kevin397conway@gmail.com>
Friday, May 22, 2020 11:02 PM
Drew Nichols
Measure M letter

EXTERNAL
Susan Gorin, Chair
Sonoma County Transportation Authority
411 King Street
Santa Rosa, CA 95404
Re: Go Sonoma
Dear Chair Gorin:
I’m writing to encourage the SCTA Board to put the Measure M 1/4 cent tax extension on
the November ballot.
I have listened to all the arguments against doing so and while I very much respect the
people who hold that position, I do not agree with them.
For the following reasons I would like to see this measure on the November ballot:
1. There will be little competition from other tax measures.
2. Money is needed now as leverage to qualify for other available funding for new projects.
3. If it fails, the option to put it on the ballot for the following election cycle remains open.
4. The improved environmental status may help motivate people to accept an extension of
the measure. This may not be the case in two years.
5. All the available Measure M dollars are already allocated. There should not be a time
“dead zone” where no projects can get underway.
6. The increase in funding for pedestrian, transit and bike projects is not “business as
usual”. Business as usual would be to have no new green projects getting started.
7. After attending several meetings and recently listening to board meetings,I trust that the
current board is climate forward and is very interested in addressing the climate crisis and
reducing VMT.
Therefore I hope you will approve getting this measure on the ballot knowing that even if it
fails, you tried to do the right thing.
Sincerely,
Kevin Conway
1
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Suzanne Smith
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

LINDA HARTRICH <rldt@aol.com>
Friday, May 22, 2020 9:25 PM
Drew Nichols
davidrabbitt@sonoma-county.org
Re: Rainier, yes we need it!

EXTERNAL
Hi, we’ve been waiting for Rainier for over dozens of years. Let’s get it built! Thanks.
Robert & Linda Hartrich
Sent from my iPhone
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Suzanne Smith
From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Pete Gang <pete@commonsensedesign.com>
Friday, May 22, 2020 2:33 PM
Susan Gorin; Logan Harvey; Melanie Bagby; David Rabbitt; Mark Landman; Joe Naujkas;
Sarah Glade Gurney; Sam Salmon; Kathy Miller; Jake MacKenzie; Shirlee Zane; Chris
Rodgers
Tanya Narath; Brant Arthur; Drew Nichols; Eris Weaver
SCTA Board of Directors Special Meeting 5-26-20

EXTERNAL
Dear Chair Gorin, Vice Chair Harvey and SCTA Directors,
Following the presentation by EMC Research on “Survey of Sonoma County Voters Regarding Proposed
Transportation Sales Tax” at the October 14, 2019 Board of Directors meeting, I sent you a short email that
included the following:
"If we are sincere about meeting the net zero GHG goals outlined in the 2018 IPCC Report and in Jerry
Brown’s 2018 Executive Order (“…achieve carbon-neutrality as soon as possible, and no later than 2045...”),
we must deliberately and actively work toward the future that accords with those goals.
"In our effort to gauge support for extending (or increasing) funding for Measure M, what would happen if we
painted (in words and images) a vision of a pedestrian- and bike-friendly Sonoma County (with a complete
intra-city — and inter-city — network of bike paths and bike lanes) and then asked voters to express their level
of support?”
Our world has changed dramatically in the intervening months.
As documented in numerous articles [see below], cities in the U.S. and around the world are hastening the
transition toward a carbon-neutral pedestrian- and bike-friendly world.
And still — nowhere in the current iteration of the GoSonoma Act is there articulated a vision of a pedestrianand bike-friendly Sonoma County. Not in the Vision (“Connecting people, places and goods as we transition
our transportation network to zero emissions by 2050”), not in the Goals (“Connected and Reliable,” "Safe and
Well Maintained,” “Community Oriented and Place-Based,” “Zero emissions”) and not in the Expenditure
Plan.
To me, we are failing to seize the moment.
Respectfully,
Pete Gang

Here are a few of the many articles documenting the transition away from car culture:

1
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4-10-20: Oakland closing 74 miles of streets to cars: https://www.sfchronicle.com/bayarea/article/74-miles-ofOakland-streets-will-close-to-cars-to15191559.php?fbclid=IwAR1iO7puEtczQW8wKfQTuseNQYBfTkMYp8BJh3tb1sC1IPIPSHx-XEaFgkk
4-2020: Burlington, VT: Shared Streets for Social Distancing: https://www.burlingtonvt.gov/dpw/covid19/shared-streets
4-3-20: Denver closing streets: https://www.denvergov.org/content/denvergov/en/city-of-denverhome/news/2020/denver-to-temporarily-close-select-roads-to-thru-traffic-amid-co.html?fbclid=IwAR1hAqLN9qmVrlVH3DktxCCdkICG11uB89L9lIPPghKDTdRVKLxhAjiSZI
4-13-20: “Pop-up bike lanes” in New Zealand: https://www.forbes.com/sites/carltonreid/2020/04/13/newzealand-first-country-to-fund-pop-up-bike-lanes-widened-sidewalks-during-lockdown/#428a8b4a546e
4-13-20: “Pop-up bike lanes” help with physical distancing in Berlin and 133 other cities in Germany:
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2020/apr/13/pop-up-bike-lanes-help-with-coronavirus-social-distancing-ingermany
4-21-20: San Francisco designates 12 “slow streets:” https://www.sfmta.com/blog/slow-streets-program-helpsocial-distancing
4-21-20: Milan will create 35 km of cycleways: https://www.elperiodico.com/es/internacional/20200421/milanle-quitara-al-coche-35-km-de-carriles-para-darselos-a-la-bici-y-el-peaton-7935410
4-22-20: Paris to create 650 km of cycleways including “pop-up cycleways:”
https://www.forbes.com/sites/carltonreid/2020/04/22/paris-to-create-650-kilometers-of-pop-up-coronacycleways-for-post-lockdown-travel/#5ad6965154d4. “Elsewhere in France, 116 towns and cities plan to build
temporary cycleways for the duration of the current lockdown.”
4-27-20: Surge in cycling during lockdown: https://www.smartcitiesdive.com/news/cities-have-seen-a-cyclingsurge-amid-covid-19-will-the-trend-stick/576122/
4-30-20: Alameda to add “slow streets” (just two at first): https://sf.streetsblog.org/2020/04/30/alameda-latestcity-to-add-slow-streets/
5-7-20: Seattle to permanently close 20 miles of city streets to most vehicle traffic:
https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/transportation/seattle-will-permanently-close-20-miles-ofresidential-streets-to-most-vehicle-traffic/?amp=1
5-10-20: Washington Post article about transformation of European cities:
https://www.washingtonpost.com/climate-solutions/one-way-the-coronavirus-could-transform-europes-citiesmore-space-for-bikes/2020/05/08/e57f2dbc-8e40-11ea-9322-a29e75effc93_story.html
5-11-20: NBC News https://www.nbcnews.com/think/opinion/covid-19-quarantine-making-america-getcreative-about-space-s-ncna1204786
Database of cities closing streets: http://pedbikeinfo.org/resources/resources_details.cfm?id=5209
Pop-up bike lanes in NZ: https://www.smartcitiesdive.com/news/new-zealand-fund-tactical-urbanism-solutionscoronavirus-pandemic/576170/
2
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And this one: https://www.nytimes.com/2020/05/18/nyregion/bike-shortagecoronavirus.html?action=click&module=Top%20Stories&pgtype=Homepage
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Suzanne Smith
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

robert raven
Saturday, May 23, 2020 1:16 AM
Drew Nichols
Rainier

EXTERNAL
We don't have the need or money to build the Rainier interchange.
Plus this project will damage wetlands and wildlife.
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Suzanne Smith
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Steve Birdlebough
Tuesday, May 26, 2020 7:42 AM
Drew Nichols
Suzanne Smith; Susan Gorin; Tanya Narath
Comment on Go Sonoma Ordinance - Today's 10 am Special Board Meeting

EXTERNAL
Dear Chair Gorin, and members of the SCTA Board—
I appreciate the work and extensive listening that you and your staff have invested in this measure to renew the Measure M sales
tax. It has resulted in significant improvements.
There remain two areas that need attention:
First, the very helpful set of criteria on page 4 of the Expenditure Plan that would be used to screen and prioritize projects now
appears to be discounted by a “further” assessment that would follow the screening. The effects of such an additional evaluation
are difficult to understand. I suggest that there should be a single competitive screening process, and any implementation issues
be referenced in the strategic plan described on page 8.
Second, the impacts of continued funding on the four goals of the transportation plan are fuzzy, whereas, a prominent chart
shows the percentage of funds allocated to road maintenance, etc. For many people, the chart on page 1 has become the main
focus of the entire document. This has created an incorrect impression of the actual impact of the funding in the measure. I
suggest that another chart near the top of page 1 could put the percentage allocations in perspective.
The chart, with some revised introductory language is below. Thank you all for your efforts.
Steve Birdlebough.

---Consistent transportation investments are needed in our community. Without them, we will experience more traffic delays, increased
tailpipe emissions, and deteriorating streets that lead to time away from our family and friends, bad air quality, and increased costs for
car maintenance.
This measure, Go Sonoma, is designed to benefit everyone who lives and works in Sonoma County. Through a public process a plan
has been developed that, without increasing the current tax rate, will more than double sales tax funding for local roads, bus service,
and bike projects. This funding cannot be taken away for any other purposes.
Existing Annual Funding Go Sonoma Funding
Local road maintenance
Complete streets and intersections
Bus and paratransit services
Bikeways and pathways
The goals of the plan are to make our local transportation system better connected and more reliable, more safe and better maintained,
community oriented with improved mobility, and on a path toward zero emissions that will improve health and enhance our quality of
life.
Having local money to build transportation infrastructure helps build the local economy. GoSonoma will allow new projects to get
built sooner, creating jobs that have a ripple effect throughout the county. SCTA will implement projects to improve our local
communities and protect our environment and quality of life.
1
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Agenda Item #4.1.1 GoSonoma – November 2020 transportation sales tax ballot measure
May 26, 2020
To: Sonoma County Transportation Authority/ Regional Climate Protection Authority
Dear SCTA and RCPA Board of Directors,
The response to COVID-19, both globally and locally, has proven an understanding of the need
for urgency in the face of an emergency. Lives, livelihoods and entire industries have
experienced upheaval that would have previously seemed almost unimaginable; the world was
changed overnight, because this is what the circumstances have required.
Only a few months ago, we, the Sonoma County Hub of the Sunrise Movement, joined over
twenty local organizations in urging you to respond to the urgency of the climate emergency in
your drafting of the Measure M reauthorization. We asked for prioritization and centering of
climate mitigation and equity, and for steps towards a world changed for the better. This must
be the framework for all policy decisions. When faced with an emergency, we must respond
accordingly.
As the GoSonoma Act Draft Expenditure Plan allocates 65% of funding for roads, we do not find
it to be in alignment with our community’s needs, nor with the Climate Emergency Resolution
the County declared this past September.
We are calling to take the 40% of Measure M funds that were previously used in the 101
widening and use those funds to help transform the local transit system into a free or low-cost,
user friendly county-wide service. We also call to support safer bicycle and pedestrian routes
and electrifying our bus fleet.

We are not in support of the proposed reauthorization of Measure M and as such will
not support it on the 2020 ballot in November. The proposed reauthorized Measure M does
not go far enough to address climate change and to build a future that is resilient and just for
everyone. We, at Sunrise Movement Sonoma County, urge you to work towards a livable future
that works for all.
Sincerely,
Sunrise Movement Sonoma County
sunrisesoco@gmail.com
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