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ATTACHMENT J – PUBLIC COMMENTS 



 



 

SR 12/Rio Vista Bridge Preliminary Study 
Public Comments 
 
In developing potential corridor alternatives, stakeholder and local community input has been 
solicited through a stakeholder outreach program that included interviews of key stakeholders, 
informational presentations with question and answer periods during City of Rio Vista Council 
meetings, public workshops and presentations for local stakeholder groups. Following are public 
outreach activities that were undertaken: 

• Summer 2008:  Stakeholder Interviews:  Nine stakeholders were interviewed and 
four other were attempted. 

• September 24, 2008:  Special Meeting of the Rio Vista City Council – presentation 
of project overview and feedback from stakeholder interviews and solicited 
input/comment from the City Council and local community in attendance. 

• May 21, 2009:  Rio Vista Soroptimists Luncheon 
• May 28, 2009:  First Public Workshop – presented project overview, project history, 

purpose and objectives; introduced project web site and ways to obtain project 
information.  Solicited input through a breakout session. 

• August 26, 2009:  Special Meeting of the Rio Vista City Council – provided a 
progress update, presented alternative comparisons and solicited input/comment. 

• February 25, 2010:  Second Public Workshop – presented project update and held an 
open comment and question period to provide the local community with the 
opportunity to ask questions and comment publicly. 

• April 22, 2010:  Rio vista Chamber of Commerce Meeting – presented the latest 
project information in a setting that allowed local business/chamber members the 
opportunity to discuss the project from the local business’ perspective. 

• May 17, 2010:  Rio Vista Airport Commission Meeting – presented project issues 
related to potential impacts on the airport and obtained input from the commission. 

• May 20, 2010:  Rio Vista City Council Meeting – presented project update and 
solicited input from the Council and numerous local community members and 
businesses. 

  
In addition to Project Team public outreach efforts, the City of Rio Vista held a public 
workshop on October 20, 2009 with the local community.  The workshop was held to 
discuss the potential alternatives presented by STA and the consultant team, as well as to 
document advantages and disadvantages for the potential corridor alternatives from the 
local community perspective. 
 
From the public outreach events, significant input was obtained from the City, local 
community members, businesses and other stakeholders.  Key feedback is summarized as 
follows: 



 

• There is a concern that something needs to be done to improve SR-12 and the river 
crossing to facilitate safe travel on Highway 12 and continuing support for improved 
use of the Sacramento River as a “marine highway” of the future. 

• There is a significant concern from the local business community as outlined in a 
letter from the Rio Vista River Crossing Committee (see Attachment J), a local 
group of business, commercial and industrial owners, that alternatives to relocate the 
route may adversely impact local businesses and ultimately the viability of Rio Vista 
as a City. 

• Realignment Vs. use of the existing SR-12 route – realignment supporters are 
concerned with community safety and the split between the two halves of the City 
that will be worsened with a busy 4-lane arterial through the center of town while 
existing route supporters are concerned with the potential adverse impact to local 
business that could occur if the route were moved out of town. 

• There are questions concerning funding, how a project of this magnitude can be 
funded, particularly with respect to a toll bridge and how that would impact local 
residents and businesses.    

 
Summaries of public meetings and public comment received are provided in the 
following pages with summaries of comments received via the project web site and 
emails, and letters from the Rio Vista River Crossing Committee and committee member 
businesses.   
 
The bridge study, along with public and stakeholder input/comment, was documented in 
a Draft Preliminary Bridge Report that was officially released by the STA Board on June 
9, 2010 for public review and comment.  The public comment period extended from June 
10, 2010 through August 9, 2010. 
 
Official comments were received from several agencies, including the City of Rio Vista, 
the Solano County Department of Resource Management, the Sacramento County 
Department of Transportation and Caltrans Districts 4 and 10.  Full comment letters 
received from these agencies and comments received via email from other sources are 
included in the following pages. 
 
Two comments were received inquiring about pages potentially missing from two of the 
report attachments.  In attachment H, page 2 was not missing, there was a page number 
formatting error which has been corrected for the final report.  In attachment E, the 17th 
sheet in the City of Coronado plans that were provided as an example of a project similar 
to the proposed bored tunnel at Rio Vista is not missing.  It was not included as it is not 
relevant to the Rio Vista site.    
 
  

 











‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Michael K Jones <michael_k_jones@dot.ca.gov> 
Date: Tue, 17 Aug 2010 15:34:02 
To: <jadams@sta‐snci.com> 
Cc: 'Joseph Aguilar'<joseph_aguilar@dot.ca.gov>; 'Katie Benouar'<katie_benouar@dot.ca.gov>; 'Lee 
Taubeneck'<lee_taubeneck@dot.ca.gov> 
Subject: RE: SR ‐12 Realignment/Rio Vista Bridge Draft Study Report for public 
 review and comment 
 
Hello Janet, 
 
Thank you for the additional time to comment on this study. Below are our comments, on behalf of Caltrans 
District 4, with input from our Community Planning and Goods Movement branches. 
 
Mike Jones 
System Planning 
Caltrans District 4 
Oakland, CA 
510‐286 6228 
 
The alternatives presented in the SR 12 Realignment/Rio Vista Bridge Preliminary Study vary in cost from around 
$1.4 Billion to $2.3 Billion, depending on what alignment and type of bridge is chosen. These figures exclude any 
additional cost for the associated widening of SR 12 between I‐80 and I‐5 to four lanes. Considering the cumulative 
cost, this would represent a significant investment for the Bay Area. Although this project is important, it would 
take a large share of the Bay Area's transportation funding without meeting goals on greenhouse gas reduction. It, 
therefore, could prove inconsistent with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC) current strategies 
for the 2035 Regional Transportation Plan (i.e., One Bay Area) and its SB 375 goal of significantly reducing inward 
commuting into the Bay Area. The alternatives should consider the impact to GHG reduction targets and these 
policy goals. 
 
We recognize that SR 12 has significant truck demand and could have increased potential as an inter‐regional 
corridor for both freight and passenger trips which could warrant a SR 12 four lane facility and a four lane bridge in 
the future as proposed. However, the importance of SR 12 as a truck route needs to be put in perspective, as it 
parallels I‐580 and is significantly contiguous with I‐80‐ the Bay Area’s main inter‐regional truck routes. Considering 
the cost of widening SR 12, and the cost of a new four lane bridge, 2‐lane bridge alternatives should be considered, 
perhaps including an interim 2‐lane option expandable in the future. This might (see below) solve some of the 
issues associated with the existing bridge at a more feasible and lower cost. 
 
Increased shipping use of the Sacramento River, as proposed by the Port of Sacramento, could present a conflict 
with the existing bridge. There is potential for further developing the Port of Sacramento to reduce overall truck 
miles, greenhouse gas emissions and air pollutants, and traffic to and from the Port of Oakland. Currently, there is 
minimal commercial ship traffic to the Port of Sacramento, but future development of this Port could result in 
multiple shipping movements per day. (Funding for this would be from the recently approved federal TIGER grant 
funding for the California Green Trade Corridor/Marine Highway Project representing the Ports of Oakland, 
Sacramento and Stockton www.dot.gov/documents/finaltigergrantinfo.pdf ). However, it is not known if these 
increases in maritime shipping will be freighters (requiring high bridge clearance) or barges requiring a lower 
clearance. 
 
If the increase in maritime shipping is to be freighters, these will also impact the rail bridge at Benicia‐Martinez. 
This bridge crosses access to both Sacramento and Stockton Ports and has to be raised for freighters; blocking the 
main rail route to and from the Bay Area. This bridge probably makes a better case for investment, especially if 
freighter traffic is to increase. (The study suggests that larger ships not barges are expected). 









Susan, 
 
I've looked into the Tunnel Study and associated attachments to that memorandum and have some information 
for you.  The preliminary plan sheets from the Coronado tunnel study were included to provide an example of a 
bored tunnel similar to what is under consideration for the Rio Vista Study and to illustrate what was allowed for in 
the preliminary cost estimate for the Rio Vista tunnel option.  Sheet 17 of the Coronado plans shows a staging area 
that was not included because it isn't relevant to the Rio Vista study. 
 
For your information, I have attached sheet 17 of 17. 
 
If you have any other questions, please let us know. 
 
 
Best Regards, 
 
Steve Mislinski, P.E. 
AECOM 
2020 L Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95811 
916.414.1580 
916.396.3327 cell 
916.414.1557 fax 
www.AECOM.com 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Susan Estrada [mailto:SEstrada@seenohomes.com] 
Sent: Friday, June 25, 2010 10:31 AM 
To: Johanna Masiclat 
Subject: Draft Rio Vista Bridge Study ‐ missing page? 
 
Hi Johanna, 
 
This concerns Attachment E (Tunnel Option ). 
 
I am looking at those plans from the City of Coronado. It says at the lower right hand corner that there's a total of 
17 sheets. 
 
However, there is no page 17 posted on the website. If this page is available, could you please email us a copy? 
 
Thank you for your help. 
 
 
Susan Estrada 
Land Development 
A. D. Seeno Construction Co., Inc. 
4021 Port Chicago Highway 
Concord, CA 94520 
Ph:  (925) 671‐7711 x 361 
Fx:  (925) 689‐5979 
   



Susan, 
 
Thank you for your question and pointing out this item.  There is no 
missing page in Attachment H.  There was an error in the page number 
formatting that will be corrected for the final report. 
 
Best Regards, 
 
Steve Mislinski, PE 
Vice President 
Transportation 
Direct: (916) 414‐1580    
Cell:    (916) 396‐3327 
steve.mislinski@aecom.com 
 
AECOM 
2020 L Street, Suite 300 * Sacramento * CA 95811 
T 916.414.5800  F 916.414.1557 
www.aecom.com 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Susan Estrada [mailto:SEstrada@seenohomes.com] 
Sent: Friday, June 25, 2010 2:31 PM 
To: Johanna Masiclat 
Subject: Draft Rio Vista Bridge Study ‐ Att. H ‐ missing page? 
 
Hi Johanna, 
 
Page 1 is immediately followed by page 3. There is no page 2. 
 
Is page 2 missing? 
 
Please let me know. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Susan Estrada 
Land Development 
A. D. Seeno Construction Co., Inc. 
4021 Port Chicago Highway 
Concord, CA 94520 
Ph:  (925) 671‐7711 x 361 
Fx:  (925) 689‐5979 
   



‐‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: mike 
To: Janet Adams 
ReplyTo: mike 
Subject: SR‐12 Rio vista Bridge comment 
Sent: Jun 10, 2010 12:10 AM 
 
Janet 
 
As a Trilogy resident in Rio Vista the Airport Road Alternative is an unacceptable plan. Noise from the trucks would 
impact the quality of our life. The prevailing wind would greatly increase the impact of Noise. Trucks on SR12 
continue to use Jake Brake or Jacobs Brake, compression release engine brakes that cause a loud chattering or 
"machine gun" exhaust noise.  Airport road now provides safe access for Trilogy residents to Rio Vista. We can 
drive to downtown Rio Vista without crossing highway 12. 
 
I find the discussion of budget and schedule laughable.  I just returned from a trip to the mid west.  We drove on 
four lane divided roads with overpasses for hours, miles and miles. These were roads to no where with almost no 
traffic. SR 12 is conservatively estimated at 35,000 vehicles per day. I doubt those highways have 35,000 vehicles 
per week or even per month. Most were in good condition but still were under repair with lots of equipment and 
people working. Months have gone by with no work on SR‐12. SR12 has been neglected every excuse has been put 
forward, mostly to siphon off the money to build or improve other roads. It has been over 50 years since the Rio 
Vista bridge was built. Lodi has become a upscale community that wants access to the Bay Area and the Bay Area 
wants access to the Delta Area. Housing developments in the region have failed because of the high fatality rate on 
blood alley. 
 
The Romans built roads on land like the Delta 2000 years ago, it is called engineering. Why can't all the shoulders 
be widened?  Doesn't the preservation of human life trump environmental concerns? 
 
Is there a schedule recovery plan, a risk mitigation plan? The only plan is to waste time and money studying the 
issues. The funding for actual roads continues to go elsewhere. Had this been addressed properly 25 years ago 
Billions would have been saved and hundreds of lives saved. Make a schedule for the completion date and make 
the planning portion support it. Divert funds from those roads to nowhere or has the lack of correct planning and 
lack of definition of the need for improvements on SR 12 made that impossible. 
 
Mike Bedinger 
Rio Vista 





Rio Vista Bridge 
Stakeholder Interview Summary 
DRAFT 09.24.08 
 
Stakeholders Interviewed 
Nine stakeholders were interviewed and four others were attempted. Interviews were conducted between Monday, 
July 21, and Friday, August 15, by phone. Interviews ranged from 15 minutes to one hour.  

• Emi Theriault, City of Rio Vista Planning Manager 
• Gary Adams, California Striped Bass Association  
• Joe Rosewall, Montezuma Fire District  
• John Kirlin, Delta Vision Blue Ribbon Task Force  
• Linda Fiack, Delta Protection Commission  
• Linda Lannon, Rio Vista Chamber of Commerce  
• Mike Penrose, County of Sacramento Department of Transportation 
• Robert Cattey, Highway 12 Association  
• Tim Callahan, City of Rio Vista Planning Commission  

 
Attempted stakeholders 

• Charline Hand, Isleton Chamber of Commerce 
• Michael Campbell, California Trucking Association 
• Ray Schoch, Airport Land Use Commission 
• Victor Mow, San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) 

 
Stakeholder Interview Questions 
A pre-approved list of questions was asked during each interview. A few organization specific questions were 
incorporated as well.  
 
General Questions 
• How often do you currently travel Highway 12? For what purposes? 
• Do you experience delays on the bridge due to ship/water traffic? What are the impacts? 
• How do you expect shipping traffic to change in the future? What impacts do you foresee? 
• Explain how you envision the city of Rio Vista developing. 
• If Highway 12 were re-directed, where do you think the road should be located (i.e. through town or at the edge 

of the city)? 
• What should happen to the existing Highway 12 if the route were moved out of town? 
• Highway 12 and the Rio Vista Bridge have a long history. Are there any elements you feel should be preserved? 

What resources should be used to pay for the long-term maintenance of those elements? 
• In your opinion, what are the three biggest issues with Highway 12? 
• What do you perceive as the key benefits of realigning Highway 12? 
• What do you perceive as the key challenges of the project (i.e. impacts on business, traffic disruption, etc.)? 
• How do you perceive the common commuter’s outlook on the existing Highway 12 route? 
• Would you be interested in participating in a community advisory committee?  
• If a community advisory committee were developed, what should be its role? 
• How do you think commuters would respond to a new bridge that required tolls? How would the additional 

cost compare to the current delays commuter experience due to water traffic? 
• In your opinion, what are some of the tradeoffs associated with the following scenarios? 

o Tolls in lieu of long waiting times 
o Continued free access, but longer waiting times due to traffic congestion (water and automobile) 



 
Strengths - Weakness - Opportunities - Threats 
• What benefit does Highway 12 provide to the Rio Vista region? (What are its strengths?) 
• What would you consider the highway’s greatest weakness? 
• What benefits do you see as a result of relocating the highway?  
• What benefits do you see as a result of leaving the existing roadway and infrastructures?  
• What concerns do you have about future traffic and growth issues in this area? 
• Under what circumstances should the city consider changing the Highway 12 route? 
• What key issues must be addressed if route changes are made? 
• Looking into the future, perhaps 15-20 years, how do you see traffic conditions in the area (both water traffic 

and motor traffic)? 
 
Communication 
• How would you like to be notified initially about the Highway 12 project activities? 
• How would you like to receive future communications? 
• What can the city and the project team do to best inform potentially affected businesses, stakeholders and 

public? 
• What do you see as the most effective way to communicate with potentially affected businesses, stakeholders 

and public (i.e. public meetings, newsletters, Web site, stakeholder meetings, traffic signs, etc.)?  
• What elements of the project do you feel are most important? (i.e. traffic, safety, development, economy, etc.)? 
• What individuals or groups should we meet with in coming months to share information about the project? 
 
Specific Group Questions 
Highway 12 Association 
• How do you foresee the reaction to a potential route and bridge realignment? What would be the greatest 

concerns among members? 
• From your members’ perspective, what do you see as the biggest obstacles and opportunities related to the 

project? 
• What issues/concerns would you like the city to consider during the planning process? 
 
Municipalities (Planning Manager/Public Safety Commission) 
• How do you view the community’s outlook on the existing conditions of Highway 12? 
• What are your major concerns about possibly moving Highway 12? 
• What economic impacts do you envision if Highway 12 is re-routed away from the downtown district and 

through agricultural areas? 
• How do you think residents would respond to tolls? 
• What issues/concerns would you like project consultants to consider during the planning process? 
• What tools or information do you need to best prepare for future changes on Highway 12 and the bridge? 
• If a new bridge were developed, what would you like to see happen to the existing infrastructure?  
• If the old Highway 12 bridge were preserved, how would you like to see it used? How would that use be 

funded? 
  

Delta Protection Commission 
• What are your perceived impacts? 
• What do you consider the biggest obstacle for future plans along Highway 12? 
• What role would you like to have in the planning process? 
 
 
 



California Striped Bass Association 
• If a new bridge were developed, what concerns would you have regarding the construction process? 
• What would help alleviate those concerns? 
• Do you have an environmental impact concern based on the construction of a new bridge? 
• What is the best way to communicate with members of your association? 
• What information would you like to be informed about as the planning process continues? 
 
Delta Vision Blue Ribbon Task Force 
• What are Delta Vision’s current benefits regarding the Rio Vista Bridge’s impact on the Delta? What do you see 

as concerns? 
• What are Delta Vision’s benefits regarding realignment of the Rio Vista Bridge? What do you see as concerns? 
• How would bridge realignment affect the Delta? Short-term? Long-term? 
• What could be done to minimize the Rio Vista Bridge’s impact on the Delta and its environment? 
• How would bridge realignment support Delta Vision’s goals? How would it hinder your goals? 
• How would bridge realignment affect transportation along the Delta? 
 
Recommended City Council Questions 
In addition to the general questions listed above, we recommend the following questions for the Rio Vista City 
Council: 
• What are your perceived impacts of Rio Vista Bridge realignment? 
• What do you consider the biggest obstacle for future plans along Highway 12? 
• How would the City of Rio Vista benefit from bridge realignment? 
• How would bridge realignment impact development? 
 
Interview Summary 
Stakeholder interview feedback is summarized by topic and identified as a public outreach challenge or opportunity 
below. The summary will be used to guide the outreach plan development.  
 
Rio Vista Bridge/Highway 12 - General Project Feelings 
Challenges: 

• Majority of stakeholders are skeptical and frustrated about the project because there have been many studies 
resulting in little forward progress.   

• Stakeholders want to understand pros and cons of all potential alternatives. They want clear understanding 
of how final selection will be determined.   

Opportunities: 
• Majority of stakeholders agree that growth and development in Rio Vista is inevitable, so long-term 

planning is needed. A public outreach focus on long-term planning may result in increased public 
participation.   

• Many stakeholders want to evaluate the Rio Vista Bridge in respect to big-picture, regional traffic issues.  
 
Rio Vista Bridge/Highway 12 - Realignment 
Challenges: 

• Stakeholders generally don’t support bridge realignment around/out of town.  
• Opposition fears negative impacts to business and development while supporters are concerned with 

community safety. 
Opportunities: 

• Most stakeholders are interested in bridge realignment, but doubt the project will move forward to 
construction.  

• Majority of stakeholders would support Highway 12 realignment if it were to happen.  
 



Bridge Elements 
Challenges: 

• Majority of stakeholders want to preserve the small town, historic value of Rio Vista. 
• Bridge design preference is split between a tunnel, high-rise structure and overhead bridge. 
• Stakeholders are not in agreement about what to do with the existing bridge if a new one is built.  
• General feelings regarding a toll are split, but mostly negative because of the current economic status and 

existing no-toll bridge. Most would like to explore other funding options. 
Opportunities: 

• If a toll were to be imposed, some stakeholders would appreciate toll-specific outreach to address public 
questions.  

 
Public Outreach 
Opportunities: 

• Most stakeholders would support a community advisory committee and would be willing to participate. 
• Most stakeholders agree that the role of the community advisory committee should be strictly advisory and 

consist of two sub-groups with distinct focuses: 
o Stakeholders – address community and local concerns, includes residents, local organizations and 

groups 
o Technical – explain technical information to the community and educate on decision rationale, 

includes City, project team, other government agencies 
• Stakeholders generally prefer public workshops to receive communication with a supplemental online 

resource or Web site. 
o Public workshop 

 Evenings preferred 
 Local venue in Rio Vista 
 Separate meetings for each specific area – Solano, Lodi/Stockton, Walnut Grove 

o Online resource/Web site 
 Use as an alternative for those unable to attend meetings 
 Provides opportunity for ongoing input and comments 
 Serves as central hub for meeting minutes, notes 

• Most stakeholders do not prefer to receive communications through email, but instead through local 
newspapers and organization newsletters, radio, public access television channel and local venues (e.g. 
restaurants, library). 

 
Strategic Plan  
Often times, public outreach programs are based on assumptions about audiences, messages and mediums. 
However, an effective, measurable public education program begins with public opinion research. Research 
reinforces or disputes assumptions, provides insight into important or controversial issues and lends greater 
credibility to recommended actions. Most importantly, research provides benchmarks that can be used to evaluate 
whether or not a program reaches its goals.  
 
Results from the stakeholder interviews will be incorporated into a strategic public outreach plan for the Rio Vista 
Bridge project.  The plan will be the guiding document for outreach efforts and serve a dual purpose by identifying 
how and why people will be informed. The plan will include elements such as objectives, challenges and 
opportunities and target audience analysis to encompass recommendations and preferences identified by 
stakeholders. Although outreach planning efforts attempt to anticipate all potential obstacles and issues, unexpected 
situations do occasionally occur. Therefore, the plan will include a proactive and responsive issues management 
strategy.  
 
 
 



SR‐12 Realignment/Rio Vista Bridge Preliminary Study 
Public Information Workshop No. 1 
Meeting Recap ‐‐ 6‐8 p.m., May 28, 2009 
White Elementary School, Rio Vista 
 
Project Team Representatives 
Janet Adams, STA 
Eric Cordoba, Cordoba Consulting 
Luiz Zurinaga, Consultant 
Steve Mislinski, LAN Engineering 
Bob Fish, LAN Engineering 
Keen Poong, LAN Engineering 
Bill Mayer, LSA 
Kim Floyd, LucyCo Communications 
 
Summary 
On May 28, approximately 70 community members attended a public information workshop for the 
SR12/Rio Vista Bridge Preliminary Study at White Elementary School in Rio Vista. Janet Adams, Deputy 
Executive Director/Director of Projects at Solano Transportation Authority, opened the session by 
welcoming attendees and introducing project team members.  
 
Project Manager Steve Mislinski of LAN Engineering presented a general session‐style overview of the 
project history, purpose, goals and objectives. In addition, he highlighted opportunities for public 
involvement. Following the overview, project engineers and consultants invited participants to visit 
three breakout stations ‐‐ two technical and another for public information ‐‐ to ask questions, get more 
specific information, and provide feedback and input.   
 
A total of nine comments were formally submitted in writing at the meeting. Additional comments are 
being collected through online postings and via emails sent to project representatives.  
 
Comments Submitted On May 28 

• The bridge route should remain as it exists now—same route. If a new route is chosen it will 
diminish the viability of existing businesses along Hwy 12 route. Many of these businesses are 
incredible supporters of all things Rio Vista and they would have a terrible time competing with 
chain stores that would most likely take the new routes locations. 

• It is a long‐awaited improvement. We sincerely hope that the project considers the high volume 
of traffic that converges upon “little ‘ole Rio Vista” and projects/trends increased traffic 
demands well into the future. 

• How does this “preliminary study” advance the prospects of a new bridge over that of several 
proceeding studies? Why is an additional $380,000 being funded for this? 

• I’m a kid and I am mad because the green line goes through my house. 
• To avoid another Hwy 101 it would be better to build a new freeway from Hwy 80 to Hwy 5. 

Start behind Budweiser over Hwy 12 at Shiloh, behind (south of Travis) and behind Trilogy. Over 
Sac River and other levee areas staying north of Hwy 12 to Hwy 5. Leave Hwy 12 as an improved, 
safer road between Fairfield and Rio Vista. 



• How did you come to the 40 times a day bridge opening? What property does the city own 
along the proposed alternatives? What about businesses and impacts associated with moving 
the bridge? 

• How likely is it that a new bridge will end up being to toll bridge? I am worried that an alternate 
route will devastate existing businesses that depend on the traffic that we get through town. 

• I suspect that the problems with the 2 northern routes will raise serious issues (airport, wet 
lands, flood zone, etc). This only means one really viable route…the southernmost one. 

• Please start next meeting later. Please have public question and answer period. 
 

 

 



SR‐12 Realignment/Rio Vista Bridge Preliminary Study 
City of Rio Vista Council Workshop 
Meeting Notes 
4‐6 p.m., August 26, 2009 
City of Rio Vista Council Chambers 
 
Project Team Representatives 
Janet Adams, STA 
Eric Cordoba, Cordoba Consulting 
Steve Mislinski, LAN Engineering 
Keen Poong, LAN Engineering 
Bill Mayer, LSA 
 
Summary 
On August 28, the Rio Vista City Council held a Special Meeting which provided STA with the opportunity 
to update the City on the progress of the Bridge Study. Janet Adams, Deputy Executive Director/Director 
of Projects at Solano Transportation Authority, provided background information on the project and 
requested that the City Council provide written communication to STA providing input with regard to 
their concerns and issues they would like addressed by the project, as well as specific outcomes they 
would like to see as part of the project.  
 
Project Manager Steve Mislinski of LAN Engineering presented a project review and update which 
consisted of a brief project history and overview, discussion of the project need and purpose, 
presentation of the full project delivery process, a summary of the May Public Workshop, comparison of 
potential corridors and a summary of project next steps. The presentation was intermixed with 
discussions between the City Council, the project team and residents that were in attendance.   
 
Summary of Comments/Discussion 

• Increasing traffic along SR12, including increasing truck traffic, along with corridor safety issues 
are driving the need for an improved facility.   Traffic projections show that a 4‐lane facility is 
needed.  The Council noted that truck traffic is very high and appears to be greater than 
reported by Caltrans.  The City will have Fehr & Peers release traffic forecasting and analysis that 
has been completed for the Del Rio Hills EIR to assess this issue. 

• Is a tunnel being considered – a tunnel will be investigated for the alternative along the existing 
SR12 alignment.  The tunnel type studied will be a bored tunnel, as a tube/cut‐and‐cover tunnel 
would pose not only severe environmental issues, but would also encounter permitting issues 
through the Coast Guard as construction would have significant impacts on shipping. 

• Based on a meeting with the Port of West Sacramento, there are plans to increase shipping 
traffic to as much as 120 large ships per year.  Currently, the Port is receiving one or two ships 
per month.  It is also expected that barge traffic will be increasing.  Based on the bridge 
operation log for the past year that was obtained from Caltrans, the bridge is currently 
operated, on average, 4 to 10 times per day. 

• The project is seeking to identify feasible corridors to allow the City to incorporate them into the 
General Plan so that there is a mechanism in place to prevent development or other projects 
from precluding a currently feasible corridor.  It was pointed out that there is already a project 
that could preclude or significantly impact a southern option.  The Shiloh III wind turbine project 
is currently in the environmental phase and is proposing to construct wind turbines east of 



Azevedo Road, south of SR12.  To avoid precluding a southern option, the Shiloh III project 
would need to provide an opening for the roadway.  The City will provide comment on the 
Shiloh III project EIR. 

• With respect to the southern corridor, the City commented that it would be better to move the 
corridor further to the south along Emigh Road away from the planned Del Rio Hills 
development.  LAN will revise as requested. 

• It was noted that the southern corridor moves traffic away from the industrial area and planned 
business park that are located on the north side of town between Airport Road, SR12 and the 
River.  The Council expressed concern that moving the through traffic away from local business 
will result in economic decline. 

• The City noted that they are now trying to develop the old Army Base to take full advantage of 
its prime location.  A crossing over the base may not be consistent with their current plans.  A 
crossing to the south over the waste water treatment plant may be a better option. 

• It was discussed that the City Circulation Element needs to be reviewed with respect to each 
alternative and that it would be helpful to show City zoning in the project exhibit. 

• A question was asked regarding Eminent Domain and whether or not the State would use it to 
secure R/W.  The project team cannot predict what will happen during R/W acquisition, but 
noted that Caltrans will need to follow existing law in acquiring R/W. 

• The City noted that economic impact is a very important issue and that any alternative studied 
that would bypass the City should undertake an economic impact analysis.  It was noted that 
this would be required during the environmental phase of the project. 

• The City questioned how the land owners (particularly along the southern alternative) felt about 
the potential for a facility through their property.  It was noted that several key stakeholder 
interviews were completed last year and any info from interviews of those land owners would 
be forwarded to the City. 

• A local citizen suggested that the City hold a workshop for residents to discuss the project and 
come up with alternatives that they feel are appropriate.  The Council agreed that it would be 
beneficial. 

• The potential for the new bridge being tolled was discussed.  It was pointed out that a project of 
this magnitude (an estimate update was done for the southern alternative from the 1994 Study 
and the project cost in today’s dollars is approximately $690 Million) would need to draw on all 
funding options to have a chance at being constructed.  The local residents in attendance 
pointed out that crossing the river is not optional for them, but rather a necessity.  As such, they 
feel that they should not have to pay a toll. 

• The City requested that the presentation and updated project exhibit be posted on the project 
web site. 

• A local resident made the comment that the existing alignment does not make sense because it 
divides the town and will only get worse with increased traffic and a larger 4‐lane facility.  It was 
also stated that an alignment to the north of the airport through the marshy area appears 
inappropriate. 

• The residents in attendance stated that the southern corridor makes the most sense. 
• The Council voiced concern regarding access and want to make sure that alternatives include 

enough access points. 
 

 



 

SR 12/Rio Vista Bridge Preliminary Study 
Public Information Workshop No. 2 
DRAFT Meeting Recap – 6:30-8:30 p.m., Feb. 25, 2010 
White Elementary School, Rio Vista 
 

Project Team Representatives 
Janet Adams, Solano Transportation Authority 
Eric Cordoba, Cordoba Consulting 
Steve Mislinski, AECOM 
Bob Fish, AECOM 
Keen Poong, AECOM 
Bill Mayer, LSA 
Lucy Eidam, LucyCo Communications 
 
Summary 
On February 25, 2010, approximately 70 community members attended a public information 
workshop for the State Route 12/Rio Vista Bridge Preliminary Study at White Elementary School in 
Rio Vista. Lucy Eidam from LucyCo Communications opened the session by welcoming attendees 
and stating the meeting purpose as an opportunity to hear a project update about project alternatives 
and navigational constraints and let participants know the meeting was not being held to select an 
alternative. She then introduced Councilmember Jack Krebs.  
 
Councilmember Krebs welcomed the meeting participants, provided a brief project background and 
stated that the City of Rio Vista requested the study to be undertaken. He then introduced Janet 
Adams, Deputy Executive Director/Director of Projects at Solano Transportation Authority, who 
provided an overview of the State Route 12/Rio Vista Bridge Preliminary Study and an overview of 
the State Route 12 Major Investment Study that will be underway in the next month to study the 
route from I-80 to I-5.  
 
Before the meeting was turned over to Project Manager Steve Mislinski of AECOM, Lucy Eidam 
stated that everyone would be asked to complete comment cards for any comments they would like 
recorded in the meeting recap. Steve Mislinski presented a detailed overview of the project history, 
purpose, goals, objectives and alternatives (see PowerPoint presentation that is available for 
download in PDF format along with simulations of potential routes at www.riovistabridge.com). In 
addition, he highlighted the public outreach conducted as part of the project:  

• Summer 2008 Stakeholder Interviews 

• September 24, 2008 Special Meeting of the Rio Vista City Council 

• May 21, 2009 Public Workshop 

• August 26, 2009 Special Meeting of the Rio Vista City Council 

• May 2009 Public Workshop 
 
A question-and-answer and comment session followed and the project team stayed after the Q&A 
to answer questions one-on-one after the formal presentation was complete.   
 



 

Summary of Question and Answer Session Themes 
Specific comments were provided on the comment cards as indicated in the following section of the 
recap; however, during the question and answer session, topics mentioned more than once included 
impact of a toll fee, impact on private property and landowners and impact of truck traffic on the 
local community.  
 
Concerns about tolls were the most frequently mentioned by the participants. Comments ranged 
from how the toll would negatively impact businesses (several indicated that businesses would go 
out of business if a toll were put into place) to how detrimentally residents would be impacted, 
especially those who frequently travel across the bridge several times each day. One person indicated 
that a toll would be all right in their mind for truck traffic.  
 
One person stated that landowners who would potentially be affected just outside Rio Vista should 
be included as stakeholders. Another stated that jurisdictions on the other side of the river should be 
involved in the study.  
 
Comments Submitted On Comment Cards 
Eighteen comments were formally submitted in writing at the meeting as indicated below.  

• Working people cannot afford the tolls. 

• I absolutely do not support or agree with putting a toll on the new bridge. I am also 
questioning the accuracy of your traffic flow projections. 

• Try to impact as few residents as possible. Thinking long term, hold down noise and hold 
down traffic within city. Hold down long term costs. Build a tunnel or bridge where the 
maintenance costs can be kept to a minimum. No tolls. Build a bridge/tunnel with very low 
impact, then no tolls. 

• I prefer to see the southern crossing, which seems to have the least impact on existing 
homes. I would not be in favor of putting a general toll on the existing bridge, but I would 
support a toll on the big rigs crossing the existing bridge. 

• The effect of a toll will be devastating to local businesses that depend on going to Lodi and 
Stockton for supplies. To put a toll on the Rio Vista Bridge is an anti-business action. 

• I live in Isleton. The project is going to kill shopping at Lira’s. Once a week, I attend classes 
at the senior center for $3. A toll would be detrimental to all this. 

• I am very, very disappointed in this study as a property owner that would be greatly 
impacted by this bridge relocation. As a property owner, we have NO communication with 
either the city or any official that is assigned to this study. I believe the decision has been 
made and I believe that this puts my family and me at a disadvantage if our property is going 
to be condemned. This is not our first experience with these types of projects. CalTrans, 
DWR and Fish and Game. We have been dealing with these types of issues (land use). I 
expect a meeting ASAP. 

• Regarding the southern alternative, the land that will be used for the bridge is under a 
conservation easement funded by the California State Department of Conservation. There 
are numerous endangered and threatened species on that property. Environmentalists would 
object to this route. 



 

• The Seeno development is non-viable and that land should be used for the bridge. It is very 
unlikely given the current and future economy that housing development will take place. The 
development agreement should be changed and a new (i.e. bridge) use found for that land. 

• The Canright Road alignment goes through wetlands and would also wipe out a future gas 
well drilling location that has been designated for future drilling. The future drilling location 
is the southwest corner of the northern one-fourth section of Brann Ranch.  

• The general plan update ten years ago explicitly considered the four alternatives that you 
present now. We purposely decided on Airport Rd for the following reasons: to protect the 
Montezuma Hills and agriculture there, to reinforce the idea of an industrial area, to protect 
the DP2 and to keep from isolating Rio Vista. This decision expressed the views of the 
community. It is wrong to violate our current general plan. 

• The primary problem on Highway 12 is trucks. If trucks are prohibited from Highway 12, 
then traffic is no longer a problem. 

• If you increase Highway 12 to four lanes and the bridge to four lanes, the traffic will only 
increase. If it remains a route that slows people down, people won’t choose to take it. 

• This was an excellent presentation of the alternatives. It was explained well. 

• Hooray for Jeannie McCormick. Take her comments to heart. In spite of all the meetings, it 
sounds to me that you are planning without really listening! (This is my first meeting)?! Joe 
Awender’s land would be split in half. What kind of planning is that? Imminent domain? 
Maybe we need a tunnel from the city limit on Highway 12 all the way across the river! (I’m 
only kidding!) 

• I do not like to be held hostage by developers who may or may not ever contribute to our 
community. Their entitlements should be invalidated. Proceed with the Airport Road 
alternative only. It has the most advantages and fewest disadvantages. Get the trucks off our 
local roads-have them use I-80 and I-5. 

• Twenty years from now? The town will be gone! Studies have been going on since 1999! 
 
Several participants included their name on the comment cards, which were provided to the Solano 
Transportation Authority; for privacy reasons, they are not included in the recap.  

 
 





SR 12/Rio Vista Bridge Preliminary Study 
Public Information Meeting  
Chamber of Commerce, Rio Vista 
DRAFT Meeting Recap – 8:00-10:15 a.m., Apr. 22, 2010 
Raul's Striper Cafe, Rio Vista 
 
Project Team Representatives 
Daryl K. Halls, Solano Transportation Authority 
Janet Adams, Solano Transportation Authority 
Eric Cordoba, Cordoba Consulting 
Steve Mislinski, AECOM 
Keen Poong, AECOM 
 
Summary 
On April 22, 2010, approximately 55 participants attended a public information meeting organized 
by the Rio Vista Chamber of Commerce for the State Route 12/Rio Vista Bridge Preliminary Study.  
The meeting was held at Raul’s Striper Café in Rio Vista. Mary Peinado, the Executive Director of 
the Rio Vista Chamber of Commerce opened the session by welcoming attendees and stating the 
meeting purpose as an opportunity obtain information, to make comments and to ask questions of 
the project team concerning project alternatives and navigational constraints.  
 
The project team introduced themselves and then Mr. Halls welcomed the meeting participants, 
presented a project overview and discussed the project background from a funding perspective, 
provided information regarding the State Route 12 Major Investment Study that will study SR12 
between Interstates 5 and 80, as well as the long range plan for the SR 12 corridor. He then turned 
over the meeting to Steve Mislinski, Project Manager for AECOM, who presented a more detailed 
overview of the study activities to date.  
 
The detailed presentation covered the project history, purpose, goals, objectives and alternatives. In 
addition, he highlighted several advantages and disadvantage for each alternative and pointed out the 
bridge touch-down locations and potential impact areas.  
 
A question-and-answer and comment session followed and the project team stayed after the Q&A 
to answer questions one-on-one after the formal presentation was complete.   
 
The project team also provided the URL for the project website: "www.riovistabridge.com" and 
STA website: "www.sta.dst.ca.us" as source to obtain the latest project information. An RSS feed is 
also available for registered users who want to get latest project development news. 
 
Question and Answer Session  
Below are representative questions and statements that were made by the participants (please note 
that questions and comments were not recorded, but rather transcribed as they were made.  As such, 
the following may not be verbatim) : 

1. When is the project study initiated? When will the Project Approval and Environmental 
Documents phase be started? 

2. At what point will the City Council vote on a preferred alternative? 



3. For the Airport Blvd Alternative, is there a noise mitigation measure? Will there be a need 
for on and off ramps? We want to know more information about it. 

4. How much would a toll be? 
5. It seems that the Tunnel Option is not presented with the same detail as the other 

alternatives. Is the Tunnel Option being considered seriously? 
6. Is there any way to decrease truck traffic going through town? Please consider other options 

to eliminate truck route going through town. 
7. If the proposed new bridge is tolled, will the City of Rio Vista get any of the toll money? 
8. I have small business in the town. I feel that I didn't obtain enough project information so 

far. How do I get to know more information about the project and provide input? 
9. Why is the local community being sacrificed for the connection of regional routes? Don't 

think that a toll on a bridge is a good strategy. Instead, consider to set toll for ship channel, 
like a container fee. 

10. How long will the project take to complete? How is the current state budget situation 
affecting us? 

11. I oppose the Airport Blvd Alternative since it will create noise pollution. 
12. Who came proposed the Airport Blvd Alternative as a preferred route in the general plan? 

Who has the right to make the decision for the alternative selection? 
13. Are other tunnel types being considered, such as a Tube? What will happen to local business 

if the route 12 is being realigned? Where can the community find the economic impact 
study? 

14. When will the project information be released to the public? There is incomplete 
information with the current study, such as tunnel study and economic impacts. 

15. Could you provide examples of Cities that have improved business after relocating a 
highway to a bypass. 

16. It seems like the Tunnel Option has less impact to residences and businesses. Is there any 
way to get a relief from right of way take? If not, I think that the value of the town will go 
down. 

17. Has an option been considered to construct one tunnel now for one direction and keep the 
existing bridge in service for the other direction of travel? 

18. What is included in the right of way estimate? The estimate for right of way impacts doesn't 
seem to include the business impacts or economic impacts. Can that information be included 
in the study and documented in the report? 

19. I just want to thank STA for putting this meeting together. Thanks Janet for having this 
meeting. I feel much better informed. 

20. I feel that if the project is tolled, it will never be paid off. 
21. There are children commuting to school from Isleton.  A toll bridge will become a financial 

burden to families that need to bring their children into Rio Vista for school.   
  

 
 



SR 12/Rio Vista Bridge Preliminary Study 
Airport Commission Meeting, Rio Vista 
DRAFT Meeting Recap – 7:00 p.m., May 17, 2010 
City Hall, Rio Vista 
 
Project Team Representatives 
Janet Adams, Solano Transportation Authority 
Eric Cordoba, Cordoba Consulting 
Steve Mislinski, AECOM 
Keen Poong, AECOM 
 
Summary 
On May 17, 2010, the SR 12/ Rio Vista Bridge Project Team was invited by the Airport 
Commission to present a briefing for the State Route 12/Rio Vista Bridge Preliminary Study, and to 
discuss the route alternatives with regard to potential impacts to the existing airport operations and 
future expansion plans.  The meeting was held at City Hall in Rio Vista.  
 
Steve Mislinski, Project Manager for AECOM, presented an overview of the study activities and 
highlighted the potential proposed project encroachment into the flight zones and the elevated 
structures that have potential conflicts with the airport take-off and landing paths. 
 
A question-and-answer and comment session followed and the project team stayed after the Q&A 
to answer questions one-on-one after the formal presentation was complete.   
 
Question and Answer Session  
Below are representative questions and statements that were made by the airport commission (please 
note that questions and comments were not recorded, but rather transcribed as they were made.  As 
such, the following may not be verbatim).  
 

1. Will the traffic be accommodated with the proposed roadway?  
2. What would the difference in traffic consideration between the mid-level and high-level 

bridge?  
3. Have you considered high-level bridge on existing alignment alternative?  
4. Do you think it is going to be a toll bridge?  
5. If you are going to do tunnel option, where is the likely location?  
6. If the City is willing to pay extra fund for the Tunnel option, what is the trade-off?  
7. For tunnel option, is tube tunnel out of the consideration?  
8. Please consider alignment cutting through Riverwalk Development.  
9. Southern Alignment will separate Shilo III Wind Farm and split existing farmland into 

halves.  
10. What is the tallest portion of the bridge?  

 
 



SR 12/Rio Vista Bridge Preliminary Study 
City Council Meeting, Rio Vista 
DRAFT Meeting Recap – 7:00 p.m., May 20, 2010 
City Hall, Rio Vista 
 
Project Team Representatives 
Daryl K. Halls, Solano Transportation Authority 
Eric Cordoba, Cordoba Consulting 
Steve Mislinski, AECOM 
Keen Poong, AECOM 
 
Summary 
On May 20, 2010, the SR 12/ Rio Vista Bridge Project Team was invited by the City to present an 
update for the State Route 12/Rio Vista Bridge Preliminary Study listed as Item No. 5 of the City 
Council meeting agenda.  The meeting was held at City Hall in Rio Vista.  
 
During the beginning of Agenda Item No. 5, Mr. Halls welcomed the meeting participants, 
presented a project overview and discussed the project background from a funding perspective, 
provided information regarding the State Route 12 Major Investment Study that will study SR12 
between Interstates 5 and 80, as well as the long range plan for the SR 12 corridor. He then turned 
over the meeting to Steve Mislinski, Project Manager for AECOM, who presented a more detailed 
overview of the study activities to date.  
 
The detailed presentation covered the project history, purpose, goals, objectives and alternatives. In 
addition, he highlighted several advantages and disadvantage for each alternative and pointed out the 
bridge touch-down locations and potential impact areas.  Issues of tunnel option and study of the 
potential conflicts of the airport expansion plan was also presented. 
 
A question-and-answer and comment session followed and the project team stayed after the Q&A 
to answer questions one-on-one after the formal presentation was complete.   
 
Question and Answer Session  
Below are representative questions and statements that were made by the participants (please note 
that questions and comments were not recorded, but rather transcribed as they were made.  As such, 
the following may not be verbatim).  A more detailed audio account of the questions and comments 
is available from the City. 
 

1. Is the tube tunnel being considered? If not, why not? 
2. Is vehicle carrying hazardous material allowed to pass through tunnel? 
3. How is the maintenance of the bridge/ tunnel being monitored? 
4. How will the toll bridge bonding be provided? 
5. When will the shipping traffic increase in the future? 
6. Why does the shipping traffic has more priority than the vehicular traffic during conflicting 

traffic crossing? 
7. What is the noise mitigation being considered for the Airport Blvd Alternative? 
8. Can the shipping channel be pushed to further east? 



9. Ford Chevrolets is probably the biggest employer in the City of Rio Vista hiring local 
residents. Business will be seriously impacted by the project. I request that the existing route 
to be maintained. 

10. I prefer bridge over tunnel option since bridge is a signature landmark of City of Rio Vista. 
11. The General Plan of the City has Airport Blvd as industrial area and alongside SR 12 as 

commercial area. If we flip-flop the main passing route to Airport Blvd, industrial business 
will be forced to move out. 

12. I am afraid that the small business of the town will go out of business with the proposed 
project. Freeway bypass will cause the town turning into ghost town. 

13. I recommend Airport Commission to eliminate Airport Blvd Alternative and support 
existing route with Tunnel Option. 

14. I believe that toll stations will slow down traffic due to stopping traffic. 
15. Ships should be restricted to pass Rio Vista Crossing during certain time frame in order to 

reduce traffic conflicts. 
16. I believe that the City has to do something to improve the existing SR 12 situation. I want to 

compliment the consultant and project team that our concerns and comments have been 
heard and time over time, I see improvement on the presentation slides and more 
information and studies are provided to the public here. 

  
 

 

































































 

SR 12/Rio Vista Bridge Preliminary Study 
Web and Email Comments 
DRAFT 6.10 
 
Comments Submitted Through Rio Vista Bridge Web Site 
 
John R. Anderson 
I 100% support this new bridge thing...especially favor the southern alignment route. One concern: 
tolls. Will this be a toll bridge? I live directly across the river from Rio Vista. That's our only town to 
shop. I can't afford to pay tolls every time I need to go there. 
I will be out of town so I cannot make the upcoming meeting in Rio Vista. I certainly support this 
new crossing...especially the "southern" route. 
Question: What about tolls? Rio Vista is the only close by and viable town for us folks that live 
across the river in Isleton and Brannan Island. We all shop and trade there. There is no way I can 
afford to pay $4 or more each time I cross that river to buy some coffee, parts for the house, etc.   
Response from Janet Adams, Solano Transportation Authority Deputy Executive Director 
Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Rio Vista Bridge Study. Your comment as well as 
others received over the last year of study will be included in the final study.  
Be advised tolls are being considered as a potential funding source for the project as well other 
potential federal, state, and local sources. Funding a project of this magnitude will likely take a 
combination of all these potential funding sources to make this project a reality.  
It is our intent to conclude our study within the next 4-6 weeks and share it with the public on the 
STA project website. 
If you have any questions about what was presented at our recent public meeting, the entire 
presentation is also available on the website.  
Once again, thank you for your participation and if you have any further questions, don't hesitate to 
contact me. 
Response from John Anderson 
Thank you for writing back. 
The toll aspect is either missing from all the promo literature, you've been circulating...or perhaps I 
missed it. Not that I'm against tolls...but we local Delta folks living here on the other side of the 
river on otherwise desolate Andrus & Brannan Island should get some sort of exemption. Rio Vista 
is our only local town of any size to shop. It won't help Rio Vista's trade with the Delta, either.   
Lodi is about 20+ miles away...and one has to take that awful Satanic-awful "Highway" 12 across 
Bouldin Island to get there. Of course, if you widen and modernize the Rio Vista Bridge and fund it 
with a toll, its only logical that you'd do the same for a new Mokelume River and Potato Slough 
crossing....for all of the same reasons. Antioch is about 15 miles away and across a Caltrans toll 
bridge. Sacramento lies even further to the north...no toll yet...but a long drive on dangerous, narrow 
roads. 
As you know, the demographics of Isleton are not exactly at the top of the list, income-wise...indeed, 
the opposite. I personally think that Highway 12 between Lodi-Suisun should be a toll road. That 
would pay for its improvements. Especially so for the heavy trucks which currently monopolize the 
road to save time & fuel....and beat it to a pulp. Frankly, those large trucks should be banned from 
Highway 12 until it is brought up to modern safety standards, which it currently is NOT. There 
should be a 5-ton limit imposed on Highway 12 until improvements become reality. That ban would 



 

certainly get attention...and action on 12. I'll pass this toll aspect to other locals so we can all be 
aware of this fact. 
 
Jay and Diana Muehlhausen 
We attended the meeting on 2-25-10, but couldn't stay for the Q&A. Who has the final say on where 
and what type improvement will be made? It seems like the speaker last night was definitely 
channeling the audience to not go to certain corridors. I agree that updating the current corridor, 
causing the split of the town with a four-lane highway, is not a good idea. But, it seems like the 
southern corridors are already eliminated and the airport road is the way the speaker/agency wants 
us to go.  
And, are you looking at 15 years from now for the projected to be completed? 
 
 
Comments Submitted Through Email 
 
From: James & Abbie Adkerson 
 
Dear Janet 
 
Our address is 588 Aurora Way, Rio Vista... We will not be able to attend the 
public meeting on February 12, however we wish you to consider the "Southeren 
Corridor Alternative" as the best choice route for the new Alighnment. We feel it 
will impact the area the least and be the most economical as to cost. 
       Thank you for your consideration. 
 
 



 

From: John Anderson 
 
Ms Adams; 
 
Another thought:  Even when the new bridge (ideally the southern route) is built...leave the current bridge 
in place  
for the locals to use at N/C as they have done for decades. This has 2 key advantages that I see:  
a) preserving the historical, picturesque and "feel of the Delta"aspects of a classic and famous Delta 
legacy drawbridge. 
b) local access to the heart of Rio Vista and within the Delta by local Delta residents and tourists - the 
new Delta Center  
    will be located right at its entrance. 
 
============================================================ 
 
Ms Adams: 
 
Thank you for writing back. 
 
The toll aspect is either missing from all the promo literature you've been circulating...or perhaps I missed 
it. 
 
Not that I'm against tolls...but we local Delta folks living here on the other side of the river on otherwise 
desolate  
Andrus & Brannan Island should get some sort of exemption.  Rio Vista is our only local town of any size 
to shop.   
 
It won't help Rio Vista's trade with the Delta, either.   
 
Lodi is about 20+ miles away...and one has to take that awful Satanic-awful "Highway" 12 across Bouldin 
Island 
to get there.  Of course, if you widen and modernize the Rio Vista Bridge and fund it with a toll, its only 
logical 
that you'd do the same for a new Mokelume River and Potato Slough crossing....for all of the same 
reasons. 
 
Antioch is about 15 miles away and across a Caltrans toll bridge.  Sacramento lies even further to the 
north...no 
toll yet...but a long drive on dangerous, narrow roads. 
 
As you know, the demographics of Isleton aren't exactly at the top of the list, income-wise...indeed, the 
opposite. 
 
I personally think that Highway 12  between Lodi-Suisun should be a toll road. That would pay for its 
improvements. 
Especially so for the heavy trucks which currently monopolize the road to save time & fuel....and beat it 
to a pulp.  
 
Frankly, those large trucks should be banned from Highway 12 until it is brought up to modern safety 
standards 
which it currently is NOT.  There should be a 5 ton limit imposed on Highway 12 until improvements 
become reality. 
 



 

That ban would certainly get attention...and action on 12. 
 
I'll pass this toll aspect to other locals so we can all be aware of this fact. 
 
 
Regards-  
 
John Anderson 
 

 
From: Janet Adams [mailto:jadams@sta-snci.com]  
Sent: Monday, March 08, 2010 8:08 AM 
To: John Anderson 
Cc: eric@cordobaconsulting.com; 'Mislinski, Steve' 
Subject: RE: Rio Vista Bridge 
 
Mr. Anderson,  
 
Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Rio Vista Bridge Study. Your comment as well 
as others received over the last year of study will be included in the final study.  
 
Be advised tolls are being considered as a potential funding source for the project as well other 
potential Federal, State, and local sources. Funding a project of this magnitude will likely take a 
combination of all these potential funding sources to make this project a reality.  
 
It is our intent to conclude our study within the next 4-6 weeks and share it with the public on the 
STA project website. 
 
If you have any questions about what was presented at our recent public meeting the entire 
presentation is also available on the website.  
 
Once again thank you for your participation and if you have any further questions don't hesitate 
to contact me. 
 
Janet Adams 
Solano Transportation Authority 
Deputy Executive Director/Director of Projects 
(707) 424‐6075 
 
From: John Anderson [mailto:JohnA@meyersound.com]  
Sent: Thursday, February 11, 2010 1:09 PM 
To: jadams@sta-snci.com 
Subject: Rio Vista Bridge 
 
I will be out of town so I cannot make the upcoming meeting in Rio Vista. 
 
I certainly support this new crossing...especially the "southern" route. 
 



 

Question: What about tolls?  Rio Vista is the only close by and viable town for us 
folks that live across the river in Isleton and Brannan Island. We all shop and trade 
there. There is no way I can afford to pay $4 or more each time I cross that river  
to buy some coffee, parts for the house, etc.     
 
Please tell me this will not be the case. 
 
John Anderson 
 
Oxbow Marina 
Isleton, Ca 
 



 

From:  Fred Kogler 
 
Mr. Kogler, 
 
Thank you very much for your input and questions regarding this project.   
 
As you are aware, the project is in the preliminary planning stages, and as such, there have not yet been 
engineering studies completed to investigate and assess visual impacts for the various potential routes. 
 The project team has discussed internally, as well as at public meetings, the need to study road 
approach and bridge profiles to assess the appearance of approach embankments and bridge approach 
viaducts, particularly along Airport Road and the existing State Route.  The current project will perform 
engineering to a level that will allow for a preliminary assessment of visual impacts.  However, the full 
visual impact analysis required under environmental law, will not be carried out until the environmental 
phase.    
 
At this point, the project exhibit that has been displayed at various meetings is schematic in nature.  
Intermediate interchange locations have not been determined, and have been shown specifically to 
highlight that there will be points of access to the City along the route.  As the team develops planning 
level vertical and horizontal geometry, access points will be further assessed and will be shown in 
locations that make sense geometrically, as well as to address the need for access to the City. 
 
The project team is currently developing preliminary horizontal and vertical alignments and will begin 
roadway, bridge and tunnel studies soon.   As such, the team will be in position for the next public 
workshop to better discuss bridge approaches, approximately how far the bridges and approach fills may 
extend into the City, and how the approach fill and approach viaduct appearance may impact visual 
resources along the potential routes and through the City.  In addition, access points will be more defined 
and better located. 
 
With regard to the route just to the north that was discussed at the City workshop, we are in contact with 
the City to try to obtain information on the specifics.  If you have a sketch on a map showing the route, 
please forward to me, and the project team will be happy to take a look and assess the merits. 
 
Your input and questions are greatly appreciated.  Input from you and other local residents is helping to 
improve the project and push it forward. 
 
Janet Adams 
Deputy Executive Director/Director of Projects 
Solano Tranportation Authority 
(707) 424‐6075 
 
 
From: Fred Kogler [mailto:lions.den@frontiernet.net]  
Sent: Thursday, October 22, 2009 7:00 AM 
To: jadams@sta-snci.com 
Subject: Rio Vista Bridge......planning 
 
Janet, 
  
I have attended the most recent STA presentation for the Rio Vista bridge planning, as well as Oct 20th 
meeting hosted by the Rio Vista City council, where the potential routes were briefly presented and then 
"kicked-around" to see where some thoughts about them might be. 



 

  
Instantly; one thing became apparent.  There is no detail of the bridge ramparts that would better 
demonstrate the IMPACT, particularly when concidering the hybride lower bridge on the existing route, or 
the full height bridge that might intersect on AIRPORT Road. 
  
Of note, were the off ramps that were sketched-in, virtually along side the river.  Given the Channel (peak 
of bridge) would be virtually on the west side of the river, it's hard to fathom how exit ramps to access the 
city would be built without using elevators, given the height must be nigh a hundred foot near river 
edge......?? 
  
Ramparts are somewhate mute on the southern or northern route, due to the remoteness..... 
  
There was a clever scheme suggested that ironicaly has not been drawn on YOUR routes and that is to 
set a bridge just north, and utilize the "flood-way" perhaps on an elevated causeway, and reconvene the 
existing highway via a low lying drainage swale, just east of CHURCH Rd...... 
  
So the real question becomes:   for a given height bridge, roughly how far are the RAMPARTS from the 
river edge?  Without engineering a bridge, there must be a nominal "model" for the given clear-pass any 
of these bridges might assume........?? 
  
It was made clear to me the city intends to "proactively" participate in the planning, so Rio Vista has the 
best potential interface with the new "interstate" freeway. 
  
Fred Kogler 
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