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A local measure on the November ballot, Measures S, provides for an advisory vote on constructing Rainier Ave from Petaluma Blvd to McDowell.  There’s a lot of history and political maneuvering associated with this measure.

Rainier, including the interchange, has been in the city General Plan since 1962.  Until about 1989 it was labeled as Sonoma Mountain Road.  The intent was to provide access between Petaluma, west of the river, and Adobe Road.  It was presumed that Petaluma might expand that far eventually.

Rainier, about half way between Washington and Corona, would have distributed traffic more evenly across town.  However, growth problems and development limits in the 70’s caused that route to terminate at Ely, now Sonoma Mountain Parkway. There is still however a need to get traffic off Washington St.

There has been a very successful effort to stall the construction of Rainier.  This has been accomplished mainly by actions of City Councils where a majority were in opposition.  The opposition isn’t so much as against building Rainier, as it is in favor of preserving the flood plain along that section of the river.

The reasons given for not constructing Rainier have included exaggerated costs, exaggerated impacts on flooding, not reducing the traffic on Washington, and excessive development between Petaluma Blvd and the freeway.

The current major argument against Measure S is that it doesn’t give the voters enough information to make a good decision.  If that were the case, I would think the candidates with these beliefs would emphasize their arguments. 

Strangely enough, those in favor of a more informed electorate seem not to care about the lack of public discourse on the fast track development of the Kenilworth site on Washington as a big box center with something like 200 apartments adjacent.  Imagine the traffic problems on Washington then without Rainier as an alternate cross town route!

A recent traffic study commissioned by the city showed Rainier to be 70% effective at relieving traffic on Washington while a Corona Road improvement was is at 40 %.  And yet some still argue for improving Corona instead of building Rainier.  Even a layman can see that as the Corona Road crossing of the freeway already EXISTS as a cross town route, it hasn’t eliminated the congestion on Washington.

Those using the cost of building Rainier as their reason to oppose it, have made up exaggerated figures to create confusion.  A recent city commissioned study had costs as low as $14 million while opponents are using costs of up to $60 million in their arguments.  Even $14 million may seem like a lot until compared to the $7 million spent on the Washington /McDowell intersection. An accounting of how much Redevelopment bonding capability still exists would show there is plenty, not just sufficient but plenty of money available for Rainier.

Of course my favored source of funds for Rainier is to dedicate the sales and property taxed from the Kenilworth area development to the construction of Rainier.  If development of the fairgrounds is also undertaken, even more funds could be available to construct Rainier.  And that would be fair as those two areas, when developed, will make Washington St. a parking lot.

The only problem with Measure S, which seems a sure thing to pass, will be to find a way to hold accountable those who will try to dismiss it as an uninformed vote by a public that doesn’t understand the problem.  Strange how ignorant the public can be when you don’t want to accept their direction.

Perhaps those who say the area adjacent to a Rainier crosstown connector should be preserved should mount a parcel tax movement or something like that to raise funds to purchase the land from the private owners and thus preserve the area as open space.       

