SPECIAL MEETING

SACRAMENTG CITY COUNCIL

DECEMBER 18, 1988
THURSDAY
4:00 P.M.

I HBEREBY CALL a Special Meeting of the Sacramento City Council at the Regional
Transit Light Rail Facility, 2700 Academy Way, Sacramente, California, on
Thursday, December 18, 1986, at the hour of 4:00 p.m., for the purpose of
touring the Light Rail facility.

ISSUED: This B5th day of December, 1986.

ANNE RUDIN
MAYOR

ATTEST:

L@RRAINE M
qﬁTY CLERK
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DATE: . December 4, 1986

TC: Mayor Anne Rudin

Members, City Council
FROM : David A. BoggsJ%Eeneral Manager
RE; Light Rail Train Ride

This is to confirm the light rail train ride scheduled
for 4 p.m. on Thursday, December 18. Please meet me
at the RT Metro operations and maintenance facility at
2700 Academy Way. A sketch map is attached for your
convenience. -

If you need transportation, please call my secretary,
Billy Campbell, at 321-2990.

We look forward to seeing you on the 18th.

¢

Attachment
c: Marty Flores

Sacramentio Reaional Transit a Public Entitv. is an Eoual Gpoortunity Emplover.
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State of California

Memorandum

Te : - Dates
Chairman and Members January 15, 1985
California Transportation File :

Commission Item 2.2
. INFORMATION

From : CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Commission Staff

Subject:
I Presentation of Consultant's Report on Sacramento Light Rail Issue

The Commission's mass transportation consultants, Wilbur Smith and Associates,
have completed the enclosed review of the Sacramento Light Rail project and
are available to respond to your questions about the project. In additionm,
staff of the project spomnsor, the Sacramento Transit Development Agency
(STDA), will present to you thelr proposed plan for financing the project's
capital deficit.

Discussion:

The consultant's report estimates that the project's costs will exceed its
budget by $23.1 million, costing $154.3 instead of $131.2 million. 1In the
"worst case" envisioned by the conmsultant, the cost overrun could reach $31.1
million; in the best case, the overrun would be only $14.3 million.

These estimates exclude $1.9 million worth of items contained in the project
the Commission approved in September, 1983. Under the terms of the Com=-
mission's approving resolution, MT-84-17, these items are ineligible to
receive additional funding from the Commission. The estimate includes $5.9
million worth of items added to the project the Commission approved. MT-84-17
makes these items eligible to complete for State guideway funds during the
1985-86 and subsequent years.

The report documents a conflict between MT-84-17 and the contract STDA signed
with the Urban Mass Transportation Administration. To honor the terms of both
agreements, STDA must complete the full LRT project, and finance additional
costs (except for "add-ons" not covered by MT-84-17) without additional
Federal funds or funds alloecated by the Commission.

With regard to Sacramento Regionmal Tramsit District's (RT) five=year plan to
finance 1ts combined bus and LRT system, the report finds that the plan's
assumptions are reasonable, although its projecticns of future funding
deficits may be optimistic. The plan indicates that RT's annual expenditures
will exceed its resources, but that a $14 million carry-in is available to
finance the system for the next three years. In the last two years of the
plan, RT projects a cumulative unfunded deficit of $5.1 million. In 1989, RT
estimates an unfunded deficit of $1.6 million, and Wilbur Smith forecasts a
$2.9 million deficit. Both estimates make assumptions about State and Federal
operating assistance and farebox ratios that are subject to considerable
fluctuation. The report indicates a "worst-case" shortfall of $6.1 million in
1989, and a "best-case" surplus of $1.6 million. ~



Staff recommend that you approve the following schedule for considering issues
related to the Sacramento project:

January: Consultant's report
STDA staff presentation of funding capital deficit
Notice to amend STIP

February: Consultant's report on STDA fimancing plan
STDA comments . .
Allocation of $5.5 million in 1984-85 guideway funds
Allocation of $.6 million in Federal Interstate Rehabilitation funds
for acceleration lanes

March: Review of STDA application for 1985-86 Guideway funds

July: Convey title of I-80 Bypass land to STDA pursuant to AB 481 of 1983.

I Apaui 4,

ROBERT S. NIELSEN
Executive Director

Attachment



SACRAMENTO LIGHT RAIL PROJECT

COST ANALYSIS
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Wetbur Fmeth and Assoccales, Inc.

282 SECOND STREET CABLE WILSMITH
2nd FLOOR TELEX 57-3439
SAN FRAMNCISCO, CA. 941035 January 14, [985

PHONLE (+15) 896-0670

Mr. Hugh Fitzpatrick

California Transportation Commission
1120 N. Street, P.O. Box 1139
Sacramento, California 95305

Re: CTC-0610; Sacramento Light Rail Project Cost Analysis
Dear Mr. Fitzpatrick:

We are pleased to submit our report on the Sacramento Light Rail Project.

Included are: (1) results of our analysis of the capital costs of the project as
it is now defined by the Sacramento Transit Development Agency following the
identification of various cost reduction measures, and our independent projection
of total project costs; (2) our identification of both scope reductions {which are not
eligible for additional state funding if iinplemented at some later time) and scope
additions which we consider elizible for additional funding; (3) a review of conflicts
in the existing State and Federal funding contracts which will affect STDA's
response to capital funding shortfalls; (4) a review of the status of existing Federal,
State and local funding comnitments; and (5) our assessment of Regional Transit's
plan for funding guideway operating costs following completion of the light rail
project. In performing these tasks, we have enjoyed the complete cooperation of
all representatives of STDA, Caltrans and Regional! Transit. One task remains,
which is an assessment of STDA's plan for funding the indicated capital cost
overun, which will be undertaken when the STDA plan is made known.

We trust the Commission will find this report to be fully responsive to their
needs relative to the Sacramento project. :

Respectfully submitted,

WILBUR SMITH AND ASSOCIATES

T

Gerard L. Drake
Yice President

GLD:tft
#183650
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Sacramento Light Rail Project Cost Analysis inciuded five separate

elements as follows:

(1

(2)

3

)

(5)

A detailed review of projected capital costs for the project as currently
defined by the Sacramento Transit Development Agency (STDA), and

development of an independent cost projection;

Identification of project elements which were included in the project as

. approved by the Commission in September, 1983, but not included in

the currently planned project, plus major scope additions which warrant

consideration for supplemental funding;

Identification of important contract differences between the UMTA
Full Funding Agreement and CTC Resolution MT-84~17 which approved
state funding support for the project;

An analysis of existing federal, state and local funding commitments;
and o ' ' h

An analysis of Regional Transit's plan for funding guideway operating
costs.

I. Projected Capital Costs of Current Project

A review of projected capital costs for the Sacramento Light Rail Project as

currently defined by the Sacramento Transit Development Agency (as of December
12, 1984) indicates the following:

()

The WSA forecast of total cost for the project, as now defined, is
$154.3 million, Thus, even with cost reduction measures recently
adoptéd by STDA, total project costs are most likely to exceed the
currently approved budget of $131.233 million by about $23 million.
This estimate includes normal allowances for design and construction

contingencies.



(2)

(3)

(4)

There remain several key uncertainties relating to the ultimate total
cost of the project including {(a) a claim by the selected vehicle
manufacturer; (b) condemnation proceedings and negotiations relating
to right-of-way acquisition; (¢) litigation over responsibilities for
private utility relocation costs; (d) the project schedule as it affects
project management and engineering costs; (e) remaining design
decisions; and (f) construction bid prices at the time of contracting in
1985. A worst case forecast indicates that total project costs might be
as high as $162 million, or §31 million more than the currently available
budget 1f additional delays are encountered future construction bid
prices are higher than expected and results of negotla.t;ons or lxtiganon

relatmo as items a, b,and ¢ above are ail adverse to the project.

The project might be completed for ‘a.s little as $145 million, or about
14 million over budget, but only if (a) the outcome of all remaining
negotiations and litigation affecting costs are very favorable to the
project; (b) additional delays are avoided; (¢) contract bid prices are

equal to or less than the En&meers' Estxmates, and (d) costly change 7

orders are avoided

Most of the cost uncertainty and pro;ected budget over-run relates to 9
of 38 Contract Units. The aggregate cost of these 9 contract units is
likely to be about $22 million over budget. Future efforts to contain

the cost over-run should focus on these 9 contract units.

Il. The Approved Project

i.

Five project elements were identified in this cost analysis as covered by
the approved project definition but assumed to be deferred or
eliminated by STDA based on current cost reduction plans. These
include: a) Winter Street access -to the Roseville Road station; b)
elements of the WATT/ SO-West Station; c) about 373 parking spaces; d)
elements of the K Street Mall improvements; and e} certain O Street
improvements. These project elements, if deferred as now planned, are
not considered eligible for additional State funding if implemented at

some later time. The current value of these items is about $1.9 million.

ii



3.

III. State/Federal Contract Conflicts -

Six desirable elements of the current project are considered to be scope
additions (items not specifically required by the FEIS). These items,
totalling about $5.949 million in value, include a) a WATT/30 bus
acceleration lane; b) Sacramento Bee access provisions; ¢} upgraded
grade-crossing protection devices at 13 locations; d) operator rest
rooms at 3 stations; e) a median barrier at Watt Avenue; and f) system

start-up costs.

The approximate total cost of the Approved Project based on this cost

analysis is $150.3 million, This amount excludes the & scope additions

~ note above and mcludes the 5 elements of - the ongmal proe;ct scope. .

which may be deferred or separately funded by STDA.

L.

3.

There are several significant differences between the federal and state

contracts approving funds for the Sacramento project--differences of

reievance to planned cost reducnons. Most sxgmhcant is the fact that

the pro;ect cannot be downscoped w:thout UMTA advance approval
which almost certainly would only be given subject to a commensurate
reduction in federal funding, whereas the CTC contract with STDA

permits downscoping without loss of state funds.

Any elements of the approved project, as defined by the project FEIS,
which are deferred initially are not eligible for additional state funding
if implemented at a later time. The UMTA contract calls for all
required project elements to be implemented initially, with additional

local resources, if necessary.

Desirable additions to the project scope which can be justified on their
own merits are eligible for additional federal and/or state funding as

appropriate.

IV. Existing Funding Commitments

1..

A total of $131.23 million had been committed to the project as of
December 12, 1934,

iii



3.

About 75 percent of the total funding commitment ($98.5 million)
consists of federal funds of which over 90 percent is already
appropriated by Congress and more than 50 percent is already available

for expenditure,

The State commitment amounts to $25.92 million of which $5.50 million
remains to be authorized. The availability of the remaining $5.5 million

is conditioned on availability of funds from federal and local sources.

Local capital commitments amount to $6.8 million, all of which is
appropriated. - . .. o L

V. Assessment of Regional Transit's Plan to Fund Guideway Operating Costs

20

Regional Transit's latest plan for funding operating costs following the
introduction of light rail service is documented in its Tramsit Plan,
1985-89, which was adoPted by the RT Board on August 27, 1984. This

. review determmed that the August plan is obsolete with respect to

fundmg. Prelnmmary unpubhshed revisions benerated by Reéxonal
Transit in November provided the basis for this assessment.

The November forecasts supplied by Regional Transit show an unfunded
operating deficit. The cumulatiﬁe magnitude of the deficit is
approximately $5.1 million over the five-year period between FY 85 and
FY 89. The estimated FY 89 deficit, a typical operating year after
introduction of light rail service, is estimated by RT at §1.7 million,

All assumptions underlying the current Regional Transit forecasts of
operating expenses are reasonable as related to the service levels
specified, although the service levels now planned are lower than those
specified in the light rail project FEIS. o

Although Regional Transit forecasts of funds likely to be available
through the Transportation Development Act are conservative, both the
federal and state (STA) funding levels assumed are uncertain and
optimistic. It is alse possible that fare revenues may be slightly

overstated in view of planned service reductions and fare increases;

iv




future patronage of the raii/bus system is uncertain and will depend in

part upon factors beyond the control of Regional Transit.

While there is room for discussion about its magnitude, tie expected
.operating, deficit is real and may be understated by Regional Transit.
The amount depends in large part on future federal and state transit
support levels which cannot be predicted with confidence at this time.
A conservative WSA forecast of the FY 389 deficit developed in this
study is about $3.0 million and the deficit could be greater ii federal

and state transit assistance programs are discontinued.

- The availability. of uncommitted "carfyover" capital funds from prior <
years provides Regional Transit with several years to review the
situation and take corrective actions if required to avoid funding
shortfalls. Regional Transit'has identified both cost containment and
revenue enhancement options to address deficits in the amounts they
have projected. If funding shortfalls do develop as indicated in this
report, additional actions would need to be taken by the RT Board,
: _-‘__":__-mc.ludmﬁ formal adoptxon oi a specmc plan of additional. cost. reducnon.
‘ and/or revenue generatxon measures. '

Wilbur Smith and Associates
January 11, 1985

3t



i. PROJECTED CAPITAL COST OF PROJECT AS DEFINED BY THE
SACRAMENTO TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT AGENCY

A detailed review was made of current plans and cost estimates for the
Sacramento Light Rail Project, and an independent projection of total project cost
was developed for the project as currently defined by the Sacramento Transit
Development Agency (STDA). Numerous changes in project definition have been
made as the project development process has proceeded from preliminary
engineering to detailed design and construction stages, and additional changes are
likely. The cost projections presented in this report relate to the project as it was
defined by STDA on December 12, 1984.

Major Project Elements

The Sacramento Light Rail Project had been defined (untii December) in
terms of the 41 "Contract Units" (CU's) which are listed in Appendix Table A, The
project now consists of 38 Contract Units. The total budget for these 38 Contract
Units is now set by STDA at $131.233 million: The most current cost estimate for
each of these Contract Unité was reviewed to arrive at the cost projections
oresented in this report.

Methodologx :

The methodology employed to arrive at the cost projection for a particular
Contract Unit was dependent upon completion status. Completion status as of
December 12, 1934 is shown in Appéndix Table B. Contract Units were classified
according to status as follows: ‘

(1) Construction or Procurement Completed (or almost completed);
(2) Firm Bid Available or Contract Awarded;

(3) Desizn Plans Completed;

(4}  Design Plans Still Incomplete.

The classifications specified as noted above reflect the degree of "firmness"

of the cost projections and the degree of confidence which can be placed in them.



In developing the cost projections provided in this report, differences in the

reliability of the estimates for Contract Units in various stages of design -or

construction were accounted for by differences in allowances for contingencies

which were calculated in a systematic way as follows:

For construction or procurement Contract Units which are reported as
completed, the actual cost reported by STDA was taken as the cost
estimate. No additional amount was added for contingencies (except in

cases where the possibility of additional change orders remains).

For procurement contracts which have been awarded, the actual -
amount of the contract award was taken as the cost estimate (except
for cases of disputes which could lead to additional costs, as in the case

of the vehicle procurement contract),

For construction ¢ontracts which have been awafded, or cases where a
firm bid has been obtained, a construction contingency amount was
added to provide a reserve to cover the possibility of change orders or .
claims. This cdntingency amount ranged between 3.5 and 5.0 percent of
the bid price, the particular percentage depending on the complexity of
the construction involved and the status of completion of the

construction.

For constructioﬁ Contract Units for which design plans are complete
but contracts have not yet been advertised, the engineers estimates
were thoroughly reviewed to assure that all additions and/or deletions
currently planned by STDA were reflected in the bid items and that no
major cost item was omitted. An allowance for contractor mobilization
was added, where not previously inciuded, equal to 10 percent of the
basé cost estimate. In addition, the base unit cost estimates were
reviewed and adjusted to Third Quarter - [934 cost levels based on
construction cost indices published by CalTrans. A contingency factor
of 5 percent was was added to cover the possibility of subsequent

changes during construction.



o For contract units for which the design is still incomplete but has
progressed beyond the preliminary stage, a 10 percent contingency

amount was added to the base cost estimate as updated in this study.

0 Where the design has not progressed beyond the preliminary stage (i.e.,
beyond 30 percent completion), a 20 percent contingency was added to
allow for possible design refinements as well as other uncertainties

affecting the cost estimates.

0 Each estimate (other than those based on firm bid prices or contract
. awards) was escalated at an annual rate of 6 percent to the mid-point

of the construction period for the -Contract Unit involved; This reflects

the view that allowances for infiation should not be considered as part

of the usual allowances for construction contingencies.

Differences of opinion are likely to exist relative to the amount of
contingency funding which is prudent and desirable, or the likelihood that contract
bid prices will be greater or less than engineers' estimates. In fact, it is not

possible to predict with certainty the ultimate cost of the Sacramento project--

even now-- to an accuracy greater than +5 percent. For this reason, project cost
projections are presented in ranges of values, with the mid-range figure being the
most probable based on current information. The estimate representing the "worst
case" is equally significant, however, since a prudent financial plan must allow for
the possibility that this higher cost level might actually be reached under adverse
conditions. The "lowest forecast" represents the Jowest value which can reasonably
be expected under current conditions; it is still possible that the project can be
completed for this amount. |

Cost Projections

Cost projections resulting from the methodology described above are shown
in Table I-1. These estimates confirm earlier reports that substantially more than
the current $131.233 miilion budget will be required to complete the Sacramento
Light Rail Project and indicate the following:




Table I-1 . i

PROJECTED CAPITAL COSTS ‘
SACRAMENTO LIGHT RAIL PROJECT
(AS DEFINED BY STDA AS OF 12/12/84) |

v
i

1

PROJECT ELEMENT | BUDGETS PROJECTED COST ($ THOUSANDS) cowear | Tonaet
| REMARKS
cue TEW arn. | ouc. T fieN 510 | oesiow T PossisiE [ yoqa, | FONECAST { FORRCAST
1e04 | cesq | comriuTa | On Awann | cOMPLEYE [iNCOMPLETE [ ADD'L. COST 2000 2000
[ NO. BAC. GRADE SEPARAYIONS - 6,204 | 6,95 6,870 42 6,912 6,870 6,956 | Subject to Settlement
14 ®O. SAC. BPAN RELOCATION 186 o - - -
3 AT-GAADE LINE N.E. CORRIDOR 3,924 | 4,0 1,965 198 4,163 3,965 4,361 [Possible Change Orders
24 | warv/so uzoian a0 | 3,790 : 4,947 ' ) 4,947 4,670 5,194 | Excl. Winter St. Optien
3 MAINTENANCE SUILDING 2,726 | 3,963 3,827 136 3,963 3,827 4,106
4 MALL DEMOLITION 500 160 360 360 _ 360 360
as | Av-omapE LinE-cENTRR CiTY 6,000 | 8,237 9,544 9,544 | 9,067 10,021
4B/C| TAEE PROCUAEMINT-K ST. 12 12 12 32 32 34
4D | CENTER CITY PARKING LOTS . - . - -
] AT-QRADE LINE-FOLBOM COARIDOR 7.670 | 8,054 . 14,187 14,187 13,979 14,896
[ AT-QRADE STATION-WATT/80 2,940 ar - 1,216 1,216 1,193 1,277
7 AT+QRADE STATIONS-N.K. 3,500 1,870 2,354 2,354 2,236 2,589
TA 1 AT-GRADE STATIONS-FOLBOM 1470 | 3,791 4,830 4,830 4,73% 5,796
™8 | TREN PROCURIMENT-BUBUREE 15 % k] - k[ 35 8
1¢ | ART PROGRAN 0 222 ! 213 233 222 244
10 STATION ORAPHICS 0 150 . 158 158~ 150 165
78 | STATION SHELTERS 0 421 . 4;} oo 470 461 494 ) o
[ YARD GRADING a8 71 71 4 i) 71
8A | FENCING-YARD STORAQE 8 8 8 ‘ 1 9 8 10
L] RLAGTAIFICATION 1,390 { 2,104 : 2,304 ] 2,304 2,200 2,400
10 | et mianaLine s 760 | 4,147 ' 3,928 29 | 4047 3,928 4,354
1" TRAFHC BIGNALS 2,390 | 2,500 £ 2,509 s i 2,509 2,383 2,635 !
12 RADIO PROCUREMENT 280 280 280 . 280 280 280 | Inc). Fare Vending Units
144 | MAIL PROCUREMANT 2,731 1 2,731 2,1 ' ’ ' 2.731 2,131 2,731 ‘
143 orn.n TRAGK MAY'L. PROC. 1,180 1,180 © 1,180 1,180 1,180 1,180 \
" TIE PROCURENENT 1,142 | 1,148 1,148 1,148 1,148 . 1,148 i
1] BPL. TRACKWORK PROC. 643 691 651 ‘ ' ! 691 691 126
*Includes Contract tnits 95% compleie or more. : Withess Fronilh am{duoahlué
' : /4788



.

Table l!-l (comnt’d.)
PROJECTED CAPITAL COSTS
SACRAMENTO LIGHT RAIL PROJECT

{AS DEFINED BY STDA AS OF 12/12/84)

|

PROJECT ELEMENT BUDGETS PROJECTED COST ($ THOUSANDS) cownar | oner -
REMARKS
cue TEM aen. | onc. T ¥inM 80 | Dasian sasian rosminLE totay | TOMECAST | FORECARY
tond | 1984 ] comrrLavE ] on awanp | compieva ] inconrave | ADD'L. COST 2000 000 -
"7 LIGHT RANL YENICLES 24,3528 25,570 24,352 1,218 25,570 24,352 29,000 § Livigation
184 | FARE YENDING EQUIP. PROC. 520 520 520 520 520 546
188 | maion snoP EQUIP. PROC. 880 as0 880 880 836 524
1ac LINE NMAINT. EOWHP. PROC. 240 240 240 240 228 252 R
I8 | SUBSTATION PAGCUREMENT 3,473 ) 140 1,413 100 3,593 3,493 1,647 | Pot'} Change Orders
30 | CATEMAAY BYATEM,/POLES 1,880 | 1,481 1,481 1,481 1,481 1,481
1 CABLE/WIRE PROCUREMENT 1,90 1,142 1,135 7 1,142 1,142 1,200 | Pending Changer Order
40 | MANAGEMENT b ENQINEENING 10,174 | 17 156 23,610 23,610 23,610 24,800
45 SATD BTAAT-UP ~3,123 ) 2,949 2,949 2,949 2,360 3,240
S8 ] RisK MANAGHMRNTY 1,550 | 1,550 1,550 1,550 1,550 1,560 |
a0 ROW ACOUIBITION 12,885 § 12 BBS 16687 15 857 17,329
10 | UTILITY AELOCATION 5257 | 5,257 7,600 3,760 B, 100
o8 | COMBTRUTION CONTIGENCIES 1,587 0 - - -
s | camumar cowTiaEncizg 0 237 - - -
'oﬂl-_ 131,040 | 121,233 154,291 145,555 162,363
Withar Fmith and Associales

1/4/886



(1) Even with various cost cutting measures adopted recently by STDA, the
WSA projection of total project costs is 5154.3 million, or about $23
million more than the current approved budget. This estimate includes
typical allowances for design and construction contigencies, but is

exclusive of a desirable general contingency fund (CU99).

(2) The real possibility exists that total project costs could exceed $160
million. Assﬁming adverse results of negotiations relating to a) vehicle
procurement; b) right-of-way acquisition; and ¢) utility relocation
costs, and with more conservative allowances to cover other
uncertainties, the Worst Case forecast amounts to $162.4 million or
about 3| million more than the approved budget.

(3) It is possible that tﬁe project can be completed for about $145 million.
For this to be the case, hoivever, remaining construction bids would
need to be within Engineer's Estimates and the outcome of nezotiations
or litigation to settle a current vehicle procurement claim, right-of-.
way acquisition ceniflicts and utility relocation cost responsibilities
would all need to be favorable to the project; Also, further délays or
complications affecting rapid completion of all remaining engineering

work would need to be avoided,

The indicated level of cost un'certainty and cost over-run relates primarily to

9 Contract Units, including the following:

CU2A -  Watt/80 Median Construction
Cu4A - Center City Line Construction
Cus5 -  Folsom Corridor Line Construction
CU7A -  Folsom Corridor Stations

CUl7 -  Vehicle Procurement

CU40 - Management & Engineering
CU45 -  SRTD Start-Up

Cued - Right-of-Way Acquisition
Cu70 -  Utility Relocation



As shown by Tabie 1-2, the most probable cost of all 29 Contract Units other
than the 9 listed above is $44.4% million, or only $0.8 million (1.9 percent) over the
current budget for these Contract Units. The Worst Case forecast for the 29 non-
critical Contract Units is only $2.2 million (5.1 percent) over the respective budget
amounts. On the other hand, the most probable total cost of the 9 critical
Contract Units listed above is $22.2 million (25.3 percent) over the budget now
available for these 9 project elements, and the Worst Case forecast is $28.9 million
(33.0 percent) over budget. Thus, much depends on the outcome of negotiations
and design decisions relating to the 9 critical areas of uncertainty, each of which is

discussed below,

Contract Unit 2A - WATT/80 Median - This work includes the erection

of barriers to separate the project work area from the I-80 Freeway; cutting

and removing existing concrete; grading, drainage, lighting and landscaping;
and related civil work. Design work is complete, The most recent Caltrans
Engineers' Estimate for this Contract Unit is $3.626 (excluding a Winter
Street access option); the WSA base forecast is $4.947 million, or §1.157
million over budget. The difference is related primarily to differences in unit
cost assumptions for reinforced concrete pipe. (Some of the STDA cost
reductions whidh are reflected in these estimates relate to items included in
the original definition of the project as documented in the FEIS, the

implications of which will be discussed separately).

Contract Unit 4A - Central City Line Construction - This Contract Unit
consists of line construction between Arden/Del Paso and 18th/R Streets in
the Center City, including reconstruction of the K Street Mall; 12th Street

improvements; O Street improvements; modifications to existing structures;
conventional zrading, drainage and trackwork; and related civil construction
items. Art Program and Station Graphics elements of the original definition
of this Contract Unit have been transferred to CU7C and CU7E. Design \york
is about 95 percent complete. Allowing for $1.231 million in planned cost
reductions, the latest available Caltrans Engineer's Estimate for this
Contract Unit is $3.184 million, The WSA base forecast is $9.544 million or
$1.3 million over the STDA December budget for this item (and $3.5 million
aver the April budget allocation for CU4A). (Part of the $1.231 in planned

cost reductions relates to items inciuded in the original definition of the



ITEM

9 Critical curstd

29 Other CU's

TOTAL

ITEM

9 Critical cu's (1)

29 Other CU's

TOTAL

Table I-2

SUMMARY OF WSA COST FORECASTS

(§ Millions)

DECEMBER
STDA BUDGET

$ 87.689
43.544

$131.233

LOWEST

POSSIBLE
COST

$102.334 (+16.7%)

43,221 {--)

$145.555 (+10.9%)

WwWSA{Most Probable)
FORECAST

$109.919 (+25.3%)
44,372 (+1.9%)

$154.291 (+17.6%)

WORST
CASE

FORECAST

$116.60%4 (+33.0%)

45.759 (+5.1%)

$162.363 (+23.7%)

{1) CU2A, CU4A, CU35, CU7A, CUL7, CU45, CU60, CU70



project as documented in the FEIS, the implications of which will be
discussed separately). The difference between the CalTraﬁs and WS3SA
estimates is primarily the result of up-dating obsolete unit price assumptions
and allowing for escalation to the mid-point of the scheduled construction
period for this Contract Unit. |

Contract Unit 5 - Folsom Corridor Line Construction - This Contract

Unit covers line construction between 18th and R Streets in the Central City
to the Folsom Corridor terminus at Butterfield Way. It includes grading and
drainage; structures over the UPRR and SPRR (including a scope expansion to
facilitate access to the Sacramento Bee plant at 22nd Street); trackwork; and
other civil work. The most recent Caltrans Engiheers’ Estimate, prepared in
late Novermnber 1984, is $12.062 million which corﬁpares with the current
$8.054 million budget. The WSA base forecast is $14.187 million or $6.1
million more than the STDA December budget. The indicated difference
between the CalTrans and WSA estimates relates primarily to differences in
unit price assumptions for structures; the addition of a 10 percent allowance

for contractor mobilization; and inciusion of an allowance for cost escalation

‘to account for the effects of schedﬁle delays. (The bid openihg is now

scheduled for May 6, 1985). Design work is reported by Caltrans to be 55
percent complete although this may be an optimistic estimate; no detailed
structural plans were‘ available for review, Accordingly, a 10 @ercent
allowance was included in the WSA base forecast for contingencies. The WSA
forecast also assumes that the Sacramento Bee share of project changes to
facilitate access to their plant will be $350,000, although this amount is still
subject to negotiations. '

Contract Unit 7A - Folsom Corridor Stations - This includes

construction of 10 stations ailong the Folsom Corridor line including grading,

drainage, lighting and landscaping; park-&-ride lots; street signals; and other
station-related items (6ther than the station items included in other Contract
Units such as graphics and shelters). The desigﬁ work on these stations is
reported by Caitrans to be 33 percent complete; considerable uncertainty
remains concerning design details and the 33 percent estimate appears
optimistic. The current Caltrans cost estimate of 34.143 million is based on

conceptual plans only and extrapolation of estimates for Northeast Corridor

o>
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Stations. The WSA estimate is $4.330 million and includes a relatively high
20 percent contingency factor and an allowance for cost escalation. This
assumes lowest-cost desigh concepts; it is possible that Contract Unit 7A
costs could approach the $6.0 million level, and this possibility is recognized
in the WSA Worst Case forecast. Thus, costs for Contract Unit 7A are
expected to be $1.0 to $2.0 million higher than the current budget of $3.791

million.

Contract Unit 17 - Light Rail Vehicles - A contract for the provision of

26 light rail vehicles plus spare parts and related contractor services has been
awarded to Siemens-Allis (a German company) for 524.35'2 million. Siemens
has filed a claim relating to Bﬁy America waiver issues. In December, STDA
increased the budget for this item from $24.352 to 525.570 million. There is
no way to predict the outcome of the Siemens claim with certainty. The
W3A base forecast utilizes the current STDA budget figure which includes an
additional 5 percent of the base car order for contingencies; an adverse
settlement of the claim could increase this item by as much as $3.6 million.

Contract Unit 40 - Management and Engineering - The current budget
for these project costs is $17.156 million. Of this total, $10.073 million was
allocated for Caltrans. STDA reported actual expenditures against this
account totalling $9.054 million as of November 2, 1984, of which $3.540
million represented Caltrans billings. The WSA base forecast of $23.6 million

(see Table I-3) assumes a $3.2 million CalTrans cost over-run (CaiTrans costs
are estimated to increase from $10.073 million to about $13.2 million) and
total engineering costs including consuitants are expected to approach $19.0
million. The remainder of the $23.6 million projection relates to Executive
Office, legal and appraisal costs, all of which will exceed budget allocations.
Thus, it is estimated that CU40 will have a 30 percent over-run of budget. A
Worst Case forecast of $24.8 million is indicated.

Contract Unit &5 - SRTD Support Costs - This Contract Unit covers the

costs of project coordination, planning; grant administration and system
staft-up support services supplied by Regional ‘i‘ransit personnel and
consultants. The existing budget is $2.949 million. The extended project
schedule will have some effect on project coordination costs, On the other
hand, it appears that plans for system start-up can be adjusted to the new

project schedule without increasing labor costs. The amount budgeted for

. . . 1o



Table I-3
PROJECTED COSTS
CU40 - MANAGEMENT AND ENGINEERING

($000)
APPROVED WSA WORST
{TEM BUDGET . PROJECTION CASE
Executive Office  § 1,339 $ 2,230 _ $ 2,300
Legal/Other 603 1,067 1,200
Engineering
CalTrans 10,673 13,200 14,000
Consultants 4,825 5,700 - 5,700
City/County/RT 296 1,363 1,500

TOTAL 517,156 $23,610 $24,300
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Regional Transit support should be adequate, and this figure is retained as the
WSA base forecast. However, it could be exceeded if not constrained or if

additional delays are encountered as reflected in the Worst Case forecast of
$3.2 million.

Contract Unit 60 - Right-of-Way Acquisition - The Approved Baseline

Budget for right-of-way acquisition is $12.8385 million. As of the end of
November, STDA reported right-of-way acquisition as 31 percent complete
with 24 parcels acquired and 53 remaining to be acquired. Actual costs of
parcels aiready acquired as of December 12, 1984 amounted to about $5.444
-million. The costs of eight of the remaining properties to be acquired are.
subject to condemnation proceedings, which are likely to result in
settlements greater than the appraised values—at least in some cases. In
addition, a counter-offer has been received from the Southern Pacific
Transportation Company which suggests that the settlement for required
railroad right-of-way in the Folsom Corridor will exceed estimates
substantially., The W3A base forecast for right-of-way acquisition is $16.682
millien, or $3.797 million over budget, and the Worst Case forecast is set at
$17.329 million or $4.444 million over bu'dgét; These projections compare
with a $17.015 million Worst Case forecast projected by Regional Transit
consultants in June, 1984,

Contract Unit 70 - Utility Relocation - The Approved Baseline Budget

for this work is $5.257 million. This includes $4.408 miilion for relocations of
private utility lines and $0.849 million for relocation of a Southern Pacific
Zas pipeline, City water and sewer line relocations and other minor items.
The largest item relates to SMUD for which $2.972 million is budgeted.

Utility relocation costs cannot be predicted with reliability, since there
are always unknowns remaining even during the construction stage. The issue
is also complicated by prospective litigation to determine responsibilities for
the costs relating to private utility relocations. A court decision in another
state indicates that private utility relocation work required by the
appropriate public agency (City or County) may be the responsibility of the
private utilities, although a complex institutional question exists as to

whether the Sacramento Light Rail project utility relocation work is due to

12




requirements of the City or County as distinct from STDA. A low forecast
for this item ($3.7 million) was based on a possible court decision that the
project is responsible only for the Southern Pacific pipeline and City/County
water/sewer/fire alarm relocation work. The Worst Case forecast of $3.7
million assumes that the project must reimburse ail private utilities and also
pay for costs of litigation. WSA base forecast of $7.6 million is the midpoint
of a §6.5 to $8.7 million probable range in costs assuming that the project

will be responsible for all utility relocation costs.

13



II. DEFINITION AND CAPITAL COSTS OF PROJECT
AS APPROVYED BY THE CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

The capital cost projections presented in Section ] relate to the Sacramento
Light Rail Project as currently defined by the Sacramento Transit Development
Agency {as of December 12, 1934). On the other hand, the scope of the
Sacramento Northeast Corridor Light Rail  Project, for purposes of Californja
Transportation Commission funding commitments, is defined by the Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) on the project:of August 1933, Reference
is specific in the CTC Resolution of September 8§, [983 to a proposed 18.3-mile
project estimated to cost $131.03 million.

The FEIS on the project was based on the preliminary engineering stage of
project development which was reached in June, 1983. Typicaily, this is the peint
at which engineering design work is about 30 percent complete.” Project
development is an evolutionary process, and changes in the details of project
definition between preliminary and final design are not uncommon on major and

complex rail projects such as this.

Yarious ‘changesr have, in fact, been made in various elements of the
Sacramento projeét which will affect ultimate E:osts. Some of these are "design
refinements” which are changes in the detailed description of approved project
elements— not usually considered changes in project scope; others are "scope
changes" (i.e., added or deleted project elements). Changes currently under
consideration by STDA in the context of cost reduction efforts include (1) items to
be eliminated because they have been determined to be unnecessary by value

engineering analysis; (2) long.term deferrals, which are items included in the
approved project but not needed initially and not to be provided until funding for
them can be identified; and (3) deductive options, which are items inciuded in the
approved pfoject but not needed for a functional system although they are
considered desirable enhancements. Thus, the project approved by the CTC differs
in various respects from the project STDA now intends to construct.

14
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In view of the above, the project approved by the Commission in September,
1983 was defined in relation to the project STDA now intends to construct;
elements of the Approved Project which are not included in the current project
(scope reductions) and items added to the project subsequent to issuance of the

FEIS (scope additions) were identified as presented beiow.

Major Project Elements

Major elements of the project as described for the Preliminary Engineering
Estimate (PE Estimate; of June 1933, the FEIS of August 1933 and the Approved
STDA Budget of April 1934 are summarized in Table II-1. CTC Resolution MT-84-
17 of September 1983 refers to the $131.030 million PE Estirmate. A summary
description of project commitments relating to the PE Estimate and the FEIS is
provided in Table II-2. Additional detail concerning the composition of the PE
Estimate and the ¢ost summary used for the FEIS is provided in Appendix Tables E
and F.

Referring to Table iI-1, it is important to note that the FEIS cost projection
($123.30 million) was exclusive of three North Sacramento railroad grade
separations which were considered elements of the overall project from the start
and were included in the June 1983 definition of the project used in developing the
$131.030 million preliminary engineering (PE) estimates referred to in CTC
Resolution MT-84-17 of September 3, 1983.

Deferred Cost Items

The cost projections presented in Section I of this report are exclusive of
various project elements which have been identified by STDA as "deductive
options", long term deferrals or items to be permanently eliminated. Cost
estimates for these items provided by CalTrans on December 14, 1984 are
summarized in Table I[-3. (These estimates differ slightly from figures shown in
STDA's report of December 12, 1984 on the CURRENT BASELINE BUDGET, and
are exclusive of cost items transferred to other Contract Units and retained as

part of the current project.)
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Table 1I-1
SUMMARY OF PROJECT ELEMENTS
Sacramento Light Rail Project

June 1983/August 1933/April 1984

MAC CODE PROJECT ELEMENT

20.01.90
20.02.00
20.03.00
22.14,00

29.10.00
20.11.00
20.13.00

20.06.00
.20.13.12
20.08.00
20.15.00

20.16.00
20.11.01

32.00.00

Vehicle Procurement
Support Equipment
Service/Maint. Equipment
Long Lead Items

Subtotal Procurements

Mall Dermolition
Construction - Facilities
Row Construction

No Sac. Grade Separations
Subtotal Construction

Land Acquisition
Utility Relocation
Subtotal

Project Management &
Engineering

RT Support

Force Acct

Risk Management
Subtotal

Contingencies

TOTAL

(1) Includes equipment installation.
{2) Insurance costs included in construction cost estimates.

-

. PE . FEIS APPROVED
 ESTIMATE EXHIBIT 2-24 BUDGET
' 6/83 /83 4/ 11/84

(Milliens)

$ 26,370 _$ 26.37 $ 24.352 )

6.560, 7

15.530 15.53 1.120d)
- 12419
351900 5 61.90 3 44451
: 0.500
39.730 39.78 13,437
21.406
6.670 — 6.670
$ T6.450 5.78 $ 52.003
12.360 12.36 12.885
. 5.120 5.12 5.257
3 17.480  § i7.48 3 18.142
13,400 14.23 13,174
— —— 1.123
—_ e 2.000
1.550 (2) 1.550
314,950 5 16.23 5 22.347
$10.250 § 9.91 § 3.537
$131.030  $123.30 $131.040

Wilbur Smith and Associates

12/6/84
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Table -2
DETAILED PROJECT COMMITTMENTS

SPECIFIED BY FEIS
SACRAMENTO LIGHT RAIL PROJECT

20.01.00 PURCHASE OF VEHICLES

26 Double-Ended, Articulated Vehicles, each with a minimum of 64 seats and
capable of multiple unit operation in trains of up to four vehicles and capabie
of specified performance requirements plus spare parts and special tools
required for these vehicles. This typically also includes manufacturer's
training of operating, servicing and maintenance staff, warrannes and
techmcal field support.

20.02.00 PURCHASE & INSTALLATION OF SUPPORT EQUIPMENT

Ticket issuing machines for 27 stations.

Two-way radio communications system jncluding equipment on vehicles and
for central dispatch, yard control and road supervision.

LRT signaling equipment for automatic block signaling, automatic
interlocking, single track occupancy detection, grade crossing protection and
track switching for the LRT in accordance with specified signal plans.

20.03.00 PURCHASE & INSTALLATION OF SERVICE & MAINTENANCE
EQUIPMENT

Ancillary vehicles and equipment for inspection and repair work as specified
in final design and a wheel turning device to be installed in the maintenance
shop.

20.06.00 REAL ESTATE ACQUISITION

All costs to acquire easements and/or acquisitions of all right-of-way
required for the 18.3 mile project (including sufficient land for ultimate
double track throughout) between Watt/I-830, downtown Sacramento and
Folsom/Butterfield Way. Specific parcels are not identified in the FEIS but
are identified in the UMTA Frull Funding Agreement based on the preliminary
enzineering layouts available at the time of the FEIS.

Includes land for station parking facilities sufficient for projected needs as
shown in the FEIS at Watt/I-880; Watt-West; Roseville Road;
‘arconi/Arcade; Swanston; Howe/Power Inn; Watt/Manlove; and Butterfield
Way. '

Also includes land for an off-street bus transfer station at 65th Street.

Sheet 1 of 4
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Table 11-2 (cont’d.)

20.08.00 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

The FEIS identifies "Project Management and Engineering" as a major cost
element. The UMTA Full Funding Azreement defines (1) engineering and
design services Dby specific reference to Caltrans, IECO, Comstock
Engineering, LT Klauder and Associates, and Foster Engineering, and also
identifies other types of professional services including (2) legal services; (3)
appraisal services; and {4) relocation expenses. Construction management
services are covered in both cases, either explicitly or implicitly. Although
the FEIS does not specifically refer to Risk Management, the PE estimate of
June, 1983, on which the FEIS presentation is based, does include insurance
costs.

As previously noted, project sponsor force account work and Regional Transit
support services are not called out in the FEIS, but represent expansions of
the professional and project management services originally contemplated.

20.10.00 DEMOLITION

Covers the demolition of structures and trees, and rough restoration to safe
conditions, along the K Street Mall prior to light rail construction.

20.11.00 CONSTRUCTION OF FACILITIES

Covers the construction of 27 stations of simple design for sidewalk level
boarding; passenger shelters at "most stations"; and lighting, landscaping,
telephones, information signs, benches' and miscellaneous items as specified
in "final design.® The Watt/380 station must include elevators as well as
stairways. : E ' .

Covers the Art in Public Places program.

Covers a vehicle maintenance facility for 26 cars initially plus capability for
expansion to handle up to 50 cars. (This building was specified by UMTA to
contain about 54,000 square feet of floor space). Three tracks are included
to access six service/repair bays.

Storage yards are to include the primary 17-acre yard adjacent to the main
line of the SPTC between El Caminc and Marconi/Arcade (within [-30 By-pass
right-of-way} plus a small midday storage yard in the vicinity of 12th and R
Streets.

Parking facilities for automobile parking at designated stations - for "about
4,500 spaces initially, with land reserved for expansion to 7,000). A minor
conflict exists in the FEIS since Exhibit 2-2 of that document (Table £) shows
the number of parking spaces to be provided as 5,000. (UMTA calls for 3,500
to 4,500).

Landscaping for parking areas at stations and along the right-of-way is
covered; illustrative sketches contained in the FEIS provide a general
indication of intent at the time of FEIS.

Sheet 2 of 4
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Table 11-2 (cont’d.)

20,13.00 RIGHT-OF-WAY CONSTRUCTION

Includes utility relocations for trackway and other construction as required
including a) power lines of SMUD; b) power lines of P,G & E; ¢} telephone
lines of Pacific Telephone Company; d)} water and sewer lines of the City of
Sacramento and the County; and e) such others as required by final design.

Light rail trackage and special trackwork including supporting roadbed and
structures for 18.3 mile line.

Construction of the lizht rail electrification system including both catenary
and simple trolley overhead lines, feeders and substations for either 600 or
75Q volt service, ‘

Installation of a light rail siznal system.

Procurement and installation of train detection and pre-emption equipment
for street traffic control,

Provision of traffic control siznals or crossing gates at certain locations to be
determined during final enginering.

Temporary traffic control installations required during construction.

Various mitigating measures promised in the FEIS and summarized as shown
in Tabie E.

20.10.400 PURCHASE OF LONG LEAD ITEMS

Rail - 115 1b. RE section control-cooled steel rail per AREA specifications,
sufficient for 18.3-mile line and specified track layout (about 40 percent
double track).

Ties - About 69,000 6" X 8" X 8-0" timber cross ties conforming to AREA
specifications plus about 2800 switch timbers of varying length.

Special Trackwork Items - Rail seats and fastenings as required plus about 44
turnouts and crossovers or as required by specified track layout.

Unit Substations - 15 mainline substations of 1 megawatt capacity plus 1 for
- support facility yard (plus accessories).

Cable and Wire - All cable and wire required for traction power plus truck
cable for wayside signal system for specified 13.3 mile system and operating
plan.

Catenary System - Steel or concrete support poles, hardware and fittings for
18.3 mile system and specified operating requirements.

20.15.00 PROJECT SPONSOR FORCE ACCOUNT WORK

Not specified in FEIS but a customary project element which is eligible for
federal capital aid. Includes acceptance testing, training with new vehicles
and other start-up activities.

Sheet 3 of 4
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Table 11-2 {(cont’d.)

20.16.00 SUPPORTING SERVICES - COST ALLOCATION PLAN

Not specified as such by FEIS but involves typical requirements for
administrative and overhead costs by STDA and SRTD associated with the

management, direction and supervision of the design, procurement,
construction and installation of the project.

32.00.00 CONTINGENCIES

A customary allowance for final design refinements and uncertainties.

Wilbur Smith and Associates
12-7-34
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The estimates shown on Table Ii-3 indicate that almost $2.0 million in
deductive options - iterms which are considered by STDA to be "not needed for a
functional systein but which are deemed necessary by many groups as required for
public acceptance of the system" - are not included in the WSA cost projections.
Most of this amount relates to K Street Mall improvements, O Street
improvements and elements of the WATT/80 terminus station. Budget planning
should recognize the desirability of these items. Another $2.3 million in planned

STDA cost reductions relate to long-term deferrals and eliminated items.

Some of the project elements which have been assumed to be deferred or
permanently eliminated by STDA were included in the "Approved Project” as it was
defined in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, whereas others are
considered design refinements which retain the essential characteristics for the
approved project. CTC Resolution MT-84-17, which approved State funding for the
project subject to certain conditions, allows STDA to reduce the scope of the
project if necessary, but with the condition that no additional state funding will be
available to complete the project as it was proposed in the project's FEIS. In other
words, the availability of the State funds committed in September 1983 is not
affected by proposed STDA cost reductions, but no items eliminated or deferred at

_this time which were included in the original FEIS project definition can qualify for
additional funds at some subsequent time, This factor also should be a

consideration in STDA's longer term strategy for project completion.

Items which were identified in this cost review as covered by the approved
project definition but assumed to be deferred or permanently eliminated by STDA

based on current cost reduction plans, include the following:

(1) CU2A - Winter Street Access - Winter Street Is shown in Exhibit 3-2 of
the FEIS as one of several access routes to the Roseville Road Station

parking lot. This is identified by STDA as a deductive option, including
pavement, lighting, signals and roadway construction. The CalTran cost
estimate is $292,000; the WSA estimate is $340,000 in Third-Quarter 1934
dollars. This item is not included in the WSA cost forecast. STDA is
currently seeking additiona! {non-state) funding to complete this project

element.
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Table II-3
COST REDUCTIONS PLANNED BY STDA(D
(NOT INCLUDED IN WSA COST PROJECTIONS)

(5000)

CONTRACT DEDUCTIVE DEFERRED ELIMINATED TOTAL COST
UNIT QPTIONS ITEMS ITEMS REDUCTIONS(2)
2A

WATT/30 Median § 292 --- $1,327 $1,619
4A

At-Grade Line ‘

Center City 1,231 C L L -39 - 1,270
6

At-Grade Station

WATT/30 443 — 83 526
7

At-Grade 5Stations _ T : _

Northeast Line - $ 325 - 151 476
7A

At-Grade Stations

Folsom Line -—- 300 100 400

TOTAL $1,966 $ 625 $1,700 $4,291

(1) Based on estimates furnished by CalTrans on 12-14-8%4. These estimates
differ slightly from estimates shown in STDA report of 12-12-34, CURRENT
BASELINE BUDGET.

(2} Excludes items transferred to other Contract Units.



(2) CU2A - watt/30 Watt-West Station - The FEIS calls for a Watt/30 West
station with 600 parking spaces (FEIS Exhibit 2-2). Although the trains will

be able to stop at this location, standard station elements will not be
provided. When and if these station components are provided in the future,
they would not be eligible for additional state funds. The standard
requirements required by the FEIS include passenger shelters and station
amenities including "passenger waiting benches, trash recepticles,
information Kiosks, public telephones and fare vending machines." Access
road construction and lighting are other items which will eventually be
required. The CalTrans estimate for the eliminated items is $0.703 million,
excluding landscaping. This estimate represents the upper limit of the
committment (in 1934 dollars) since the eliminated items could probably be
reduced in scale and still fulfill FEIS requirements. If and when these items
are provided in future years, they would not qualify for additional state

funding,

{3)_CU 7 & 7A - Deferred Parking - The FEIS calls for "about 4500 spaces
initially with land reserved for expansion to 7000" (page 2-17 of FEIS)
Exhibit 2.2 of the FEIS {Appendix Table H) lists parking space provisions .
adding to 5000 spaces with 2200 spaces at the terminus (WATT/80, WATT/80-
West and Roseville Road). Projections of parking space needs for 193835,
siown in the FEIS on page 2-33, total 4070 spaces with 2240 at the key

northeast corridor terminus stations at Watt Avenue and Roseville Road.

Thus, initial parking provisions specified in various parts of the FEIS are .
conflicting, and range between #070 and 5000 as summarized in Table II-4.
Assuming a commitment of 4500 spaces initially, and allowing for 3727
permanent and 400 “temporary spaces" to be provided according to current
CalTrans estimates, there is a deferred commitment in the form of parking
spaces amounting to about 373 spaces. The Caltrans estimate of cost
reductions relating to parking is $0.625 million. It is important to note that
parking will be especially important at the Watt terminus where only 1465
spaces(plus 400 temporary spaces) will be provided vs, the 2240 specified in
the FEIS as required for 1985 needs. Inadequate parking at this location
would adversely affect patronage. |
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STATION
Watt/30
Watt/80-West
Roseville Road
Marconi/Arcade
Swanston/29th St.
Power Inn

Watt/Manlove

Butterfield

TOTAL

Table [I-4

PARKING SPACE PROVISIONS

NUMBER OF SPACES BY SQURCE
PE Plans " FEIS
(6/83) Exhibit 2-2(2) 1985 Needs{3}

}2414 }2200 }2240

547 500 200
500 . 500 240
436 500 240
$11 500 | 220
846 800 250

5254 5000 4070

(1) CalTrans estimate of 12/20/84.
(@) . Following page 2-17 of FEIS.
(3} page 2-33 of FEIS.
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} [465 + 400
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405
320
280

411

846
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() CU %A - K Street Mall Deduct QOptions - K Street Mall deduct options,

which are not included in the W3SA forecast, are estimated by Caltrans to
cost 30.765 million. The FEIS requires that four station stops be provided on
K Sreet along with "amenities including vending machines, additional lighting,
benches, and E&H ramps and platforms," and the mall must be "enhanced
with many trees and plantings, new pavement patierns, additional lighting for
pedestrians as well as the light rail system, and many art works as noted in
the art program."” Trash receptacles, information kiosks and telephones were
also described as part of the Mall plan. Items of this same description are
included in the list of deductive items shown in Table II-5. It appears that
about 25 percent of the total cost (about $150,000) reiates to items which are
called for by the FEIS. This assumes that the track area will have a different
texture and appearance from the remainder of the mall even though special
paver stones will not be used (assuming the deduct option is selected). STDA

is seeking alternative local funds for these items.

(5) CU 4A - O Street Improvements - The FEIS requires only "minimal

improvements to existing landscaping, pavement and lighting along O Street
with major improvemehts being limited to station areas. The O Street
deductive options, listed in Table I1-6, total $0.465 million. Part of this total,
representing about $75,000 of the cost, relates to items required by the FEIS,
again assuming that the asphaltic concrete which will be used in lieu of
pavers will present a distinctly different appearance from the remainder of
the street as required by the FEIS. STDA is seeking alternative funds for

these items.

In terms of 1984 dollars, the value of the items listed above totals about $1.9

miilion. It must be recognized, however, that actual costs will depend on when the

improvements are made. Deferred items are likely to cost more in future years.

STDA is seeking alternative funds for these items in order to retain them in the

initial project.

Other cost reductions made by STDA appear to eliminate embellishments

which were not specifically required by the FEIS. Examples of these are (1)

provision of double track in all station areas; (2) windscreens for stairwells,
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Table II-5

K Street Mall
Deduct [tems
ITEMS | ESTIMATED COST¢ !

Track Ares $ 152,250
Remove Pavers 117,230
Remove New Concrete 62,070
Planters

Large 22,000
Small 19,000
Benches

Type A 37,500
Type B 137,500
Trees , 21,600
Erates . 4,375
Leaning Rail 31,500
Light Pole With Banner 56,000
Planting {Other than Trees) 21,210
Irrigation , 38,130
Miscellaneous

Telephone Kiosk 22,000
Crinking Fountain 5,400
Trash Receptacle . 13,300
Bike Rack 1,250
News Rack Rail ' 2,250
TOTAL ' $ 765,365

(MNot included in WSA forecast presented in Section I of this report.
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Table [I-6

Q Street Mall
Deduct Items

ITEMS EsTIMATED cosT(!)
Track Area $ 157,040
Remove Papers 138,800
Remove New Concrete 42,870

Planters

Large 6,000
Smali 5,400
Benches (Type A) 30,000
Trees | 2,100
Light Pole With Banner 26,000
Planting (Other than trees) 9,200
Irrigation _ 29,680
Miscellaneous

Telephone Kiosk 8,800
Drinking Fountain 1,800
Trash Receptacle 6,650
Bike Rack 500
News Rack Rail 375
TOTAL | $ 465,215

(I)Not included in WSA forecast presented in Section I of this report.
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elevator enclosures, and planter boxes at the WATT/30 Station; (3) a concrete bus
apron at Swanston Station; (4) a raised curb to separate auto and LRT traffic on
7th and 8th Streets; and {5} numerous elements of the landscaping plan. Most of
these are relatively small items which have only a minor impact on financial needs,
Landscaping commitments, on the other hand, represent a major item and a "grey
area.," It appears that landscaping has been reduced by at least 25 percent from
original concepts but that the amount remaining is sufficient to fulfill the intent of
the FEIS project description (assuming that the value of landscaping remaining
amounts to at least the $1.475 million budget included in the FEIS cost estimate).
So long as local funds will be used (as planned) to replace deferred landscaping

items in future years, the issue of funding will not arise.

In addition to the above items, a "grey area" relating to power station
provisions was identified in this study. The FEIS allows for selection of either
730VDC or 600 VDC power subject to final design. Final design determined that
750 VDC should be selected and 14 substations were found adequate to provide it.
However, the FEIS specifically calls for "15 traction substations for the mainline
and one for the LRV maintenance shop and yard" {page 2-20 of FEIS), or 16 in total
- 2 more than the current project will provide. It was determined that the number
of stations necessary to supply the power initially required should be considered
fufillment of the intention of the FEIS. It is important to note, however, that the
electrification system is specifically designed for 4-car trains operating at 15-
minute headways. If light rail patronage were to increase to the point where
additional peak trains would be needed, operating on shorter headways, more
power might be needed.

Scope Additions

_ The scope reductions discussed above will be deleted from the project (or
funded separately). However, it should also be pointed out that various project
elements have been expanded since the FEIS project definition. Examples include
minor American River Bridge reconstruction to prepare the bridge surface for
rails; additional double-tracking along 12th street for operational reasons; changes
in landscaping; and numnerous other design refinements which do not modify the

basic scope of the project, There also have been several scope additions which

could be considered eligible for additional statewfunding assistance including the

following:
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o An additional lane at the WATT/30 Station to allow buses to enter the
freeway at speed--required by the Federal Highway Administration

subsegquent to the FEIS.

o Additional bridge and spur track construction plus some right-of-way
acquisition to gain Sacramento Bee acceptance of access provisions
relating to their plant at 22nd & R Streets.

o Upgraded zrade crossing protection at 13 locations required for PUC

acceptance of planned operations;

e Operator restrooms at three stations not previously specified--for use
during layovers.

o A medjan barrier on Watt Avenue.

The estimated cost of the five items cited above is about $3.0 million. In
addition, system start-up costs represent a 3$2.9 million item which was not
recosnized as a capital item in déveloping the June, 1983 Preliminary Engineering
cost estimate and is not referred to in the FEIS. It is a normal system development
cost and is eligible for federal capital funding under the UMTA Full Funding
Azreement. Since start-up costs were not identified as a capital cost item in the
FEIS, they could be considered a scope addition with eligibility for future
consideration by the Commission for additional state funding support. Including
this item, the value of the six major scope additions identified totals $5.949
million.

Cost of Approved Project

The projected cost of the project currently planned by STDA (as of December
12, 1984) is 5154.3 million (WSA projection) including the items identified above as
scope additions but not including certain other items which were called for by the
FEIS but are not included in the current project description relating to the $154.3
million estimate, Since the value of the scope additions is about $5.9 million and
the approximate value of the deferred items is about $1.9 million, the estimated
cost of the Approved Project can be assumed to be §150.3 million ($154.3 - $5.9 «
$1.9 miilion).
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Table 11-7
MAJOR SCOPE ADDITIONS
SACRAMENTO LIGHT RAIL PROJECTS

EST. COST
ITEM (1984 3 millions)
I.  Watt/30 Bus Acceleration Lane $ 0.650
2.  Sacramento Bee Access Provisions 2.950(1)
3.  Upgraded Grade Crossing Protectio-n- | 1.190(2)
4.  Operator Rest Rooms (3) 0.060
3. Median Barrier at Watt ' 0.150
6. Systcm Start-Up Costs o 2.949
TOTAL $ 5.949
(1) Excludes Sacramento Bee cost share of $350,000.
(2}

Incremental cost of Type 9 grade crossing protection devices at 13 locations.
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IlI. POTENTIAL FEDERAL/STATE CONTRACT CONFLICTS

A comparative review was made of the UMTA Full Funding Agreement with
Sacramento Regional Transit and the provisions of CTC Resolution MT-84-17 which
defines azreements between STDA and CTC relative to funding for the Sacramentb
Northeast Corridor Light Rail Project. The purpose of this review was to identify
points of conflict which are significant to current attempts by STDA to reduce
project development costs to the level of available funding.

CTC Resolution MT-84-17, which approved State matching funds for the
project subject to certain conditions, was passed on September 8, 1983; the UMTA
Interstate Transfer grant which identifies re's'ponsibiiities of Regional Transit to
UMTA was executed subsequent to CTC Resolution MT-84-17. This review focused
specifically upon those commitments which relate to project scope and potential
Cost overruns. :

l. Both the UMTA Agreement and CTC Resolution MT-84-17 were based
on the project as defined by the Final Environmental Impact Statement

(FEIS) of August 1983. The FEIS reflects a project definition based on

preliminary engineering, Capital funding needs of the project were
shown in the FEIS as $123.30 million (see Exhibit 2-24% of FEIS), and
represehted preliminary engineering estimates. The CTC Resolution
approving State funding support specificaily refers to a 131.03 million
project. For the Sacramento Interstate Transfer grant_to Sacramento
Regiona] Transit, the contract was a full funding contract for an "entire
$123 million light rail project.” Thus, although the CTC commitment
relates to a $131.40 million project, the Federal Full Funding
Agreement relates to a $123.30 million project exclusive of North
Sacramento railroad grade separations which were to be funded
separately.

2. The CTC Resolution requires that STDA "reduce the scope of facilities

included in the 18.3-mile system" if "costs for the proposed project
exceed the $131.03 million now budgeted. On the other hand, the
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4.

federal contract is a "Full Funding Agreement" which specifically
defines funding responsibilities for the entire project as defined in the
federal agreement, and any substantial reductions in scope would be
subject to UMTA advance approval which almost certainly would only
be given subject to a commensurate reduction in federal funding.
UMTA requires that if the authorized levels of federal participation
prove to be insufficient to complete the project as described in the
Agreement, the Grantee (SRT) must "secure and provide whatever
additiona! resources are necessary to expeditiously complete the

project without further Federa] assistance.”

The CTC Resolution also specifies that "if further savings are needed" :
(to complete a functional system at this time),” STDA will reduce the
length of the Folsom Corridor" with the provision that any deferred
mileage (or equivalent improvements deferred) will not be eligible for
additional State funds allocated by the CTC. On the other hand, the
federal agreement ciearly contrains STDA from reducing the length of
the Folsom line; UMTA could agree to a reduced project length but this

would clearly lead to renegotiation of the UMTA Agreement -and the -

prospect of reduced federal aid.

The CTC/STDA contract makes explicit the intention that no additional
"state funding” will be available to complete the basic light rail project
as it was proposed in the project's FEIS. The UMTA contract requires
that the entire project be completed within a specified period of time
and as proposed at the time of the Agreement; the UMTA contract also
limits funding responsibility and offers less flexibility to STDA for
making cost reductions through scope reductions.

The UMTA contract does permit the allocation of additional federal

funds for certain types of "Extraordinary Costs", whereas the State

. contract does not. Extraordinary Costs, which are determined on a

case-by-case basis and are at the discretion of the government, can
include:
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Costs due to inflation beyond rates specified in the full

funding agreement covering the project;
Costs due to Acts of God;

Excessive settlements relating to eminent domain cases

approved by UMTA (i.e., excessive costs of acquisition of
land);

Unanticipated costs caused directly by federal legisiation or
regulations issued subsequent to the date of the Agreement
(September 26, 1933);

Costs due to unforeseen delay in the availability of funds

from Congress.

There is little prospect for additional federal funds for the Sacramento
project due to the "Extracrdinary Costs" provision of the Full Funding Agreement.

"

33



IV. EXISTING CAPITAL FUNDING COMMITMENTS
SACRAMENTO LIGHT RAIL PROIJECT

Existing federal, state and local funding commitments for implementation of

the Sacramento Light Rail Project were reviewed and related to projected project
costs. A total of $131.23 million had been committed as of December 12, 1984,
distributed as shown in Table {V-1 below.

Table V-1

SUMMARY OF TOTAL PROJECT BUDGET BY FUNDING SOURCE
SACRAMENTO LIGHT RAIL PROJECT

SOURCE
Federal
State
Local

Federal Funding Commitments

Total

AMOUNT (MILLIONS)
$ 98.51
25.92
630
$131.23

The Approved Project budget of April 1984 requires the commitment of
$98,513,660 in federal funds based on a Full Funding Agreement. This represents
75 percent of the $131.23 million budget. Five separate grants are involved as
listed in Table IV-2.

NUMBER

CA-29-9002
CA-29-9004
CA-29-30035
CA-90-0010
CA-23-9001

Total

Percent

Table 1v¥-2

SUMMARY OF FEDERAL GRANTS TO THE
SACRAMENTO LIGHT RAIL PROJECT

MAXIMUM AMOUNT 'AMOUNT  AMOUNT
AMOUNT APPROPRIATE OBLIGATED _AVAILABLE
§ 500,000 § 500,000 § 500,000 $ 500,000
1,960,000 1,960,000 1, 960,000 1,960,000
5, 500,000 5, 500,000 5, 500,000 —-
2, 409,000 2, 409,000 2, 409,000 2, 409,000
38, 144,660 79, 145,268 47,621,318 47,621,313
$98,513,660  $89,514,268  $57,990,313  $52,490,318
100.00 90.86 58.86 53.28
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All of the first four of the federal grants have been appropriated and
obligated to the project. Release of funds under CA-29-9005 has been withheld by
UMTA pending submittal of required documentation relating to the work plan for

final engineering.

The major grant {CA-23-9001) represents Interstate Transfer Funding. An
initial authorization of such funds was for $24,399,998, and an amendment was
recently approved by UMTA for $23,221,320 bringing the total obligated and
available to $47,621,318. It addition, $21,000,0i5 has been appropriated and
earmarked for the Sacramento project but is not yet obligated and an additional
amount (approximately $7.3 miilion) is potentially available although the exact
amount is based on a formulﬁ relating to the Interstate Cost Estimate (which has
not been approved) and these funds cannot be released until the Interstate Cost
Estimate is approved.

Thus, it appears that over 90 percent of the total federal commitment has
been appropriated with about 53 percent obligated specificaily to the Sacramento
project. About §40.5 million of the Federal commitment remains to be obligated.

The federal funding commitment to this project is governed by an UMTA
"Full Funding Agreement." This is a firm commitment to supply the $88,144,660 in
Interstate Transfer Funds - "subject to the availability of funds from Congress and
the priorities set by Congress." Only about $9.0 million of the total commitment
has not yet been appropriated by Congress although, as indicated above, $40.5
million {41.]1 percent of the total federal commitment) is not yet obligated.

There are several remaining issues of eligibility for federal funds which
relate to particular project cost elements. In STDA's Preliminary Assessment
Report of November 7, 1984, it was stated that "The issues (associated with
eligibility) have been quantified and submitted to UMTA {or their final review and
concurrence, Approval would reduce the potential for federal cost disallowances
from $5.1 million to $170,000." Actually, it is unlikely that federal disallowances
will be reduced to that extent; for example, UMTA officials indicate that a
$558,000 item relating to an early right-of-way settlement in excess of the
approved appraised value has been disallowed and a $190,000 sole source contract
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for professional services is still in question. Aleng with other items in question,
total disallowances in the 51.2 to §1.5 million range are more likely. Nevertheless,
disallowances of this magnitude would not affect total federal funding availability
since the disallowed items could be funded with local/state funds and other eligible

cost items could be charzed against federal accounts,

The UMTA Full Funding Agreement sets a limit on the total amount of
federal funds to be made available for the project as defined at the time of
agreement, and requires that "if the authorized levels of federal participation
prove to be insufficient to complete this project as defined in the Agreement, the

grantee (SRTD) must secure and provide whatever additional resources are

- necessary to expeditiously complete the project "without ‘further Federal

assistance." However, additional federal funds could be made available for project
elements which can be shown to be beyond the defined scope of the project and are
justified on their own merits to the satisfaction of UMTA. Additional federal funds
can also be made available for certain extraordinary costs specifically identified in
the Full Funding Agreement.

A change in project design consisting of a Watt Avenue Station acceleration
ramp is an example of an added project element for which additional federa! (FAID
funds could be sought by STDA as a scope change required by a federal agency
(FHWA). Any delays in the authorization or oblization of federal funds in
accordance with the general schedule defined in the Full Funding Agreement would
represent another condition which could warrant eligibility for additional federal
aid. (The Agreement indicates the amount of federal funds which will be made
available in each program year but does not specify any particular date.}

State Funding Commitments

~ State grants to the Sacramento project are summarized on the following page
in Table IV-3.

The intended appropriation from the State of California of $25.92 miilion is
specifically conditioned on availability of funds from the other (federal and local)
financial participants.. Accordingly, the firmness of the State commitment depends

on the conclusions from the present analysis.
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Table IV-3
SUMMARY OF STATE OF CALIFORNIA GRANTS AS OF OCTOBER 18, 1984
SACRAMENTO LIGHT RAIL PROJECT

STATE ARTICLE  STATE TP&D STATE PUC

XXX ACCOUNT CROSSING FUND
FISCAL YEAR (GAS TAX) (SALES TAX) (GAS TAX) TOTAL
81-32 $2.12{a)b)(c) 30.40(a)b(c) 3 $§ 2.52
82-83 4.30(aXbX<) - 4.20 2.50
83-34 4.20(aXb} 2.30(aXb)(c) 2.40 9.40
84-85 5.50(a) -— - 5.50
TOTAL $16.12 $3.20 $6.60 $25.92

(a) Legislative Appropriation.
(b) CTC Approval and Contract Executed,
(¢) SB 580 Review Complete.

Apart from the eventuality that the State commitment is modified or
eliminated because other sources of financing are not firm, there is no reason to

question the reliability of State funding.

Local Funding Commitments

Locél financing sources have been identified as the source of funding for $6.8
million. All of the local funds in the financing plan have been appropriated.
("Appropriation® is defined as "a legal authorization granted by a legislative body
to make expenditures and incur obligations for a specific purpose.') The City of
Sacramento -- the financing agency for Sacramento Transit Development Agency
(STDA) -- is currently in the process of documenting and auditing which local
appropriation has been acually encumbered or expended, and for which purpose.
Accordingly, it is not possible at this point to document the extent to which each
apprpropriation has actually been expended. |
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As noted in Table [V.4, certain of the local appropriations were appropriated
as "undesignated" (for any capital expenditures that was part of the LRT system) or
for the broad category "design and construction." As a practical matter, such
appropriations would be subjéct to audit and dispute only if they were clearly
misappropriated. Other appropriations were for specific purposes {e.g., 12th Street
capital improvements) or were uncertain as to final amount (e.3., 5 percent of

cost}.

Each local appropriation has been classified according to an assessment of its
reliability status. This classification is shown in Table IV-4. In most
circumstances, the $1.68 million that is subject to audit as to the use of the funds
can be considered secure, ) '
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STDA Fiscal Year of

Table IV-4

SOURCES OF LOCAL SHARE — SACRAMENTO LIGHT RAIL PROJECT

Local Agency Source

Restriction on Use of Funds

Amount

RELIABILITY SeaTys(?)

HUTES

¥_ Appropriation {3 million}) Subject e
Firm  Final Auhr
LF 1 1980/81 Regional Transit besign and construction S 0.12 5 0.1%12
LF 2 1981/82 Regional Transit Design and construction 0.35 0.135
LF 3 1981/82 Sacramento Housing & 12th Street capital 0.02 S 0.02
Redevelopment Agency improvements
LF 4 1981/82 City of Sacramento Grade Separation at El Camino 0.70 0.70 (b)
LF 5 1981/82 Southern Pacific RR 5 percent of cost of 0.60 0.0
three overcrossings a)
LF 6 1981/82 Lumber jack Property sale 0.27 0.27
LF 7 1981/82 Culligan Retaining Wall construction cost 0.09 ) .09
LF 8 1982 /83 Regional Transit Design and construction 1.00 1.00
LK 9 1982 /83 City of Sacramento Undesignated 0.38 0.38 Ler)
LF10 1982/83 Sacramento County Undesignated 0.58 0.58
LF11 1982/83 Sacramento Housing & 12th Street capital 0.27 .27
Redevelopment Agency improvements
LF12 1983 /84 Regional ‘Pransit Design and construction 1.06 1.06
LF13 1983/84 City of Sacramento Undesignated 0.78 0.78 ()
LF14 1983 /84 Sacramento County Undesignated 0.58 0.58
Sub Total =~= Firm Appropriations 6.80 5.12 1.68
LF15% 1983/84 Sacramento Bee Right of Way protection see notes {d)
LF16 1983/84 Tom Harris Properties In-lieu of required parking see notes (e}
spaces
Summary Amount (3 million) Percent
Regional Transit $ 2.53 37.2 %
City of Sacramento 1.86 27.4 »
Sacramento County 1.16 17.1 %
Sacramento Housing & Redevelopment Agency 0.29 . 4.3 »
Private Firms ' 0.96 14.0 %
‘ $ 6,80 100.0 &
Source: City of Sacramento Finance Department and McDonald & Associates

Note: Footnotes on following page



Table IV-4 (continued)
SOURCES OF LOCAL SHARE -- SACRAMENTO LIGHT RAIL PROJECT
Notes:
a) Classification as to the status is by McDonald & Associates.
b) Source is City's Major Street Construction Fund.
¢}  Original appropriation was from the Traffic Safety Fund, but the City has
concluded that LRT is not an eligible expenditure from the Traffic Safety
Fund, The City intends to adjust the appropriations and appropriate the
expenditures from another City fund.

d) Final amount of payment remains to be nezotiated.

e}  Contribution js contingent. STDA must complete certain improvements by a
date certain or required contributions is waived,

Source: City of Sacramento Finance Department and McDonald & Associates
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V. ASSESSMENT OF REGIONAL TRANSIT'S PLANS
FOR FUNDING GUIDEWAY OPERATING COSTS

Current information on Regional Transit's plans for funding the operating
costs of the [ight rall system was reviewed and assessed. Since Regional Transit's
operating prozram for the next five years provides for a transition from all-bus to
an integrated LRT/bus system, this assessment focussed on funding needs for

guideway operations in the context of a total multi-modal transit system.

INFORMATION SQURCES

Sacramento Regional Transit District's Transit Plan, 1985-39, adopted on
August 27, 1984, represents the latest available official pronouncement of Regional
Transit's operating program for the next five years. It defines the preposed

integrated bus/light rail network and service strategy and provides forecasts of

patronage, operating costs, and funding available from existing sources. These
projections are shown in Appendix Tables I and J, taken directly from Regicnal
Transit's August report,

Even as the August report was released, Regional Transit's Board of Directors
was considering alternatives to overcome the projected deficit. In addition,
projected schedule for start-up of service had invalidated some key elements of the
August operating plan. Revisions which were developed by Regional Transit in
November provide the basis for this evaluation. These November forecasts are

documented in Appendix Tables K and L and are summarized in Table V-1.

The "bottom line" of these new forecasts is the indication that uniunded
‘operating deficits will exist between FY 87 and FY 89 {and possibly in later years)
unless additional actions are taken by Regional Transit. The overall magnitude of
the funding shortfall indicated by the November forecasts ($5.1 million) is slightly
less than that projected in August, due primarily to compression of the gap
between the start-up dates [or Northeast and Folsom line service and the resulting
decrease in duplicative bus service in the Folsom corridor.
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B.

E.

F.

Table V-1

SUMMARY OF REGIONAL TRANSIT'S
NOVEMBER OPERATING FORECASTS

FYss  Fyse
Annual Ridership (Millions)
Bus
LRT
Total 14.900 15.124
Annual Vehicle Hours of Service
Bus 495,000 495,000

LRT : - -

Annual Service Operatinz and Maintenance Cost (Millions)

Bus §25.475  $27.302
LRT : - -
Total . . §25.975  $27.302

Annua] Fare Revenues (Millions)

Total $ 7.300 $ 5.727
Avg. Fare (Cents) 48 50
Farebox Recovery % 28.1 23.3

Total Revenues {Millions)
All Sources $33.094 $30.674

Surplus/Deficit (Millions)

+87.119 +$3.372
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FY87

16.694

462,612
21,524

$26.817
#.087
$30.904

$§ 8.543
50
27.6

$30.841

-50.063

FY&3 FY39

17.595 17.359

431,397 429,950
31,816 31,708

$26.284  $27.536
5.204 5.464
$31.688  $33.000

$9.893  $10.056
55 55
314 30.5

$28.108  $31.321

-$3.380  -$1.679



At this time, Regional Transit is stiil in the process of considering both short-
term and long-term "revenue generation" and "cost containment” options including
such actions as fare restructuring, various new local taxes, service reductions and

staff reductions.

ASSESSMENT OF OPERATING EXPENSE FORECASTS

The operating projections developed by Regional Transit are based on many
assumptions about key factors such as juideway service levels and the schedule for
introduction of suideway services; changes in existing bus services; staffing for
Suideway operations; unit costs for Jabor and materials; labor work rules; inflation
rates; patronage and operating revenues (i.e., public response to the new uideway
system and the associated bus service changes); and future state and federal
funding support levels, Each of these factors was addressed in this assessment,
The adjusted cost forecasts, when reviewed as discussed below, are caonsidered to
be reasonable and appropriate although they do assume a program of aggressive
cost controls.

Bus Service Policy - Data supplied by Regional Transit indicates that about .

435,000 platform hourS of bus service are provided with existing services, Services
are provided between 5:20 AM and 10:41 PM on typical weekdays and between 6:30
AM and 10:13 PM on Saturdays and Sundays. With introduction of LRT, the bus
system will be restructured (to include feeder services) and redundant line-haul bus
services in the rail corridors will be eliminated. Tie Regional Transit forecasts
allow for 461,000 annual bus platform hours of service-- a 7 percent reduction from
existing levels, Some of this reduction in bus service relates to reductions in the
span of daily service; some services are now planned to begin later and end sooner.
RT's latest cost projections for bus services are derived by applying a factor
of $52.47/bus hour to assumed bus service levels for FY 85. The resulting value
was then escalated by 5% per year {compounded) to allow for inflation, the
outcome of future labor negotiations and cost reduction programs. The $52.47/bus
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hour factor is the aggregate value for budgeted FY 85 services. This method of
calculation does not take explicit account of potential differences in the rate of
increase of labor, fuel and administrative costs. Nevertheless, since costs are
driven mainly by labor costs and other {actors relating to the bus hours of service
provided, the approach taken in these calculations is acceptable for the intended

purposes.

The unit cost assumption of §52.47 presumes that FY 385 staffing levels for
administrative functions relating to bus services will be cut in proportion to the
proposed cuts in bus services by eliminating non-essential positions, replacement of
higher paid personne!l with persons available at lower rates and similar cost

reduction measures.

A key determinant of the validity of the 5 percent growth factor will be the
skill and determination of RT management to constrain wage increases in future
labor negotiations. However, this allowance for wage rate increases does seem
reasonabje at this time; existing labor agreements, which extend for several years
more, limit annual wage increases to a maximum of 5 percent.

Wage rates for LRT operators were assumed by RT to be equivalent to those
of senior bus drivers, with 34 percent added for fringe benefits based on RT

experience. This is consistent with normal practice,

Guideway Service Plan and Assumptions - The Regional Transit guideway

service plan calls for 3 trains to provide peak service at 15 minute headways over
the entire 13.3 mile line. Four 4-car trains would serve the Northeast Corridor
(except for one hour when a {fifth train would be available) and four Z.car trains
would serve the Folsom Corridor. All 26 cars would be used for peak service (with
no spares held in reserve). The capability to make, break and store trains in the.

vicinity of the downtown area is an essential element of the operating plan.

Details of the service plan for guideway operations are dictated by (1) system
alignment {both horizontal and vertical); (2) the number and location of station
stops; (3) the single track configuration with passing tracks for running meets; and

{4) vehicle performance characteristics. The operating cost projections which are
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shown in Table V-1 are based essentially on computerized train performance
simulations performed in April, 1983 as reflected in the FEIS of August, 1983. At
that time, earlier operating plans were revised to (1) increase the number of trains
from seven to eight; (2) change the jocations and extent of double track segzments
for passing; and (3) change vehicle specifications to reflect a higher performance
vehicle for operatjons with the selected 750-Volt power system,.

This assessment determined that the integrity of the operating assumptions
made in 19383 has been maintained during the on-going design process although
refinements have been made. The LRT signal system s desizned to pre-empt
street traffic controls and provide priority to the guideway system as necessary to
attain the assumed operating characteristics. Exclusive lanes will be provided for
the light rail line where located within street right-of-way, and tie rail line will be
separated from general street traffic by concrete barriers (to permit safe
operations at specified speeds), The vehicles to be procured will have performance
capabilities which are superior to those originally planned. And the engineering
plans do provide for the passing track requirements as indicated in 1933.
Representatives of the State PUC do appear to be satisfied with existing plans for
at-grade crossing protection (which was upgraded at their request subsequent to
the FEIS), and plans for train making and breaking which will occur ofi-street
within station limits between 12th and [3th Streets in the Central City Area do
appear to be acceptable. '

An additional train performance simulation is now being made for STDA to
reflect final design decisions relative to alignment, station locations, passing track
provisions, vehicle performance and speed limitations. Although minor design
refinements are likely, this is not expected to result in changes which would
significantly affect operating performance to such a degree as to influence the
operating cost forecasts. Of potentially greater significance are the operating pian
assumptions made for the November forecasts.

The policy outlined in the FEIS was to provide guideway service between
about 5:40 AM and midnight on weekdays, with 15 minute service in peaks and
rmidday, 30 minute service in the AM pre-peak and evening pericds, and 60 minute

service at night. Weekday service was to operate with single car units during many
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hours of the day, and then with two or four car trains for each two-hour commute
period. Saturday service was to be similar to weekday service but with later
morning starts, earlier evening terminations and single-car trains. Sunday service

was to be no more {requent than 30 minutes with single car trains.

The service plan for LRT operations proposed by RT in November is scaled
down from FEIS levels and would include 17 hours of service on weekdays, with no
service after 10:42 PM; 11.75 hours of 30-minute service on Saturdays (3:06 AM to
7:43 PM) and 11 hours of 30-minute service on Sundays (8:25 AM to 7:24 PM).
About 31,700 LRT platform hours of service/yeér would be provided with the
current RT plan compared to 34,700 at the time of the FEIS. Thus, Regional
Transit service plans for LRT are for 3,000 platform hours less than specified in

the FEIS and current operating cost projections reflect this reduction.

Staffing for LRT Operations and Maintenance - Present plans by RT for

staffing the light rail system provide for 70 employees - about the same size as the
San Diego Trolley staff. Although this level of staffing might need to be increased
slightly, it does appear to be adequate initially considering the support to be
provided by other RT Departments (for purchasing, accounting and radio repair)
and the outside contract services assumed (for station and landscape maintenance).
A key assumption underlying RT's LRT operating cost projections is that operation
of the multi-car trains will be by one person, with avoidance of fare collection
personne} at stations.  This presumes a self-service, proof-of-payment fare
collection system with equipment and inspection procedures similar to those now in
use (successfully) in San Diego. The Sacramento system is being designed to
include the fare collection equipment required for this type of operation. The
success of the San Diego system indicates that the Sacramento approach to fare

collection is reasonable and appropriate.

A 20 percent train operator extra-board (spare operators to cover absentees,
etc.) was assumed, which is consistent with RT policy and absentee experience.
Proposed staffing levels also conform to currently applicable work rules governing

the maximum percentage of split shifts.
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Data obtained from RT in November includes costs for 25 train operators plus
10 inspectors, which is a reasonable allowance for § trains operating on 2 shifts on
weekdays plus the limited weekend service noted above. Should passenger security
or fare avoidance problems develop in Sacramento to such a degree that additional
emphasis on these issues would be required, then the staffing levels planned might
be low. However, this is not an area of concern at this time,

The proposed maintenance staff of 30, which inciudes a liberal allowance of
11 electro-mechanics for vehicle repair, might need to be expanded slightly for
otier functional areas or additional contract services might need to be obtained.
Any increase which might be needed would probably not exceed 3 or 4 persons, or

about 5 percent of the level now assumed.

Power Costs - Estimates of power costs for LRT operations in Sacramento
were calculated at 8 KWH/car mile - substantially higher than the rate experienced
by the San Diego system. This includes an allowance for air conditioning on the
Sacramento vehicles (about | KWH per car mile) plus a substantial allowance for
auxiliary power needs and the numerous stops on the Sacramento system. The 3
KWH/car mile assumption compares to 4.2 in San Diego and appears to be
reasonable. A unit cost of $0.08 per KWH was assumed, which appears reasonable.

ASSESSMENT OF FARE REVENUES AND PATRONAGE

Fare Revenues - As shown in Table V-1, revenues from fares are projected by
Regional Transit to increase from $7.300 million in FY85 to $10.056 million in
FY39, and to cover 28 to 30 percent of the total costs of system operations and

maintenance. While the patronage forecasts upon which these estimates of fare
revenues were based are within the range of reasonable expectations, several
factors suggest that financial planning by Regional Transit should recognize that
their estimates for FY87 to FY32 might be high.

Patronage - Table V-2 shows the history of Regiorial Transit patronage in
recent years and their unpublished forecasts prepared in November, 1984, Whereas
energy shortagzes and relatively high gasoline prices in the late 1970's resuited in

annual patronage levels in the I3 to 21 million range between FY 80 and FY 82,
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Table V-2

ANNUAL RIDERSHIP

SACRAMENTO REGIONAL TRANSIT

YEAR

ACTUAL

FY 738-79
FY 79-30
FY 80-81
FY 81-82
FY 82-83
FY 83-84
FY 84-35

ANNUAL BOARDINGS

16,477,000
18,791,006
21,122,300
13,043,000
15,811,000
14,930,000

15,330,000+

ESTIMATED BY RT IN NOVEMBER 1984

FY 85
FY 36
FY &7
FY 32
FY 89

14,900,000
15,124,000
16,694,000
17,595,000
17,859,000

*# Estimated based on data for 5 months.
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patronage dipped to less than 15 inillion in FY 84. This historical data provides a
useful context for assessing the recent forecasts for the next five years. The fare
revenue forecasts developed by Regional Transit in November are based on

patronage increases from the 15 million/year level to almost 18 million/year.

It appears from the data supplied by Regional Transit that their patronage
projections were based on a FY 84 estimate of 14.680 million riders and the
assumption that basic jrowth in ridership (without service improvements) averaging
about [.5 percent per year could be expected from general population increases,
more effective marketing, and improved productivity, capacity and service
frequency. These assumptions are very conservative, especially in the light of the
apparent patronage growth in the last half of FY84 and the first half of FY85, The
Regional Transit forecasts of patronage for FY35 and 36 are likely to be exceeded.

On the other hand, it is not clear that adequate recognition has been given to
the auverse effects on patronage of service changes, service reductions and fare
increases, FY86 and FY87 will see a major restructuring of the transit system

which will require changes in existing patterns of transit utilization; previous

- experience indicates that the adjustments required may take time for patron

acceptance. . As already noted, the current service plan reflects some general
service reductions, as well as route restructuring, which will certainly result in
some adverse effects on patronage, and the fare revenue estimates assume a fare
increase in July of 1987.

Several general points of relevance to patronage expectations can be mades,

(1) Ridership increases which can be directly attributed to light rail transit
as compared to equivalent bus services are likely to be modest.
Experience in other areas indicates that a relatively high percentage of
the riders on a light rail system are likely to be existing bus users, with
only a modest 15 to 20 percent consisting of new riders following the
initial period of public curiosity.

(2) A 10 percent increase in fares can usually be expected to result in a 2

to 3 percent loss in patronage, with fare sensitivity in any particular
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area depending on the proportion of "choice" vs. "captive" riders,
central area parking charges, highway congestion levels, and socio-
economic variables. Regional Transit is required to maintain a 23
percent farebox recovery ratio and, thus, is required to increase fares
that, along with productivity and efficiency improvements, will
maintain that ratio. A fare increase from 75 cents to 85 cents (13

percent) is assumed to occur in FY 83.

(3) Changes (reductions) in the daily span of service can adversely impact
transit ridership even in the hours during which service is retained.

(4) Added transit system capacity and shorter headways will tend to

mitigate the adverse affects of a fare increase.

{(5) Increased zasoline prices and increased Central City parking charges
can offset the effects of fare increases and lead to increased transit

patronage.

While the Regional Transit fare revenue forecasts are reasonable , it would
be prudent for Regional Transit to base financial stratezies on more conservative
levels of patronage than those shown for the FY87 to FY89 period pending more

detailed anaiyses of patronage potentials under currently planned conditions.

Assessment of Other Funding Sources

Whereas 28 to 30 percent of the funds required by Regional Transit for
operations is expected to come from fares, most of the rest must consist of
subsidies in the form of (1) funds available through the Transportation Developmeni
Act (LTF funds); (2) State Transit Assistance funds from the Transportation
Planning and Development Account; and (3) Federal Aid. The following comments
may be made relative to the November Regional Transit forecasts of funding
available from these sources:
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9 The Regional Transit analysis assumed no real-dollar increase in funds
available through the Transportation Development Act. This
assumption is conservative, given the strong prospects for real growth

in the Sacramento economy.

) The California Department of Transportation {(CalTrans) has concluded
that the immediate prospect for State Transit Assistance from the
Transportation Planning and Development Account is mote pessimistic

than the assumption made by Regional Transit.

o Federal policy relative to transit assistance is currently under review
in the context of federal budget-cutting efforts, and it is impossible at

this time to predict with certainty the amount of federal funding to be
availabie for operating subsidies.

Thus, the funding levels projected by Regional Transit for two of the three
key operating support programs noted above are uncertain, probably optimistic and
certainly vulnerable at this time; Regional Transit projections for the third funding
source are conservative, which is partially offsetting. It is also important to note
that Regional Transit does have capital carryover funds in both the LTF and 5STA
accounts, representing unspent and uncommitted funding for deferred capital items
which can be used to offset operating deficits in the FY35 to FY87 period.

Sensitivity Analysis of Revenues Available for Operations

Regional Transit forecasts were compared to three alternative scenarios
representing more optimistic and pessimistic forecasts of future revenues from
existing sources. These are shown in Table V-3. The optimistic set of assumptions
assumes constant levels of federal and state (STA) funding based on (1) the levels
specified by Regional Transit for FY85; (2) the patronage forecasts specified by
Regional Transit; and (3) more optimistic forecasts of LTF resources reflecting
real-dollar growth. The pessimistic set assumes (1) no federal assistance; (2)
reduced STA funding; (3} TDA funding as projected by Regional Transit; and (4) a
more conservative ridership projection. A WSA forecast representing a likely
outcome between these two extreines is also provided,
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The forecasts shown in Table V-3 indicate that under the most favorable
circumstances anticipated (including no loss or decline in either federal or state

assistance), Regional Transit could operate its multi-modal light rail/bus system in

FY8% without a deficit. On the other hand, with no federal aid and greatly

diminished (or total elimination of) state assistance, there would be a deficit in

excess of $6.0 million per year. The conclusion of the analysis is that the FY 89

deficit is most likely to be zreater than the $1.679 million projected by Regional

Transit, or probably about $3.0 million per year.

Major Conclusions

The foregoing assessment can be summarized as follows:

(1

(2)

(3)

(4)

Regional Transit itself projects a cumulative §5.122 million unfunded
shortfall for the FY87 to FY 29 period (with additional shortfalls implied
for later years) unless corrective actions can be taken,

All assumptions underlying the current Regional Transit forecasts of
operating expenses are reasonable and acceptable for the reduced levels
of service which they now specify. Any additional reductions in service
leveis which would be implemented to reduce operating costs would also
lead to loss of patronage and farebox revenues, even though a net gain

in system efficiency might result.

Although Regional Transit forecasts of LTF funds likely to be available
are conservative, both federal and state (STA) funding support levels
assumed are optimistic considering information available at this time.
The farebox revenue forecasts, which always are uncertain, also could
be slightly high in the critical FY 83 and FY 39 years.

There is room for discussion about the magnitudes and origins of the
expected annual operating deficit. Nonetheless, the expected deficit is
real. The magnitude depends largely on federal and state actions which
cannot be predicted with confidence at this time.
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Table V-3
COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE SCENARIOS
DESCRIBING POSSIBLE REVENUE FROM EXISTING
FUNDING SOURCES

FY 89 REVENUES/EXPENSES
Revenue Optimistic RT WSA Pessimistic
sSource Forecast Forecast Forecast Forecast

Federal Aid
(1)

Secticon 9-RT s 4,066 s 2,668 - -
Section 9-Pass Thru - 144 - 144 - -
Other 185 185 - -

Total Federal s 4,107 s 2,739 - -

State and Local

LTF (Capital or O&M) s19, 2843 $17,678 $19,289 517,678

STA Capital 2,175 2,175 2,175 g40 %)
Local Capital Match Needs ~-1,684 -1,684 -1,684 -1,684
Total State & local $19,780 $18,169 $19,780 $16,834

Farebox & Miscellaneous

4

Fares $10,056 $10,058 $ 9,892 $ 9,701( )
Miscellanecus 357 357 357 300
Total Fares & Misc. $10,413 $10,413 510,719 $10,001
TOTAL REVENUES $34,300 $31,321 $30,029 $26,835
TOTAL EXPENSES $33,000 §33,000 $33,000 533,000
SURPLUS/CEFICIT +$1,300 -3$1,679 =% 2,971 ‘ -5 6,165

(l)Assumes continuation of Federal Aid at level estimated for FY 85 by RT.

(Z)Assumes RT share of TP&D Account based on CalTrans 1985 Fund Estimate.
(3)gased on california Department of Finance projection of 2.35 percent growth
{compounded) for the period 1985-90.

(4)FY 89 patronage x 97% x S56¢/rider.
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Regional Transit has identified a number of options to address the funding

shortfalls they have identified:

(1) Potential capital project deferments which could reduce local funding
needs by $5.700 million (see Appendix Tabie 0).

(2) Potential additional sevice reductions (see Appendix Table P} which
Regional Transit estimates could realize savings amounting to as much
as $3.163 million if implemented, (These service reductions would,

however, adversely affect light rail systein access and utilization).

Regional Transit is also considering additional potential "revenue generation"
and “"cost containment" options (see Appendix Table Q), althouzh these have not yet

been explored in detail.

The availability of uncommitted capital funds to meet operating needs of the
immediate future provides Regional Transit with time to review the situation and
take corrective actions as required to avoid funding shortfalls. If funding shortialis
do develop as projected in this report, additional actions would need to be taken by -
the Regional Transit Board including formal adoption of a specific plan of
additional cost reduction and/or revenue generation measures.
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YI. ASSESSMENT OF SACRAMENTO TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT AGENCY'S PLAN
FOR FUNDING PROJECTED CAPITAL COST OVERRUN

This analysis cannot be undertaken until the STDA plan is made known.
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Table A

PROJECT CONTRACT UNITS AND
BUDGET/EXPENDITURE SUMMARY OF 12-02-84
($'s in 000's)

&/83 a/8k /86 12/84
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24 Watt/80 Median 800 818 3629 3,790
3 %aintenance Suilding ;518 - 227 3.827 3i983
'y Mal! Qemgiitign - B8 See W3 k1] -
&4 At Grade Line~Cont City 1 6,300 hil 8,23 ht
48/C Tree Pracurement=K St ht 2 n k4 3
0 Central City Pasking Lots d il 150 p| a
5 At Grade Line=Foison S:190 7,470 .61 9,3% a
6 At Grade Station-¥att/80 2447 2,440 838 a7 1
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78 Tree Procuresent=Suburbs ] k-] k] KL} 7
M Art Prosraa ] i o 22 3
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L Tard Grading kb V] n Tt "
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g

1389 Pk 31 1,509
80

12 Radio Procuresent 0 280 280

“16A Rail Procureaent rey{ ;| L7 7T rYE)!

1648  Otr Track Mat’! Procursnt {.1a0 1,18 1,180 1,180

15 Tis Procurement 1,148 1:142 1,148 1,148

14 Seec Tractwart Procuceant 650 63 51 &N

17 Light Raif Vehictes 26: 370 W52 2,382 578
184 Fare Vending Eauis Proc. 52 i 520 524 i}
18 Mjor Shos Equip Proe. 1,33 884 8aq 8ad d
18 Line Maint Eauip Pree. 240 P11 i) A4l n
19 Substation Procuresent LIS 3T 1473 3N 482
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ki Utility Relocation 5,120 $:287 5,257 5,251 535
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9 Generai Cantineency 10,750 a o w -
TOTALS $131,05 $131.040 $111,283 $131,233 $30,49%
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CONTRACTS WHICH HAVE BEEN ADVERTISED
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Table B-2

CONTRACTS WHICH HAVE NOT BEEN ADVERTISED
Sacramento Light Rail Project
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Table C

APPROVED BASELINE BUDGET
CU 60 - REAL ESTATE ACOQUISITICN

ITEM

CU42, Northeast Corridor
I-30 Bypass R-O-W
Marconi Station .
Ben Ali Spur Easement
Lumberjack Bypass
Sacramento Northern R=0-W
Royal Oaks Statien

Subtotal

CU#4A, Central City

Del Pasc & Acoma R-Q-W

Baxter Avenue Parking

12¢h and North B R-O-W

SP 12th Street UP R=-0QO-W

Alkali Flat Station.

Alkali Flat Parking

12¢h and *0O' Curve

Q/R Alley and 12th R-O-W

Q/R Alley Track
Subtotal

CU4S, Pelsom Corridor
Placervilie BEranch R=QO-W
Alhambra-65th
65th Street-Butterfield
65th Street Station
Howe/Power Inn Station
Power Inn Read
Watt/Manlove Staticon
Watt/Manlove Station
Butterfield Way Station
County Easement
CSUS Underpass
Subtoral

TOTAL: R=-0-W Acquisiticn

" TOTAL: REAL ESTATE ACQUISITION BUDGET

BUDGET
AMOUNT

$ 0
1,620
46,700
350,000
250
94,100
$ 492,670

- 6,890
58,500
67,000
12,800
537,000
265,000
9,800

650
1,120,000

$ 2,017,840

1,750,100
2,379,738
580,000
1,500,000
1,000
1,628,400
296,000
1,900,161
250,000
29,000
$10,313,399

$12,884,709

$12,885,000



Table D
APPROVED BASELINE BUDGET
CU 70 - UTILITY RELQCATION

BUDGET
ITEM AMOUNT
PG&E '

North—rast Corridor § 136,000

Central City 235,00¢

Folsom Corridor 100,000
PTST )

Northeast Corridor 300,000

Central City 571,000

Folsom Corridor 100,000
SMUD

Northeast Corridor ’ 55,000

Central City 2,717,000

Folsom Corrider : 200,000
Southern Pacific Railrocad

Folscm Ceorrider 2,000
Southern Pacific Pipeline : ‘

Gas Pipeline Relocation 792,000
Onion Pacific Railrocad _

Folsom Corridor 5,000
City (Engineering) 50,000

TOTAL: UTILITY RELCCATION BUDGET $5,257,000
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" STANTER LINE PROJECT
_BUMMARY OF TRANSIT COST

*

SACRAMENTO TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT AGENCY

Dl

Table E

GENERAL DEFINITION OF PROJECT ELEMENTS
SACRAMENTO LIGHT RAIL PROJECT

——_. JUNE 30, 1983 (PE ESTIMATE FOR FEIS)
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‘ SAMRAMENTO LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT
PROJECT CAPITAL QOSTS BY STATE FISCAL YEAR

SACRAMENTO TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT AQENCY 826 J Susel, Bukts 811 « Sacramenta, Calornia 86814 « (916) 442-3188
. Project Oliice: 1201 “I™ Strest « Bacramenio (@18} 445-85610

w
>
Ttem 1981-82 1962-83 1983-84 1984-85 Total 9;
[ ERTAY) ERTAY) ERTHY) 2
m
Project Mngmt & Engmg $§ 1.91 $ 4.8 § 5.6 $ 1.90 $14.23 Z
Right-of-Way & Utilities - 2.87 14.61 L 17.48 > o
Light Rail Vehicles - - 13.83 12.54 26.37 % e
Track - ? — 8.81 2.69 11.50 & )
Civil & Structural - s "9.14 1.76 16.90 - E
Traction Power - - 7.78 1.39 9.17 ° .
Signals : - - 0.15 8.17 8.52 & ~
Communication/Fare Vending -— - 0.50 0.30 0.80 =]
Stations - — 0,61 3.98 4,59 o
Shop & Yard - — 2,12 1.47 3.59 g
Other — — — 0.24 0.24 i
Contingency — — 6.29 3.62 9.91 a
-l

Total $ 1,91 $ 7.68 § 69.45 $ 44.26 $123,30

Hote: All figqures are in expenditure year dollars. Costs scheduled for 1984 and 1985
include an escalation allowance of 7% per anmm.

J5;7/31/83
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Table G
FEIS COMMITTMENTS
MITIGATING MEASURES
SACRAMENTO LIGHT RAIL PROJECT

WATT AVENUE/I-80

° Narrowing Watt Avenue Median (but not "median barrier")
. Elevator & stairs on both sides of Watt Avenue;New Jersey type barrier
between LRT parking area and freeway.

WATT AVENUE TO ARDEN WAY

. Left turn pockets and signals to improve access to parking lots without
" blocking traffic lanes.

EYERGREEN ST. AREA

® Replacing parking spaces at other locations in the area.
. Appropriate crossing protection per PUC GO 143,

WEST OF EVERGREEN ST. AREA

) PUC grade crossing protection.

] Continued use of Frontage Road to provide access for local
‘homeowners.

SOUTH OF DEL PASO BLVD. TO K STREET MALL

. Lanes from LRT line at American River crossing and through the SPRR
underpass.

[ Physical separation of aute traffic from LRT line with six-inch curbing,
flexible delineators, or thermoplastic striping on N. 12 Street from near
American River to N. B Street; and, on 12 Street from South of C
Street to K Street.

L) Possible separate phase or other provisions in traffic signals at all
signalized cross street intersections to preclude left turns in front of
the train.

SEVENTH & EIGHTH ST. FROM K ST. TO O ST.

o Six-inch curb separating auto traffic from the LRT line.
[ Separate phase in traffic signals at all cross street intersections to
preclude left turns in front of the train.

EAST OF ALHAMBRA TO BUTTERFIELD WAY

® Use of existing signalized intersections and increases in the capacity of
left turn pockets.
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Table G {(cont’d.)

[ Butterfield way will be extended south of Folsom Blvd. across the SPTC
RR and LRT Line. A portion of the Butterfieid Way extension will be
laterally shifted westerly and reconstructed.

] The intersection of Folsom Dlvd. and Butterfield Way will be signalized
as appropriate. Left turn pockets will be provided on Folsom Blvd.

LRT PARKING LOT AREAS

. New railroad separations to provide direct, unrestricted vehicle access
to Marconi and Swanston stations.

[ ] Additional left-turn channelization lanes for access at stations where
needed or required by the City or County.

. Additional signalized intersections and modifications of existing

systems to provide separate phasing for parking lot access at Marconi,
Swanston, 65 Street and Butterfield Stations.

. improvements to City Streets where required by increased traific at
Marconi, Roseviile Road, and Swanston.

. Improvements to City streets where required by increased traffic at
Marconi, Roseville Road, and Swanston.

] Improvements to the local drainage systems at Marconi and Swanston.

] Additional lighting for streets, intersections, and access roads where
required by the City or County.

] Widening and restriping for an added through lane (at Bradshaw and
Folsom Blvd.)

° Improving the intersection at U.S. 50 E.B. Ramp/Bradshaw by providing
double left-turn lanes, widening the on-ramp entrance and wndemng and
lengthening the on-ramp.

] At Bradshaw/US 350 interchange, to construct a southbound-to—
westbound on-ramp at Bradshaw interchange as part of a freeway ramp
meter project.

HYDROLOGY, WATER QUALITY AND FLOODPLAINS

° Slopes of 4 to 1 or steeper will be revegetated as recommended by the
STDA landscape architect,

. LRT traffic will be (accommodated) in the existing left traffic lane (of
the American River Bridge) and a "NewJersey"barrier will be built to
separate LRT and automobile traffic.

POTENTIAL IMPACT SOURCES

. If it becomes apparent during final design that a significant noise
problem will occur (along K Street Mall)...floating slab tracks, neoprene
pads between rails and ties, speed restrictions.

° Caltrans community noise abatement program along Route 50 between
37 Street & 55 Street. Sound walls would be placed between the
receptors and tracks thus providing attenuation for both freeway and
light rail noise sources. If Caltrans does not construct the soundwall,
STDA will construct a 3-foot high berm between the LRT line and
adjacent residences in the vicinity of 37 to 48 Street.
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Table G (cont’d.)

CONSTRUCTION NOISE

] Temporary shielding (plywood wall) will be used for sensitive receptors.
VIBRATION
L All rails will be continuously welded and ground to a smoothness

consistent with the State-of-the-Art.

A systematic program to measure roundness of the wheel and a means
to grind and true the wheel will be developed.

Resilient wheels will be incorporated in the design.

Train speeds will be kept to 10 MPH in the Downtown area.

Tie and ballast will be used throughout the sytem.

Ultrasonic pavement breakers will be used in the downtown areas to
break the pavement for construction of the LRT.

) Additional ballast will be used in sensitive areas.

ELECTROLYSIS

'y Rail fasteners will be of proper length to ensure termination (of the
fasteners) in wood rather than ballast or ground.

& The pads will be used between the plates and cross ties to prevent
abrasion and provide electrical and/or sound isolation where specific
corrosion and/or sound isolation where specific corrosion and/or noise
problems are anticipated.

. Raifs will be insulated throughout the mainline track.

[ Rail will be grounded in the maintenance yard.

INTEGRATED ART ELEMENTS

e There will be protective windscreens at most stations.

. Each station will have artworks integrated into the concrete pavement
which has a stiff brown finish.

. All trees on platforms and on sidewalks will have tree grates.

[ Pennants and banners will be utilized for station.

¢ Power inn - retaining wall at station entrance will receive artistic
treatment.

L) K Street Mall between 9 and 10 Street - to be developed as a seating

area for pedestrians - to sit, watch, eat, and rest.
] St. Rose of Lima Park - space will be flexible and encourage multiple
use of the space. ’

CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY

] Access to facilities will be available at all times.
L) Two major bridges will be constructed at the mainline railroad
intersections to separate LRT tracks from the railroad tracks.

Source: Caltrans

Sheet 3 of 3
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Tabie H
Exhibit 2-2 from FEIS
SACRAMENTO LIGHT RAIL PROJECT

NORTIEAST SACRAMENTO LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT LINE
LIST COF PROPCSED STATICNS STCOPS

Park Bus
and Timed Parking

Station ¥Name Location Ride Trangfer Spaces
1 watt/80 I-80 Bypass Median Under

Watt Avenue Hridge X X 1100
2 Watt/80 West  I-80 Bypass Median West

of Longview Drive X 600
3 Roseville Road I-80 Bypass Median X 500
4 Marconi/Arcade I-80 Bypass North of Arcade X X 50
5 Swanston I-80 Bypass Between El Camino ‘

and Arden X 500
6 Royal Oaks Arden at Royal Oaks
7 Del Paso Arden and Del Paso X
8 Globe Del Paso @ Globe Avenue
2 Alkali Flat 12th Between D and E
10 12th and H 12th Between H and I
11 Cathedral Sg. K Between 12th and 11
12 8th and K K Between 8th asd 7th
13 Capitol Mall 7¢h and Capitol
14 8th and © O Between 7th and 8thl
15 11th and 0 O Between 1llth and 12th
16 12th and R Q/R Allay Between 12th & 1l3th
17 16th Street Q/R Alley Between 15th & 16th
18 23rd Street R Between 23rd and 24th
19 29th Street’ R Between 28th and 29th X
20 59th Street SP at 59th
21 65¢h Street SP at 65th X
22 Power Inn SP at Power Inn X 500
23 College Graens SP at Kiefer Blvd.
24 wWatt/Manlove  SP Between Watt & Manlove X p _ 500
25 Norcade Neorcade
26 Tiber 57 at Tiber
27 Butterfield SP at Butterfield X X 800

l - One platform located between 8th and 9th due northbound
track in 8th Street.

2 - Northbound platform at 8th and Capitol
3 - To be constructed by CA Department of General Services
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Table 1

RIDERSHIP/PLATFORM HOUR/SERVICE COST COMPARISONS
(Figure 13 from SRTD Transit Plan, 1985-89, Adopted August 27, 1984)

[

A e 4

RIDERSHIP PRDJECTIOIS

Fres. . FYae FY 87 Fy 88! FY 89
Existing 14,900,000 - 15,124,000 15,351,000 15,581,000 15,815,000
Proposed 14,900,000 15_515 000 17,900,000 18,145,000 18,409,000

PLATFORM HOURS

FY 85 FY 86 FY 87 Fy 88’ FY 89
Existing 495,000 495,000 495,000 496,748 495,000
Proposed '

Bus Hours
Regular Service 495,000 488,303 461,090 462,750 461,090
Interim Bus Hours 0 3,897 8,980 0 0
Replaced by LRT
Bus Total '—_135-555 492,200 470,070 152,750 361,090

LRT Hours ; 6,232 31,708 " 31,816 31,708

SERVICE COST PER FISCAL YEAR

FY_85 FY 86 FY 87 Fv_eg' FY_89
Existing 25,975,000 27:305.000 28,697,000 30,265,944 1,705,000
Proposed’ .

Bus Costs .
Regular gerv:ce 25.975.003 26.9?3.08} 26,724,806 26,194,507 29,530,454
Interim Service 214,93 520,556 0 0
Bus Subtotal La7%5, 718,012 37,285 363 28,194,507 29,530,453

{RT Cost 817,819 4,373,611 4,613,002 4,829,636

Total Cost 2 mm '27'.‘35“5‘3‘3‘1‘ 31,618,073 32,807,509 34,360,090

(Capitalization (Included in (1,647,000) {53,000) 0 0o

Adjustment) above figure) :

Adjusted Total Cost 25.975.000 26,118,831 1,565,973 32,807,509 34,360,090

V1908 is a leap yeaf; therefore, estimates include san additional weekday. 8/9/84

ECapitaiization adjustment provides for inclusion of LRT Project Coordination Office costs into LRT project budget.
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Table J

OPERATING REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES

(Figure 16 from SRTD Transit Plan, 1985-89, Adopted August 27, 1984)

FUNDS AVAILABLE

REVENUE FY 1985 FY 1986 FY 1987 FY 1988 FY 1989
FEDERAL
Section 9‘ 3,952,500 3,560,900 3,208,460 3,048,764 2.747,538
Other? 1,569,050 160,000 185,000 185,000 185,000
Total federal 5.521,550 ' 3,720,900 3,393,460 3,233,764 2,932,538
STATE AND LOCAL .
LYF 13,679,000 14,773,000 15,585,515 12,666,373 15,993,480
LTF Carryover 3,207,843 1,233,993 1,462,550 667,552
STA 2,175,000 2,175,000 2,175,000 2,175,000 2,175,000
Total State and Local 19,061,843 18,181,993 19,223,065 15,508,925 18,168,480
FARES 7.300,000 7,925,088 9,130,000 10,203,298 10,363,859
OTHER 3 450,000 471,000 487,000 507,000 528,000
Tota) 32,333,393 30,298,981 32,233,525 29,452,907 31,992,877
EXPEND!TURES4 25,975,000 - 26,318,870 31,565,973 32,807,509 34,360,096
Surplus-Carryover/(Deficit) 6,358,393 “.3.980.150 667,552 (3,354,522) (2,367,219)
8/9/84

lEuc!udes Section 9 amounts distributed to other transit providers.

| 2lncfudes Section 5 carryover (FY 1985 only), Section 8 and Sectfon 10 funds.

3lnc1udes special service contracts, advertising revenue and investment income.
4Includes adjustment for RT's LRT Project Coordination Office capitalization.




Table K

REVISED RIDERSHIP/PLATFORM HOUR/SERYICE COST PROJECTIONS
ESTIMATED BY SRTD - NOYEMBER 19, 1984

RIDERSHIP

FY 85 FY 86 FY 87 FY 88 FY 83
PROPOSED SERVICES 14,900,000 15,124,000 16,694,000 17,595,000 17,859,000
PLATFORM HOURS
FY 85 FY 86 FY 87 FY 88 FY §9
LRT HOURS ' 0 0 21,524 11,816 31,708
BUS HOURS 495,000 495,000 458,915 431,397 429,950
© LRT REPLACEMENT 1)
BUS HOURS 0 0 3,697 0 0
SERVICE COSTS
LRT COST $152,000 51,552,000 §4,274,000 £5,203,820 535,464,011
LET PROTECT SCTPORT 406,000 236,000 53,000 ' 0 o
BUS COST 25,975,000 27,302,450 26,602,774 26,284,228 27,536,096
LRT REPLACEMENT o 0 214,3151) 0 0
CAPITAL ADJ (558,0001% (1,788, 0000'%) (240,000)!% 0 a
TOTAL COST $25,975,000 $27,302,450 $30,904,089  $31,488,048  $33,001,107

{(2)

(.

To provide Folseom Corridor bus services pendinu completion of

Folsom LRT line.

capital funding.

A-14
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Tabie L

REVISED REVENUE/EXPENSE PROJECTIONS
PREPARED BY REGIONAL TRANSIT - NOYEMBER 19, 1934

EXPENSES {Thousands)

FY 85 FY 86 FY 87 FY ¥y FY 89
Bus $ 25,975 $27,302 526,817 $26,284 $ 27,536
LRT u 0 4,087 5,204 5,464
Total Costs $§ 25,975 $27,302 $30,904 531,488 $ 33,000
REVENLUTES

rY 85 FY_86 FY 87 FY 88 FY 89

FEDERAL .
Section 9 - RT 4,066 3,659 3,294 2,965 2,668
Section 9 - Pass Thru - 114 - 114 = 114 - 114 - 114
other . 85 160 185 185 185
Sec 5 - Carryover i,572 ¢ 0 0 0
Total Federal 5,609 3,705 3,365 3,036 2,739

STATE/LOCAL

LTF Op/Cap 13,6794 14,773 15,586 16,599 17,678
LTF - Carryove:- 8,330 (2) - 6,325 3;372 0 0
STA Cp/Cap 2,175 2,175 2,175 2,175 2,175
STA - Carryover 4,196 : 293 0 0 o
Local Match - 8,695(3) - 5,125 - 2,518 - 3,932 - 1,684
Total State/Local 19,735 18,941 18,615 14,842 18,169
FAREBOX 7,300 7,727 8,542 9,893 10,056
OTHER 450 300 318 337 357
TOTAL REVENUE $33,094 $30,674 $30,841 $28,108 $31,321

SURPLUS/DEFICIT

$ 7,119 $ 3,372 -5 63 - $3,380  -51,679

1
¢ )Was $12.213 million in FY 84.
{2)

Was 52.470 million in FY 84, including interest (vs. $2.038 million estimate).
(3}

Includes $6.595 million for carryover capital projects.
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Table M

COMPARISON Of REGIONAL TRANSIT'S
AUGUST AND NOVEMBER OPERATING COST FORECASTS

FISCAL YEAR ESTIMATED O & M COSTS
August Plan  November Plantl}

FY 85 $25,975,000  $25,975,000
Y 36 26,318,831 27,302,450
EY 87 31,565,973 30,904,089
FY 83 32,307,509 31,483,048
FY 89 34,390,090 33,001,107

(1) Retlects slippage in Light Rail project schedule and service reductions.
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Table N

COMPARISON OF REGIONAL TRANSIT'S
AUGUST AND NOVEBMER PATRONACE FORECASTS

FISCAL
YEAR _ ANNUAL RIDERSHIP (Millions)
Existing August November
Services Plan Plan
FY 85 14.900 14.900 14.900
FY 86 15.124 15.515 15.124
FY 87 15.351 17.900 16.694
FY 88 15.581 18.145 17.595
FY 89 15.815 18.409 17.859
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Table O

POTENTIAL CAPITAL PROJECTS FOR DEFERMENT(!) -
Identified by Regional Transit

Fiscal Year

Total Local
Cost Dollars

Programmed Project Project Description (000's)
1986 Fixed Guideway Development- Development of LRT in new 11,300 1,610
South and/or NE Corridors corridor or extension or
upgrading of initial lines.
Would provide for future
LRT development.
1987 Fixed Guideway Development- Development of LRT in new 10,000 1,350
South and/or NE Corriders corridor or extension or
upgrading of initial lines.
Would provide for future
LRT development.
1988 Fixed Guideway Development- Development of LRT in new 16,200 2,740

South and/or NE Corridors corridor or extension or
upgrading of initial 1ines.
Would provide for future
LRT development.

Total

37,500 5,700

1There are other projects in RT's capital program that could also be
considered for deferral should the Board so choose.

A-18
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Table P

CONTINGENT SERVICE REDUCTIONS !DENTIFIED BY REGIOMAL TRANSIT
(Listed in order of potential implementation; #1 being first to be cut and #4 being last)

CUMULATIVE SAVINGS

F

]"nurs dn not refiect service oroductivitv adjusimenis.

AFFECTED TOTAL COST SAVINGS
SERVICE REDUCTION ROUTE ANNUAL HOURS  4/26/86-6/30/89 IMPACTS
1. Delete peak hour 16 1,215 $ 284,100 College Greens consists of a medium density
College Greens neighborhood within 1 mile of LRT stations.
service. Proposed system would have provided peak hour
only service to LRT. With this cut, all service
to area 1s eliminated.

. Decrease headway 90 4,335 $ 842,500 Greenback Lane {s designed as an extension of the
from :15 to :30 [-80 LRT line to Sunrise Mall, operating on the
on Greenback Lane; same headway as the train. This service would
eliminate Woodmore have provided a major connection between routes
Qaks service and serving Auburn and Greenback and LRT, as well as
shuttle service non-stop peak express routes originating at the
from Watt/80 to ARC. Mall.

. Decrease headway 81 9,690 $1,716,000 Watt Avenue is designed to be the major crosstown
from :15 to :30 on - . connector for the Northeast area, connecting with
Watt Avenue; de- all east-west routes and the major LRT statfons
lete proposed Rose- on both corridors. Without this high frequeacy
mont service. service, buses will only connect with alternate

\ trains and passengers will be more dependent upon
bus/bus “timed" transfers. Also, relief of
possible overcrowding by previding frequent
optional service between both corridors is less
likely to occur with 30 minute headways.

. Eliminate weekday All 10,200 h31.253.500] Night service would only be provided in the south
night service (5 North ST area with north area service terminating at
routes 6:00p to Area , approximately 6:00p. This additional service
10:00p); minor net- : would have maintained the existing level of north
work refinements. i area night service, which would provide support

; for LRT night ridership and other local service.
Subtotal 25,500 | $4,096,100 '
Less Estimated Fare Revenue 1{ 932,800) 8/9/84
Total Savings ‘ 3,163,300




0Z-¥

Table Q

REGIONAL TRANSIT'S FIVE-YEAR TRANSITION PLAN POTENTIAL FUNDING OPTIONS

Short Term w/2 years

Mid-Term 2-5 years

Long Term and/or
Difficult to
Implement

(Figure 17 from Transit Plan, 1985-89)

REVENUE GENERATION OPTIONS

929320080

Fare Restructuring

-Peak Surcharge

-Cost Based Fares

Safe Harbor Leasing

Lease Purchase Equipment
Certificates of Participation
Interest Arbitrage

RANS

fmployer Sponsored Pass Programs
Schools Pay For Specia) Service
Merchant Discounts on Daily Passes
Interest on Capital Applied to Operations
Expanded Advertising Programs

Donations for Capital Improvement

Rail Siding Rehab {(DOT)

Park-and-Rtde Parking Fees

Advertising in Stations

Joint Development of Air Rights

Joint Development of Retaill Facilities
at LRT Stations '

Grants of State Energy Commission
Jitney Service Franchises to Private
Enterprises .

Special Benefit Assessments
Tax Increment Financing .
Transit Impact Fees

Sales Tax

Property Tax

Parking Fee Tax

COST_CONTAINMENT OPTIONS

Expanded Contracting of Services
Adjust Staff Fringe Benefit Package
Reduce Marketing Expenditures
Reevaluate A1l Non-Revenue Generating
Activities

Aggressive Work Comp Program
Increased Absentee Control

Early Retirement Incentive

Utilize New Special Grants Programs

L X B R J

@ Review Route Standards
# Reduction in Senlor Staff Positions

o Review Capital Expenditures from Cost/
Benefit Perspective

o Limit Staff Growth (Hiring Freeze)

® Broker 3ervices

' 6/29/84





