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PREFACE

The Sacramento Regional Transit District (RT), in cooperation with the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) is undertaking the preparation of an Alternatives Analysis (AA}, a
combined Draft Envirenmental Impact Statement/Draft Environmental impact Report (DEIS/R)
and a Final Environmental impact Report (FEIR) for alternative transit improvements for the
Downtown/Natomas/Airport (DNA)} Corridor in Sacramento, California. The AA is being
prepared based on FTA guidelines, and the DEIS is being prepared in conformance with 40
CFR Part 1500-1508, Council on Environmental Quality Regulation for Implementing the
Procedural Requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 as
amended; 49 CFR Part 611, Federal Transit Administration, Major Capital investment Projects;
and The Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21). In addition, the DEIR and
FEIR will fulfill the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) concerning
the assessment of the environmental impacts of major projects.

Study Description

Sacramento’s DNA Corridor has been studied extensively over the past twenty years as part of
both regional and local planning efforts, including the 1984 Sacramento Area Council of
Governments (SACOG) Study, the 1994 North Natomas and South Natomas Community Plans,
the 1998 Amendments to the City of Sacramento General Plan, and the SACOG 2025
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) prepared in 2002. The DNA Corridor was aiso
identified in RT's Multi-Corridor Study (June 2001) as one of RT's high priority corridors for
implementing major transit improvements. Beginning in downtown Sacramento, the Corridor
proceeds north through South and North Natomas and west to the Sacramento International
Airport. Generally, the Sacramento River is considered the Corridor's western boundary, and
the ex-Western Pacific (WP) Railroad right-of-way (ROW) is considered the eastern boundary.

This DNA Corridor Study, sponsored by RT, commenced in October 2001. Following the review
of FTA guidelines, public comments received during three Scoping sessions, input from the
Technical Review Panel (TRP) and Citizens Review Pane! (CRP) established by RT, and policy
direction provided by the RT Board of Directors, the basic alternatives proposed for
consideration include the following:

» Alternative 1: No-Build
» Alternative 2. Baseline/Transportation Systems Management (TSM)
» Alternative 3: Truxel Road Light Rail Transit

v

Alternative 3A:  Truxel Road Light Rail Transit — Starter Line
» Alternative 3B:  Truxel Road Light Rail Transit — Minimum Operable Segment (MOS}
# Alternative 4: Truxel Road Bus Rapid Transit
> Alternative 4A:  Truxel Road Bus Rapid Transit Starter Line
> Alternative 4B:  Truxel Road Light Rail Transit — Minimum Operable Segment (MOS)
» AHernative 5: I-56/Truxel Road Light Rail Transit
> Alternative 6: I-5/Truxel Road Bus Rapid Transit
¥ Alternative 7: I-5 Light Rail Transit
» Alternative 8: I-5 Bus Rapid Transit
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Study Scope

The DNA Corridor Study is being conducted in two steps. The first step consists of preparing an
AA Report, which will describe the results of the alternatives analysis and conclude with the RT
Board of Directors adopting a locally preferred aiternative (LPA). The second step will consist of

preparing the DEIS/R and FEIR, which will evaluate the environmental impacts associated with
the LPA and a No-Build Alternative.

The AA Report, the DEIS/R and FEIR will comprehensively examine and comparatively
evaluate its set of alternatives using a broad set of criteria, which embrace FTA New Starts
guidelines/criteria for a new fixed guideway project. These criteria include: environmental
concerns, ridership forecasts, engineering, capital, operating and maintenance costs, economic
and cost-effectiveness considerations, traffic impacts, and opportunities for transit-oriented
development. How well each alternative does or does not help achieve regional goals and
objectives will play a major role in the selection of an LPA. Public input will be provided
throughout the course of the study by community groups, the general public, agency staff, and
elected officials through an active public participation program.

Purpose of This Document

Preparation of the AA Report, and the subsequent DEIS/R and FEIR, has been subdivided into
a number of individual tasks and sub-tasks. As these are carried out, a number of documents,
such as this one, will be produced for the purpose of providing early information to FTA and
others interested in the study’s procedures and findings.

Consequently, the material contained in the deliverables should be considered as work in
progress. It is subject to revision as comments are received and responded to by the study
team; it may be superceded as a result of subsequent activities. Ultimately, the final
documentation for the study will be contained in an AA Report, DEIS/R and FEIR; and later, a
Final Envirenmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

Schedule

The DNA Corridor study, which was initiated in October 2001, includes preparation of an AA
Report that will lead to the selection of an LPA in December 2003. The LPA will then be
submitted for approval by the Sacramento City Council, the Sacramento County Board of
Supervisors, and by SACOG as an amendment to its financially constrained long-range MTP.
The DEIS/R and FEIR will be available for public review in July of next year and is to be
completed by September 2004,

Subsequent Steps
After selection of an LPA and completion of the DEIS/R and FEIR, FTA approvals to proceed

will be sought, including authorization to begin Preliminary Engineering and completion of the
FEIS.

For Further Information

For additional information about the study, visit RT's study website at www.DNArt.org. This
publication is available in accessible formats. Please call (916) 321-2877 or (916) 483-HEAR
(4327) (TDD for the hearing impaired) to request this document in an alternative format.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES.1 Overview

The Sacramento Regional Transit District (RT), in cooperation with the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA), has undertaken an Alternatives Analysis (AA) to evaluate future transit
improvements in the Downtown/Natomas/Airport (DNA) Corridor in Sacramento, California.
Consistent with FTA's New Starts guidelines, the AA process has heen a coordinated effort
between RT, members of the public, public agencies, and other stakeholders with numerous
opportunities for input at each stage in the planning process.

This AA Report is specifically intended to compare and evaluate alternate transit technologies
and alignments through the DNA Corridor. The AA technical analysis and associated public
review and responses are designed to support and encourage the process whereby a locally
preferred alterative (LPA) can he adopted and then undergo the required full environmental
review.

Corridor Alignment and Service Alternatives

Beginning in downtown Sacramentc and proceeding north, the DNA Corridor takes in the 240-
acre Union Pacific (UP) Railyards, the Richards Boulevard Redevelopment (Capitol District
Station) Area, the fast growing communities of South and North Natomas, and certain lands to
the west up to and including the Sacramento International Airport.

Figure ES-1 illustrates the DNA Corridor study area and the “short list” of potential north-south
transit alignments evaluated in this AA which include the foliowing:

7 Alternative 1: No-Build. The No-Build Alternative consists of the existing
transportation system, as well as all transporiation projects that are planned and
programmed in the Sacramento Metropolitan Transportation Plan for 2025.

» Alternative 2: Baseline/Transportation Systems Management (TSM). The
Baseline/TSM Alternative was developed {o meet an FTA requirement for an alternative
that addresses fransportation needs in the corridor without a major new capital
investment. The Baseline/TSM Alternative includes a set of lower-cost bus fransit
improvements in the DNA Corridor.

» Alternative 3: Truxel Light Rail Transit (LRT). The Truxel LRT Alternative would
extend RT LRT service from downtown Sacramento through Natomas, along Truxel
Road, to the airport.

» Alternative 3A: Truxel LRT Starter Line. The Truxel LRT Starter Line Alternative
would construct an LRT extension similar to Alternative 3, with single-track sections and
fewer structures to provide a lower-cost alternative.

Alternative 3B: Truxel LRT Minimum Operable Segment (MOS). The Truxel LRT
MOS Alternative would construct a LRT extension similar to Alternative 3A, with single-
track sections and fewer structures to provide a lower-cost alternative; however, the
alignment would be shorter, extending from downtown Sacramento to the Natomas
Town Center.

A

» Alternative 4: Truxel Bus Rapid Transit (BRT). The Truxel BRT Alternative would
canstruct a new guided-busway for a BRT system from downtown Sacramento through
Natomas, along Truxel Road, to the airport.

Downtowr;{:’(' Final Alternatives Analysis Report
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FIGURE ES-1
POTENTIAL NORTH-SOUTH ALIGNMENTS EVALUATED
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> Alternative 4A: Truxel BRT Starter Line. The Truxel BRT Starter Line Alternative
would construct a BRT extension similar to Alternative 4, with fewer structures and grade
separations to provide a lower-cost alternative.

» Alternative 4B: Truxel BRT Minimum Operabfe Segiment (MOS). The Truxel BRT
MOS Alternative would construct a BRT extension similar to Alternative 4, with fewer
structures and grade separations to provide a lower-cost alternative; however, the
alignment would be shorter, extending from downtown Sacramento to the Natomas
Town Center.

» Alternative 5: |-5(Truxel LRT. The -5/Truxel LRT Alternative would extend LRT
service along a route following Interstate 5 (1-5) and Truxel Road between downtown
Sacramento, Natomas, and the airport.

Alternative 6: 1-5/Truxel BRT. The I-5/Truxel BRT Aiternative would construct a new
guided-busway for a BRT system using a route following 1-5 and Truxel Road between
downtown Sacramento, Natomas, and the airport.

Alternative 7. 1-5 LRT. The I-5 LRT Alternative would extend LRT service along a
route following I-5 between downtown Sacramento, Natomas, and the airport.

\7/
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> Alternative 8: [-8 BRT. The I-5 BRT Alternative would construct a new guided-busway
for a BRT system using a route following I-5 between downtown Sacramento, Natomas,
and the airport.

ES.2 DNA Corridor Study Process

The DNA Corridor AA has followed a rigorous and methodical approach. The major transit
investment concept builds upon previous planning efforts in the region; has invoived extensive
collaboration between the public, government jurisdictions and stakeholders in multiple
communities; and has undergone a technical analysis.

Consistency with Local, State, and Federal Planning Processes

For nearly 20 years, representatives of agencies and districts responsible for plans and policies
in the Corridor have been considering significant transit improvements to serve anticipated
growth in the Corridor planning areas. The following local, community and regional plans have
been completed that support the construction and operation of light rail transit (LRT) service
between downtown Sacramento and the airport:

1984 — Sacramento LRT Expanded LRT System Analysis

1986 — Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) LRT Extension Study
1987 - RT High Capacity Corridor Resolution

1988 — City of Sacramento General Plan

1991 — RT Route Refinement Study and Environmental Impact Report
1993 — RT 20-Year Transit Master Plan

1993 — County of Sacramento General Plan

1994 — North Natomas and South Natomas Community Plans

1998 — Amendments to the City of Sacramento General Plan

2000 — SACOG Sacramento International Airport Transit Access Study
2001 - RT Multi-Corridor Study

2002 — SACOG 2025 Metropolitan Transportation Plan

VVVVVYVYVYYVYYYYY

Downt ~% Final Alternatives Analysis Report
ownlown £S-3 January 2004

=




In continuing efforts to realize the local goals for improved transportation in the area, the DNA
Corridor AA Study has built upon this breadth of prior planning decisions.

ES.3 Public Involvement Program

The ongoing Public Involvement (Pl) program developed for the DNA Corridor AA Study has
been extensive and inclusive and continues to be designed o receive public input from all
affected citizens and stakeholders. The process documents and incorporates stakeholder
comments into the alternatives development and selection process.

Significant Program Activities
To date, the Pl Program included the following key activities:

» Three EIR/S scoping meetings and three public open houses.

» Over 100 meetings with citizens, homeowner associations, environmental groups, and
business organizations.

Y

Regular study program updates at publicly noticed meetings (televised on cable TV) to
the RT Board of Directors.

» Presentations to the Sacramento City Council, City of Sacramento Planning
Commission, Sacramento County Board of Supervisors, Sacramento County Parks
Commission, and Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA).

v

Technical Review and Citizens Review Panel (TRP and CRP) meetings.

Y

Distribution of newsletters, media releases, public notices and other materials fo a
mailing list of over 7,000 individuals and organizations.

v

Design and operation of a study website (www.DNArt.org).

Maintenance of a study information “hotline.”

LA

Attendance at community events (Natomas Community Festival).

L

Participation in cable television broadcasts.

Vf

Placement of paid ads in local newspapers and interior ad cards on RT buses.

A program of public outreach through local schools (8,500 students).

¥

# Door-to-door canvassing of businesses in the Truxel Corridor.

Through these activities the study team was able to obtain valuable, regional input throughout
the study program decision-making process. Through September 2003, over 100
presentations/briefings have been made by RT and its consultant team to nearly 60 public
agencies, community organizations, and groups of locally elected officials.

A full listing of the public agencies, community organtzatlons and groups of lecally elected
officials involved in this process is located in Chapter 3.

Technical and Citizens Review Panels

RT, with assistance from its consultant team, established a Technical Review Panel consisting
of approximately 40 members representing various local, state, and federal agencies. The TRP
meetings were conducted as working sessions, allowing members to actively participate with
team members and RT Staff in discussing study issues.

A Citizens Review Panel also was established, representing a cross-section of community and
other organizations with an interest in transportation issues in the study corridor. This group of
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over 50 individuals also provided valuable review and comment on the study goals, evaluation
criteria, and other issues. See Section 3.1 for a complete listing of TRP and CRP member
organizations.

Input Received
Numerous comments have been received from public agencies and the general public
throughout the study. These comments generally fall into the following categories:

» Concemns about displacement of homes, traffic congestion, property values, public
safety, and noise and visual impacts associated with the various alternatives, particularly
along the segment of Truxel Road between Garden Highway and San Juan Road.

Several groups and a number of individuals have expressed support for providing light
rail service in the Corridor. Other individuals have indicated support for BRT.

£

» Comments or questions related to fransit operational issues: for example, will park-and-
ride lots be included in the corridor?; how often will feeder bus service be provided and
what routes will it use?; how will bus service be provided at the airpert?; and when will
the location of future transit stations be determined?

» {Questions about the criteria used for the definition and evaluation of the alternatives.

ES.4 Purpose of the Study Alternatives

The intent of the Purpose and Need statement is to document the rationale for consideration of
transportation improvements in the DNA Corridor, as demonstrated by current and anticipated
development and transportation conditions within the study area.

The purpose of the DNA Corridor study alternatives is to provide improved transit service
between downtown Sacramento, the Sacramento International Airport and points in between, as
well as connect the Corridor to the Regicnal transit system. Specifically, the study is needed
because of:

.

> Rapid population and employment growth expected in the Corridor. Total Corridor
population is expected to more than double by 2025, while employment is expected to
grow by 65 percent. These projections are at best conservative, since the City of
Sacramento has currently approved permits in North Natomas that total 44 percent of
the projected residential growth.

» Projected increases in recadway congestion. As a result of limited north-south traffic
capacity, significant growth will lead to higher traffic volumes on |-5, I-80 and parallel
roadways. In addition, there are only two existing bridges across the American River
within this three-mile wide corridor that limit north-south traffic capacity. As a result, by
2025, I-5 will be at level of service (LOS) “F” from downtown to I-80, and nearing
capacity beyond.

> Increased demand for transit service. Increased demand will occur due to the need
to serve a large transit dependent population in the Corridor, where 16.5 percent of
households are without a personal vehicle as compared to 12.9 percent for the City of
Sacramento and 8.7 percent for Sacramento County (U.S. Census 2000).

» Transit supportive land use plans and policies. The North Natomas Community Plan
was designed as a transit-oriented community. Its center piece is an assumed light rail
line with a dedicated right-of-way. It identifies stations with higher densities and mix of
land uses in anticipation of the future transit system. A DNA fransit improvement would
complete that plan with a high quality transit service that is integrated with and enhances
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planned corridor land use. Transit-oriented development (TOD) has been shown to
decrease vehicle trips by 18 percent, decrease vehicle miles traveled by 12 percent and
reduce travel times by 18 to 28 percent. In addition to the planned transit-oriented and
uses in the North Natomas Community Plan, the City of Sacramento is also planning
similar enhanced land uses in the Richards Boulevard and Railyards areas to encourage
transit ridership.

» The need to reduce vehicle trips and airborne emissions. Sacramento has the sixth
worst air quality in the nation. If the region does not meet the standard by 2005, it could
lose $680 million in federal transportation funding.

\;f

To improve operating efficiencies. The DNA Corridor would provide intermodal
connections to existing and new bus service, to regional rail service at the Sacramento
Valley Station (existing Amtrak station}) and for Sacramento International Airport
passengers. Transit service in the DNA Corridor would provide opportunities for
connecting with existing and future light rail and regional rail corridors including the
Folsom Corridor, the South Line extension and the Capitol Corridor frain service that is
operated by Amtrak, connecting Sacramento with San Jose and the Bay Area. The
coordination of fand use with transit service would improve transit system efficiency and
use.

ES.5 Alternatives Screening and Selection Process

Each step of the screening and selection process for the DNA Corridor AA involved the active
participation and endorsement by the CRP and TRP. The process of screening the alternatives
included the following five steps:

Step 1: Development of Goals, Objectives and Criteria

Step 2: Development of a Long List of Alternatives

Step 3: Level 1 Screening (27 alternatives and 7 alignments screened)

Step 4: Level 2 Screening (12 alternatives, 5 alignments screened)

Step 5: Detailed Evaluation (12 alternatives, 3 alignments evaluated in the AA Report)

At the beginning of the DNA Corridor AA, a set of goals, objectives and evaluation criteria were
developed that both met the local needs of the corridor and fulfiled FTA New Starts project
justification criteria. The goals and objectives were reviewed and accepted by the CRP, TRP
and the RT Board. The goals that guided the analysis included:

Improve corridor mobility

Promote patterns of smart growth

Find cost-effective solutions

Minimize community and environmental impacts
Ensure consistency with other planning efforts
Obtain strong community support

YVVVVY

The first three goals are taken directly from FTA’s New Starts criteria.  These goals are
measured by a set of key criteria, for which FTA has identified certain “thresholds” that must be
met in order to qualify for New Starts funding.

Following the development of the study goals, objectives and evaluation criteria, a fatal flaw
analysis was conducted on an initial set of potential corridor alignments, transit technologies,
and American River bridge crossing locations. The fatal flaw analysis eliminated several transit
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technologies that did not satisfy the DNA Corridor goals (e.g., expensive transit technologies
such as automated guideway transit, heavy rail, etc., since they would in appropriate for
meeting future ridership needs or be too expensive to build and operate in the Corridor).
Following the fatal flaw analysis, a long list of alternatives was compiled by “mixing and
matching” the various potential alignments, transit technologies and river crossing options. A
two-step screening process was then initiated by RT and its consultant team.

» Level One screening involved the TRP and CRP in the examination of the initial long list
of alternatives. Based on resuits of the Level One screening, the alternatives were
repackaged into five primary alignments that utilized both BRT and LRT modes.

‘7‘

Level Two screening included refinement of study goals and objectives by the TRP and
CRP and preliminary analyses of the five primary alternatives. This work included
development of ridership estimates, conceptual engineering, station location options,
capital, operaiing and maintenance (QO&M) cost estimates, a preliminary financial
analysis, and environmental assessments.

Following the Level Two screening, RT further refined the alternatives to optimize their cost-
effectiveness and reduce environmental impacts, resulting in the identification and detailed
evaluation of twelve alternatives.

Alternatives Carried Forward For Further Review

Eight of the twelve alternatives would construct a new LRT or BRT ftransit guideway from
downtown Sacramento, through South and North Natomas, to the Sacramento I[nternational
Airport; and two minimum operable segments would provide a new transit guideway between
downtown Sacramento and the Natomas Town Center. The remaining two alternatives, the No-
Build Alternative and Baseline/TSM Alternative, have been carried forward as legitimate
alternatives, and for comparison purposes. As presented in Section ES-1, the following
alternatives were evaluated in detail.

Alternative 1: No-Build

Y
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Alternative 2: Baseline/Transportation Systems Management {TSM)

Alternative 3: Truxel Road Light Rail Transit

Alternative 3A:Truxel Road Light Rail Transit — Starter Line

Alternative 3B: Truxel Road Light Rail Transit — Minimum Operable Segment (MOS}

Alternative 4: Truxef Road Bus Rapid Transit

G A 4

Y

Alternative 4A:Truxel Road Bus Rapid Transit Starter Line

Alternative 4B: Truxel Road Light Rail Transit — Minimum Operable Segment (MOS)
Alternative 5: 1-5/Truxel Road Light Rail Transit

Alternative 6. [-5/Truxel Road Bus Rapid Transit

Alternative 7: 1-5 Light Rail Transit

¥ Alternative 8: (-5 Bus Rapid Transit

Y V¥V vV VY
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The physical, operational, and cost characteristics of all twelve alternatives are summarized in
Table ES-1.
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TABLE ES-1

SUMMA

SICAL, OPERATIONAL, AND COST CHARACTERIST

ICS OF THE ALTERNATIVES

' g CUBAY LR S e T g LB A 8
T T T R A L i
T LRT .} Troxel ] TR R £ ‘
Truxel. | Starter LRT . |16 Tuxel |- ol 1 .
: : LRT Lne [ MOS CECLRT f AL 8 LRT: o |6 BRT
Physical Characteristics
Guideway (in miles}
At-Grade N/A N/A 8.46 8.20 2.77 5.83 6.61 1.49 9.25 6.74 5.57 5.61
On Retained Fill N/A N/A 1.19 0.91 0.31 2,52 0.98 0.73 0.95 3.18 1.83 2,72
On Structure N/A NIA 0.87 0.72 0.66 1.28 0.74 0.60 2,18 1.51 3.58 1.40
Retained Cut N/A N/A 0 o 0 0.43 0.18 0.0 0 0.18 0.25 0.17
Straet Median NIA NIA 2.04 2.04 2.04 0.74 0.00 0.0 0.73 0.00 0.00 0,00
Bus Lanes NIA NIA NIA N/A N/A 0.83 0.83 0.83 N/A 1.00 N/A 1.00
Embedded (mixed flow) NIA NIA 0.45 1.04 1.04 0.57 2.79 2.79 0.45 0.57 0.45 0.57
In Tunnel (cut & cover box) NfA NIA 0 0 0 0.21 0.02 0.0 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.07
Total Miles N/A NIA 12,99 12.99 6.82 12.41 12.14 6.43 13.68 13.2 11.55 11.54
Nurmber of Stations N/A N/A 13 13 11 13 13 11 13 13 10 11
Number of lots (Capacity N/A 3 7 7 & 8 7 5 7 6 3 4
of Park-and-Ride Lots) (770} {2,070) {1.910) {1,870) (1,840) {1,760) {1,730) (1,880) {1,660) (1,500) {1,480)
Operational
Characteristics
Travel Time in minutes
{Sacramento Valley .
Station to Sacramento 45 37 28 30 37 28 30 34 27 30 21 27
International Airport)
* Mode change required at Natomas Town Center,
N/A — Not Applicable
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TAEBLE ES-1

SUMMARY OF PHYSICAL, OPERATIONAL, AND COST CHARACTERISTICS OF THE ALTERNATIVES (CONTINUED)
T 10002 37 3A 3B L s 4A 1. 4B 5 g 7 g
: o Truxel v : : Truxel: 3|7 g ’ ’
i LRT Truxel ) BRT | “Truxel
Baseling/ |\ Truxal Starter LRT Truxel Starter |, BRT I-5/Truixet | 1-5/Truxel
No-Build TSM LRT Line MOS BRT | @ Line: || MOS LRT BRT, I-5'LRT || -5 BRT

Annual Transit Vehicle
Miles (thousands)

Bus 12,857 13,837 13,160 13,180 13,319 13,970 13,956 14,070 12,875 14,381 13,219 14,259

Light Rail 5,007 5,007 6,263 6,166 5,579 5,007 5,007 5,067 6,286 5,007 6,084 5,007

RT Systemwide Annual
Revenue Hours

(thousands)
Bus 951 1,020 956 956 970 1,000 1,002 1,008 938 1,013 951 1,009
Light Rail 116 116 140 147 140 116 1186 116 140 116 140 116

RT Systemwide Vehicle
Requirements

Bus 481 493 472 472 479 494 495 506 469 512 477 515

Light Rail 104 104 120 121 115 104 104 104 120 104 120 104

Cost Characteristics
RT Systemwide Operating $156.3 5164.6 $172.8 $173.7 $168.7 $164.0 3164.1 $164.4 $171.3 | $166.4 $172.1 $165.5
and Maintenance Annual
Costs (in millions of

2002%)

Capital Costs (in millions |  N/A $90.3 $623.1 $447.9 | $200.8 | $327.5 | $208.8 | $142.3 | $793.1 $311.0 | $7464 | $261.3
of 20023)

N/A = Not Applicable

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, October 2003.
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ES.6 Capital and Operating & Maintenance Costs

Capital and O&M costs were developed for each alternative. Capital costs include all
construction, right-of-way, engineering design and construction management costs associated
with constructing each alternative. O&M costs include all expenditures required to provide daily
transit service, including a pro-rata of RT system costs and the maintenance of the transit
guideway, stations, facilities and vehicles. Tables ES-2 and ES-3 illustrate the anticipated
capital and O&M costs respectively for the alternatives.

Capital Costs
The capital costs for the “build” alternatives vary considerably by alternative because of
technology, length, and the physical infrastructure of the alternatives.

For the full-length LRT alternatives (3, 5 and 7) extending from downtown Sacramento to the
Sacramento International Airport, the total capital costs range from $623 million to $793 million
(in 20028) with Alternative 3 the least expensive and thus potentially the most cost-effective.
The alternatives would provide different alignments from downtown Sacramento to the airport;
however, they all include double-track guideway stations; and a full-service maintenance facility
with storage for 16 light rail vehicles. These alternatives also assume the same alignment
between downtown Sacramento and Richards Boulevard.

Additional Refinement of Truxel Alternatives

Based on input received from the public and initial calculations of the financial feasibility of all
the alternatives, RT subsequently examined how to reduce the cost and environmental impacts
for a BRT or LRT guideway along a Truxel Road alignment. This alignment was selected since
the Truxel Road alternatives have the highest potential for providing the most cost-effective
transit solution. {See Section 6.1 for more detail.) By comparison, the alternatives proposed for
I-5 and the I-5/Truxel alignments are not as cost-effective, since they do not directly serve as
many residents and because of higher construction costs associated with use of aerial
structures along the alignments.

From this analysis, four new sub-alternatives were developed for the Truxel alignment that
would provide transit service in a more cost-effective manner. These sub-alternatives inciude
the following:

3A: Truxel LRT Starter Line

3B: Truxel LRT Minimum Operable Segment (MOS)

4A: Truxel BRT Starter Line

4B: Truxel BRT MOS

Alternatives 3A and 3B differ from Alternative 3 in the following ways:

» The crossing of the American River would consist of a double track bridge with a single
track span over the river channel rather than a full double-track bridge;

» Single-track rather than double-track on Truxel;

» The overall length of Alternative 3A, Truxel Starter Line, is approximately 13 miles and
terminates at the Sacramento International Airport; and

> The overall length of Alternative 3B, the Truxel LRT MOS Alternative, is 6.8 miles and
terminates at Natomas Town Center.
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The BRT alternatives are generally less expensive in capital cost terms than the LRT
alternatives, since BRT does not require significant track, signalization, and electrification
improvements as needed for LRT. The fuli-length BRT alternatives (4, 6 and 8) extend from
downtown Sacramento to Sacramento International Airport and range in cost from
approximatety $261 million to $328 million. As Alternative 4 was the most cost-effective, two
sub-alternatives (Alternatives 4A and 4B) were created to further improve the cost-effectiveness
of the alternative. Alternatives 4A and 4B differ from Alternative 4 in the following ways:

> Altemative 4A, the Truxel BRT Starter Line Alternative, would construct a BRT extension
similar to Alternative 4, with fewer structures and grade separations at an estimated cost
of $209 million.

Alternative 4B, the Truxel BRT MOS Alternative, would also construct a BRT guideway
with fewer structures and grade separations; however, it would extend only 5.9 miles
from downtown Sacramento to the Natomas Town Center, at a cost of $142 million.

TABLE £8-2
SUMMARY OF CAPITAL COSTS FOR DNA ALTERNATIVES
(MILLIONS OF 2002$)
Final

Engineering,

Canstruction

Management,

Construction Right-of- Project
Alternative Costs Vehicles Way Reserve Total Costs

2. Baseline/TSM $17.5 $54.3 30 $185 $80.3
3. Truxel LRT $327.8 $55.7 $63.5 $176.1 $623.1
ﬁian'eT’“"e' LRT Starter $213.0 $59.2 $54.5 $121.2 $447.9
3b. Truxel LRT MOS $140.7 $354 $314 $79.3 $290.8
4, Truxel BRT $165.2 $6.9 $65.3 $90.1 $327.5
f;’:—eT"“"e' BRT Starter $101.7 $7.3 $43.5 $56.3 $208.8
4b. Truxel BRT MOS $67.9 $12.2 $246 $37.6 $142.3
5. 1-5fTruxel LRT $463.9 $55.7 $38.1 $235.5 $793.1
6. I-5/Truxel BRT $177.2 $13.9 $29.9 $90.0 $311.0
7 -5 LRT $435.2 $55.7 $34.3 $221.3 $746.4
8. 1-5 BRT (new
guideway) $143.1 $16.4 $279 $73.9 $261.3

Sources: Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas, Inc. and McCormick Rankin Intemational, October 2003.
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Operating and Maintenance Costs
O&M costs are calculated using a systemwide approach, since the impacts from new service
often extend beyond the route or corridor served.

Under the DNA study, both the BRT and LRT alternatives rely on modifications to existing trunk
routes and the establishment of new bus services that extend outside the DNA corridor. In
addition, several of the BRT trunk lines are merged with existing RT routes. This
interconnection with the future RT route network requires O&M costs to be examined
systemwide.

Costs specific to the DNA corridor are identified as the incremental change between the
Baseline/TSM Alternative and the “Build” Alternatives. Estimates of operating costs for all the
alternatives are presented below in Table ES-3.

Like capital costs, the O&M costs vary by alternative depending on route length, the number of
stations served, the frequency of service, and the number of vehicles required to meet
passenger demand.

TABLE ES-3
SUMMARY OF SYSTEMWIDE OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE COSTS
FOR DNA ALTERNATIVES (MILLIONS OF 2002%)

Annual Cost
2025 Increase Over
Bus Revenue LRT Revenue Systemwide Baseline/TSM
Alternative Hours Hours O&M Costs Alternative
1. No-Build 950,600 116,355 $156.3 -
2. Baseline/TSM 1,019,600 116,355 $164.6 --
3. Truxel LRT 956,200 140,141 $172.8 $8.2
3A. Truxel LRT Starter Line 956,200 147,200 $173.7 $9.1
3B. Truxel LRT MOS 969,600 140,100 $169.7 $5.1
4. Truxel BRT 999,600 116,400 $164.0 -($0.6)
4A. Truxel BRT Starter Line 1,002,400 116,400 $164.1 -($0.5)
4B. Truxel BRT MOS 1,008,200 116,400 $164.4 -(%0.2)
5. I-5/Truxel LRT 939,500 _ 140,100 $171.3 $6.7
6. |-5/Truxel BRT 1,012,900 116,400 $166.4 $1.8
7. I-5LRT 960,500 140,100 $172.1 $7.5
8. I'55BRT 1,009,700 116,400 $165.5 309

Source: Manuel Padron & Associates, October, 2003.

ES.7 Evaluation of Alternatives

The proposed alternatives for the DNA Corridor were evaluated based on various factors,
including: transportation impacts; environmental impacts; potential for smart growth; cost-
effectiveness; financial feasibility; and community and political support. These factors are
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reflective of the goals and objectives developed for this study. FTA New Starts Criteria were
also considered in the evaluation of the alternatives.

As stated in FTA's New Starts program guidelines, there are specific criteria which the FTA
considers in its deliberations to advance transit fixed guideway projects through the study
development process and enter into a long-term financial commitment to implement the
proposed investments. The New Starls program categorizes these criteria into two broad areas:
1) Project Justification; and 2) Financial Rating. Project Justification criteria which are used to
rank alternatives include:

Mobility Improvements;

Environmental Benefits;

Operating Efficiencies;

Cost Effectiveness; and

Other Factors (e.g., Transit Supportive Land Use and Future Patterns).

YOV VYV VW

FTA places high value on measures consistent with their “thresholds” for project justification,
which are cost-effectiveness, financial affordability, and strong land use policies supporting
transit-oriented development. As a result, a project applying for federal New Starts funds must
rank at least “medium” under Project Justification and Financing Rating to be considered for
federal funding.

Evaluation of Alternatives

As the array of findings and technical data presented in this report is evaluated, it is important to
remember that the decision to select a public transit alternative will add value to the community
it serves, and continue to do so for the next 50 to 100 years. To facilitate that decision, the
alternatives’ responsiveness to the DNA Corridor study goals have been summarized in an
evaluation format and reflected in Tables ES-4 through ES-9.

Using the adopted DNA Corridor study goals, the following conclusions can be drawn from the
technical analysis.

» Goal #1: Improve Corridor Mobility. Five alternatives rank highest overall in best
meeting this goal: Alternatives 3, 3A, 4, 4A, and 4B. These alternatives along the
Truxel alignment would provide access within ¥%-mile of the alignment to 21,450
residents (approximately 35 percent of the total residents in the Corridor), to 32,100 jobs
also located within % mile of the transit alignment, good connectivity to the existing
regional transit system, and to activity centers in the corridor. While the Truxel
alternatives do not have the best travel time from downtown Sacramento to the airport,
the 28 to 30 minute travel times for Alternatives 3 and 3A are very comparable with most
of the I-5 and |-5/Truxel alternatives. Alternative 3B requires a longer traveling time due
to a transfer to a bus connection to travel to the airport. However, the Truxel alternatives
may experience potential operational impacts resulting from cross-street traffic,
especially under the Starter Line alternatives.

» Goal #2: Encourage Patterns of Smart Growth, Alternatives 3, 3A, 3B, 4, 4A and 4B,
all of which would use the Truxel Road alignment, offer the greatest opportunity to foster
transit-oriented growth and achieve Goal #2, particularly in North Natomas and in the
Railyards/Richards Boulevard area. However, the LLRT alternatives may provide greater
incentives to developers than BRT given its unproven potential for encouraging TOD,
which is why LRT is ranked slightly higher. The LRT alternatives are also consistent
with adopted community plans and provide the best pedestrian access opportunities.
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Goal #3: Find Cost-Effective Solutions, Alternatives 3B, 4, 4A, 4B, and 8 all rank
medium or better based on FTA's thresholds. However, Alternative 3A Starter Line falls
close to a cost-effectiveness rating that is acceptable to the FTA. If other
considerations, such as land use, rate very high, this could offset the higher rankings.

v

Goal #4: Minimize Community and Environmental Impacts. Alternative 2 appears to
have the least overall impact on the environment as compared to the other alternatives.
All of the other build alternatives have more community and environmental impacts.
These impacts are pretty comparable between the alternatives, with the exception of
very significant impacts under Alternatives 3 and 4.

w7

‘-/

Goal #5: Ensure Consistency with Other Planning Efforts. Alternatives 3, 3A and
3B, which use the Truxel Road alignment, have the highest leve! of consistency with
existing adopted community plans and current planning efforts in the DNA corridor.

» Goal #6: Obtain Strong Community Support. The Alternatives Analysis study and the
consideration of LRT and BRT have generated considerable community interest from
groups and individuals both from within and outside the corridor. Following a planned
Community Workshop to be held on November 20 and a Public Hearing on December 8,
RT will then be better able to gauge the level of community support for the individual
alternatives and the two transportation modes considered in this study.

As RT and the community consider the alternatives, there are two other areas of consideration
in selecting a preferred alignment and technology mode. First is the issue of future capacity
concerns with the introduction of a new (third) technology into the RT fleet. LRT can best
respond to the capacity requirements if the planned and projected figures for 2025 are
exceeded in the Corridor. As the peak hour/peak demand maximum load point approaches a
value of about 1,000 passengers per hour, the cost-effectiveness for LRT approaches that of
BRT. The current patronage forecast reflects a maximum load point of about 1,200 passengers
per hour for Alternative 3, Truxel Road LRT.

Second, the availability of construction and operating funding will also need to be carefuily
considered. RT and SACOG estimate that transit alternatives costing $400 million or less can
be funded based on SACOG’s 20-year revenue projections, renewal and expansion of RT's
share of the County’s Measure A sales tax program, and the federal government contributing
50% of the construction funding for a major transit investment in the DNA Corridor.
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TABLE ES-4
EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES BY GOAL #1: MOBILITY AND DPERATIONAL EFFICIENCIES

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 34 | Alternative 3B | Alternative 4 | Alternative dA ; Alternative 4B | Altarnative 5 Alternative 6 Alternative 7 Alternative 8
Truxel LRT Truxel BRT
Evaluation ’ Truxel Road Truxel LRT Minlmum Truxel BRT Minimum
Criteria/Measura No-Buiid Basaline/TSM LRT Starter Line Operable Truxal BRT Starter Line Qparable I-5fTruxel LRT | |-8/Truxel BRT I-5 LRT 1-5 BRT
Segment Segment
Year 2025 average
weekday transit linked 7,550 9,970 13,780 13,520 12,800 12,340 12,120 11,870 13,270 12,120 11,770 11,380
trips in the corridor
Year 2025 average
waekday transit
boardings in the 10,81¢ 14 730 23,400 22.650 21,120 16,170 16,340 18,050 21,700 15,550 17,170 15,080
codridor
Number of persons
within ¥2 mile of NiA 21,450 21,450 21,450 21,450 (1) 21,450 21,450 21,450 17.370 17.370 14 260 14,260
alignment
Employment within %%
mile of & station NZA, 32,100 32,100 32,100 32,100 (1) 32,100 32,100 32,100 34,800 34,900 36,400 38,400
Provide a direct | PTOVIde limited | Provide fmitec Good Good Good Good Goad Good Limited Limited Limited wn';l;";‘;ﬁ o
connection to exislin connection to a | connecton to a connectivity te connectivity 1o | connectivity to | connectivity to | connectivity to | connectivity to | connectivity to | connectivity to | connectivity to other RT byus
regional transit & sierg portion of the portion of the other RT bus other RT bus other RT bus other RT bus other RT bus other RT bus other RT bus other RT bus other RT bus and LRT
9 4 DNA. corridor DNA carrider and LRT routes | and LRT roules | and LRT reutes | and LRT routes | and LRT routes | and LRT routes | and LRT routes | and LRT routes | and LRT routes routes
Number of transit
dependent households
within ¥ mile of N/A N/A 1.760 1.760 4,760 (1) 1,760 1.760 1,760 1,700 1,700 1,590 1,590
alignment
1,024 low 1,021 low 1,021 law 1,021 low 1.021 low 1,021 low 892 low 892 low 892 low 892 low
Mumber of low income income income meome incorme incame income income income income income
households within % NIA N/A households households households households households heuseholds households heuseholds households househaolds
mile of stations within 2 mile of | within % mile of | within ¥a mile of | within ¥ mile of | within ¥ mile of | within ¥ mile of | within ¥ mile of | within ¥ mile of | within ¥ mile of | within ¥ mile
stations stations stations (1) stations stations stations stations stations slaticns of stations
Make use of advanced
technology fo increase N/A Low High High High Medium Medium Madium High Medium High Medium
capagity
Travel Times aleng
transit way (entire N/A 37 minutes 28 minutes 30 minutes 37 minutes 28 minutes 30 minutes 34 minutes 27 minutes 30 minutes 21 minutes 27 mirutes
length)
Provide direct access
to activity centers N/A Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Only ngélh of - Yes No No
along guideway
Note. (1) — Employment, household and populaticn totals represent Ihe entire Truxel Road allgnment. Based on 2000 Census Dala.
Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, Decembar 2003.
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TABLE ES-§
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EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES BY GOAL #2: ENCOURAGE PATTERNS OF SMART GROWTH

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Altarnative 3 | Alternative 3A | Alternative 3B | Alternative 4 | Alternative 4A | Alternative 48 | Alternative 5 Alternative & Alternative 7 Alternative 8
Truxel LRT Truxel BRT
Evaluation Truxel Road Truxel LRT Minlmum Truxel BRT Minimum
CriteriaiMeasure No-Build Basellne/TSM LRT Starter Line Operable Truxel BRT Starter Line Opsrable |-8Truxel LRT | I-6/Truxel ERT -5 LRT I-& BRT
Segment Segment
Devslopment potential
within ¥z mile of a NIA, N/A High High M gh Medium-High Medium-High Medium-High Medium-High Medium Medium Low
station
Source: Persons Brinckerho!, Oclober 2003,
TABLE ES-§
EVALUATICN OF ALTERNATIVES BY GDAL #3: FIND COST-EFFECTIVE SOLUTIONS
Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 | Alternative 3A | Alternative 38 | Alternative 4 | Alternative 4A | Alternatlve 4B | Alternative 5 Alternative 6 AMernative 7 Alternative 8
Truxel LRT Truxel BRT
Evaluation Truxel Road Truxel LRT Minimum Truxel BRT Minimum .
Criteria/Measure Na-Build Baselina/TSM LRT Starter Line Operable Truxel BRT Starter Line Operable I-85/Truxel LRT | |-8/Truxel BRT I-5 LRT I-§ BRT
Segmeant Segment
Financial
Capital Cost {in
millians of 2062%) N/A, $90.3 $623.1 $447.9 $290.8 $327.5 $208.8 $142.3 $793.1 $311.0 $748.4 $261.3
Change in Operating &
Maintenance Annual
Coats (in millans of - - $6.2 $0.1 $5.1 -($0.8) -($0.5) -{$0.2) $6.7 §1.8 $7.5 $0.9
20028} (1)
Cost-Effectiveness
User Benefil {cost per
hour of travel time N/A N/A $28.84 $22.44 $14.36 $12.51 $5.69 $1.24 $39.65 $18.14 $56.97 $13.30
saved)
Nela: (1) = Far Alematives 3 through 8, the Annual Costs represent Ihe net diference betwean Lhe cost of operat ng and mainla ning the bulld aemative and the cost for the Baseline/TSM Alternative,
Source: Parsons Brinckerhol, Octabar 2003,
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TABLE ES-7

EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES BY GOAL #4: MINIMIZE COMMUNITY AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

AMernative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 3A

Alternative 3B

Alternative 4

Alternative 4A

Alternative 4B

Alternative 5

Alternative §

Alternative 7

Alternative 8

Truxel LRT Truxel BRT
Evaluation . Truxel Road Truxel LRT Minimum Truxel BRT Minimum
CriteriaiMeasure No-Build Baseline/TSM LRT Starter Line Operable Truxel BRT Starter Line Operabls 1-6/Fruxel LRT | I-5/Truxel BRT I-§ LRT 1-5 BRT
Segmant Segment
Environment
Comparable to | Comparable to Comparable to Comparable te Comparable to | Comparable to | Comparable to | Comparable to | Comparable to
Wetlands NiA NIA Blo11.5 acres Allernative 3. Alternative 3. Alternative 3. Altemative 3. Alternative 3. Alternative 3. Alternative 3. Alternative 3. Alternative 3.
No noise
impacts after
mitigation.
Significant
vipration
1to3dBA 110 3dBA impacts during
‘ . . . o the Comparable to | Comparableto | Comparable to Comparable to Comparable to | Comparable to | Comparable tc | Comparable to | Comparable fo
Noise increase in increase in fraffic . ! ) . y N ) . N
\raffic volumes eolumes construction Alternative 3, Altemative 3, Adterpative 3, Alternative 3, Ajternative 3. Aftarnative 3. Alternative 3. Alternative 3. Alternative 3.
pered, Less
. than significant
impacts from
vibration during
transit
cperations,
20,084 feet of 16,528 feet of
10,877 feet of 8,606 feel of 5,122 fest of . ? 28,092 feet of
aenal structure | aerial structure | aerial structure aevial 5"“““?“- . 7022 f_eet of aerlal 24,783 fEEl of aerial 21,754 feet of
. plus overhead plus overnead plus overhead 6 parcand-ide | 9,081 feat of aarial aerial sructures, plus aerial struclures aerial structure
Visual N/A 3 park-and-ride lots catenary and 7 | catenary and 7 | catenary and 8 lots, and 2 structures and 7 structures and overhead structures, and calensry wirles and 4 park-
park-and-ride | park-and-ride | park-and-ride U%duirﬁ‘a‘??ue:e?n park-and-ride fots. | 5 paﬂ?::d'"de c:;%“?gaﬂte 6 parllc:la:d-nde and 3 park- and-ride lots.
lots. lots. lats. Road. and-rida lots. and-ride lots.
7 residential 7 residential 7 residential
Total Displacements N/A NiA and and and 0 0 0 10 commercial 8 commercial 10 commercial | & commercial
7 commarcial 7 commercial 7 commercial
Parkland (4(f)) Impacts NIA NIA Permanent use | Comparabie to | Comparable to Comparatie to Comparable to Comparable to | Comparable to | Comparable to | Comparable to | Comparable to
of 3to 4 acres. | Allernative 3, Alternative 3, Alternative 3, Alternative 3. Altemative 3. Alternative 3. Alternative 3. Altenative 3. Alternative 3.
Source: Parsons Brinckerholf, Sciober 2003.
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TABLE ES-8

EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES BY GOAL #5: ENSURE CONSISTENCY WITH QTHER PLAN

At e

vz s

NING EFFORTS

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 | Alternative 3A | Alternative 3B | Alternative 4 | Alternative 4A | Alternative 4B | Alternative § Alternative & Alternativa 7 Alternative B
Truxel LRT Truxel BRT
Evaluation Truxel Road Truxel LRT Minimum Truxel BRT Minimum
Criterla/Measure No-Bulid Baseline/TSM LRT Starter Line Operable Truxel BRT Starter Line Operable 1-5Truxel LRT | -5/Truxel BRT -8 LRT 1-5 BRT
Segment Segment
Land Use
Supports community No No High High Medium-High Medium-Low Medium-Low Medium-Low Medium Low Low Low

and general plans

Source: Parscns Brinckarhoff, October 2003,

TABLE ES-9

EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES BY GOAL #6: OBTAIN STRONG COMMUNITY SUPPORT

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 | Alternative 3A | Alternative 3B | Alternative 4 | Altarnative 4A | Alternative 4B | Aiternative 5 Alternative 8 Alternative 7 Alternative 8
| Truxel LRT Truxel BRT
Evaluation Truxel Road Truxel LRT Minimum Truxel BRT Minimum
Criteria/Measure No-Build BaselineTSM LRT Starter Line Operable Truxel BRT Starter Line Operakle I-SfTruxel LRT | 1-&/Truxel BRT I-6 LRT I-6 BRT
Segment Segment
Community Support
Rizlfner:"ngraéizr d Residenis and
property commercial
owners have proparties have
raised expressed an
. . e interasted in
Potem:: c:on:‘n:ourng Low Low ODEQ?E%“' Same as Same as Same as Same as Same as the use of an Same as Same as Same as
pallemative indi\l'iduais Altemative 3 Allernative 3 Alternative 3 Alternative 3 Alternative 3 alignment Altemnative 5 Altemative 5 Alternative 5
have signed a “";’}_?,rt:e‘:r I-
pelll}on without Ell
s:uz: g?:‘f |t_hse preference far
alignment technology
Potential agency
support for an N/A N/A High High High Low Low Low Medium Low Low Low
alternative
Source:. Parsens Brinckerhoff, December 2003.
Fin)al Alternatives Analysi‘s Report ( B ) -
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ES.8 Selection of Locally Preferred Alternative

A locally preferred alternative (LPA) is the final candidate physical design concept and scope for
a major corridor transit investment. For the DNA Corridor, the LPA will consist of two features:
the identification and description of a corridor alignment and the identification of a transit (bus or
light rail} mode. The LPA will also generally describe the proposed location of stations, the
operating concepts by which transit service will be provided, and a set of specific design options
to be further evaluated during the Preliminary Engineering phase of project development.

Selection Process

Earlier sections of this Executive Summary provided a comparison of 12 conceptual
alternatives, including a No-Build, a Baseline/TSM, five LRT alternatives and five BRT
alternatives. It was structured arcund criteria designed to reflect the study goals and objectives
and FTA New Starts criteria.

Recommendation on a Locally Preferred Alternative

The results of the alternatives analysis were presented to the TRP, CRP and the general public
in a series of meetings held in November 2003. As part of this effort, a public workshop was
held at the Sacramento Convention Center on November 20. RT also held a public hearing on
December 8 in the Chambers of the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors to allow the
public more opportunity to provide comments on the alternatives evaluation. Based on the
analysis results and public comments, RT staff then recommended to the RT Board of Directors
Truxel LRT as the LPA. The RT Board adopted this recommendation at its meeting on
December 15, 2003.

Use of the Truxel Road alignment will provide the largest transportation benefit to transit users
in the Corridor and the region for the following reasons:

> Improved Corridor Mobiiity. While all three alignments would provide improved transit
service between Downtown and the Airport, the Truxel alignment provides the shortest
travel times for North and South Natomas residents.

# Greater Transit Accessibility. Based on the 2000 Census and year 2025 SACOG
projections, the Truxel alignment would provide the greatest transit access to Corridor
residents and households than either the 1-5 or I-5/Truxel alignments.

» Connectivity. The Truxel Road alignment provides better connectivity to the existing
regional transit system and to the major concentration of existing and planned activity
centers and destinations within the DNA Corridor.

‘;/

Potential for Transit-Oriented Development. The Truxel Road alignment generally
offers the greatest opportunity to foster transit-criented development, particularly in the
North Natomas Community and the Railyards/Richards Boulevard area.

“/

Plan Consistency. The Truxel alignment, with light rail, also offers the highest fevel of
consistency with existing adopted community plans; the City and County general plans;
current planning efforts within the Corridor; and over 15 years of prior development and
infrastructure commitments in North Natomas.

In addition, among the alternatives studied, the Truxel Road alignment will provide the highest
daily ridership, the most-cost effective transit solution using Federal Transit Administration
ratings, and, given its construction cost of $450 million or below, the greatest likelihood for
project funding.

Downtown Final Alternatives Analysis Report
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ES.9 Next Steps

Following the conclusion of the aiternatives analysis and adoption of an LPA, RT will proceed
with a number of “Next Steps” to succeed at implementing major transit improvements in the
Corridor.

Environmental Documentation -- RT has chosen to prepare a single integrated environmental
document that represents an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), consistent with the
requirements under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR), which complies with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

The Draft EIS/R will evaluate two alternatives—a No-Build Alternative, which assumes for
comparison purposes that no transit investment is built, and the RT-adopted LPA. Topics to be
addressed include impacts to the natural environment, such as air quality, biological resources,
noise and visual aesthetics, and impacts to the built environment, such as sociceconomic and
fiscal impacts, property acquisition and relocation, environmental justice, cultural and parkland
resources, public safety and security, construction impacts, and cumulative and growth inducing
impacts.

The Draft EIS is to be prepared in early 2004 and will be circulated for public comment and
review for a minimum of 45 days. Following the receipt and response to comments, RT will
submit the Draft EIS and the comments to FTA. The agency will then conduct its own review
and, assuming all statutory and regulatory requirements have been met, authorize RT to begin
the next phase of proposed LPA development: Preliminary Engineering and completion of a
Final EIS (PE/FEIS).

Concurrent with public review of the DEIS, RT will also request public comment on the DEIR
portion of the document. Unlike the federal process, once RT has received and responded to
comments, it will prepare a Final EIR (FEIR) for consideration and approval by the RT Board of
Directors during the latter part of 2004. Adoption of the FEIR would enable RT to use local and
state funds to acquire right-of-way (ROW) and to conduct other LPA-related implementation
activities.

Preliminary Engineering and Refinement Of Design Options -- In preparing the AA, RT has
evaluated the study alternatives based on conceptual planning and engineering, or within about
a 10 percent level of design. During PE, RT intends to continue the refinement process by
exploring in greater detail the engineering and design needed for implementing the LLPA and
one or more of its design options. During the PE phase, the level of design typically approaches
30 to 35 percent of a Final Design. Also during this phase, RT will complete its work on the
FEIS.

Funding Commitments -- To eventually receive a federal commitment to help build any DNA
Corridor major transit investment, FTA will require RT to demonstrate it can: a) provide at least
1/2 (50 percent) of the construction costs using local and state funds, and b) that RT has the
authority and assumed financial resources to operate the proposed system improvements for
the next 20 years. These local funding commitments will need fo be documented and provided
to FTA prior to the agency giving RT approval to begin Final Design. Upon completion of Final
Design, these commitments will need to be reaffirmed by RT prior to FTA approving a Full
Funding Grant Agreement (FFGA), thereby committing the federal government to pay for % of
the construction cost for DNA Corridor improvements.

LPA Implementation Issues and Schedule
Building on the coordination and consuitation process established during the planning phase of
the DNA Corridor study, RT will continue working closely with local, state and federal agencies
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to implement its vision for the DNA Corridor. While the number of agencies RT will need to
work with is large, there are seven public agencies where the coordination and consultation
process will be critical in maintaining momentum for implementing the LPA. These agencies
include:

Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) -- SACOG, as the regional and
metropolitan planning agency for the Sacramento region, should support RT's proposed transit
service expansion and update and/or amend its Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) and
transportation improvement program (TIP) to reflect RT's decision, and SACOG will play a
major role in the programming of state and federal construction funding for the DNA Corridor
LPA.

Sacramento Transportation Authority (STA) -- STA has the role of structuring an expenditure
pregram and determining when County voters will be asked to renew the Measure A
transportation sales tax program. RT has already begun working with STA staff and others to
ensure that a renewal measure provides adequate funding for RT’s current and {ufure needs.

Sacramento International Airport -- When fully built, the DNA Corridor line wilt provide transit
service from downtown Sacramento to the airport. Implementation issues include securing the
airport’'s endorsement, coordination and cooperation during construction, and financial
commitment toward a project.

City of Sacramento ~- The City will play a key role during planning, design, engineering and
construction of a new major transit investment in the Corridor. Issues of mutual interest to RT
and the Cily include planned redevelopment of the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) Railyards
and a new Sacramento Intermodal Transpertation Facility (SITF); traffic circulation; encouraging
the implementation of high density, transit supportive development within the DNA Corridor; and
project funding.

County of Sacramento -- Sacramento Counly will have a major role in the planning and
construction of the DNA line, balancing among competing priorities its capital funding needs.
The County also needs to work closely with RT to ensure that the American River Parkway Plan
{(ARPP) includes provisions for a new transit crossing and that, with RT, transportation
improvements are built consistent with RT’s implementation schedule, primarily in the vicinity of
the airport, Metro Air Park, and the crossing of the American River Parkway.

Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA) -- RT will need to work with SAFCA and
others in subsequent planning, design, engineering and consfruction of transit improvements in
the DNA Corridor, since alt three study alignments are located within a protected floodplain and
will require a new bridge crossing of the American River and the American River Parkway.

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) -- Since all of the BRT and LRT
alternatives would require using andfor crossing portions of the right-of-way maintained by
Caltrans, RT will need to work with agency staff to ensure that Caltrans safety standards are
maintained. RT will need fo consider Caltrans maintenance facility requirements and the
location of its existing park-and-ride lots.

N Final Alternatives Analysis Report
Downtown
~ Natomas__ ES-21 January 2004

uaﬂammm‘runanu
Drati Emvirsampets' Lmpat
g Rrport



LPA Schedule

The DNA Corridor LPA implementation schedule is anticipated to occur as depicted in Figure
ES-2. With this scenario, completion of the environmental phase is anticipated in 2006;
completion of Final Design and Engineering (PS&E) in 2008; LPA construction between 2009
and 2011, and opening for revenue service to Natomas Town Center by 2012 and to the
Sacramento international Airport by 2015.

FIGURE ES-2
DNA CORRIDOR LPA IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE

F,":'val Alte_matives AnaIVSis Report e R O OOUURURSNE L T A B e P T e e D ----- Y .
January 2004 ES-22 dt;{k:::é;v;g
LT fipont,

Sy Deasts At ematives Anidyniss
g’ I Enviranmmi R Mot
Slmmert zad Repert



1.0 OVERVIEW

The Sacramento Regional Transit District (RT), in cooperation with the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA), has undertaken a Downtown/Natomas/Airport (DNA) Corridor Alternatives
Analysis (AA) to evaluate future potential transportation system improvements in the DNA
Corridor in Sacramento, California (see Figure 1.0-1).

1.1 Purpose of the Alternatives Analysis Report

Earlier studies identifying the need for improved transit services in the DNA Corridor (see
Chapter 2 for background) supported preparation of this AA Report. This work will be followed
by a combined Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIS/DEIR) and Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR). These documents are required by
federal and state law and will form the basis for subsequent approved phases of DNA Corridor
transit development, including Preliminary Engineering and preparation of a Final Environmental
Impact Statement (FEIS), final design, and construction of transit service improvements.

» In response to adopted regional and local development improvement plans and policies that
recommended light rail transit on Truxel Road, the emphasis of the AA is to examine other
alternatives and improve mass transit service throughout the study area.

» This AA is specifically intended to compare and evaluate alternate transit technologies and
routes (“alignments”) necessary for improved service through the DNA Corridor. The AA
technical analysis and associated public review and responses are designed to support and
encourage the process whereby a Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) can be adopted and
then undergo the required full environmental review of a proposed improvement program.

A%

l.ocal agencies have continuously endorsed in concept significant improvement of transit
service through the Corridor. Local land use and infrastructure plans in the Corridor have
been adopted with transit accommodation in mind. The AA’s public involvement process
has produced a set of potential transit service alternatives (see Chapters 2 and 3 for a
review of the public process). Adopting a preferred alignment and transit mode (i.e., bus,
light rail} for further detailed study is the next step.

1.2 What Is Covered in the AA Report

The AA Report presents fransit alignment (and service) alternatives selected via the public
participation process used to screen initial candidates, and presents a comparative analysis to
refine previous assumptions developed for the alternatives. Based on further analysis of
selected alternatives, the final AA report will recommend as the proposed LPA the alignment
and service alternative that appears best achieves the overall study goals, and meets FTA's
project justification criteria for federal funding under the agency's New Starts program.

1.3 How These Alternatives Were Selected

Sacramento’s DNA Corridor was evaluated and identified in the RT Multi-Corridor Study System
Expansion and Phasing Strategy {June 2001) as one of the system’s high priority corridors for
implementing future fixed guideway improvements.

Prior to selection of the alignments and transit modes specifically discussed in this AA Report, a
wide range of alternatives was considered and screened multiple times using these criteria (see
Chapter 2 for a description of the screening process). The screening process was based on a
set of Goals developed for the study, along with criteria for measuring how well each alternative
met each goal.
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FIGURE 1.0-1
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The criteria included accounting for Corrider land use changes, planned future development,
and potential transit patronage (ridership) forecasts; engineering factors; projections of capital,
operating, and mainienance costs; potential economic benefits; financial feasibility, expected
changes in the environment related to land use, traffic, noise, visual and other impacts of the
aiternatives; and cost-benefit considerations using the FTA methodology. Using these criteria
and additional refined technical analysis, this effort produced the final set of alternatives, which
are defined and further examined in the AA Report.

1.4 Corridor Alignment and Service Alternatives

Beginning downtown and proceeding north, the DNA Corridor takes in the 240-acre Union
Pacific Railroad (UPPR) Railyards, the Richards Boulevard Redevelopment area, the fast
growing communities of South and North Natomas, and certain lands to the west up to and
including the Sacramento International Airport. For planning purposes, the Sacramento River is
considered the ultimate DNA Corridor western boundary {naot all land between 1-5 and the river
is presently included), and the Western Pacific (WP) Railroad line right-of-way (ROW) as the
eastern boundary.

Figure 1.0-2 illustrates the DNA Carridor study area and the potential north-south transit
alignments selected for this AA, of which there are five primary candidate physical alignments or
routes. Moving from north to south (Airport to Downtown), and west to east in the Corridor,
these are:

» The I-5 and the I-5/Truxel alignments, both of which assume mass transit use of the -5
freeway right-of-way (ROW).

-

» The Truxel Road alignment which does not utilize I-5.
» The Western Area Power Administration (WAPA) and Northgate alignments.

Additional alternatives/design options exist within the five alignment possibilities, including
connections from west to east, incremental (staged) or partial development, assumed levels of
private land contributions, environmental impacts and levels of transit service (see Chapter 5 for
details).

Any of the five primary alignments would provide for direct (no transfer) transit service between
Sacramento international Airport and Downtown with interim stops. Each route could
theoretically be developed for and operated with either bus rapid transit (BRT) or light rail transit
(LRT) service.

To satisfy the requirements of federal and state environmental review, the AA addresses two
additional alternatives which would not provide for significant expanded transit service.

» The No-Build alternative would involve no major transportation capital investment. I would
generally maintain the status quo and Corridor resident and employee dependency on
available local RT bus service, paratransit and vehicular fravel.

» The Baseline/TSM alternative would address transportation needs in the Corridor through
the use of lower cost bus transit improvements without a major new capital investment.

The following chapters of the AA Report present the setting, the technical analysis of
alternatives and the conclusions drawn from this analysis. Chapter 8 explains the process for
selection of the AA Report's recommended Locally Preferred Alternative.
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FIGURE 1.0-2
ALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES
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2.0 DNA CORRIDOR STUDY PROCESS

Chapter Summary

The Downtown/Natomas/Airport (DNA) Corridor Alternatives Analysis {AA) builds upon previous
planning efforts in the region and has involved extensive collaboration between government
jurisdictions and stakeholders in multiple communities. For nearly 20 years, representatives of
agencies and districts responsible for plans and policies in the Corridor have been considering
significant transit improvements to serve anticipated growth in Corridor planning areas. Light
rail service to the airport connecting to Downtown has been a key feature of numerous land use
plans adopted over the past 20 years. Suggested alignments and operating features have
varied; however, over the last twelve years Truxel Road has been identified as the locally
adopted alignment.

The current Corridor study including this AA is a logical follow-through and refinement of earlier
plans which cover 1984 through the present. Local authorities led by the Sacramento Regional
Transit District (RT) as the local lead agency have followed a prescribed process of study and
evaluation prior to adoption of a locally preferred alternative (LPA). This effort has been
ongoing for about 24 months. A multi-layered screening process of all potential alternatives has
been used to sort through facts and figures and to match transit concepts with goals established
in the public review process and Federal Transit Administration (FTA) criteria.

2.1 A Closer Look at the DNA Corridor

The DNA Corridor study area extends north approximately 14 miles from the vicinity of K Street
and 7th Street in downtown Sacramento to Sacramento International Airport, and includes the
neighborhoods of Alkali Flat, the Railyards/Richards Boulevard Redevelopment area (Capitol
Station District), the South Natomas and North Natomas planned communities, and the planned
Metro Air Park industrial and commercial development zone.

Downtown Sacramento at the K Street Mall and 7th Street

» The Corridor area consists of approximately 34 square miles.

» The DNA Cofridor is the fastest growing area in the City of Sacramento, and one of the
fastest growing in the region.

-~
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The Corridor study area is defined by the following boundaries: on the south, K Street between
the Sacramento River and the ex-Western Pacific (WP) Railroad right-of-way (ROW); on the
east, the ex-WP Railroad ROW from the crossing of K Street north to Elkhorn Boulevard; on the
north, Elkhorn Boulevard from the ex-WP Railroad ROW alignment to Power Line Road and the
airport terminal area; and on the west, from the western edge of the airport south nearly to the
Sacramento River and then to Downtown.

For descriptive and analytical purposes, the Corridor has been divided into four geographic
segments that define broad travel markets and alignment options (Figure 2.1-1). Segment 1
represents downtown Sacramento, the American River and the American River Parkway to
Garden Highway. Segment 2 begins north of Garden Highway and extends through South
Natomas north to 1-80. Segment 3 includes North Natomas and extends to El Centro Road.
Finally, Segment 4 consists of the area west of El Centro Road and includes all of the airport

property.

ey,

rmational Airport

Sacrémento Inte

2.2 Consistency with Local, State, and Federal Planning

Processes
Since 1984, communities that comprise the DNA Corridor have developed and begun
implementing a vision of integrated land use and transportation. The following.local, community
and regional plans have been completed that support the construction and operation of light rail
transit (LRT) service between downtown Sacramento and the airport:

1984 — Sacramento LRT Expanded LRT System Analysis

1886 — Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) LRT Extension Study
1987 — RT High Capacity Corridors Resolution

1988 — City of Sacramento General Plan

1991 — RT Route Refinement Study and Environmental Impact Report

19983 — RT 20-Year Transit Master Plan

1993 — County of Sacramento General Plan

1994 — North Natomas and South Natomas Community Plans

YVVVVVVYVYY
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FIGURE 2.11

DNA CORRIDOR STUDY AREA SEGMENTS
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1998 — Amendments to the City of Sacramento General Plan

2000 — SACOG Sacramento International Airport Transit Access Study
2001 — RT Multi-Corridor Study

2002 — SACOG 2025 Metropolitan Transportation Plan

Figure 2.2-1 provides a time line of key decisions refated to the DNA Corridor. As shown in the
figure, the RT Board of Directors adopted a recommendation for implementing LRT service
serving the Corridor along a Truxel Road alignment as part of its 1991 RT Route Refinement
Study and Environmental Impact Report. Subsequent land use and transportation decisions by
the City and County have supported the selection of Truxel Road as the preferred transit
alignment as well, including the following:

YV YVYY

» Every land use and transportation plan adopted in the DNA Corridor for the last twelve years
has endorsed the use of LRT along a Truxel Alignment, as noted above.

» The North Natomas Financing Plan, adopted by the City, provides funding for infrastructure
improvements in North Natomas and includes several mechanisms that support the
development of a future LRT extension. The financing plan includes requiring new
development to allocate transit right-of-way (as an Irrevocable Offer of Dedication or 10D)
along the adopted LRT route to provide right-of-way for a future LRT extension; and the
assessment of a development fee to support transit improvements. In general, the 10D is
40-feet wide and extends approximately six miles along Truxel Road between 1-80 and the
Airport.

» The City of Sacramento has supported transit-oriented land uses near proposed station
sites along the Truxel alignment. For example, in late 2001, the City Council denied an
initial development application adjacent to the Gateway Park Boulevard Station Site and
requested the developers to provide a plan that was more compatible with a LRT station. A
transit supportive development plan was approved in October 2003.

Y

The County of Sacramento General Plan states that the median for a future extension of
Meister Way through Metro Air Park should be reserved for LRT.

» The Truxel/I-80 over-crossing by the City of Sacramento and the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) was designed to accommodate LRT tracks in the median traffic
lanes of the structure; and

» The Meister Way over-crossing of State Route 99/70 is being designed to accommodate
LRT service on or adjacent to the structure.

In continuing efforts to realize local goals for improved transportation in the area, the AA Study
has sought to evaluate various potential alignments, including the previously adopted Truxel
Road alignment. Based on input during the Scoping process, RT has chosen to evaluate the
potential use of bus rapid transit (BRT) in the Corridor. Following completion of the AA and
selection of a LPA, a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), Draft Environmenta! Impact
Report (DEIR) and Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) will be prepared consistent with
federal and state environmental requirements. The Final Environmental impact Statement
(FEIS) environmental document will be prepared in conjunction with Preliminary Engineering.

Final Alternatives AnalysisReport

| ﬂlsmm'nto‘iﬂn:{“L
January 2004 24 #n Natomas




Downtown

~Zw
Downtown

~t Natomas,_
Airport.

e R EVOY TTRNE MY PN
oy Drt Lovhswmental Tmpack
Jo2rf Stetement and Report

FIGURE 2.2-1

HISTORY OF THE DNA CORRIDOR

| What is thehlstoryoftheNA féb’frl‘dor?

1986 SACOG
LRT Exiansion
Study «
Idoniified |-
5/Truxel as tha
prelgstod
alighment in the
DNA Corridor
1886 Nortt
Nztomas
1981 BACOG. Commrunity 1988 City 1530 AT Route
Study - initalty Plan ~ Genorsi Plsn - Hafi Study
suggesied Adopipd the 1+ Sugperts LAT to and Envirgnmentsl
looking ot LAT 5T el airport showing Impact Heport -
mﬂ;‘:t* . asgrenent :“51 ::: Study iniiated 1o
using tha Trueed through Souih Le] \ nxam altarnative
angnmen and Nosih transit routes
Natorngs
1984 1085 LO8G o 1048 198% 1994 19yt 1592
1985 RT Board 1937 AT Study 1989 AT Board 189F RT Route
Rasalution~ of High Hesolution - ¥ Study
Adopled the LRT Capacity Studly Hetains and Envirsnmental
oft |-&Truxel as Corridors - 5/Truxel and impact Report -
the pralerrad Identifiodd the Truzxsl Adopted LAY on
alignmont in the LRTonl Ahgnmonts Truxel as ihe
DMA conridor SAruxat as iho through Noith envirorwnentay
prefested and South prelerrad aiternalive
alignmont in tha Natomas
ONA Corrider

12383 Sacramento
AT 20 Year Transit
Master Plan -
Identified Truxe!
glignmant ax
prefarred alb2rmative

1293 Sacrsmento
County General
Plan - identified
Truxel alignmant as
the proferod routo for
a trunk transd ling as
par! ¢f a county-wida
regional Tansit
network

JLLE] §994 199 1997

1995

1954 North Natomas Commualty Plan -
Addopiad a prafersad Dansi altermalve
slong THexer, with Aght-chway and station
weations identitied

1834 Seuth Natomas Communily Plam -
Amended 1o includa a Iransit alignment
slang Ttuxek

2-5

1908 City of
Sacramento
Genersl Plan -
Supports LAT lo
North Natomag
and Sacrarenlo
Alrport on Fruxet

1998 1999

2001 AT Multi-Corridor Study
Sysiem Expanvion and Phesing
Strategy - Idenfiled a Teuxet glignaant

2001 DNA Allsrnativas Analysis
Craft Environmental Imgact Study /

Ruport s Study initated by 8T ¢ @
axamina aftetnatives and prapare
£157t
W2 SACOG
2025 Metropolilan
Transpottaiion
Plan - ldentitiod
Truxal ag the
praferrad trarsil
shgewnant
2000 1 2004 2002 203 ] 2064
UG SACOG 2004 AT Board
Seoramanto Pecision - Boagd
Intemational Alrport to adopt DEIS/R
Teansit Access Study - for ENA Cooidor
identified need for in mki 2004
Incroased transit '
ateess 1o the airport.
using erhancid bus 2303 RY Board
sarvice of LAT Declefon - Board
fo selari a jocafly
protareod
allernative %o the
EINA Corndar in
Daceombar 2003

Final Alternatives Analysis Report

January 2004



2.2.1 Alternatives Analysis Process

The Alternatives Analysis process is part of a larger FTA transportation planning and project
development process described in the FTA's Major Capital Investment Final Rule published
December 7, 2000. This rule establishes the methodology by which FTA evaluates proposed
“New Starts” fixed guideway projects that are potentially eligible for federal funding.

In October 2001, RT began the preparation of a combined AA/DEIS. As the study progressed,
the list of alternatives expanded significantly. In such cases, FTA recommends that an AA
report be prepared for the purpose of selecting a LPA prior to entering the DEIS phase of
project development. RT has decided to follow this recommended approach and therefore, will
prepare a separate DEIS report on the No-Build Alternative and LPA.

The FTA evaluation process culminates each year in an annual report submitted to Congress
that includes a proposal on the allocation of funding to be made available to finance grants
and/or loans for capital projects for New Starts. Proposed New Starts projects must receive
FTA approval to advance from Alternatives Analysis to Preliminary Engineering, and then from
Preliminary Engineering to Final Design based on an evaluation of the proposed projects using
FTA’s New Starts criteria. FTA utilizes two primary criteria for evaluating New Starts projects:
Project Justification Criteria and Local Financial Commitment.

Under the Project Justification Criteria, five different measures are evaluated: Mobility
Improvements; Environmental Benefits; Operational Efficiencies; Cost-Effectiveness; and
Existing Land Use, Transit Supportive Land Use Policies, and Future Patterns. The Cost-
Effectiveness and Transit Supportive Land Uses are the most important Project Justification
Criteria. Under the Local Financial Commitment criterion, the degree of financial commitment
for capital, operating and maintenance costs to the project is the most significant financial rating
factor. There are three overall ratings that can be assigned to each project: highly
recommended, recommended, or not recommended based on the results of FTA’s evaluation of
each of the criteria for project justification and local financial commitment. For RT to be eligible,
it must, at a minimum, be rated as recommended if it is to successfully compete with other
transit properties for New Starts funding.

Consistent with FTA's New Starts guidelines, the AA process has been a coordinated effort
between RT, members of the public, public agencies, and other stakeholders with numerous
opportunities for input at each stage in the planning process.

2.2.2 Public Involvement as Part of the AA Process

Public involvement is an important part of the AA process. A comprehensive public involvement
plan and program was developed and implemented. This program is described in detail in
Chapter 3.

Review panels were created as a major element in the process that included a Citizens Review
Panel (CRP) and a Technical Review Panel (TRP) made up of individuals representing local
agencies, city and county representatives, neighborhood, community and business groups,
homeowner associations, and environmental groups. These panels served as advisory groups
that reviewed technical information produced during the study and provided valuable comments
and suggestions throughout the study.

The panels continue to provide guidance to the RT Board of Directors as it makes an informed
decision on a LPA.
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Joint RPIT RP Meeting on October 1, 2003

2.2.3 Screening and Selection Process

Each step of the screening and selection process for the DNA Corridor Alternatives Analysis
involved active participation and input from the CRP and TRP. The process of screening the
alternatives included the following five steps:

Step 1. Development of Goals, Objectives and Criteria

Step 2: Development of a Long List of Alternatives

Step 3: Level One Screening (27 alternatives and 7 alignments screened)

Step 4: Level Two Screening (12 alternatives, 5 alignments screened)

Step 5: Detailed Evaluation (12 alternatives, 3 alignments evaluated in the AA Report)

At the beginning of the DNA Corridor AA, a set of goals, objectives and evaluation criteria were
developed that both met the local needs of the Corridor and fulfilled FTA New Starts criteria for
a fixed guideway fransit investment. The study goals and objectives were reviewed and
approved by the CRP, TRP and the RT Board of Directors. The goals that guided the analysis
included:

1. Improve corridor mobility

2. Promote patterns of smart growth

3. Find cost-effective solutions

4. Minimize community and environmental impacts
5. Ensure consistency with other planning efforts
6. Obtain strong community support

Following the development of the goals, objectives and evaluation criteria (described in Chapter
5, Table 5.1-1), a fatal flaw analysis was conducted on an initial set of potential corridor
alignments, transit technologies, and American River bridge crossing locations. The fatal flaw
analysis eliminated several fransit technologies that did not satisfy the project goals (e.g.,
expensive transit technologies such as Automated Guideway Transit, heavy rail, etc., since they
would be inappropriate for meeting future ridership demand and be too expensive to build and
operate in the Corrider). Following the fatal flaw analysis, a long list of alternatives was
compited by "mixing and matching” the varicus potential alignments, transit technologies and
river crossings. A two-step screening process was then initiated by RT.
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Level One screening involved the TRP and CRP in the examination of the initial long list of
alternatives. Based on results of the Level One screening, the alternatives were
repackaged into five primary alignments that utilized both BRT and LRT technologies or
modes of travel. This aliowed the subsequent analysis to focus on the proposed alignments
first and then on the travel mode alternatives.

Level Two screening included refinement of study goals and objectives by the TRP and
CRP and preliminary analyses of the five primary alternatives. This work included
development of “high level” transit patronage or ridership estimates, environmental
assessments, a preliminary financial analysis, conceptual engineering for the corridor
alignments, the development of station location options, and the consideration of technology
design issues and constraints.

Subsequent to the Level Two screening, RT further refined the alternatives to optimize cost-
effectiveness and reduce environmental impacts, resulting in the identification and detailed
assessment of a final set of three alignments and twelve alternatives. These refined
alternatives were included in the set of alternatives that were considered in-the selection of the
LPA. Figure 2.3-1 illustrates the alternatives evaluation process leading to the selection of the
LPA.
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FIGURE 2.3-1
ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS PROCESS
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3.0 AGENCY AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
Chapter Summary

The ongoing Public Involvement Program (Pl) developed for the Downtown/Natomas/Airport
(DNA) Corridor Alternatives Analysis (AA) is one of the largest continuous programs of this type
experienced in the Sacramento region. Over 30 groups from the public and private sectors
have been participants since the study was initiated in late 2001. These groups have benefited
from over 100 meetings held to discuss transit improvement alternatives for the Corridor.

Both technical review and citizens’ review panels (advisory groups) have been deeply involved
in the screening of the alternatives under review here. The participation of these groups has
been essential to completion of the work of the technical consuitants leading to this AA Report.

The extensive Pl being implemented for the DNA Corridor AA study has been developed to
receive public input from all affected citizens and stakeholders into the alternatives selection
process.

Significant Program Activities
The Pl Program included the following notable activities:

» Three EIR/S scoping meetings and public open houses (one televised).

» Meetings with citizens, homeowner associations, environmental groups, and business
organizations.

A

Regular study program updates at publicly noticed meetings (televised on cable TV) to the
RT Board of Directors.

» Presentations to the Sacramento City Council, City of Sacramento Planning Commission,
Sacramento County Board of Supervisors, Sacramento County Parks Commission, and
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA).

Technical Review and Citizens Review Panel (TRP and CRP) meetings.

hrd

v

Distribution of newsletters, media releases, public notices and other materials to a study
mailing list of over 7,000 individuals and organizations.

Design and operation of a study website (www.DNArt.org).

Maintenance of a study information “hotline”.

v ¥V VY

Attendance at community events (Natomas Community Festival).
Participation in cable television broadcasts.

Placement of paid ads in local newspapers and interior ad cards on RT buses.

Y ¥V ¥

A program of public outreach through local schools (8,500 students).
» Door-to-door canvassing of businesses in the Truxel Corridor.

Through these activities the study team was able to obtain valuable, regional input throughout
the study program decision-making process. Through September 2003, over 100
presentations/briefings have been made by the Sacramento Regional Transit District (RT) to
nearly 60 various public agencies, community organizations, and groups of locally elected
officials.
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3.1 Technical and Citizens Review Panels

RT, with assistance from its consultani team, established a Technical Review Panel (TRP)
consisting of approximately 40 members representing various local, state, and federal agencies.
The TRP meetings were conducted as working sessions, allowing members to actively
participate with team members and RT Staff in discussing study issues. The TRP membership
included the following organizations:

VYYYVVYYVYYYY

A

California Department of Transportation {Caltrans)

City of Sacramento (Planning, Public Works, Economic Development, Environmentatl Affairs)
County of Sacramento (Planning)

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)

Federal Transit Administration (FTA)

Natomas Unified School District

Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG)

Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA)

Sacramento County Airport System

Sacramento County Regional Parks and Recreation

Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD)

Citizens Review Panel (CRP)} also was established, representing a cross-section of

community and other organizations with an interest in transportation issues in the study
Corridor. This group of over 50 individuals also provided valuable review and comment on the
study goals, evaluation criteria, and other issues. The CRP membership included the following
organizations:
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Alleghany Properties
Alkali Flat Neighborhood
Association

American River Parkway
Foundation

Arco ArenafMaloof Sports and
Entertainment

Capitol Station District
Councilmember Ray Tretheway
Cleaner Air Partnership
County of Sacramento Disability
Compliance Program
Downtown Sacramento
Partnership
Environmental Council of
Sacramento (ECOS) G
Integral Design DNA Corridor Open House, July 23, 2003
Lennar Homes

Lewis Operating Corporation

Maloof Sports and Entertainment

Metro Air Park

Natomas Business Association

Natomas Community Association (NCA)

Neighborhood Area Group {NAG)

North Natomas Transportation Management Association
Northgate/Gardenland Neighborhood Association

North Natcmas Alliance

North Natomas Community Association

North Natomas Study Group

Office of Assemblymember Steinberg

River Oaks Community Association

Sacramento Convention & Visitors Bureau

Sacramento Labor Council

Sacramento Metro Chamber

Sacramento River Property Owners Association

SacTEN

Sacramento Area Commerce and Trade Organization (SACTO)

Save the American River Association

South Natomas Transportation Management Association

Union Pacific Railroad Company (UPRR)

Valley View Acres Community Association

3.2 Agency Coordination

The following is a list of public agencies that provided information and/or participated in the
identification and evaluation of the study alternatives throughout the AA study:

Y v

v

\d

YV VWY

\4

V/
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American River Flood Control District
California Department of Fish and Game
California Department of Food and Agriculture
California State Lands Commission

YVVVYY
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Division of Aeronautics; California Department of Transportation
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)

Los Rios Community College District

Lower American River Taskforce

National Marine Fisheries

Reclamation District 1000 (RD-1000)

Sacramento County Department of Water Resources
Sacramento Metropolitan Fire District

Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District (CSD-1)
Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito and Vector Control District
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Coast Guard

U.S. Fish and Wiidlife Service (USFWS)

Western Area Power Administration (WAPA)

3.3 Organizations and Stakeholders Consulted

In addition to using agencies and groups represented on the TRP and CRP, the Pl program
used existing community forums to consult with various neighborhood, community, business
and environmental organizations. Groups that were contacted and who participated in the study
are listed in Table 3.3-1. As noted in the table, 81 meetings were held for the general public, 60
meetings with public agencies, and 42 stakeholder interviews and one-on-one meetings were
held with elected officials, members of business and environmental groups, and community
leaders.

3.4 Input Received
Numerous comments have been received from public agencies and the general public
throughout the study. These comments generally fall into the following categories:

YYVVVVVVYYYVYYYYY

» Concerns about displacement of homes, traffic congestion, property values, public safety,
and noise and visual impacts associated with the various alternatives.

» Several groups and a number of individuals have expressed support for providing light rail
setvice in the Corridor. Other individuals have indicated support for BRT.

» Comments or questions related to transit operational issues: for example, will park-and-ride
lots be included in the corridor?; how often will feeder bus service be provided and what
routes will if use?; how will bus service be provided at the airport?; and when will the
location of future transit stations be determined?

Questions about the criteria used for the definition and evaluation of the alternatives.

Y
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TABLE 3.3-1

DNA CORRIDOR MEETINGS
.General Publl T SO
‘Date. |G up/Stakeholder..- . .. [Date . _ .Group/Stakeholder,. =~~~
12/11/01 | Public Scoping 09/25/02 | TRP/CRP Meetings
12/12/01 | Public Scoping 10/09/02 | TRP/CRP Mesetings
12/13/01 | Public Scoping 10/09/02 | Sacramento Co. Planning Comm.
01/11/02 | City/County Planning Staff 10/23/02 | TRP/CRP Meetings
01/16/02 | Downtown Partnership 10/24/02 | Lower American River Task Force
01/16/02 | Airport Managers 10/28/02 | RT Board of Directors
01/16/02 | Natomas Community Assn. 10/29/02 | LAR Fleodway Protection Group
01/17/02 | South Natomas TMA 10/31/02 { LAR Fish Working Group
01/30/02 | Capitol Station District 11/06/02 | LAR Bank Protection Group
01/30/02 | North Natomas Alliance 11/12/02 | LAR Recreation Working Group
01/31/02 | TRP/CRP Meeting 11/13/02 { Community Workshop
02/06/02 | North Natomas TMA 11/14/02 | City Ptanning Commission
02/06/02 | Sacramento City TMA 11/20/02 | TRP/CRP Meetings
02/20/02 | Alkali Flat Neighborhood PAC 11/20/02 | SACTO
02/20/02 | Natomas Transportation Faire 11/21/02 | River Oaks Community Assn.
02/27/02 | TRP/CRP Meetings 11/27/02 | LAR Floodway Protection Group
03/06/02 | ECOS 12/09/02 | RT Board of Directors
03/06/02 | North Natomas Study Group 12/12/02 | SAFCA Board
03/12/02 | Lower American River Task Force | 01/21/03 | Discovery Village Homeowners
02/18/02 | DECAT 01/22/03 | TRP/CRP Meetings
03/21/02 | River Oaks Community Assn. 01/23/03 | Natomas Crossing Comm. Assn.
03/27/02 | TRP/CRP Meetings 03/20/03 | Friends of Light Rail & Transit
04/08/02 | RT Board of Directors 03/24/03 | RT Board of Directors
04/17/02 | Alkali Flat Neighborhood PAC 03/26/03 | TRP/CRP Meetings
04/24/02 | TRP/CRP Meeting 04/08/03 | City Council Presentation
05/20/02 j Neighborhood Area Group 04/16/03 | Alkali Flat Neighborhood PAC
06/26/02 | TRP/CRP Meetings 05/12/03 | RT Board of Directors
07/24/02 | TRP/CRP Meetings , 05/28/03 | TRP/CRP Meetings
08/07/02 | South Natomas TMA 06/24/03 | TRP/CRP Meetings
08/07/02 | North Natomas TMA 07/22/03 | Community Workshop
08/07/02 | ECOS 07/28/03 § RT Board of Directors
08/12/02 | RT Board of Directors 07/30/03 | Capitol Station District
07/29/02 | Friends of Swainson’s Hawk 09/04/03 | DECAT
08/28/02 | Metro Chamber 09/13/03 | Truxel Road Preservation Assn.
08/28/02 | Capitol Station District 09/22/03 | RT Board of Directors
09/10/02 | Lower American River Task Force | 10/01/03 | TRP/CRP Meetings
09/11/02 | North Natomas Working Group 10/20/03 | Truxel Road Preservation Assn.
09/18/02 | Downtown Partnership 10/22/03 | Metro Chamber
09/18/02 | Alkali Flat Neighborhood PAC 10/27/03 | RT Board of Directors |
09/18/02 | Natomas Community Assn. 10/29/03 | Downtown Partnership
09/19/02 | River Oaks Community Assn. Total number of meetings: 81
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TABLE 3.3-1
DNA CORRIDOR MEETINGS (CONTINUED)

-Public Agencies -~ e

‘Date. . | Group/Stakeholder L ‘Date: . .| Group/Stakeholder:
01/09/02 | City Public Works Department 02/18/03 | City Public Works Department
01/10/02 | City Public Works Department 02/19/03 | County Airport System
01/31/02 | City Econ. Development Dept. 03/03/03 | County Planning Department
02/20/02 | Western Area Power Admin. 03/07/03 | Federal Transit Administration
04/05/02 | City Planning Department 03/12/03 | City Public Woerks Department
04/24/02 | City Planning Department 03/20/03 | County Airport System
04/26/02 | Federal Transit Administration 04/01/03 | Sacramento Municipal Unity Dist.
06/03/02 | City Public Works Department 04/03/03 | City Public Works/Planning
07/23/02 | Caltrans 04/10/03 | City Public Works
07/29/02 | County Parks, SAFCA 04/10/03 | Sacramento Area Council of Gov.
07/29/02 | Sacramento Area Council of Gov. | 04/16/03 | City Public Works Department
08/01/02 | City Public Works/Planning 05/05/03 | Co. Planning/Parks Departments
08/15/02 | City Public Works Department 05/08/03 | City Public Works Department
08/22/02 | City Planning Department 05/13/03 | Sacramento Municipal Unity Dist.
08/26/02 | Caltrans 06/03/03 | City Economic Development Dept.
08/29/02 | City Planning Department 06/04/03 | County Sanitation District
09/05/02 | City Public Works/Planning 06/11/03 | City Public Works Department
09/24/02 | County Airport System 06/30/03 | Environmental Agencies
10/02/02 | SAFCA, County Parks 07/14/03 | County Airport System
10/03/03 | City Public Works/Planning 07/15/03 | County Airport System
10/10/02 | Reclamation District 1000 07/21/03 | City Public Works Department
10/07/02 | City Public Works/Planning 07/29/03 | County Sanitation District
11/08/02 | City Public Works Department 08/08/03 | Sacramento Area Council of Gov.
1213/02 | Caltrans 08/14/03 | City Public Works/Planning
12/18/02 | Environmental Agencies 08/09/03 | City Parking Division
01/02/03 | City Public Works/Planning 09/10/03 | City Public Works Department
01/10/03 | Caltrans, City Public Works Dept. | 09/10/03 | Sacramentc Area Council of Gov.
01/23/03 | City Public Works Depariment 09/23/03 | Natomas Unified School District
01/30/03 | County Parks Department 10/02/03 | City Public Works/Planning
02/06/03 | City Pubiic Works/Planning 10/06/03 | County Airport System

Total number of meetings: 60
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TABLE 3.31
DNA CORRIDOR MEETINGS (CONTINUED)

‘Date "~ ‘F'Group/Stakeholder-: - T
03/11/02 | Sacramento Mayor Heather Fargo

03/13/02 | SACOG Exec. Director Marty Tuttle

03/19/02 | RT Director Dave Jones

03/22/02 | Mariko Yamada, Dist. Director, Yolo County Supervisor Dave Rosenberg
03/25/02 | RT Director Roger Dickinson

03/26/02 | Terry Burns, Natomas Unified School District

03/26/02 | Sacramento County Parks Commissioner Art White

03/28/02 | Sacramento City Councilmember Jimmie Yee

03/28/02 | RT Director Ray Tretheway

03/28/02 | Sacramento County Supervisor Hla Collin

03/28/02 | Sacramento Counciimember Lauren Hammond

04/02/02 | Martie Dotie, Yolo County Transportation District

04/03/02 | Sacramento City Planning Commissioner Matt Jacobs
04/04/02 | Mark Stone, Vice President, Arco Arena

04/08/02 | Airport Executive Director Hardy Acree

04/08/02 | Sacramento City Councilmember Steve Cohn

04/15/02 | Sacramento County Supervisor Muriel Johnson

04/15/02 | RT Director Don Notolli

04/23/02 | California Department of General Services Director Barry Keene
04/25/03 { Don Harris, President, Nehemiah Corporation

04/26/02 | Sacramento City Planning Commissioners Debra Jones and Jim Bacchini
04/29/02 | RT Director Roger Nieflo

04/29/02 | RT Director Bonnie Pannell

07/16/02 | RT Director Ray Tretheway

05/13/03 | Representative of Northern Territories, Inc.

07/26/02 | RT Director Roger Dickinson

08/13/02 | Representatives of AKT Development

08/15/02 | Gerry Kamilos, Metro Air Park

08/12/02 | David Tooker, Superintendent, Natomas Unified School District
08/27/02 | Consultant Representatives of Union Pacific Railroad

09/30/02 | RT Director Roger Dickinson

10/02/02 | Andy Plescia, City Railyards Redevelopment Consultant
10/03/02 | RT Director Ray Tretheway

11/14/02 | Sacramento City Councilmember Sandy Sheedy

01/14/03 | RT Director Dave Jones

01/14/03 | City Councilmember Jimmie Yee

01/23/03 | RT Director Steve Cohn

06/05/03 | RT Director Ray Tretheway

07/18/03 | RT Director Ray Tretheway

07/18/03 | RT Director Steve Cohn

07/21/03 | RT Director Roger Dickinson

08/25/03 | RT Director Dave Jones

Total number of meetings: 42
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» Comments from the USFWS, EPA, the US Coast Guard, the Lower American River
Taskforce, the City of Sacramento, Sacramento County, and other resource agencies and
groups requesting continuing agency coordination with RT.

3.5 Upcoming Public Involvement Through Adoption of a
LPA

Through review of the AA Report and adoption of a LPA by the RT Board of Directors, RT will
continue to meet with the TRP/CRP; neighborhood, business, environmental and community
groups,; stakeholders; and public agencies to provide information about the evaluation of
alternatives and analysis results.

A draft of the DNA Corridor Alternatives Analysis Report was made available for public review
beginning on November 6, 2003, with a public comment period exiending through December 8,
2003. During this period, RT hosted a public workshep on November 20 at the Sacramento
Convention Center. This provided the public an opportunity fo review the study results and
conclusions and to provide comments. In addition, the RT Beard of Directors convened a Public
Hearing to discuss the results of the AA Report on December 8, 2003. Following the Public
Hearing, the RT Board of Directors considered the technical analysis, study results, and Public
Hearing record. Based on this assessment along with feedback provided by the community
throughout the identification and evaluation of the study alternatives, the RT Board of Directors
then selected a LPA that identified a preferred corridor alignment and transit mode.
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4.0 PURPOSE AND NEED
Chapter Summary

The intent of the Purpose and Need statement is to document the rationale for consideration of
transit improvements in the Downtown/Natomas/Airport (DNA) Corridor, as demonstrated by
current and anticipated development and transportation conditions within the study area. By
identifying existing and anticipated future transportation deficiencies, this understanding of the
study area conditions also contributes to the formulation of potential transit improvements.

The following sections address key characteristics of the DNA Corridor, problems and needs in
the corridor, and the purpose of the DNA Corridor Study alternatives.

4.1 Problems and Needs

The need for a major transit investment in the DNA Corridor is based on the following issues,
which form the basis for the goals established for the study:

Population and employment growth
Development patterns

Increase demand for transit services
Increase in traffic congestion

Air quality

* Increased airport passenger demand

4.1.1 Population and Employment Growth

The DNA Corridor is one of the fastest growing areas in the Sacramento region, given its
proximity to downtown Sacramento and planned development: The study area includes the
Sacramento International Airport area, all of the North Natomas and South Natomas Community
Plan Areas of the City of Sacramento, plus the northern portion of downtown Sacramento (north
of K Street) including Richards Boulevard and Railyards Development areas. Travel growth in
the corridor will also be heavily influenced by the growth in employment in downtown. Table
4.1-1 shows the projected growth of population and employment in this corridor between 2000
and 2025. Figures 4.1-1 and 4.1.-2 provide further illustration by Transportation Analysis Zones
(TAZs) of anticipated increases in population and employment over the next 25 years. Over the
longer term, this trend is likely to continue, given City/County discussions about future growth in
unincorporated areas within and adjacent to the corridor.

Y ¥V ¥V V V¥

The population in the North and South Natomas communities is expected to increase by 142
percent or by nearly 59,000 people by 2025. Employment in these two community plan areas is
projected to increase by 100 percent or 21,800 jobs, between 2000 and 2025,

The North Natomas area is designated by the City as a major growth area for new housing and
employment opportunities. Residential build-out of North Natomas through the fall of 2003 has
outpaced original City and Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) growth
projections by 40 percent. An additional 47,000 jobs are projected to be added in downtown
Sacramento in that same period.
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TABLE 4.1-1
PROJECTED POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT GROWTH IN THE DNA CORRIDOR STUDY AREA

© 200 | 2025 | 2000102025 Growth | PercentChange

_ Area. | Pop. | Empl_| Pop. '[_sﬁrh_é'_rf]::___;?qe-_ | Empic |- Pop. | Empl
North Natomas | 4,000 9,900 62,200 | 28400 | 58200 | 18500 | 1555% 187%
South Natomas | 37,500 | 12,000 | 38100 | 15.300 600 3,300 2% 28%
Subtotal 41,500 | 21,900 | 100,300 | 43,700 | 58,800 | 21,800 142% | 100%
Downtown 19,100 | 83,000 | 32,000 | 130,000 | 12,900 | 47.000 68% 57%

Sacramento

Total Corridor | 60,600 | 104,800 | 132,300 | 173,700 | 71,700 | 68.800 119% 66%

Source: Data derived from information provided by Sacramento Area Council of Governments, 2003.

Population estimates completed for the DNA Corridor indicate that the study area population will
increase at an annual compounded growth rate of two percent from 2000 to 2025, as compared
to 1.1 percent for the City of Sacramento and 1.3 percent for the County of Sacramento as a
whole. In addition, the percentage of households without access to an automobile in the study
area and within 0.5 miles of the three alignments (Truxel, |-5 and 1-5/Truxel alignments) range
from 17 percent to 20 percent, as compared to 8.7 percent for the County of Sacramento as a
whole.

The total corridor population is expected to more than double by 2025. Employment growth,
during this same period is expected to grow by about 65 percent. The most dramatic population
growth is projected to occur in the North Natomas area while employment will increase
throughout the corridor. The large growth in population and jobs, and the distribution of this
growth, will generate an equally large increase in corridor travel demand.

Implementation of a major transit investment in this corridor is intended to link a large number of
workers to a host of jobs. It is also intended to link the Sacramente International Airport with the
rest of the regional transit system, and will be a key part of an intermodal station in the vicinity of
the historic Amtrak Depot. The Amtrak Depot provides an intermodal connection between the
Capitol Corridor and will provide future planned connections to regional and inter-regional rail
service. Currently, the Capito! Corridor/ Amtrak Service is the fourth busiest Amtrak corridor in
the Nation and the second busiest Amtrak route west of the Mississippi.

4.1.2 Development Patterns

The rapid growth and development in the corridor frequently exceeds all projections. Straight-
line trend forecasts would lead to the conclusion that the corridor will build out at a much more
rapid pace than originally anticipated. Current development demonstrates this point, and as of
July 2003, 44 percent of the residential dwelling units identified in the North Natomas
Community Plan for completion by 2025 have been completed, approved or are in the final
stages of the permitting process. Between 1999 (when development of the North Natomas
Community Plan started) and July 2003, the City of Sacramento approved and recorded
completion of 7,100 residential dwellings, and has issued permits for an additional 3,900. Final
subdivision maps have also been approved for 3,600 residential lots, which have not yet applied
for building permits.
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FIGURE 4.1-1
2000 TO 2025 PROJECTED POPULATION CHANGE, DNA CORRIDOR STUDY AREA
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FIGURE 4.1-2
2000 TO 2025 PROJECTED EMPLOYMENT CHANGE, DNA CORRIDOR STUDY AREA
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As part of the North Natomas Financing Plan process, the City of Sacramento regularly
conducts a review of absarption rates for residential and commercial development in North
Natomas. Data from the absorption study is used to schedule infrastructure improvements and
set levels of development fees in North Natomas. An update of the absorption study is currently
under way, and current development trends as of late 2003 show that residential development
in North Natomas is occurring much faster than previously planned.

Growth and development in the corridor is moving north towards the airport. A number of new
development proposals in North Natomas and the airport environs are now underway, including
the following:

» Creation of the "Natomas Joint Vision" between the City of Sacramento and County of
Sacramento for planned development of 10,000 acres in unincorporated Sacramento
County north of the Natomas area.

[n the fall of 2002, a memorandum of understanding (MOU) between the City and the
County was approved. The MOU addresses open space, natural resource and policy issues
between the two jurisdictions, and the provision and delivery of urban services within the
10,000 acres. The City and the County are developing amendments to their
respective general plans to codify elements of the MOU and are planning to conduct an
environmental review of these amendments. If approved, the growth that would occur in this
area would exceed SACOG's currently adopted growth forecast.

> A proposal to build a new residential and commercial development project on 510 acres
between Metro Air Park and State Route 99/70 (Greenbriar Farms).

» Plans to build an estimated 12,000 or more homes on 6,500 acres east of the study corridor.

¥ Construction of Metro Air Park, a County-approved project just east of the airport that will
include 20 million square feet of warehouse, light manufacturing, office, retail space, and
950 hotel rooms,

L7

A proposed to develop 2,000 acres in North Natomas, in an area located just east of the
Airport and north of Del Paso Road. The project would consist of more than 4,000 homes
built on over 230 acres.

Physical and operational improvements at the airport, including Terminal B Modernization
program and other improvements now being considered as part of an update of the Airport's
long-range master plan. The Airport Master Plan Study is incorporating an extension of light rail
service to the airport as part of future ground access plans.

4.1.3 Crossing the American River
Another factor that has helped shaped
development patterns is the location of the
American and Sacramento Rivers, which
comprise two of the key environmental
resources in the corridor. The American
River divides the DNA Corridor, and the
adjoining Discovery Park is a major
recreational facility for the region. It
crosses the corridor in an east-west
direction just north of downtown
Sacramento. One of the challenges is
locating a new bridge crossing over the

|-5 bridge crossing of the American River
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river and through the park linking the Downtown with the Natomas community. A second
challenge is related to how the existing policy framework for protecting the river and the
American River Parkway responds to the need for new transportation improvements. The 1985
American River Parkway Plan discourages new crossings of the American River; and an update
of this document is underway.

4.1.4 Increased Demand for Transit Services

Operating agencies providing common carrier or public transportation services within or through
the corridor are RT, Yolo County Transpartation District “Yolobus,” Yuba-Sutter Transit, Amtrak,
and Greyhound. The DNA corridor is currently served by seven RT bus routes which carry
4,780 daily transit riders within the corridor. in addition to RT bus service, RT operates the
existing light rail “Starter Line” through the downtown portion of the corridor. 1t is estimated that
2,500 riders travel within the DNA corridor use existing light rail routes. Public transporiation to
the airport consists largely of taxi, shared-ride van services, some dedicated hotel shuttles, and
Route 42, a public bus route operated by the Yolo County Transportation District. Route 42 is a
regional express bus line connecting Downtown Sacramento with the Sacramento International
Airport. Route 42 continues outside of the DNA corridor to serve the cities of Davis and
Woodland in Yolo County. During calendar year 2003, an average of approximately 3,250
riders per month either boarded or alighted the bus at the airport. Several other agencies
provide transit service from areas outside the study area to downtown Sacramento such as Ei
Dorado Transit, Roseville Transit, Folsom Commuter Bus, and others. Table 4.1-2 shows
existing corridor transit demand while Figure 4.1-3 presents the existing transit routes serving
the corridor.

Even with this existing level of transit service, there will be a significant demand for new service
in the DNA Corridor for several reasons. First, there is a large transit-dependent population.
According to the 2000 U.S. Census, 16.5 percent of all households within the study area did not
own a vehicle compared to 12.9 percent for the City and 8.7 percent for the County. In addition,
46 percent of the study area residents (which totaled 41,200) are considered minority and 15
percent are low-income, many of whom are located in the southern portion of the corridor. The
minority population is slightly higher in the City of Sacramento (52 percent) than in the County of
Sacramento (36 percent}. The distribution of low-income populations within the study area is
similar to that for the City (20 percent) and County (14 percent).

TABLE 4.1-2
2003 TRANSIT DEMAND IN THE DNA CORRIDOR
Route _ ' Description” Daily Percentage in
: o - the DNA Corridor
11 Truxel Road — Downtown Sacramento to North Natomas 146
13 Northgate Boulevard — Natomas Marketplace to Arden/Del Paso LRT ' 633
Station
14 Norwood Avenue - North Natomas to Arden/Del Paso LRT Station 712
15 Rio Linda Boulevard — Downtown Sacramento to Watt/l-80 LRT Station 591
16 Del Paso Heights — Norwood Center to Arden/Del Paso LRT Station 146
87 Howe Avenue — Downtown Sacramento — North Sacramento — 1,375
California State University, Sacramento -- University.fESSth Street LRT
Station
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TABLE 4.1-2
2003 TRANSIT DEMAND IN THE DNA CORRIDOR (CONTINUED) _

88 West El Camino Avenue — DowntoWn Sacrarﬁento — South Natomas - 1,177
Arden/Del Paso Road LRT Station

Light Rail | Boardings within downtown Sacramento 2,500

Total Total Boardings 7,280

Source: June 2003 Boarding Survey, Sacramento Regional Transit District, 2004.
Note: Data for Downtown Sacramento to Airport trips provided by Yolo County Transit District is not available.

Second, there is a growing concentration of transit supporting land uses. The North Natomas
portion of the study area, which represents 65 percent of the corridor, is being developed under
the City of Sacramento-adopted North Natomas Community Plan, which promotes high density
residential uses and intense employment generators clustered around planned transit stations
along Truxel Road north of [-80.

Third, the study area contains a major concentration of existing and planned activity centers and
destinations including the Sacramento International Airport; Metro Air Park, which is an
approved mixed-use development project; the soon-to-be-built North Natomas Town Center
with a regional park, high school and community college campus; Arco Arena; the Marketplace
commercial center; the North Natomas High Schoof; the South Natomas Community Center; the
redeveloping Richards Boulevard area; and the Sacramento Valley Station which is part of a
240-acre proposed redevelopment project for the Union Pacific Railyards. Many of these
centers are located within an increasingly congested portion of the study area north of
Downtown along I-5 and to the east along 1-80.

As a result, based on ridership forecasts, transit trips are anticipated to significantly increase
from 2000 to 2025, both regionally and in the DNA Corridor:

By 2025, transit trips region-wide are expected to more than double from 77,500 transit person
trip ends to 160,000 on an average weekday.

> Transit ridership projections in the DNA Corridor indicate that transit trip-ends per average
weekday would more than double from 2,900 to 7,800, even with minimal new transit
service.

> Transit mode shares to downtown Sacramento from the DNA Coiridor would increase from
17 percent under future No-Build conditions and up to 32 percent under build scenarios.

» Transit mode shares to the airport in the year 2025 would increase from two percent with
little or no new service, and up to nine percent if fixed guideway transit service to the airport
is provided.

4.1.5 Increase in Traffic Congestion

The DNA study area includes some the most important regional highways in the Sacramento
area: Interstates 5 (I-5) and 80 (I-80), State Routes (SR) 99/70, and 160. The major roadways
are presented in Figure 4.1-4.
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FIGURE 4.1-3
EXISTING TRANSIT SERVICE
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I-5 is an interstate freeway that traverses the study area in a north-south direction, providing
connections from Canada to Mexico. To the south, it provides access to downtown Sacramento,
the southern portions of the city and county, the San Joaquin Valley, and Southern California.
To the north, I-5 provides access to Sacramento International Airport, the City of Woodland and
other Central Valley communities. Table 4.1-3 provides information on the existing and planned
lane geometry on I-5. The trans-continental 1-80 traverses the study area in an east-west
direction. To the west, it provides one of the few crossings of the Sacramento River connecting
access to West Sacramento, Davis and the San Francisco Bay Area; and fo the east, it provides
access to major eastern suburbs of Sacramento and on to Reno and the east coast via Chicago
and New York.

One of the purposes of implementing a major transit investment in the DNA Corridor is to
provide a mobility option to automobile traffic demand between the fast-growing North and
South Natomas communities and areas south of the American River, especially downtown
Sacramento. There are only two existing highway bridges across the American River within this
three-mile-wide corridor: -5 and State Route 160. Due to this limited north-south traffic
capacity, the high projected levels of growth in the cofridor over the next 20 years will
dramatically increase traffic congestion on I-5 and parallel roadways to this vital interstate
facility.

Table 4.1-4 shows the existing and projected year 2025 traffic volumes on I-5 and |-80 based on
SACOG’s 2002 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP). Peak hour traffic volumes along most
of the segments of |I-5 between the airport and downtown are expected to increase by 40 to 71
percent. The highest level of traffic growth on I-5 is projected to occur between the Arena
Boulevard interchange (opening November 15, 2003) and 1-80, where a growth in traffic volume
of 100 percent is anticipated. Interstate 5 from J Street in downtown Sacramento to 1-80 will be
over capacity by 2025 and nearing capacity from 1-80 to the airport.

Table 4.1-3 also shows levels of service (LOS). Determination of roadway operating conditions
is based upon comparison of known or projected traffic volumes during peak hours to roadway
capacity. LOS describes roadway operating conditions. LOS is a qualitative measure of the
effect of a number of factors, including speed and travel time, traffic interruptions, freedom to
maneuver, safety, driving comfort and convenience, and operating costs. LOS is designated “A”
through “F* (best to worst), and covers the entire range of traffic operations that might occur.
Levels of service “A” through “D” represents traffic volumes at less than roadway capacity, “E”
represents volumes at or near capacity, and LOS “F” represents over-capacity and/or forced-
flow.

LOS “F” conditions currently exist on |-5 near US 50 and on |-80 east of I-5 on many weekday
peak periods. This traffic congestion can cause substantial traffic backups on I-5 in the
segment between |-80 and downtown. The traffic volumes on these segments are projected to
increase over the next twenty years.

The 2002 MTP calls for HOV lanes to be added to I-5 between 1-80 and the Airport. Auxiliary
lanes will also added in some segments south of Arena Boulevard, but no mixed flow lanes will
be added to I-5. With limited improvements to I-5 and a large projected increase in traffic
volumes, high levels of traffic congestion are anticipated on I-5 within the corridor study area.
Between downtown and 1-80, the projected 2025 traffic volumes on I-5 will result in LOS “F”
conditions during both peak commute periods.
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FIGURE 4.1-4
DNA CORRIDOR STUDY AREA ROADWAYS
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TABLE 4.1-3
EXISTING AND PLANNED LANE GEOMETRY ON INTERSTATES 5 AND 80

-5
J Street to Richards Boulevard 8+ 2 aux 8 + 2 aux 2 10 + 2 aux
ﬁ:;l::;:ys Boulevard to Garden 8 8 + 2 aux 5 10 +2 aux
Garden Highway to El Camino 8 + 2 aux 8 + 2 aux 2 10 + 2 aux
Boulevard
El Camino Boulevard to I-80 8 + 2 aux 8 + 2 aux 2 10 + 2 aux
[-80 to Arena Boulevard 6 8 + 2 aux 2 10 + 2 aux
Arena Boulevard to Del Paso Road 6 6 + 2 aux 2 8 + 2 aux
Del Paso Road to SR 99/70 6 6 2 8
SR 99/70 to Lone Tree Road 4 4 2 6
Lone Tree Road to Airport 4 4 2 5

1-80
l;glrj\;:c‘sic;c: ;\venue to Northgate 6 6 2 8
Northgate Boulevard to Truxel Road 6 +2aux 6 +2 aux 2 8+ 2 aux
Truxel Road to I-5 6 +2 aux 6 + 2 aux 2 8 + 2 aux
|-5 to W. El Camino Avenue 6 6 2 8

Source: DKS Associales based on aerial photos plus projects identified in the SACOG's 2002 Metropolitan Transportation
Plan.

Interstate 5 is a vital federal and state transportation facility. [t is the only continuocus
north-south interstate freeway through California. Interregional, interstate and international
business, freight, tourist, and recreational travel among Mexico, California, Qregon,
Washington, and Canada use this route. It is also a primary access route to downtown
Sacramento and the State Capitol. As a result, the economic well-being and quality of life in
focal communities and throughout California will be affected by recurring traffic congestion on I-
5 in the corridor study area.

The City of Sacramento utilizes a LOS “C” goal for operating conditions on its roadway system.
Becausé of the constraints of existing development in the City and other environmental
concerns, this goal cannot always be met. Traffic operations on the City's arterial and collector
roadway system are primarily dictated by the capacity of its signalized intersections.

Peak hour traffic operations at over 60 existing and future intersections in the DNA Corridor
study area were evaluated in terms of level of service. The analysis indicates that levels of
service will degrade at seven of the intersections in the study area by 2025 (for more
information, see Chapter 7, Table 7.1-10). Level of service will degrade to LOS D or E
conditions and thus not meet the leve! of service policies in the City of Sacramento General
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Plan. At these intersections, the LOS will degrade to LOS D, E or F. The City of Sacramento
has been evaluating some development proposals in the fast-growing North Natomas
Community Plan area. The traffic studies for those developments have involved an analysis of
full build-out of the Community Plan area. Those studies indicate that traffic volumes on the
maijor roadways in North Natomas, including Truxel Road and Gateway Park Boulevard, would
be higher than those projected by 2025 for this Alternatives Analysis (AA).

4.1.6 Air Quality

Sacramento has the sixth worst air quality in the United States and has been designated by the
US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as a severe non-attainment area for its inability to
meet federal ozone air quality standard. 1f the Region does not meet the standard by 2005, it
potentially could, according to SACOG, lose $680 million in federat transportation funding.

4.1.7 Increase in Airport Passenger Demand

Passenger travel at the airport has grown tremendously during the 1990s. In 1999, the airport
served approximately 7.5 million passengers. This is a 100 percent increase in just nine years.
According to the projections prepared for the Draft Sacramento International Airport Master Plan
Study, airport passenger traffic is expected fo increase at an average annual rate of 3.5 percent
between 1999 and 2020, resulting in approximately 15 million passengers annually by 2020.

Transit demand at the Sacramento International Airport will increase as passenger activity
increases over the next twenty years. On an average day for the peak month of passenger
activity, the airport will have twice the number of passenger origins and destinations in 2020
(22,000) than is the case today. By 2025, origins and destinations to the airport will have
increased 69 percent over year 2000 estimates; about two-thirds of these passengers will be
passengers caming to or from the RT service area.

4.2 Purpose of the Study Aiternatives

In summary, the purpose of the DNA study alternatives is to address the future mobility
problems in the corridor by providing improved transit service from Downtown Sacramento to
the Sacramento International Airport and points in between, as well as provide a connection to
the Regional transit system. Specifically, a study is needed because of:

» Rapid population and employment growth expected in the Corridor. Total corridor
population is expected to more than double by 2025, while employment is expected to grow
by 65 percent. These projections are at best conservative, since the City of Sacramento
has currently approved permits that total 44 percent of the projected growth.

> Projected increases in roadway congestion. As a result of limited north-south traffic
capacity, significant growth wilf lead to higher traffic volumes on |-5, I-B0 and parallel
roadways. In addition, there are only two existing bridges across the American River within
this three-mile wide corridor that limit north-south traffic capacity. As a result, by 2025, 1-5
will be at LOS “F” from downtown to 1-80, and nearing capacity beyond.,

increased demand for transit service. Increased demand will occur due to the need to
serve a large transit dependent population in the corridor, where 16.5 percent of households
are without a personal vehicle as compared to 12.9 percent for the City of Sacramento and
8.7 percent for Sacramentc County (U.S. Census 2000), and to provide improved
transportation accessibility to major activity centers and destinations in the corridor.

‘;1
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TABLE 4.14
YEAR 2025 TRAFFIC VOLUMES AND LEVELS OF SERVICE ON INTERSTATES 5 AND 80 IN THE DNA CORRIDOR

Year 2000-2025
Year Year 2025 No-Build Volume® Volume Growth Level of Service
Freeway | Segment Viﬂ?:l . hg:).;:? HOV Total Volume | Percent 2000 2025*
Southbound/Westbhound AM Peak Hour

-5 J Street to Richards Boulevard 7,230 9,910 220 10,130 2,900 40% D
Richards Boulevard to Garden 7,300 9,560 1,190 10,750 3,450 47% D
Highway
Garden Highway to El Camino 6,800 9,090 1,250 10,340 3,540 52% D E
Boulevard
El Camino Boulevard to 1-80 6,170 8,430 1,220 9,650 3,480 56% D E
-80 to Arena Boulevard' 4,380 7,560 650 8,210 3,830 87% c D
Arena Boulevard1to Del Paso Road 4,310 6,000 550 6,550 2,240 52% c E
Del Paso Road to SR 99/70 4,800 5,950 320 6,270 1,470 3% D E
SR 99/70 to Metro Air Park' 2,260 2,650 320 2,970 710 31% c C
Metro Air Park' Interchange to 2,260 2,980 380 3,360 1,100 49% C D
Airport

1-80 Norwood Avenue to Northgate 5,800 6,270 1,130 7,400 1,800 28% E E
Boulevard
Northgate Boulevard to Truxel Road 6,000 6,940 1,140 8,080 2,080 35% E F
Truxel Road to I-5 6,120 7,320 1,010 8,330 2,210 36% (b} D
I-5 to W. El Camino 3,280 4,770 370 5,140 1,860 57% C D
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TABLE 4.14

YEAR 2025 TRAFFIC VOLUMES AND LEVELS OF SERVICE ON INTERSTATES 5 AND 80 IN THE DNA CORRIDOR (continued)

. |  Year2000-2025 |
Year Year 2025 No-Build Volume®> | Volume Growth | Level of Service
Freeway | Segment. Vi?:r?le Il‘li“l:;t:u;1 HOV T°t“";|r3§ VQ"‘.J"_!?‘V P?fcef“?"i' >’ 2000 ‘1 29‘25{
Northbound/Eastbound PM Peak Hour

I-5 J Street to Richards Boulevard 6,920 9,110 1,280 10,380 3,470 50% D E
Richards Boulevard to Garden 7,700 10,140 1,480 11,620 3,020 51% D F
Highway
Garden Highway to El Camino 7,400 9,740 1,530 11,270 3,870 52% D F
Boulevard
Ei Camino Boulevard to I-80 5810 8,560 1,380 9,940 4,130 71% (W D
-80 to Arena Boulevard’ 4,530 8,240 880 9,120 4,590 101% D D
Arena Boulevard1to Del Paso Road 4,630 6,430 630 7,060 2,430 52% D E
Del Paso Road to SR 99/70 4,380 5,780 450 6,230 1,850 42% D D
SR 99/70 to Metro Air Park’ 2,640 3,320 320 3,640 1,000 38% c D
Metro Air Park’ Interchange to 2,840 3,490 340 3,830 1,190 45% c D
Airport

I-80 Norwood Avenue to Northgate 5,000 5,630 1,190 6,820 1,820 36% F F
Boulevard
Northgate Boulevard to Truxel Road | 5,050 5,940 1,240 7,180 2,130 42% F? F?
Truxel Road to I-5 5,300 6,470 1,080 7,530 2,230 42% D D
I-5 to W. El Camino 3,050 5010 370 5,380 2,330 78% C D

Source: DKS Associates, 2003.

1 Metro Air Park and Arena Boulevard are planned future interchanges on -5,
2 Traffic projections from DKS Associates based on SACMETO1 travel demand model. Assumes "No-Build” transit service alternative for DNA

Corridor.

3 Traffic volumes reflect forced flow (LOS F) conditions

4 By the year 2025, both |-5 and 1-80 will add HOV |anes (see Table4.1-2).
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RT LRT in Downtown Sacramento

¥ Transit supportive land use plans and policies. The North Natomas Community Plan
was designed as a transit-oriented community. Its center piece is an assumed light rail line
with a dedicated right-of-way. It identifies stations with higher densities and mix of land uses
in anticipation of the future transit system. A DNA transit improvement would complete that
plan with a high quality transit service that is integrated with and enhances planned corridor
land use. Transit-oriented development (TOD) has been shown to decrease vehicle trips by
18 percent, decrease vehicle miles traveled by 12 percent and reduce {ravel times by 18 to
28 percent.' In addition to the planned transit-oriented land uses in the North Natomas
Community Plan, the City of Sacramento is also planning similar enhanced land uses in the
Richards Boulevard and Railyards areas tc encourage transit ridership. The fransit stations
in the DNA Corridor will provide major opportunities for smart growth.

» The need to reduce vehicle trips and airborne emissions. Sacramento has the sixth
worse air quality in the nation. If the region does not meet the standard by 2005, it could
lose $680 million in federal transportation funding.

Vf

To improve operating efficiencies. The DNA Corridor would provide intermodal
connections to existing and new bus service, to regional rail service at the Sacramento
Valley Station (existing Amtrak station) and for Sacramento International Airport
passengers. Transit service in the DNA Corridor would provide opportunities for connecting
with existing and future light rail and regional rail corridors including the Folsom Corridor, the
South Line extension and the Capitol Corridor train service that is operated by Amtrak,
connecting Sacramento with San Jose and the Bay Area. The coordination of land use with
transit service would improve transit system efficiency and use.

! Middlesex Somerset Mercer Regicnal Council 1992; Comsis Corporation and ITE 1993
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5.0 ALTERNATIVES SCREENING
Chapter Summary

The process for evaluating and screening DNA Corridor transit service alternatives has been
extended and compiex, involving many parties. As a first step, six major goals and objectives
for Corridor service improvements were agreed upon. The challenging task of establishing
evaluation criteria for screening followed. Level One screening involved analysis of the “long list”
of 27 alternatives (alignments (routes) and transit mode possibilities).

This process reduced this number of candidates to five alignments (ten aiternatives in total to
account for an evaluation of bus or light rail for each alignment). Level Two screening resuited
in the selection of three alignments ({ten “build” aiternatives accounting for transit modes and
staging, plus two “no action” alternatives). Input from the Level Two screening supports final
evaluation of the alternatives and a Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA), as fully discussed in this
chapter.

5.1 Development of Goals and Objectives

Long-range DNA Corridor transit service goals and objectives were developed by RT with the
input of both the Citizens Review Panel {CRP) and the Technical Review Panel (TRP). These
goals were developed to reflect problems and needs in the DNA Corridor and incorporate
measures that address Federal New Starts evaluation criteria. Table 5.1-1 outlines the goals
and objectives developed for the Corridor, focusing on six key issues:

TABLE 5.1-1
GOALS AND OBJECTIVES FOR THE DNA CORRIDOR

- Goal. |  Key Isstes

-Number §.

.D_e_sc_r'iption

Objectives

Addressed by Goal

Improve Corridor
Mobility

Develop a coordinated transportation system that

is safe, efficient, and provides a balanced set of
travel alternatives in the corridor.

Mobility/Access
improvements

Promote Patterns of
Smart Growth

Ensure compatibility between land use policies
and transportation policies to minimize the
demand for and amount of automobile travel in the
corridor.

Land Use/Community
Development
Economic
Development

Find Cost-Effective
Solutions

Make the most efficient use of limited financial
resources.

Cost-Effectiveness and
Operating Efficiency
Financial Feasibility

Minimize Community
and Environmental
Impacts

Minimize community and environmental impacts
of any transportation improvements in the corridor.

Environmental Quality

Ensure Consistency
with Other Planning
Efforts

Ensure that the DNA Corridor study effort is
consistent with all past and current planning
efforts.

Land Use/Community
Development

Obtain Strong
Community Support

Recommend transportation improvements
consistent with the needs and desires of the
residents of the corridor and that maximize
community acceptance and political support.

Land Use/Community
Development

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, 2003.
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Goals one, two and three listed in Table 5.1-1 represent measures that are viewed by FTA has
having greater significance under the Federal New Starts evaluation process because of their
relationship to transportation mobility, cost-effectiveness and encouragement of iransit
supportive development. While the remaining three goals are important, they generally refer to
local concerns and priorities. Chapter 7 contains additional detail on how the corridor goals and
objectives are related to the Federal New Starts criteria.

Based upon these goals and objectives, evaluation criteria were suggested by the review panels
and chosen by RT for measuring each transit alternative. The criteria are listed below in Table
5.1-2. Evaluation criteria were employed to:

¥ Compare alternatives.

» Provide information needed by the RT Board of Directors and other local and regional
agencies for decision-making during the alternatives analysis process.

» Provide specific information needed to satisfy the FTA New Starts criteria (in anticipation of
applying for federal discretionary Section 5309 capital funds for any actual transit project
approved by RT).

» Provide additional elements that address issues and needs specific to the DNA Corridor.
The evaluation criteria used to screen the alternatives are summarized in Table 5.1-2.

TABLE 5.1-2
EVALUATION CRITERIA FOR COMPARING AND SCREENING DNA ALTERNATIVES

Number of Corridor residents within %% mile of a transit alignment

Number of Corridor residents within ¥2 mile of a transit station

Number of jobs within % mile of a transit alignment

Number of jobs within % mile of a transit station

Number of low income persons within ¥ mile of a transit alignment (below poverty levei)

el Do Pl b R

Number of transit dependent persons within % mile of a transit alignment
(households with income < $10,000)

7. Number of transit dependent persons within % mile of a transit alignment (households with no
car)

8. Total Alternative Capital Cost

9. Travel Times

10. 2025 DNA Station Boardings by Station and Linked Trips

11.  Section 4{f} Impacts (acres of disturbed parkland)

12.  Wetlands (acres within 100 feet of the alignment)

13. Impacts on habitat for special status and endangered species (acres of disturbed habitat)

14. Environmental Justice (disproportionate impacts to areas with a high (>50%) number of
persons of color)

15.  Number of potential displacements {commercial and residential parcels)

16. Noise Impacts (number of sensitive receptors within 300 feet)

17. Visual Impacts (number of sensitive receptors within 300 feet)

18. Institutional/Agency Support (ranked as High, Moderate or Low)

19. Transit Oriented Development Potential (ranked as High, Moderate or Low)
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TABLE 5.1-2
EVALUATION CRITERIA FOR COMPARING AND SCREENING DNA ALTERNATIVES (CONTINUED)

20. Access to Major Activity Centers along an Alternative Alignment (ranked as High, Moderate or
Low)

21.  Construction Impacts (assessment of potential impacts on adjacent properties)

22 Consistency with adopted local and regional planning efforts (ranked High, Moderate or Low)

23. Support for joint public-private land development (ranked as High, Moderate or Low)

24.  Ultilizes advanced technology to increase capacity

25.  Financial affordability

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, Gctober 2003.

5.2 Fatal Flaw Analysis / Long List of Alternatives

Early in the DNA Corridor study, a preliminary evaluation of alternatives was conducted to
eliminate those that had flaws that would prevent their implementation or would have a limited
ability to service the transportation needs in the corridor. A total of seven transit modes and
seven alignments or routes were initially analyzed. It was also necessary to consider the
implications of six potential American River crossings (bridges). The modes, alignments, and
river crossings evaluated in the “fatal flaw” analysis are described below.

Technologies
Seven transit technologies were identified with input provided from previous studies, members
of the communities in the corridor, and local agencies:

Enhanced Bus

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)

Light Rail Transit (LRT)

Monorail

Automated Guideway Transit (AGT)/People Mover
Perscnal Rapid Transit (PRT)

Heavy Raii Transit (HRT)

The fatal flaw analysis resulted in the elimination of a number of different technologies, including
AGT, PRT, Monorail, and HRT. These transit modes did not satisfy the goals and objectives of
the corridor for the following reasons:

VY VY VY

¥/

1. AGT/PRT and Moncrail did not satisfy the corridor mobility goal because of lower vehicle
capacity.

2. HRT would require higher construction and operating costs than the other technology
options under review.
Initial ridership projections did not justify the high capacity HRT technology.

All four technolegies were considered to be too expensive to be cost-effective in the DNA
corridor.

5. All four technologies had the potential of creating an unacceptable level of visual
environmental impacts as a result of the extensive use of aerial structures.

Alighment Alternatives
Seven different alignments were identified as potential locations for a fixed-guideway transit
alternative. Alternative alignments were identified using information from past planning studies,
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guidance from RT staff, and public comments from the Scoping process. These alignments are
described below and iliustrated in Figure 1.0.2 (in Chapter 1):

I-5 using a new transit guideway

I-5 using shoulder lanes (for bus-based alternatives)
Truxel Road

An alignment using a portion of 1-5 and Truxel Road
Western Area Power Administration (WAPA) right-of-way
Northgate Boulevard

The ex-Western Pacific Railroad tracks

VVVVYYY

Among the potential alignments that were reviewed, the ex-Western Pacific Railroad (now
UPRR) alignment was dropped from consideration due to its close proximity to the existing
Northeast LRT line and, therefore, overlap in service area, and because it did not serve the
heart of the DNA corridor since the alignment is located on the eastern fringe.

Potential Bridge Crossing Locations
Six options for crossing the American River were identified using information from past planning
studies, guidance from RT staff, and public comments from the scoping process:

A new crossing adjacent to I-5

A new crossing directly south of and connecting to Truxel Road

A new crossing connecting to the WAPA right-of-way

Using the existing State Route (SR) 160 Bridge

A new crossing connecting to Northgate Boulevard

A new crossing connecting to the ex-Western Pacific Railroad tracks

VVVYVVYY

The potential crossing using the existing SR 160 Bridge was dropped from consideration
because this crossing would utilize an existing single-track that is currently used by RT's
Northeast LRT route. RT expressed concerns about maintaining schedule reliability and
flexibility for future expansion on the Northeast LRT line if the existing bridge was used.

Long List of Alternatives

Following the fatal flaw analysis, an initial long list of alternatives was developed by "mixing and
matching” the remaining alignments, technologies, and potential river crossings. As shown in
Table 5.2-1, a total 27 alternatives were identified, including: eleven alignments with BRT,
seven alignments with LRT, and nine alignments with a combination of LRT and BRT.

TABLE 5.2-1
iNITIAL LONG LIST OF ALTERNATIVES

. I-5 shoulder/mixed lanes from the Central Business District

1. BRT-1 {CBD}, or Downtown Sacramento to 1-80; Truxel Road to BRT RT
Airport

5 BRT-2 [-5 shoulden’mixgd lane from CBD to Garden Highway; BRT RT
Truxel Road to Airport

3. BRT-3 I-5 new guideway from CBD to I-80;Truxel Road to Airport BRT RT
|-5 new guideway from CBD to Garden Highway; Truxel

4. BRT-4 Road to Airport BRT RT

5. BRT-5 I-5 shoulder/mixed lanes from CBD to Airport BRT Team
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TABLE 5.2-1

INITIAL LONG LIST OF ALTERNATIVES (CONTINUED)

8. BRT-6 I-5 new guideway from CBD to Airport BRT Team
CBD to Richards Boulevard; Truxel Road Overpass to

[£ BRT-7 | Truxel Road to Airport BRT RT
CBD to Richards Boulevard; Truxel Road/El Camino

8. BRT-8 Avenue to |-5 shoulder/mixed lanes fo -80; Truxel Road to BRT Team
Airport
CBD to Richards Boulevard; Truxel Road/El Camino

9. BRT-9 Avenue to new |-5 guideway to |-80; Truxel Road to Airport BRT Team
CBD to Richards Boulevard; WAPA Bridge to WAPA

10. BRT-10 alignment; Truxel Road to Airport BRT RT
CBD to Richards Boulevard; Northgate Boulevard\WWAPA

. BRT-11 Bridge to Northgate Boulevard; Truxel Road o Airport BRT RT
LRT from CBD to Richards Boulevard. BRT on I-5

12. LRT/BRT-1 | shoulder/mixed lanes from Richards Boulevard to 1-80; LRT/BRT RT
Truxel Road to Airport
LLRT from CBD to Richards Boulevard. BRT on I-5

13. LRT/BRT-2 | shoulder/mixed tanes from Richards Boulevard to Garden LRT/BRT RT
Highway; Truxel Road to Airport
LRT from CBD {0 Richards Boulevard. BRT on new |-5

14. LRT/BRT-3 | guideway from Richards Boulevard to I-80; Truxel Road to LRT/BRT RT
Airport
LRT from CBD to Richards Boulevard, BRT on new |-5

15. LRT/BRT-4 | guideway from Richards Boulevard to Garden Highway; LRT/BRT RT
Truxel Road to Airport
LRT from CBD to Richards Boulevard. BRT on Richards

16. LRT/BRT-S | Boutevard to Truxel Road Overpass; Truxel Road to LRT/BRT RT
Airport
LRT from CBD to Richards Boulevard. BRT on Richards

17. LRT/BRT-6 | Boulevard to Truxel Road/El Camino Avenue to I-5 LRT/BRT Team
shoulder/mixed lanes to I-80; Truxe! Road to Airport
LRT from CBD to Richards Boulevard, BRT on Richards

18. LRT/BRT-7 | Boulevard to Truxel Road/El Camino Avenue to new I-5 LRT/BRT Team
guideway to 1-80; Truxel Road to Airport
LRT from CBD to Richards Boulevard. BRT on Richards

19. LRT/BRT-8 | Boulevard to WAPA Bridge to WAPA alignment; Truxel LRT/BRT RT
Road to Airport
LRT from CBD to Richards Boulevard. BRT on Richards

20. LRT/BRT-9 | Boulevard to Northgate Boulevard/ WAPA Bridge to LRT/BRT RT
Northgate Boulevard; BRT on Truxel Road to Airport

21. LRT-1 I-5 new guideway from CBD to I-80; Truxel Road to Airport LRT RT

g I-5 new guideway from CBD to Garden Highway; Truxel

22, LRT-2 Road to Airport LRT RT

23. LRT-3 I-5 new guideway from CBD to Airport LRY Team

24, LRT-4 C‘BD to Richards Boulevard; Truxel Bridge; Truxel Road to LRT RT
Airport
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TABLE 5.2-1
INITIAL LONG LIST OF ALTERNATIVES (CONTINUED)

CBD to Richards Boulevard; Truxel Road/El Camino
Avenue; I-5 to |-80; Truxel Road to Airport

25. LRT-5 LRT Team

CBD to Richards Boulevard; WAPA Bridge to WAPA

alignment, Truxel Road to Airport LRT RT

26. LRT-6

CBD to Richards Boulevard; Northgate Boulevard/WAPA

Bridge to Northgate Boulevard; Truxel Road to Airport LRT RT

27. LRT-7

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, 2002.

5.3 Alternatives Considered and Rejected

Level One Screening

The Level One screening process evaluated the initial set of 27 potential build alternatives and
resulted in a repackaging of the potential alternatives into five primary alignments. These five
alignments are defined in Table 5.3-1. This allowed the subsequent screening analysis to focus
on the alignment first, and then on the transit technology. The selection of a technology was
made secondary to the selection of an alignment to aliow BRT to be compared directly against
LRT for each alignment.

TABLE 6.3-1

ALTERNATIVES CARRIED FORWARD BASED ON THE LEVEL ONE SCREENI

lumb __Descriptlon-—

21 1 1-5 new guideway from CBD lo |-80; Truxel Road to Airport

22 2 I-5 new guideway from CBD to Airport

26 3 CBD to Richards Boulevard; WAPA Bridge to WAPA alignment; Truxel
Road to Airport

16 4 CBD fo Richards Boulevard; Truxel Road Bridge; Truxel Road to Airport

27 5 CBD to Richards Boulevard; Northgate Boulevard/WAPA Bridge to
Northgate Boulevard; Truxel Road to Airport

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, 2002.

Level Two Screening

A Level Two screening was undertaken for the purpose of further reducing the number of
alternatives by subjecting the selected afignments and technology carried forward from the
Level One screening to a more detailed level of analysis. The Level Two screening included
refinement of the study goals and objectives by the TRP and CRP (see Table 5.1-1), developing
initial ridership estimates, conducting environmental assessments, performing a financial
analysis, devising a preliminary corridor alignment, and developing station site options, as well
as considering technology design issues and constraints for each alternative. Detailed data and
information derived from this stage provided input for developing a detailed screening data table
for evaluating seven key issues that included environmental, demographic, operational,
physical, ridership, and cost characteristics as well as implementation issues associated with
each aiternative. The evaluation process was further refined by applying quantitative factors for
comparing attaining each of the goals and objectives for the DNA Corridor.
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The Level Two screening focused on analyzing alternatives on the basis of alignments, using
the five primary alignments identified at the end of the Level One analysis. These five
alignments consist of transit corridors along 1-5, Truxel Road, a combination of [-5 and Truxel
Road, the Western Area Power Administration (WAPA) right-of-way, and Northgate Boulevard.

As a result of the Level Two screening process, the Northgate and WAPA alignments were
dropped from further consideration. The WAPA alignment was eliminated for the following
reasons:

1. The use of the right-of-way for LRT or BRT could limit the possibility of expanding power
transmission lines for both the WAPA and Sacramento Municipal Utility District.

2. The alignment was not as conducive fo transit-oriented development as the other
alignments since it goes through single-family residential neighborhoods whose walled
backyards abut against the utility rights-of-way.

The Northgate alignment was eliminated due to its longer alignment, and correspondingly longer
travel times, higher construction cost, and its location at the eastern fringe of the corridor — thus,
not adequately serving the heart of the study area. In addition, the Nerthgate alignment would
potentially divert ridership from RT’s Northeast LRT starter line.

As part of the Level Two screening process, the consultant team recommended the elimination
of the I-5 alignment. This recommendation was based on preliminary capital cost and cost-
effectiveness estimates. The performance of the I-5 alignment against the study goals was only
slightly better than the WAPA and Northgate alignments. After obtaining feedback from the
TRP and CRP and conducting a meeting with corridor residents, it was determined that there
was significant support for keeping an 1-5 alignment as a study option. Therefore, this alignment
was carried forward as part of the Level Two screening process.

The remaining three alignments were carried forward for further evaluation--each potentially
using either BRT or LRT technology. This created six distinct build aiternatives to be carried
forward in the AA process. The results of the Level Two screening are summarized in Table
5.3-2.

TABLE 5.3-2
ALIGNMENTS CARRIED FORWARD BASED ON THE LEVEL TWO SCREENING
“Level Two- A ternative
Altemative Description Resutts
Number the AA
EOT ! [T _ ' ‘Report
1 I-5/Truxel Road Alignment: Carried Forward 5-LRT
New guideway on -5 from CBD to 1-80; Truxel Road 6 - BRT
to Airport
2 I-5 Alignment: Carried Forward 7—-LRT
New guideway on |-5 from CBD to Garden 8 -BRT
Highway; Truxel Road to Airport
3 WAPA Alignment. CBD to Richards Boulevard; Dropped -
WAPA Bridge to WAPA alignment; Truxel Road to
Airport
4 Truxel Road Alignment: LRT from CBD to Richards Carried Forward 3-LRT
Boulevard! BRT on Richards Boulevard to Truxel 4 - BRT
Road Gverpass; Truxel Road to Airport
b - Final Alternatives Analysis Report
owntown
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TABLE 5.3-2
ED FORWARD BASED ON THE

EVEL TWO SCREENING (CONTINUED)
Alterna

5 Northgate AIignrﬁent: CBD to Richards Boulevard;
WAPA Bridge to Northgate Boulevard; Truxel Road
to Airport

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, 2002.

Dropped -

Design Options Considered and Rejected

Several design options were proposed and dropped from further consideration during the
alternatives screening process. Design options are alignment variations at certain locations
along each of the alternatives. The design options that were dropped include the following:

» An alignment along 7th Street going over the UPRR/Amtrak Railroad right-of-way in the
Railyards area: This option was considered and dropped because it would have created
significant visual impacts and potential opposition from community residents. However, the
option to cross over the railroad tracks along 6th Street remains open, if the Railyards
developer and the City recommend this option.

» A stub-end LRT station at the Sacramento Valley Station (Amtrak): This option was
dropped because it would have a negative impact on travel time, requiring train operators to
walk to the other end of the train to leave the station.

A1

Operating BRT service in a combination single-lane exclusive busway/single-lane mixed-
flow operation using the existing 7th Street undercrossing: This design option was dropped
because it did not provide a significant travel time advantage as compared to operating BRT
service in mixed-flow lanes using the 7th Street undercrossing.

\;f

A new BRT or LRT bridge across the American River along the west side of |-5: This bridge
option was dropped because it would have limited future physical improvements to the I-
5/Richards Boulevard Interchange, crossed over a popular recreation destination (i.e.,
confluence of the American and Sacramento Rivers), and resulted in the removal of a
number of trees in the American River Parkway.

> An exclusive BRT or LRT alignment along the east side of Truxel Road in South Natomas:
This alignment option was dropped by the RT Board of Directors because it would have the
highest number of property displacements of any remaining alternative along Truxel Road.
This alternative evoked strong community opposition and was also the most expensive
alignment option along Truxel Road.

» A semi-exclusive LRT double track alignment down the median of Truxel Road in South
Natomas: Like the exclusive east side alignment options discussed above, this alignment
option was also dropped because it too would have significant property displacement
impacts to residential and commercial properties.

> The use of shoulder lanes along I-5 north of I-80 for the I-5 BRT alternative: This alternative
was dropped because it does not conform to Caltrans design standards. In addition, the use
of shoulder lanes would not provide a significant travel time benefit as compared to mixed
flow operations north of 1-80.

TR v T L R DR
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Additional Refinement of Truxel Alternatives

Based on input received from the public and initial calculations of the financial feasibility of all
the aiternatives, RT subsequently examined how to reduce the cost and environmental impacts
for a BRT or LRT guideway along a Truxel Road alignment. This alignment was selected since
the Truxel Road alternatives have the highest potential for providing the most cost-effective
transit solution. (See Section 6.1 for more detail.) By comparison, the alternatives proposed for
I-5 and the |-5/Truxel alignments are not as cost-effective, since they do not directly serve as
many residents and because of the higher construction cost associated with use of aerial
structures along the alignments.

From this analysis, four new sub-alternatives were developed for the Truxel alignment that
would provide transit service in a more cost-effective manner. These sub-alternatives include
the following:

3A: Truxel LRT Starter Line

3B: Truxel LRT Minimum Operable Segment (MOS)
4A: Truxel BRT Starter Line

4B: Truxel BRT MOS

The addition of these four alternatives has resulted in a total of twelve alternatives (ten build
alternatives in addition to the No-Build and Baseline Alternative/TSM) to be carried forward in
the AA process.

5.4 Alternatives Carried Forward for Further Review

Eight of the 12 alternatives would construct a new transit guideway from Downtown
Sacramento, through South and North Natomas, to the Sacramento international Airport; and
two minimum operable segments would provide a new transit guideway between Downfown
Sacramento and the Natomas Town Center. The remaining two alternatives, the No-Build
Alternative and Baseline/TSM Alternative, have been carried forward as legitimate alternatives
and for comparison purposes to satisfy environmental requirements under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and federal
New Starts funding guidelines. The No-Build/No-Action alternative is required by CEQA and
NEPA to serve as a baseline for comparing the environmental impacts of the “study”
alternatives. The development of a Baseline/TSM alternative is required by the FTA to serve as
a less costly alternative that could potentially solve the transportation problems in the corridor in
a less costly manner. The following list provides a summary description of the 12 alternatives
identified in this section:

> Alternative 1: No-Build. The No-Build Alternative consists of the existing transportation
system, as well as all transportation projects that are planned and programmed in the
Metropolitan Transportation Plan for 2025 (MTP) adopted by the Sacramento Area Council
of Governments (SACOG) in July 2002.

» Alternative 2: Baseline/Transportation Systems Management (TSM). The
Baseline/TSM Alternative was developed to meet an FTA requirement for an alternative that
addresses transportation needs in the corridor without a major new capital investment.
Based on the 2025 MTP, the Baseline/TSM Alternative includes a set of lower-cost bus
transit improvements in the DNA Corridor.

< : . .
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Alternative 3: Truxel Light Rail Transit (LRT). The Truxel LRT Alternative would extend
RT LRT service from Downtown Sacramento through Natomas, along Truxel Road, to
Sacramento International Airport.

Alternative 3A: Truxel LRT Starter Line. The Truxel LRT Starter Line Alternative would
construct an LRT extension simitar to Alternative 3, with single-track sections and fewer
structures to provide a lower-cost alternative.

» Alternative 3B: Truxel LRT Minimum Operable Segment (MOS). The Truxel LRT MOS
Alternative would construct a LRT extension similar to Alternative 3A, with single-track
sections and fewer structures to provide a lower-cost alternative; however, the alignment
would be shorter, extending from Downtown Sacramento to the Natomas Town Center.

Alternative 4: Truxel Bus Rapid Transit (BRT). The Truxe! BRT Alternative would
_construct a new guided-busway for a BRT system from Downtown Sacramento through
Natomas, along Truxel Road, to the airport.

> AHernative 4A: Truxel BRT Starter Line. The Truxel BRT Starter Line Alternative would
construct a BRT extension similar to Alternative 4, with fewer structures and grade
separations to provide a lower-cost alternative.

» Alternative 4B: Truxel BRT Minimum Operable Segment (MOS). The Truxel BRT MOS
Alternative would construct a BRT extension similar to Alternative 4, with fewer structures
and grade separations to provide a lower-cost alternative; however, the alignment would be
shorter, extending from Downtown Sacramento to the Natomas Town Center.

» Alternative 5: I-5/Truxel LRT. The I-5/Truxel LRT Alternative would extend LRT service
along a route following -5 and Truxel Road between Downtown Sacramento, Natomas, and
the airport.

» Alternative 6: [-5/Truxel BRT. The I-5/Truxel BRT Alternative would construct a new
guided-busway for a BRT system using a route following -5 and Truxel Road between
Downtown Sacramento, Natomas, and the airport.

Alternative 7: 1-5 LRT. The |-5 LRT Alternative would extend LRT service along a route
following I-5 between Downtown Sacramento, Natomas, and the airport.

v

A

VI

A7

> Alternative 8: 1-5 BRT. The I-5 BRT Alternative would construct a new guided-busway for a
BRT system using a route following I-5 between Downtown Sacramento, Natomas, and the
airport.

Transit Modes

The buses that would be used on the BRT guideway include the standard, 40-foot low-floor,
compressed natural gas (CNG) powered, Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) accessible
vehicles, purchased as part of RT's normal bus program, and newly designed low-floor, clean
fuel (e.g., hybrid or CNG powered), ADA compliant, 60-foot articulated BRT buses.

Examples of this type of articulated bus are now being manufactured in Europe and North
America. They are already being used in revenue service in Europe, and North American
services using these types of buses are expected to be in place within a year or two.

These buses include the Civis bus manufactured by Irisbus of France, shown to the left, the
invero BRT bus from New Flyer of America, shown below left, and the Phileas bus from
Advanced Public Transport Systems in the Netherlands, shown below right.

Figure 5.4-1 shows the alignments carried forward from the level two screening process.
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FIGURE 5.4-1
ALIGNMENTS CARRIED FORWARD FROM THE LEVEL TWO SCREENING PROCESS
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CIVIS BUS, MANUFACTURED BY IRISBUS

PHILEAS BUS, FROM ADVANCED
PUBLIC TRANSPORT SYSTEMS

INVERO BRT BUS, FROM NEW FLYER OF AMERICA

The photos below show examples of bus vehicles used in the existing RT bus system.

RT 40-FOOT, LOW FLOOR BUS FOR
RT 40-FOOT LOW FLOCR BUS ON 8" STREET E-BUS SERVICE

IN DOWNTOWN SACRAMENTO

B R R L 4
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The photos below show examples of LRT vehicles used in the existing RT LRT system.

RT CAF LIGHT IL VEHICLE (LRV) AT RT CAF LRV AT MEADOWVIEW STATION
THE K STREET MALL

The physical, operational, and cost characteristics of all twelve alternatives are summarized in
Table 5.4-1.

Public Input/Disposition of Comments: As indicated in earlier sections of this chapter, the ten
build alternatives were developed, modified or refined based on technical analyses. However,
public input was instrumental in the development and refinement process. The following section
summarizes how public input helped develop and screen the build alternatives carried forward
for further review.

Alternative 3: Truxel LRT: Because of public concerns regarding the displacement of
residential properties, several design options were developed to minimize and avoid property
acquisition. Others that were considered unacceptable because of environmental impacts were
also dropped. These design options were thoroughly reviewed and discussed with both the
TRP and CRP.

Alternative 3A: Truxel LRT Starter Line: The Truxel Starter Line was designed with the goal
of reducing costs and environmental impacts to the South Natomas neighborhood.

Alternative 3B: Truxel LRT MOS: The Truxe! LRT MOS was developed as a phasing option to
initially provide LRT service between Downtown Sacramento and Natomas Town Center at a
lower cost.

Alternative 4: Truxel BRT: The BRT mode and, therefore alternatives, were developed as a
result of public interest in studying the BRT mode.

Alternative 4A: Truxel BRT Starter Line: Same as Alternative 4.
Alternative 4B: Truxel BRT MOS: Same as Alternative 4.

Alternative 5. I-5/Truxel LRT: This alternative was developed in direct response to comments
from residents living along Truxel Road in South Natomas that requested RT to examine an
alternative alignment that avoided any direct impacts to their neighborhood.

Alternative 6: [-5/Truxel BRT: Same as Alternative 5.

Downtown Final Alternatives Analysis Report
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TABLE 5.4-1
SUMMARY OF PHYSICAL, OPERATIONAL, AND COST CHARACTERISTIC ALTERNATIVES
A g S BA 3B LN B T el B G R AT
i B T C R TR PR e sl ;
St DRLRT SN Truxel L " N
A oStarter-| L LRT: )0 S
S Line: . | +:MOS: S ERT 435 BRT
Physical Characteristics
Guideway (in miles)
At-Grade
In-Street Mixed Flow NiA N/A 2.25 1.67 1.67 1.3 2,78 2,79 0.89 0.57 0.89 0.57
In Exclusive Right-of-Way N/A N/A 8.70 9.84 4.78 5.82 6.61 1.49 8.64 674 | 4385 5.81
On Retained Fill N/A N/A 0.83 0.40 0.09 2.52 0.98 0.73 0.57 3.18 1.28 2.72
On Structure N/A N/A 0.98 0.83 0.56 1.28 0.74 0.60 218 1.51 378 1.40
Retained Cut NIA N/A 0 0 0 0.43 0.18 0 0 0.18 0.32 017
Bus Lanes N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.83 0.83 0.83 NIA 1.00 N/A 1.00
In Tunnel (cut & o | A NiA 0 0 0 0.21 0.02 0 0 0.02 0.12 0.07
Total Miles N/A N/A 12.57 12.54 7.10 12.41 12,16 6.44 13.28 13.20 11.24 11.54
Number of Stations NIA N/A 13 13 11 13 13 11 13 13 10 11
Number of lots (Total
capacity of Park-and-Ride |  N/A 3 7 7 8 7 7 5 6 6 3 4
Lots) {770) (2,070) (1.810) {1,970} {1,840) {1,760 (1,730} (1,880) (1,660) (1,500) {1,460)

N/A — Not Applicable

EE AT S it
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TABLE 5.4-1

SUMMARY OF PHYSICAL, OPERATIONAL, AND COST CHARACTERISTICS OF THE ALTERNATIVES (CONTINUED)
- - — : =

1 2 3 3A 3B 4 4A ;4B - 5 8 8
: Truxel Truxel |7 *
. LRT Truxel BRT * | Truxel ‘
X Baseline/ || Truxel Starter LRT Truxel Starter || BRT I-5Truxel | 1-5/Truxel :
No-Build -TSM LRT Line MOS BRT Line- || MOS LRT BRT -5 1RT |-5:BRYT
Operational
Characteristics
Travel Time in minutes
{Sacramento Valley | g 37 28 30 a7 28 30 34 27 30 21 27

Station to Sacramento
International Airport)*

RT Systemwide Annual
Transit Vehicle Miles
{thousands)

Bus 12,857 13,837 13,180 13,160 13,319 13,970 13,956 14,070 12,875 14,381 13,219 14,289

Light Rai 5,007 5007 6,263 6,166 5,579 5,007 5,007 5,007 6,286 5,007 6,084 5,007

RT Systemwide Annual
Revenue Hours

{thousands}
Bus 951 1,020 956 956 970 1,600 1,002 1,008 939 1,013 961 1,009
Light Rail 116 116 149 147 140 116 116 116 140 116 140 116

RT Systemwide Vehicle
Requirements

Bus 481 493 472 472 479 494 485 506 469 512 477 515

Light Rail 104 104 120 121 115 104 104 104 120 104 120 104

* Moda change required at Natomas Town Center; Includes timed-transfer to bus.
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TABLE 5.4-1
SUMMARY OF PHYSICAL OPERATIONAL AND COST CHARACTERISTICS OF THE ALTERNATIVES (CONTINUEDI
; : SB BL 5 e, LN SR 8 7 ]
g T [ Truxel L b "
|| ERT | aoan din
S ERT Truxel [ Starter 5 I»SITruer 15/ Truxet | pefede
‘ :MOS§ BRT: < Line:. CULRT BRT 5 LRT ¥ -‘l‘s BRT
Cost Characteristics
RT Systemwide Operating $156.3 $164.6 $172.8 $173.7 $169.7 $164.0 $164.1 $164.4 $171.3 $166.4 $172.1 $165.5
and Maintenance Annual
Costs (in millions of
2002%)
Capital Costs (in millions N/A $90.3 $523.1 $447.9 $290.8 $327.5 $208.8 $142.3 $715.7 $311.0 $668.9 $261.3
of 2002%)
Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, December 2003,
N/A = Not Applicable
Final Alternatives Analysis Report BomntowsS”
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Alternative 7: 1-5 LRT: This alternative stays parailel to I-5, avoiding the central areas where
residential and commercial development occurs in the Corridor. Aithough it was dropped from
further consideration in the 1991 Route Refinement Study, public interest in keeping a transit
improvement adjacent io an existing transportation corridor convinced RT to retain this
alternative.

Alternative 8: 1-5 BRT: Same as Alternative 7.

In addition to the public input that helped refine the alternatives, comments from several local
environmental groups led to development of four different American River bridge crossing
options in order to avoid impacts to Discovery Park, the American River Parkway, and culturai
resources located within the Park. These bridge crossings could apply to all of the alternatives
under consideration.

The foilowing sections provide a more detailed overview of each alternative.

5.4.1 Alternative 1: No-Build

The No-Build Alternative consists of the existing transportation system, as well as all
transportation projects that are planned and programmed in the Sacramento region for
operation by the year 2025, as reflected in the 2025 MTP. The No-Build Alternative excludes
the LRT project programmed for the DNA Corridor in the 2025 MTP (see Table 5.4-2). Figures
5.4-2 and 5.4-3 illustrate the I-5 corridor and existing Truxel Road in South Natomas. Transit
service provided in the DNA Corridor under the No-Build Alternative is described in Table 5.4-2.
The No-Build Alternative does not include any additional park and ride facilities or intermodal
centers in the DNA Corridor beyond those programmed in the 2025 MTP. Significant
improvements to the highway and transit network occurring by 2025 are identified in the
Detailed Definition of Alternatives Report for the DNA Study.

TABLE 5.4-2
ALTERNATIVE 1: NO-BUILD ALTERNATIVE 2025 TRANSIT SERVICE
' ' ' o ' AsModeled |
Headway Difference
Route Description (minutes) from 2003
I p k " Off- | Bus Service
i L eg " | Peak '
DNA-B1 Express service connecting Downtown Sacramento to 60 60 New Route
Sacramente International Airport via -5
DNA-B2 Local trunk line from Downtown Sacramento to Airport, via 60 60 Replaces
Truxel Rd through North and South Natomas, Route 11
Feeder to DNA-B2 serving residential areas north of Del Paso
NN-1 Rd, and employment areas along Commerce Parkway 30 30 New Route
throughout North Natomas
NN-2 Feeder two-way loop to DNA-B2 operating through North 120 30 New Route
Natomas
SN-1 Feeder route to DNA-B2 connecting from the north Gateway 15 30 New Route
Oaks area to West £l Caminc Ave and Truxel Rd
New Route
SN-2 Feeder route to DNA-B2 connecting from the south Gateway 15 30
Oaks area to West B} Camino Ave and Truxel Rd
Downtowr;:b Final Alternatives Analysis Report
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TABLE 5.4-2

ALTERNATIVE 1: NO-BUILD ALTERNATIVE 2025 TRANSIT SERVICE (CONTINUED)

Northern end of existing route is straightened and extended

westward along Market/Arena Boulevard, then hooking back

13 to terminate at El Centro and Del Paso. The southem end is 30 60 Extension of
{Northgate) | rerouted. Instead of running east to serve the Arden/Del Paso existing route
LRT statfion, it runs west along Garden Hwy, and north on
Truxel Rd to terminate at West El Camino Ave
The western end of the existing route is straightenad to serve
the Main Ave/Del Paso Rd corridor, and terminates at the Extension of
14 (Norwood) Arena Park-and-ride Lot. Eastern end extended from Arden 30 60 existing route
Del Paso LRT station to Swanston LRT/Commuter Rail station
Ri 13 d Existing route is rerouted between Arden Del Paso and Rio 15 30 Extension of
(RioLinda ) i35 Blvd to serve the Swanston LRT station existing route
Blvd - T St)
Western end of existing route is modified connecting with
DNA—B2 trunk fine service rather than going Downtown. .
H87 Follows current route to Natomas Park Dr and Capital Park 30 30 eEx)i(::irrISI?gu(:;
(Howe) Dr, then east on Capitol Park Dr and Millcreek Dr to terminate g
at the Truxel Rd and West El Camino Ave
Route is straightened and extended to provide a crosstown
88 route along West El Camino Ave, tuming north to provide
West El service on Ef Centro Rd to Del Paso Rd, then turning east on 30 60 Extension of
(Ca?nsino) Del Paso to terminate at the Arco Arena BRT station park- existing route
and-ride. Eastern end extended from Arden Del Paso LRT
station to Swanston LRT/Commuter Rail station
New service connecting DNA-B2 {runk route to Elverta, Rio
M Linda, and Antelope via Natomas Blvd and Elkhorn Blvd 15 30 New Route
Yolo Transit . -
. Intercity service on |-5 between Downtown Sacramento and
12 Iintercny the Airport, Woodland, and Davis. 45 45 None
oop
Yolo Transit
45 Express service on I-5 between Woodland and Downtown 50 n/a None
Woodland Sacramento
Express

Source: Manuel Padron Associates, DKS Associates, Parsons Brinckerhoff, 2004

5.4.2 Alternative 2: Baseline/TSM

The Baseline/TSM Alternative for the DNA Corridor was developed as part of the Alternatives
Analysis process to satisfy a Federal Transit Administration (FTA) requirement to obtain funding
under FTA’s New Starts program. FTA requires the development of a TSM Alternative that

utilizes lower-cost methods to solve the transportation problems in a corridor.

The TSM

Alternative was developed as a modified version of the fiscally constrained 2025 MTP adopted
by SACOG. The TSM Alternative includes a set of lower-cost bus transit improvements serving
the DNA Corridor. The Baseline/TSM Alternative also includes three park and ride lots at key
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locations in the corridor to enhance access to improved bus services. [t also includes all other
transit and highway improvements in the region that were identified in the 2025 MTP.

The Baseline/TSM Alternative provides three types of transit improvements in the DNA Corridor:
new DNA Corridor trunk routes, modifications to existing RT trunk routes, and new RT local
circulators. Bus routes provided under the Baseline/TSM Alternative are listed in Table 5.4-3
and illustrated in Figure 5.4-4. New DNA Corridor trunk routes include a new express bus and
local enhanced (or E-bus) routes between Downtown Sacramento and the Airport, and a new
trunk route connecting North Natomas to communities east of the study area. Existing RT trunk
routes would be modified to provide better connections to the new DNA Corridor transit routes
and to link the DNA Corridor with other parts of the RT service area. Finally, iocal circulator bus
service would be provided to link residential areas to trunk routes serving the corridor.

FIGURE 5.4-2
EXISTING I-5 TYPICAL SECTION

[-5
EOUTHBOUND

{ BOUFFERL

L _ —

5.4.3 Alternative 3: Truxel LRT

Alternative 3 would provide frequent, medium-capacity transit service by extending RT LRT
service to Sacramento International Airport. Although LRT service is provided in Downtown
Sacramento, currently trains do not operate north and west of K Street. In 2005, the extension
of the Folsom LRT line to the Sacramento Valley Station (Amtrak) will bring LRT service to the
southern edge of the DNA Corridor, linking the existing light rail {ines to the Sacramento Valley
Station and southern edge of the Railyards development. Alternative 3 would build on this
extension, constructing a new transit guideway from the Sacramento Valley Station to the
Airport.

Under Alternative 3, double-track LRT service would be provided along a 12.99 route-mile
alignment through South and North Natomas to the Airport. This route would follow an
alignment along Truxel Road through South and North Natomas. Figure 5.4-5 iilustrates the
alignment. Figure 5.4-6 shows the cross-section for Alternative 3 through South Natomas,
where dedicated rights-of-way would not be provided. This alternative is shown by study area
segment. Design options, which are variations in alignment at select locations, are identified in
Secticn 5.5.

! ]
P H Y S |
PRIVETE  DEVELAPr AT LANDSCAPED CALTRANG SOV
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FIGURE 5.4-3

Stations

» This alternative would include a total of 13 stations. Each station would have a 400-foot-
long platform to accommodate a maximum four-car train, and would include platforms to
satisfy accessibility requirements under ADA regulations. Under Alternative 3, all stations
would be at-grade.

» There would he park-and-ride lots at seven of the 13 stations with a total of 2,070 park-and-
ride spaces.

Transit Service
» LRT service would operate at 15-minute headways.

» Seven feeder bus routes and shuttles would connect residences and businesses with
stations.

Maintenance Facility

Several potential sites have been identified for a full light rail vehicle (LRV} maintenance facility
located towards the northern end of the DNA line. The 15.5-acre facility would be designed to
accommodate 16 LRVs with room to accommodate RT's future expansion needs.

TABLE 5.4-3
ALTERNATIVE 2: BASELINE/TSM 2025 TRANSIT SERVICE

DNA-B1 | EXpress setvice connecting Downtown Sacramento to 30 30 Higher
Sacramento Intemationa! Airport via I-5 Frequency
; . . Higher
DNA-B2 | Local trunk line from Downtown Sacramento to Airport, via Truxel 15 15 Frequency
Rd through North and South Natomas, will replace Route 11
Feeder to DNA-B2 serving residential areas north of Del Paso Rd,
NN-1 and employment areas along Commerce Parkway throughout 30 30 None
North Natomas
Final Alternatives Analysis Report <
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TABLE 5.4-3

ALTERNATIVE 2: BASELINE/TSM 2025 TRANSIT SERVICE (CONTINUED)

HAs Modeled lefer
o X . Headway fromel?g °
Route: Description . © _(minutes) Suild -
| Peak.|. O | AMemative
e Peak | peak |
NN-2 ZZ?:;; t:vo—way Ioop to DNA-B2 operatlng through North 30 20 None
N Feeder route to DNA-B2 connecting from the north Gateway
SN-1 | Daks area to West El Camino Ave and Truxel Rd 15 | 30 None
Feeder route to DNA-B2 connecting from the south Gateway
SN-2 Qaks area to West El Camino Ave and Truxel Rd 15 30 None
Northern end of existing route is straightened and extended
westward along Market/Arena Boulevard, then hooking back to
13 terminate at El Centro and Del Paso. The southern end is 30 50 None
{Northgate) | rerouted. Instead of running east to serve the ArdervDel Paso
LRT station, it runs west along Garden Hwy, and north on Truxel
Rd to terminate at West El Camino Ave
The western end of the existing route is straightened to serve the
14 Main Ave/Del Paso Rd corridor, and terminates at the Arena 30 60 None
(Norwood) | Park-and-ride Lot. Eastern end extended from Arden Del Paso
LRT station to Swanston LRT/Commuter Rail station
15
{Rio Linda | Existing route is rerouted between Arden Del Paso and Rio Linda 15 30 Nore
Bivd Blvd to serve the Swanston LRT station
—~T8t)
Western end of existing route is modified connecting with DNA—
87 B2 trunk fine service rather than going Downtown. Follows
H current route to Natomas Park Dr and Capitai Park Dr, then east 30 30 None
(Howe) on Capitol Park Dr and Milicreek Dr to terminate at the Truxel Rd
and West El Camino Ave
Route is straightened and extended to provide a crosstown route
88 along West El Camino Ave, turing north to provide service on El
Centro Rd to Del Paso Rd, then turning east on Del Paso to
g’:ﬁ?:\gl terminate at the Arco Arena BRT station park-and-ride. Eastern 30 60 None
ino) end extended from Arden Del Paso LRT station to Swanston
LRT/Commuter Rail station
M New service connecting DNA-B2 trunk route to Elverta, Rio Linda, 15 20 None
and Antelope via Natomas Blvd and Elkhorn Blvd
Yalo
Transit 42 | Intercity service on I-5 between Downtown Sacramento and the 45 45 None
Intercity Airport, Woodiand, and Davis.
Loop
Yolo
Transit 45 | Express service on I-5 between Woodland and Downtown 50 nfa | No difference
Woodland | Sacramento
Express
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FIGURE 5.4-4
ALTERNATIVE 2: BASELINE/TSM ALTERNATIVE
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FIGURE 5.4-5
ALTERNATIVE 3: TRUXEL LRT ALIGNMENT
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FIGURE 5.4-6
CROSS SECTION FOR ALTERNATIVE 3: TRUXEL LRT MIXED FLOW OPTION,
‘ IN SOUTH NATOMAS

5.4 4 Aiternative 3A: Truxel LRT Starter Line

The Truxel LRT “Starter Line” Alternative would be the same as Alternative 3, but with the
foilowing madifications:

1. Approximately 66 percent of the guideway in the DNA Corridor would be single-track in the
median of Truxel Road. This concept is illustrated in Figures 5.4-7 and 5.4-8.

Double-track sections would be provided only where trains meet and pass each other.

3. Other cost savings would be achieved through building four stations with only a single-track
and platform; crossing Garden Highway at-grade; utilizing the planned Meister Way
overcrossing of SR 99/70; and using the existing Truxel Road overcrossing of |-80.

4. The construction of a full maintenance facility would be deferred. Although land for a 50-
vehicle maintenance facility would be acquired, a more modest maintenance facility would
be constructed including a storage yard for 28 LRVs. Alternative 3A would require 17
additional LRVs.

5. Park-and-ride lots at seven of the 13 stations would have a total of 1,910 spaces.
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FIGURE 5.4-7
ALTERNATIVE 3A: TRUXEL LRT STARTER LINE ALIGNMENT
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FIGURE 5.4-8
CROSS SECTION FOR ALTERNATIVE 3A: TRUXEL LRT STARTER LINE IN SOUTH NATOMAS

— n~

5.4.5 Alternative 3B: Truxel LRT Minimum Operable Segment (MOS)
The Truxel LRT Minimum Operable Segment (MOS) Alternative would provide LRT service
between Downtown Sacramento and the Natomas Town Center, using the same assumptions
as the 3A Truxel LRT Starter Line Alternative. Figure 5.4-9 provides an overview of the MOS
alignment.

Stations
» A total of eleven stations would be included, with a total of 1,970 parking spaces provided at
six park-and-ride lots.

Transit Service
» LRT service would operate at 15-minute headways.

> Seven feeder bus routes and shuttles would connect residences and businesses with LRT
stations: Two additional feeder bus routes would be added to link the Sacramento
international Airport with Downtown Sacramento and North Natomas.

Maintenance Facility

No new LRV maintenance facility is assumed, with improvements assumed at an existing or
planned LRV maintenance facility to accommodate the additional ten light rail vehicles needed
for Alternative 3B.
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FiIGURE 5.4-9
ALTERNATIVE 3B: TRUXEL LRT MOS ALIGNMENT
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5.4.6 Alternative 4: Truxel BRT

This alternative would develop frequent, medium-capacity BRT service from Downtown
Sacramento, along a 12.41 route-mile corridor through South and North Natomas to
Sacramento International Airport. The alignment followed by this alternative would be simitar to
that described for Alternative 3. The BRT Alternative uses a guided busway with raised curbs to
guide buses through most of the corridor. Buses would be equipped with horizontal guide
wheels similar to the Essen, Germany and Adelaide, Australia guided busways. Exceptions to
the guided busway concept include the BRT alignment along Richards Boulevard, which is in
curbside bus lanes, and west of SR 99/70, which is in a conventional busway. Frequent BRT
service will require major street crossings to be grade-separated, rather than operating through
the at-grade, barrier, or signal-controlled intersections proposed for LRT. The alignment for the
Truxel Road BRT is depicted in Figure 5.4-10, and a typica! section iliustrating a BRT alignment
along Truxel Road in South Natomas is provided in Figure 5.4-11.

Stations
» This alternative would include a total of 13 stations.

» Stations would have a mix of at-grade, aerial and below-grade configurations, with access to
the station platform provided using elevators and escalators as needed.

» Seven of the 13 stations would provide a total of 1,840 park-and-ride spaces.

Transit Service

» Alternative 4 would include 13 bus routes. Each route would operate on a headway ranging
from 10 to 60 minutes. Bus lines would feed into the BRT alighment at various locations,
reducing the effective time between buses. As a result, buses would operate at a peak/off-
peak headway of 15 minutes at the Airport, with a 3.3-minute peak and 3.8 minute off-peak
headway in Downtown Sacramento.

> Six BRT routes would provide direct connections between residences and businesses and
Downtown Sacramento using the BRT alignment.

Maintenance Facility

Improvements would be made at a future RT bus maintenance facility at McClellan Park to
accommodate the 18 new BRT vehicles.

5.4.7 Alternative 4A: Truxel BRT Starter Line

The Truxel BRT Starter Line Alternative would be similar to Alternative 4: Truxel BRT
Alternative, providing service from Downtown Sacramento through South and North Natomas to
the Airport, but with the following modifications:

1. Approximately 13 percent of the BRT alignment between the new Sacramento Valley
Station (Amtrak) and the Airport would be in mixed-flow compared to about five percent for
Altemative 4.

2. Roadway construction cost savings: Savings would be accrued by deferring the
construction of the proposed Garden Highway, San Juan and El Camino grade separations,
replacing the median guided busway with mixed-flow BRT service with signal priority on
Truxel Road in South Natomas, and postponing construction of the I-80 exclusive BRT
overpass.
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FIGURE 5.4-10
ALTERNATIVE 4: TRUXEL BRT ALIGNMENT

1
1
- ey
1 SAURAMENTO)
- WiavzernaTionse; N
' [}
1
I

AIRIORT L

()

~---u;

SEGMENT 4 5' o

1 ARCO

s Awena

) {

prerdnog Sewol

i
. i SEGMENT 3
iy |
L
. Arona B \

"Mooy oaweg 13

wwi 10 Witesd Flow Lanes
womwen AL Grade Busway
extmow CULFIl Rataining Wali
Asniaf Structure
— Leoicw Grade Undergrossing
= 3 Study Area and Segments
{71 Proposed Iniwal Stasion:
© Propused Optonal Staion
' Park and Ride Lot

< 0.5 1
6 T Mile

Secrumenin ¥ tley
Seating

Wil
SAURAMENITY

JENT 2

A :\"l\l‘la'!")ﬂl’| i ‘:- 1 R

5th Street
Ewxension

glﬂn‘..

AMiER,

mmard

~&-
bDowntown

-n Natomas

cepAimort..

Y ranss Muermatioes Rnstrsiel
0 [y oisbiiabyin i
B2 Fhctnioist il Rt

5-29

Final Alternatives Analysis Report
January 2004



FIGURE 5.4-11
TYPICAL SECTION FOR ALTERNATIVE 4: TRUXEL BRT IN SOUTH NATOMAS

3. Station cost savings: The West El Camino Avenue, San Juan, and Natomas Marketplace
Stations would be replaced with at-grade stations using on street bus bays and platforms.

4. Seven of the 13 stations would include a total of 1,760 park-and-ride parking spaces.

This alignment for the Truxel BRT Starter Line is depicied in Figure 5.4-12.

5.4.8 Alternative 4B: Truxel BRT Minimum Operable Segment (MOS)
The Truxel BRT Minimum Operable Segment (MOS) Alternative would provide BRT service
between Downtown Sacramento and the Natomas Town Center, using the same assumptions
as the Truxel BRT Starter Line Alternative for the Truxel Road alignment, but with a reduced
length BRT guideway. Although the MOS Alternative terminates at the North Natomas Town
Center Station, BRT buses would continue to the Airport in mixed flow operations on Del Paso
Road, I-5 and the Airport road system. This alternative is illustrated in Figure 5.4-13.

Stations
> A total of eleven stations would be included.
» Five of eleven stations would provide a total of 1,730 parking spaces.

Maintenance Facility
Improvements would be made at a future RT bus maintenance facility at McClellan Park to
accommodate the 18 new BRT vehicles.
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FIGURE 5.4-12
ALTERNATIVE 4A: TRUXEL BRT STARTER LINE ALIGNMENT
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FIGURE 5.4-13
ALTERNATIVE 4B: TRUXEL BRT MOS ALIGNMENT
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5.4.9 Alternative 5: |-5/Truxel LRT

This alternative would extend LRT service from Downtown Sacramento along a 13.6-mile
corridor through South and North Natomas fo the Airport. This alignment avoids penetrating
South Natomas by following 1-5 from Downtown Sacramento to |-80; then continues east
parallel to 1-80; and finally north, following Truxel Road in North Natomas. An overview of the |-
5fTruxel LRT Alternative is provided in Figure 5.4-14. A typical section illustrating this
alternative along |-5 is provided in Figure 5.4-15.

Stations

¥ Thirteen stations are planned as part of the I-5/Truxel BRT Alternative. With the exception
of the Gateway Park Boulevard/Marketplace Station, the station locations are the same as
those described for Alternatives 3 and 7.

» Stations are planned to be located in a mix of at-grade and aerial configurations, with
access to the station piatform provided using elevators and escalators as needed.

%

» Six of the 13 stations would provide a total of 1,880 parking spaces.

Transit Service
» LRT service would operate at 15-minute headways.

A

» Seven feeder bus routes and shuitles would connect homes and businesses with LRT
stations.

Maintenance Facility
A full LRV maintenance facility would be built at or near the northern end of the DNA line, as
described in more detail under Alternative 3.

5.4.10 Alternative 6: |-5/Truxel BRT

Alternative 6 would operate BRT service along an alignment termed the 1-5/Truxel alignment.
This designation is applied because the alignment would use portions of the Truxel BRT
(Alternative 4) and the 1-5 BRT alignment (Allernative 8). This alternative would provide BRT
service from Downtown Sacramento, along a 13.2-mile corridor through South and North
Natomas to Sacramento International Airport. Between downtown and the San Juan Station,
the alignment is the same as that for Alternative 8; and between a point just north of Natomas
Crossing Drive on the west side of Truxel Road and Sacramento International Airport, the
alignment is the same as that for Alternative 4. Between these two segments, the 1-5/Truxel
BRT Alternative follows an exclusive guided busway on the north side of 1-80. The I-5/Truxel
BRT alignment is presented in detail in Figure 5.4-16. A typical section along |-5 is displayed in
Figure 5.4-17.

Stations

> Thirteen stations are planned as part of the |-5/Truxel BRT Alternative. With the exception
of the Gateway Park Boulevard/Marketplace Station, the station locations are the same as
those described for Alternatives 4 and 8.

‘—/

Stations are planned to be located in a mix of at-grade and aerial configurations, with
access to the station platform provided using elevators and escalators.

v

Six of the 13 stations would provide a total of 1,660 parking spaces.

- Final Alternatives Analysis Report

Downtown
~» Natomas__ 5-33 January 2004

:
- ZAirport..
w mﬂwmw

=y Jeacmeni and Rrport



FIGURE 5.4-14
ALTERNATIVE 5: I-5/TRUXEL LRT ALIGNMENT
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FIGURE 5.4-15
TYPICAL SECTION FOR ALTERNATIVE 5: I-5/TRUXEL LRT ALONG I-5

Transit Service

» Alternative 6 would include 13 bus routes, with each route operating on a headway ranging
from 10 to 60 minutes. Bus lines would feed into the BRT alignment at various locations
along the alignment, reducing the effective time between buses. As a result, buses would
operate at a peak/off-peak headway of 15 minutes at the Airport, with a 3.3 minute peak and
3.8 minute off-peak headway in Downtown Sacramento.

» Six BRT routes would provide direct connections between residences and businesses and
Downtown Sacramento using the BRT alignment.

Maintenance Facility
Improvements would be made at a future RT bus maintenance facility at McClellan Park.

-
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FIGURE 5.4-16
ALTERNATIVE 6: |-5/TRUXEL BRT ALIGNMENT
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FIGURE 5.4-17
TYPICAL SECTION FOR ALTERNATIVE 6: I-5/TRUXEL BRT ALONG i.5

5.4.11 Alternative 7: I-5 LRT

Alternative 7 would provide LRT service from Downtown Sacramento, along an 11.6-mile
corridor through South and North Natomas along 1-5 to Sacramento International Airport. The I-
5 LRT alignment is presented in detail in Figure 5.4-18. The alignment would be constructed
parallel to i-5 in a separaie right-of-way adjacent to the Caltrans right-of-way. A typical section
along -5 in South Natomas would be similar to that depicted in Section 5.4.9.

Stations
» Ten stations are planned for construction as part of the (-5 LRT Alternative. All stations
would be accessible to patrons with mobility impairments.

» Stations are planned to be located in a mix of at-grade and aerial configurations, with
access to the station platform provided using elevators and escalators.

» Atoftal of 1,500 park-and-ride spaces would be provided at three stations.

Transit Service
» LRT service would operate at 15-minute headways.

» Seven feeder bus routes and shutties would connect homes and businesses with LRT
stations.

Maintenance Facility
A full LRV maintenance facility would be built near or at the northern end of the DNA line, as

described under Alternative 3.
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FIGURE 5.4-18
ALTERNATIVE 7: |-6 LRT ALIGNMENT
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5.4.12 Alternative 8: |-56 BRT

Alternative 8 would be an 11.6-mile BRT system along -5 in an exclusive bus guideway
between Downtown Sacramento and the Airport. Between downtown and Richards Boulevard,
this afternative is identical to Alternative 4. West of Sequoia Pacific Boulevard, the alignment
would continue along Richards Boulevard to {-5, and then turn north, parallel to I-5 on a
separate right-of-way to the Airport.

This BRT alternative uses a guided busway with raised curbs to guide the buses, which would
be equipped with horizontal guide wheels, similar to the guided busway in Essen, Germany, and
Adelaide, Australia. Exceptions would cccur along Richards Boulevard, where the BRT
guideway is in curbside bus lanes, and west of SR 99/70, which is a conventional busway. The
alignment for the |-5 BRT Alternative is shown in Figure 5.4-19. This alternative provides BRT
service on a corridor adjacent to I-5, with a typical section similar to that depicted for Alternative
6.

Stations

» Eleven stations are planned for construction as part of the build alternative for the I-5/Truxel
BRT Alternative. Functional characteristics for the I-5 BRT stations are similar to those
described for Alternative 6.

» 1,460 park and ride spaces would be provided at four stations.

Transit Service

> Altemnative 8 would include 13 bus routes, with each route operating on a headway ranging
from 10 to 60 minutes. Bus lines would feed into the BRT alignment at various locations,
reducing the effective time between buses. As a result, buses would operate at a peak/off-
peak headway of 15 minutes at the Airport, with a 3.3 minute peak and 3.8 minute off-peak
headway in Downtown Sacramento.

» Six BRT routes would provide direct connections between residences and businesses and
Downtown Sacramento using the BRT alignment.

Maintenance Facility
Improvements would be made at a future RT bus maintenance facility at McClellan Park.

5.5 Summary of Design Options

A number of additional alignment options have been developed in response to questions raised
by community members and public agencies. Alignment opticns, also referred to as design
options, are variations in alignment or station location at select locations. As noted in section
5.3, some design options were dropped from consideration. The 28 LRT and 24 BRT design
options that have been carried forwarded are listed in Table 5.5-1 and are illustrated in Figures
5.5-1 through 5.5-5.
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FIGURE 5§.4-19
ALTERNATIVE 8: I-5 BRT ALIGNMENT

-‘ﬁ....l._ - .
.k
N
i
|
I INTERNATION:
% ATRPOXRT
. ;
i
e
|
. ’
]

i
B
..

.

== m = SEGMENT 4

-
Adwcrican River Parkwny

Exvlanatior b
e 0 Mixed Flow Lanes
e Al Grade Busway 5tn Strest
— LT Retpining Wok Exansion
Aetal Sxuchme ) Satamento Valey

wwae Bolow Grade Ungencrossing Beapon

W ¥ Swdy Asea ang Segmenis Wiy

[l Proposed initial Station SACRAMENTO

) Proposad Optiona! Station
P Pask and Rida Lot

9 a 03 i
| cvemame V]

CHETINE R -

Final Alternatives Analysis Report

D e
January 2004 5-40 m‘:“';"‘;:‘“;:




TABLE 5.5-1
DNA ALTERNATIVE DESIGN OPTIONS

Alt. 3A Alt. 3B Alt. 4a, Alt. 4B Alt. 5 Alt. 8 ""
Alt3 Truxel LRT | Truxel LRT Alt.4 Truxel Truxel BRT | Truxel BRT 1-5¢ Truxel I-8/ Truxel Alt,'T Al &
Daslgn Optlon Description Truxel LRT Starter MOS BRT Starter MOS LRT BRT -5 LRT |<5 BRY
Downtown/Railyards te Richards Boulevard
1. | North 5% Street. Mixed Flow | Double-track LRT or BRT guideway i mixed
Grade Separation flow lanes through grade separation of
relocated UPRR tracks; exclusive double-track ] . . . . . L4 . . .
in median of new 5°/8"™ Street north of UPRR
2. | Merh 5™ Street, Exclusive Grade | Doubje-tfrack LRT or BRT guideway tn median
Separaton of proposed 5™/6™ Straet grade separation of
relocated UPRR tracks; double-track in ] . . . . . b4 . * .
median of new 5™/&" Street nerth of UPRR
3. | Norh 8" Street, Exclusive Grade | Double-track LRT aor BRT gquideway 1n
Separation exclusive guideway in median of proposed 6™
Street grade separstion of relocated UPPR * . - »
{racks: double-track exclus ve along 67 Street . . . . . .
ahgnment north of UPRR.
4. | 7" Street. Exclusive Single Track | Exclusive single-track alignment in 2.lane 7™
Street extension undercressng {LRT only nia nfa
single track exclusve gudeway along TE“ v v v wa nia na v v
Strest north of UPRR.
6. | 7™ Street, Exclusive Double | Exclusive single-track alignment in 77 Sireet
Track extension undercrossing (LRT only), double- nfa nfa
track exclus ve guideway along 7" Street narth e . [] n/a n/a na . .
of UPRR,
6 | 7" Street. Mixed Flow Oouble Dounle-track mixaa fiow SRT or LRT quideway
Track/GGuideway in 2dane 7" Strest extension undercrossing;
double-track exclusive gudeway along 7q" L] » [] v v v . v . v
Streel north of UPRR,
T 7" Street, Two-Phased Under- { Double-track exclusive BRT or LRT guideway
crassing Consiruction in new RT-only undercrossing adacent to
existing 2-lane 7" Street extension, doubie- . . . . - ° . . » )
tratk exclusive guideway aiong 7" Street north
of UPRR
8, | 7" Sweet Exclusive Double- | Double-track exciusive guideway in new RT-
Track; RT Undercrossing only undercrossing for BRT or LRT, dauble
track exclusive guideway along 7" Street; . " . . ° . [ . . [ ]
assumes RT builds a new undercrossing 2% a
permanent crossing.
Key:
v Primasy Design Option
. Secondary Design Option
nfa Mot Applicakle
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TABLE 5.5-1

LR R AT e T T I T £ S O R

DNA ALTERNATIVE DESIGN OPTIONS ICONTINUED)
T i e i i

T : T AL 3A YT B Al4B. | ALE- | AKE oo o
” AL Truxal LRT | Truxal LRT | Truxel BRY | |\ -6/ Truxel | 18/ Truxel | ' AT
: -4 Truxel LRT - Starter MQOS§ - MOS8 SPLRTE . BRT 1-8 LRY
9. | 7" Streel, east-side running | Double- or single-track guideway using city-
(North B Street to Richards | owned land on the east side of 7% Street
Boulevard) between Notth B Streel and Richards . . . . . . . . . .
Boulevard.
American River Crossing
10. | Urrutia Bridge Crossing Continue north on 7" Strest to a crossing of .
the Amarican River just east of Discovery Park . . . . . . . . b
11. | Truxel Bridge Crossing Transit only crossing along an abandonad
railroad spur, with a direct connection to v v . [ * .
Garden Highway at Truxel Road ‘/ v v ‘/
12. | North 5™ Streel Bridge Crossing | Continue north on 5% Street to a crossing of
the American River east of the existing I-5 . 3 L) L]
Bridge . [ [} . [} [
13, | |-5 East Bridge A new bridge crossing immediately adjacent to
the existing |-5 Bridge ] [ ] [ ] [ » v v v i
South Natomas
14. | Exciusive Madian Double Lane Daouble-lane guideway in the median of Truxe 3
Road (See Figure 5.4-11) n/a na n/a v . . nfa n/a n/a n/a
15. | Mixed Flow, Double Track or | For LRT, assumes a double-track guideway in
Traffic LLanes mixad flow travel lanes on Truxel Road; buses n‘a n'a nia nia
would use existng lanes on Truxel Roag for v [ ] » . v v
BRT {See Figure 5.4-8)
16. | Exclusive Median Single-Track Single track gudeway would aparate in the
median of Truxsl Road, with double track n/a ] nia nla
seclions al selectad locations (See Figure 5.4 n/a v v na nia na
8
17. | Exclusive Median Single-Track | Single track guideway would operate in the
with Single-Track Mixed Flow median of Truxel Road, with a second irack nfa nia na nia n/a nfa nia na
located in an adjacent mixed flow lane (See L] L]
Figure 5,5-3)
Key:
v Primary Design Option
. Secondary Design Option
nfa Not Applicable
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TABLE 5.5-1
DNA ALTERNATIVE DESIGN OPTIONS (CONTINUED)

Alt. 3A Alt. 38 FATS Alt. 48 Alt. B Alt, &
AlL3 Truxel LRT Truxel LRT Alt.4 Truxel Truxel BRY [ Truxel BRT 1-5/ Truxet I8¢ Truxel Alt. 7 AL 8.
Design Option Dascription Truxel LRT Starter MQS BRT Starter NQS LRT BRT -5 LRT 1-§ BRT
North Natomas (I-80 to Del Paso Road)
18. | New East Side Double Track | New BRT or LRT aeral structure over |-80
Aerial Structure located on the east side of the Truxal Road v nfa nfa v nfa nia na na n/a nia
overcressing
18. | Mixed Flow Double Track Aerial | Double-track LRT mixed fiow on the existng |- n/a na nia n/a
Structure 80 overcrossing nfa v v nia v v
20. | New |-B0 Aerial Structure o the | New LRT aenal structure over 180 with an
West Side of Truxel Road elevated trans ton to the west side of Truxal a nfa nfa n/a
Road just north of the Natomas Marketplace L L * * . L4
21. { ARCQ Arena Spur Operation of e ther LRT or BRT alang a spur to na nfa
ARCQ Arena for special events . ] [ . . . . .
22. | Sports Parkway Alignment Qperation of either LRT or BRT aleng Sports ; ;
nfa nfa
Pa_rkway past ARCQO Arena to Town Center - . . M - . Y .
Drive
Alrport Area
23, | Single Station Locate a transit station between exisling nia nia
Terminals A and B. {See note 1 below) . . . . . L4 A4 b4
24. | Rental Car Station Lecate & station at the Rental Car Facilty
south of the lerminals. (See note 1 below) . ] [} [} . [ hd b4 hd hd
25. | Renlal Car/Terminals A& B Locate stations al the Rental Car Facility and nia nia
betwaen existing Temminals A and B . . . . L4 L . .
26. | Two Stations Locate stations al Terminals Aand B . - nfa ° . nia . * . .
27 | Terminal A, East Side Locate & slation along the east sde of
Terminal A with an alignment along the / v nfa ‘/ v nfa \/ / \/ ‘/
2astem side of Aiport Boulevard
28. | Station Immed ately Morth of I-5 Locate a station immediately nerth of -5 (near
former oxidation ponds) thal would serve ot -
future airport development between -5 and [ . . . a A4 L4 L4 L
Crossfeld Drive
Notes. 1. A transil alignment and vertical sect on at the alport wi be studied n greater detail during subsequent study development phases. This work will rely on approvel of a prefeed terminal concept, panding adoption of the Sacraments International Airpoit Master Plan in 2004,
Key:
4 Primary Design Option
. Secondary Dasign Opticn
nia Mot Applicable
& Final Alternatives Analysis Report
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6.0 CAPITAL, OPERATING, AND
MAINTENANCE COSTS

Chapter Summary

Provision of significantly improved transit service to the Downtown/Natomas/Airport (DNA)
Corridor will involve the Regional Transit District (RT) and other agencies and private interests
sharing program capital costs (land acquisition and costs of construction, and required vehicles
and equipment). RT will then assume the responsibility for operating and maintenance (O&M)
costs.

Both capital and O&M costs have been evaluated on a preliminary basis for the final Corridor
alignment and transit mode alternatives. A comparison of the alternatives is provided to
facilitate selection of the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA).

6.1 Capital Costs

The total cost to construct a new transit system, or “Capltal Costs™ are summarized in this
chapter for the Baseline/Transportation Systems Management (TSM), bus rapid transit (BRT)
and light rail transit (LRT) alternatives. Capital costs include all construction costs (including
construction of the transit guideway, maintenance facilities, park and ride lots, special
conditions, stations and associated facilities, and utility relocations); costs for new transit
vehicles and initial spare parts; acquisition of right-of-way (ROW); and allowances for final
engineering design, construction management, construction change orders and an aliocation for
costs to RT for managing the construction. Cost estimates prepared for each alternative are
summarized in Table 6.1-1.

Total estimated capital cost estimates for the five LRT alternatives (3, 3A, 3B, 5, and 7) in the
DNA Corridor range between $290.8 million and $793.1 million in 2002 dollars. In comparison,
total estimated capital costs for the five BRT alternatives (4, 4A, 4B, 6, and 8) range between
$142.3 million and $327.5 million, also in 2002 dollars. For both technologies, the capital costs
include a valuation of the dedicated and public properties that they would occupy in addition to
the value of new property needed to be purchased.

The construction costs vary considerably due to alignment length, the number of stations,
vehicle and right-of-way requirements, the number of structures needed, and other factors. For
example, the LRT alternatives are generally more expensive than the BRT alternatives because
light rail requires significant track, signalization, and electrification improvements.

Alternatives 3, 5, and 7 would provide different alignments from Downtown Sacramento to the
Sacramento International Airport; however, they share the following design characteristics:
double-track guideway stations; and a full-service maintenance facility with storage for 16
vehicles. These alternatives also have the same alignment between Downtown Sacramento
and Richards Boulevard.

Of the three full-length LRT alternatives — 3, 5, and 7 — the total cost for Alternative 3, the Truxe!
LRT Alternative, is the least expensive. However, to identify greater cost savings, two additional
sub-alternatives were created. For Alternatives 3A and 3B, the crossing over the American
River would consist of double-track to the River bank, and single-track over the water, thereby
significantly reducing the structure costs of these two alternatives. The overall length of
Alternative 3B, the Truxel LRT Minimal Operable Segment (MOS) Alternative, is also
approximately six miles shorier than Alternatives 3 and 3A, extending from
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TABLE 6.1-1
SUMMARY OF CAPITAL COSTS FOR DNA ALTERNATIVES (MILLIONS _052002$)

. Engineering,
. . | Right- | Construction
| construction| | of | Management, | Total
Atormative | Costs | Vehicles | Way. | ProjectReserve | Costs -
2 | Baseline/TSM $17.5 $543 | %0 $18.5 $90.3
3 | Truxel LRT $327.8 $55.7 | $63.5 3176.1 $623.1
3A [{:;‘e' LRT Starter | ¢5130 $592 | 3545 $121.2 $447.9
38 | Truxel LRT MOS $140.7 $394 | $31.4 $79.3 $290.8
4 | Truxel BRT $165.2 %6.9 $65.3 $90.1 $327.5
4A Iir::e' BRT Starter | ¢46¢ 7 $73 | 3435 $56.3 $208.8
4B | Truxel BRT MOS $67.9 $122 | $246 $37.6 $142.3
I-5/Truxel LRT $463.9 $557 | $38.1 $235.5 $793.1
6 | I1-5/Truxel BRT $177.2 $139 | $299 $90.0 $311.0
1-5 LRT $435.2 $557 | $34.3 $221.3 $746.4
-5 BRT (new
8 | ooy $143.1 $164 | 327.9 $73.9 $261.3

Sources: Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas, Inc. and McCormick Rankin International, October 2003.

Downtown Sacramento only to the Natomas Town Center (instead of the Airport), for a total of
6.82 miles. The total cost of Alternative 3B is nearly $291 million, compared to approximately
$623 million for Alternative 3 and $448 for Alternative 3A

Similarly, two sub-alternatives (Alternatives 4A and 4B) were created to improve the cost-
effectiveness of Alternative 4, the Truxel BRT Alternative. Alternative 4A, the Truxel BRT
Starter Line Alternative, would construct a BRT extension similar to Alternative 4, with fewer
structures and grade separations to provide a lower-cost alternative. The total estimated capital
cost of Alternative 4A is approximatety $209 million, roughly $119 million less than Alternative 4.
Alternative 4B, the Truxel BRT MOS Alternative, would also construct a BRT guideway with
fewer structures and grade separations, however, it would extend only 5.9 miles from Downtown
Sacramento to the Natomas Town Center, at a cost of $142 million.

6.2 Operating and Maintenance Costs

An overview follows of estimated O&M costs associated with each of the proposed Corridor
alternatives. O&M costs include all expenditures required to provide daily transit service,
including pro-rata RT system administrative costs, wages and benefits for transit vehicle
operators and maintenance workers, security, and the maintenance of the transit guideway,
stations, facilities and vehicles.

Downtown
-+ Natomas,__,

e Transit Musadting duafpid
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6.2.1 Current RT Operating and Maintenance (O&M) Costs

In fiscal year (FY} 2002, RT bus revenue miles totaled 7.73 million and 0.60 million hours of
revenue vehicle service was provided. The cost per passenger and cost per passenger mile for
operating the bus system was $3.23 and $0.81, respectively.

Light rail annual revenue miles for FY 2002 were close {o 2.13 million with 0.104 million hours of
revenue service provided. The cost per passenger and cost per passenger mile for operating
the LRT system was $2.83 and $0.52, respectively.

6.2.2 Projected Operating and Maintenance Costs for DNA Baseline

Alternative
An estimate of the O&M costs for the No-Build and DNA Baseline/TSM Alternative were
developed as follows:

» First, the study team estimated RT system-wide expenses to operate existing and proposed
DNA Corridor transit services with new Corridor services provided under the Baseline/TSM
Alternative.

O&M costs were prepared using existing unit maintenance costs and applymg an estimated
rate of change to these costs to generate year 2025 figures.

Y/

Following FTA evaluation criteria, costs for the DNA Corridor program are calcuiated as the
incremental change between the No-Build, Baseline/TSM, and the ten build alternatives.
Estimates of operating costs for the No-Build and Baseline/TSM Alternatives are presented
in Table 6.2-1.

6.2.3 Projected Operating and Maintenance Costs for DNA Build
Alternatives
An estimate of the O&M costs for the DNA Build Alternatives was developed by estimating the

cost to cperate existing and proposed RT services along with the provision of new transit
service in the DNA corridor.

v

O&M costs are calculated using a systemwide approach, since the impacts from new service
often extend beyond the route or corridor served. Under the DNA study, both the BRT and LRT
alternatives rely on modifications to existing trunk routes and the establishment of new bus
services that extend outside the DNA corridor. In addition, several of the BRT trunk lines are
merged with existing RT routes. This interconnection with the future RT route network requires
coperating and maintenance costs to be examined systemwide. Costs specific to the DNA
corridor are identified as the incremental change between the Baseline/TSM Alternative and the
Build Alternatives. Estimates of operating costs for the Baseline/TSM Alternative are presented
below in Table 6.2-1.

like capital costs, the O&M costs vary by alternative depending on route length, the number of
stations served, the frequency of service, and the number of vehicles required to meet
passenger demand.

Table 6.2.1 shows the Truxel BRT alternatives that have total O&M costs less than the O&M
cost for the Baseline Alternative. With use of the BRT busway, the average vehicle speed
ranges from 22 to 26 mph depending on the alternative, whereas under the Baseline the buses
operate in mixed traffic at an average corridor speed of only 10.8 miles mph. As a result, the
BRT busway requires fewer vehicles to provide the same level of service (i.e., headway) as
under the Baseline Alternative. While the Truxel BRT alternatives require 14 to 18 additional
peak-period regular-length buses as compared to the Baseline alternative, it is anticipated that
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there will be less of a need for the more-expensive-to-operate articulated buses, thereby
reducing the number of vehicles from 17 to 5 and resulting in a net cost savings.

TABLE 6.21
SUMMARY OF ANNUAL SYSTEMWIDE OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE COSTS

_FOR DNA ALTERNATIVES FOR 2025 (MILLIONS OF 2002$)

| nnual Cost -
T o | increase Over
o “Bus Revenue | LRTRevenue | 2025 08M | Baseline/TSM -
_Alternative: ' Hours- |  Hours ._Costs __Altemitive
1 | No-Build 950,600 116,355 $156.3 -
Baseline/TSM 1,019,600 116,355 $164.6 --
3 | Truxel LRT 956,200 140,100 $172.8 $8.2
3A | Truxel LRT Starter Line 956,200 147,200 $173.7 $9.1
3B | Truxel LRT MOS 969,600 140,100 $169.7 $5.1
4 | Truxel BRT 999,600 116,400 $164.0 -($0.6)
4A | Truxel BRT Starter Line 1,002,400 116,400 $164.1 -($0.5)
4B | Truxel BRT MOS 1,008,200 116,400 $164.4 -($0.2)
5 | I-5/Truxel LRT 939,500 140,100 $171.3 $6.7
6 | I-5/Truxel BRT 1,012,800 116,400 $166.4 $1.8
7 | I-SLRT 960,500 140,100 $172.1 $7.5
8 {I-5BRT 1,008,700 116,400 $165.5 309

Source: Manuel Padron & Associates, October, 2003.
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7.0 ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION
Chapter Summary

The proposed alternatives for the Downtown/Natomas/Airport (DNA) Corridor were evaluated
based on various factors, including: transportation impacts; environmental impacts; potential for
smart growth; cost effectiveness; financial feasibility; and community and political support.
These factors are reflected in the goals and objectives developed for this study. The proposed
DNA build alternatives were evaluated determine potential ridership and traffic impacts in the
DNA corridor. Environmental impacts were also addressed, concentrating on the impact build
alternatives along the three alignments under study would have on natural resources and the
physical environment. The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) New Starts Criteria were also
considered in the evaluation of the alternatives, as described in Section 7.7. As stated in FTA’s
New Starts program guidelines, there are specific criteria, which the FTA considers in its
deliberations to advance transit fixed guideway projects through the project development
process and enter into a long-term financial commitment to implement the proposed
investments. The New Starts program categorizes these criteria into two broad areas: 1) Project
Justification; and 2) Local Financial Commitment. Project Justification criteria, which are used to
rank alternatives, include:

» Mobility Improvements;
» Environmental Benefits;
> Operating Efficiencies;

» Cost Effectiveness; and

» Other Factors (e.g., Transit Supportive Land Use and Future Patterns)

A comparison of how well each alternative meets the study goals and objectives (described in
Section 5.1} and New Starts criteria is presented at the end of the chapter.

7.1 Transportation Impacts

This section summarizes the transportation impacts related to each alternative, including transit
ridership impacts; highway, local roadway and intersection impacts; parking impacts; and
impacts regarding access and egress at the airport.

7.1.1 Ridership

7.1.1.1. Changes to Transit Travel Time

Travel times for transit passengers are one key measure of project benefit. Two types of travel
times are commonly used. "Station-to-station” time refers to just the time it takes a transit
vehicle to move from one station to another. Station-to-station times are presented in Table 7.1-
1. A typical transit trip, though, includes more than just the Sacramento Valley Station (Amtrak)
to airport travel times. It takes time to walk or drive to a transit station, wait for a bus or train,
and transfers may be required to get to a final destination. Table 7.1-1 provides a comparison of
travel times from North Natomas and South Natomas to the core area of downtown
Sacramento, including time needed to get to a station or stop, wait time, and transfer times.

» Al build alternatives provide some transit travel timesavings, relative to the No-Build or
Baseline/TSM alternatives.

» Alternative 3 (Truxel LRT) provides transit travel timesavings of 33 to 43 percent, for both
walk and drive access passengers.
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TABLE 7.11
YEAR 2025 AVERAGE TRANSIT TRAVEL TIMES

North'Natomas to Downtown Sacramento

- 'South Natomas to Downtown Sacramento

L Change from ‘Change from Change from Change from
Alternative Walk Access | 'Baseline |Drive Access| 'Baseline. |Walk Access| ‘Baseline |Drive Access| Baseline
1. No-Build 57 n/a nia nia 43 n/a 38 n/a
2. Baseline/TSM 54 n/a 48 n/a 40 nfa 37 n/a
3. Truxel LRT 3 -43% 28 -42% 27 - 33% 24 - 35%
3A. Truxel LRT Starter 33 - 39% 30 - 38% 28 - 30% 25 - 32%
3B. Truxe!l LRT MOS 32 - 41% 31 - 35% 27 - 33% 24 - 35%
4. Truxef BRT 34 - 37% 33 -31% 31 -23% 27 - 27%
4A. Truxel BRT Starter 36 - 33% 35 -27% 31 -23% 27 -27%
4B. Truxel BRT MOS 36 - 33% 35 -27% 32 -20% 28 - 24%
5. I-5/Truxel LRT 34 - 37% 29 -40% 37 - 8% 33 -11%
6. 1-5/Truxet BRT 37 -31% 34 - 29% 38 -5% 35 - 5%
7. I-55LRT 50 -7% <)) - 35% 35 - 13% 32 - 14%
8. -5 BRT 42 -22% 35 -27% 33 -18% 31 - 16%
Source: DKS Associates, 2003
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Alternative 4 (Truxel BRT) provides slightly lower fravel times savings than Alternative 3,
with savings ranging from 20 to 37 percent.

Alternatives 5 (I-5/Truxel LRT) and 6 (I-5/Truxel BRT) both provide less timesavings than
Alternatives 3 and 4 for North Natomas, and significantly less timesavings for South
Natomas.

» Alternatives 7 and 8 (I-5 LRT and BRT) provide the least timesavings for both North and
South Natomas.

7.1.1.2 Changes to Transit Ridership

The differences in ridership among the alignments under consideration are due in large
measure to the proximity of residents and jobs to the logical station locations for each
alignment. Figure 7.1-1 illustrates one-half mile radius “sheds” around station locations. Table
7.1-2 provides an accounting of the Year 2000, Year 2025, and build-out households and
employment within station sheds. Build-out refers to the number of households and employment
projected to be in place if the community and general plan estimates are fully achieved.

"I

» The |-& alignment includes 3,700 (approximately 20 percent) fewer households within -
mile of stations than the Truxel alignment, based on Year 2025 projections or buildout of
_current plans.

» The 1-5 alignment includes 1,600 more jobs (or two percent} within Y-mile of stations than
the Truxel alignment based on Year 2025 projections; however, with buildout of current
plans, the I-5 alignment would include 4,100 fewer jobs within one-half mile of stations.

» The |-6/Truxel alignment is very similar to the I-5 alignment in terms of numbers of
households near stations. Because this alignment jogs west to serve the Venture
Oaks/Gateway Oaks area in South Natomas, this alignment includes the highest number of
jobs near stations (5,800 more than the Truxel alignment at buildout of current plans).

Transit ridership is typically quantified in two ways. “Transit boardings” is the most common

measure. A transit boarding occurs whenever a passenger boards a transit vehicle in the course

of making a trip. “Linked transit trips" are the other common measure of ridership. A linked trip

includes all segments a passenger travels in getting from a trip origin to a trip destination. For

example, a linked trip could include a walk from home to a transit station, a bus ride with a

transfer to a second route, and a walk to the final destination. A single linked trip may require
" more than one transit boarding, if transfers are required.

Table 7.1-3 provides a tabulation of annual linked transit trips for the alternatives under
consideration, broken out by area. The “Rest of Downtown Sacramento” includes all of
Downtown Sacramento {(bounded by the Capital City Freeway and the Sacramento and
American Rivers), except for the portions within the DNA Corridor. The “Rest of the Region”
includes the remainder of Sacramento County, Yolo County, plus Placer and El Dorado
Counties.

» Altemative 3 provides the highest increase relative to the Baseline/TSM Alternative (38
percent), and Alternatives 7 and 8, the lowest (18 and 14 percent, respectively).

> Within the rest of downtown Sacramento, all of the alternatives provide modest increases in
ridership, ranging from three to five percent. The Truxe! BRT alternative provides the highest
increase, because it provides significant additional bus service in Downtown.
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FIGURE 7.11
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TABLE 7.1-2

THIN 1/2 MILE

COMPARISON OF HOUSEHOLDS AND EMPLOYMENT WI

OF STATIONS BY ALIGNMENT

fear2000 . S Year2026 .. . Bulidout
Segment Truxe| -5 [-5/Truxel Truxel [-5 [-5/Truxel Truxel -5 I-5/Truxel
DNA Alternative Alts 3, 3A, 4, 4A | Alts 68 | Alts57 | Alts 3, 3A, 4, 4A [ Alts 8,8 | Alts57 | Alts 3, 3A, 4, 4A | Alts 6,8 | Alts 5,7
1: Railyards/Richards 1,300 1,300 1,300 4,500 4,500 4,500 8,700 6,700 8,700
2. South Natomas 6,100 3,100 3,100 6,200 3,100 3,100 6,500 3,100 3,100
3: North Natomas, E,
of SR99-El Centro 300 300 300 6,100 5,400 6,100 6,400 6,000 6,400
4: W, of SR 99/70 to
Airport 0 0 0 v} 100 0 0 100 0
Total 7.700 4,700 4,700 16,800 13,100 | 13,700 19,600 15,900 16,200
Difference from
Truxel -39% -39% -22% -18% -19% -17%
e B . TotalEmployment HE
g © Vear2000 - . Year2026 i  Bulldout .
Segment Truxel I-5 I-5/Truxel Truxel I-5 I-5/Truxel Truxel I-5 I-5/Truxel
DNA Alternative Alts 3, 3A, 4, 4A | Alts 8,8 | Alts 57 | Alts 3,3A, 4, 4A | Alts 6,8 | Alts 5,7 | Alts 3, 3A, 4, 4A | Alts 6,8 | Alts 5,7
1: Railyards/Richards 28,200 28400 | 28,200 52,800 53,100 | 52,800 69,300 69,500 69,300
2: South Natomas 2,100 8,400 6,400 2,200 7,400 7,400 2,600 8,400 8,400
3: North Natomas, E.
of SR99-El Centro 1,800 100 1,800 12,600 9,000 12,600 25,900 21,500 | 25,200
4: W. of SR 99/70 10
Airport 0 1] 0 500 200 500 8,400 2,700 8,400
Total 32,100 34,800 | 36,400 68,100 68,700 | 73,300 106,200 102,100 | 112,000
Difference from
Truxei 9% 13% 2% 8% -4% 5%
Source: DKS Associates, 2003,
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Table 7.1-4 provides a similar tabulation of average weekday LRT or BRT transit boardings,
while Table 7.1-5 shows average systemwide weekday boardings. The results mirror the
information provided for linked trips.

7.1.1.3 Changes in Automobile Travel Demand to Downtown Sacramento

To the extent that each Build alternative provides better transit service and higher ridership,
auto travel to and from congested roadways to and within downtown Sacramento is reduced.
Table 7.1-6 provides a tabulation of reductions in weekday peak period trips to downtown
Sacramento, and reductions in parking demand, due to the increased transit patronage for each
Build alternative.

# The maximum reduction in automobile travel demand would be provided by Alternative 3
(Truxel LRT), which provides approximately three times the reduction in auto travel demand
to downtown Sacramento than the Baseline/TSM Alternative, efiminating approximately
4,700 average weekday auto person trips, and the need for over 2,000 parking spaces.

» Alternatives 3A, 3B, 4, 4A, 4B, and 5 provide slightly smaller reductions than Alternative 3.

»

» Alternatives 6 through 8 provide significantly less benefit than Allernative 3.

7.1.1.4 Transit Service to the Sacramento International Airport

Air passenger travel demand at the airport has increased strongly over the last decade, and
future increases are projected. The airport currently serves over eight million passengers per
year, and is expected to serve nearly double that number by the Year 2020. Approximately two-
thirds of these passengers have origins or destinations within the greater RT service area,
including those portions of Yolo, Placer and El Dorado Counties within reasonable drive
distance of an RT route. The alternatives under consideration would provide a wide range of
transit service to the airport. Table 7.1-7 provides a summary of the alternatives.

The No-Build and Baseline/TSM Alternatives are similar, in that they provide conventional bus
service to the airport with two routes: one which operates “point-to-point” from downtown
Sacramento to the airport via I-5 with no intermediate stops, and a “local” route operating from

TABLE 7.1-3
YEAR 2025 ANNUAL SYSTEMWIDE LINKED TRANSIT TRIPS (THOUSANDS)
- | Inerease | increase | _ Increase
o 1 DNA- ‘From | Restof | From Rest of From
Alterniative. "~ | Corridor { ‘Bdseline | Downtawn | Baseline Region... | Baseling
1. No-Build 2,235 n/a 15,960 n/a 25,616 nfa
2. Baseline/TSM 2,951 n/a 16,413 n/a 25,811 n/a
3. Truxel LRT 4079 + 38% 17,109 + 4% 26,323 + 2%
3A. Truxel LRT Starter 4,002 + 36% 17,056 + 4% 26,294 + 2%
3B. Truxel LRT MOS 3,789 +28% 17,023 +4% 26,187 +1%
4. Truxel BRT 3,653 +24% 17,269 + 5% 26,128 + 1%
4A. Truxel BRT Starter 3,588 +22% 17,233 + 5% 26,104 +1%
4B, Truxel BRT MOS 3,514 +19% 17,198 +5% 26,081 + 1%
5. [-5/Truxel LRT 3,928 +33% 17,050 +4% 26,288 +2%
6. |-5/Truxel BRT 3,588 +22% 16,913 +3% 26,075 +1%
7. I-5 LRT 3,484 +18% 16,875 + 3% 26,196 +1%
8. I-5.BRT 3,363 +14% 16,854 + 3% 26,039 +1%
Source: DKS Associates, Oclober 2003.
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downtown to the airport via local streets in South and North Natomas. For both alternatives,
travel times are highly variable and dependent on traffic conditions.

The LRT alternatives differ in alignment through North and South Natomas, but all are
extensions of the Folsom Line to the airport, and would operate at four trains per hour
throughout the day. As such, they provide “one-seat-ride” service for anyone within walk access
of LRT, or within easy “drop off’ access to LRT. This “one-seat-ride” service is critical, because
air passengers respond negatively to off-airport transfers. Because this service operates on its
own guideway, travel times will be very reliable.

Service to the airport for the BRT alternatives is provided by one fixed route at four buses per
hour, which operates generally on guideway or exclusive lanes through South arid North
Natomas. Routes serving the airport in the BRT alternatives generally are extended from
Downtown Sacramento to either the Folsom Corridor or the South Sacramento Corridor, by
merging with another planned bus routes. This provides some level of service continuity and
“one-seat-ride” potential for the BRT alternatives.

For ridership estimating purposes, all of the alternatives were assumed to terminate just east of
Terminal A.

Table 7.1-8 provides a tabulation of the annual transit passengers forecasted to use each
alternative, along with the total passenger mode share for the airport. The mode share ranges
from about a low of two percent for the No-Build to nine percent for Alternatives 3, 3A and 5.
Because the Truxel LRT MOS alternative truncates LRT service at Natomas Town Center, with
continuation bus service to the Airport, this alternative generated fewer transit passengers.

TABLE 7.14
YEAR 2025 AVERAGE WEEKDAY TRANSIT TRIPS

1. No-Bui 7,550 n/a 53,920 n/a 86,540 n/a

2. Baseline/TSM 9,970 n/a 55,450 n/a 87,200 n/a

3. Truxel LRT 13,780 +38% 57,800 +4% 88,930 +2%
3A. Truxel LRT Starter 13,520 + 36% 57,620 + 4% 88,830 + 2%
3B. Truxel LRT MOS 12,800 + 28% 57,510 + 4% 88,470 +1%
4. Truxel BRT 12,340 +24% 58,340 + 5% 88,270 + 1%
4A. Truxel BRT Starter 12,120 +22% 58,220 + 5% 88,190 +1%
4B. Truxel BRT MOS 11,870 +19% 58,100 + 5% 88,110 +1%
5. |-5/Truxel LRT 13,270 + 33% 57,600 +4% 88,810 +2%
8. I-5/Truxel BRT 12,120 +22% 57,140 + 3% 88,090 +1%
7. I-5LRT 11,770 +18% 57,010 + 3% 88,500 +1%
8. -5 BRT 11,360 +14% 56,940 +3% 87,970 + 1%

Source; DKS Associates, October 2003
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TABLE 7.1-5

YEAR 2025 AVERAGE SYSTEMWIDE WEEKDAY TRANSIT BOARDINGS

............ 4 .: Increase' :: 7 ’ncrease

- DNA Corridor [+ From: [ S22 From o STT ‘From’

Ateiative | | Bass "'-'3.-°°':""t'°"“ | Baseline | RO9O" | Baseline
1 No—BmId 10,810 n/a 76,950 nfa 139,220 nfa
2. Baseline/TSM 14,730 n/a 82,290 nfa 143,440 nfa
3. Truxel LRT 23,400 59% 81,400 -1% 143 660 0%
3A. Truxel LRT Starter 22,650 54% 81,200 -1% 142,090 1%
3B. Truxel LRT MOS 21120 43% 81,170 -1% 141,450 -1%
4. Truxel BRT 16,710 13% 85,590 4% 140,830 -2%
4A. Truxel BRT Starter 16,340 11% 85,210 4% 140,940 -2%
48. Truxel BRT MOS 16,050 9% 85,130 3% 140,810 -2%
5. I-5fTruxel LRT 21,700 47% 81,090 -1% 142,000 -1%
6. |-5/Truxel BRT 15,550 6% 78,410 -5% 143,710 0%
7. I-5LRT 17,170 17% 80,330 -2% 142,390 1%
8. I-5BRT 15,080 2% 78,780 4% 143,770 0%

Source: DKS Associates, October 2003
TABLE 7.1-6

CHANGE IN YEAR 2025 AUTO TRAVEL TO DOWNTOWN SACRAMENTO

. Reduced Weekday Peak Period .

Altemative Auto Person Trips : Reduced Weekday Parking Demand
1 No Buﬂd 0 0
2. Baseline/TSM -1,600 -700
3. Truxel LRT -4,700 -2,200
3A. Truxel LRT Starter -4,500 -2,000
3B. Truxel LRT MOS -4,500 -2,000
4 Truxel BRT -4,300 -1,900
A, Truxel BRT Starter -4 100 -1.800
4B, Truxel BRT MOS -4,000 -1,700
5. 1-5/Truxel LRT -4,300 -1,800
6. I-5/Truxel BRT -3,900 -1,700
7. I-5LRT -3,400 -1,500
8. I-5 BRT -3,300 -1,400
Source: DKS Associates, 2003.
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TABLE 7.1-7
YEAR 2025 TRANSIT LINE HAUL TIME AND FREQUENCY, DOWNTOWN TO AIRPORT

1. No-Build 30-50 204
2. Baseline/TSM 30-50 2t04
3. Truxel LRT ' 28 4
3A. Truxel LRT Starter 30 4
3B. Truxel LRT MOS 23-45 4
4. Truxel BRT 29 4
A, Truxel BRT Starter 30 4
(B. Truxel BRT MOS 35 4
5. 1-5/Truxel LRT 26 4

. I-5/Truxel BRT 30 4
7. -5 LRT 22 4
[8. I-5 BRT 28 4

Source: DKS Associates, 2003

TABLE7.1-8
YEAR 2025 AVERAGE DAILY AIR PASSENGER TRIPS BY TRANSIT

1. No-Build 1,050 2%
2. Baseline/TSM 1,800 4%
3. Truxel LRT 3,820 9%
3A. Truxel LRT Starter 3,700 8%
3B. Truxel LRT MOS 2,520 6%
4. Truxel BRT 2,800 6%
4A. Truxel BRT Starter 2,710 6%
4B. Truxel BRT MOS 2,430 6%
5. I-5/Truxel LRT 3,800 9%
6. I-5/Truxel BRT 2,440 6%
7. I-55LRT 3.750 9%
8. -55BRT 2,780 6%

Source: DKS Associates, 2003.
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7.1.2 Street and Highway Impacts

This section reviews the impacts of the alternatives on the traffic operations of freeways,
arterials and intersections in the DNA Corridor. The primary indicator of how the alternatives
would impact traffic operations is the expected change they would cause on the “level of
service” of major intersections in the study area.

Level of service (LOS) describes roadway-operating conditions. LOS is a qualitative measure of
the effect of a number of factors, including speed and travel time, traffic interruptions, freedom
to maneuver, safety, driving comfort and convenience, and operating costs. LOS is designated
“A” through “F” (best to worst), and covers the entire range of traffic operations that might occur.
Levels of service “A” through “E” generally represent traffic volumes at less than roadway
capacity, while LOS “F” represents over-capacity and/or forced-flow conditions.

The City of Sacramento utilizes a LOS “C" goal for roadway operating conditions. Because of
the constraints of existing development in the City and other environmental concerns, this goal
cannot always be met. Sacramento County has a LOS “E” goal for its roadway system.

Impacts of Alternative 1: No-Build

The roadway improvements in the 2025 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) are significant
for this corridor and include new carpool lanes on 1-80 and |I-5, various new interchanges or
interchange improvements, and local roadway improvements. Even with programmed roadway
improvements, future traffic conditions in the DNA Corridor are expected to deteriorate.

Traffic volumes and levels of service on study area freeways under existing and Alternative 1:
No-Build conditions are provided in Chapter 4, Table 4.1-3. Traffic volumes along the segments
of I-5 between the Airport and Downtown are expected to increase by 40 to 100 percent by
2025. In spite of capacity improvements in the 2025 MTP (particularly the addition of HOV lanes
on -5 between the airport and downtown), the mixed-flow lanes on |I-5 south of interstate 80 will
operate at LOS F for several hours during both the morning and evening peak commute periods
under the No-Build Alternative.

Projected traffic volume increases between 2000 and 2025 on other roadways in the study area
vary greatly. Daily volumes are projected to increase by more than 50 percent under the No-
Build on several important study area roadways including:

» Truxel Road

+ Garden Highway to San Juan volumes increase from 50 to 60 percent
+ |-80 to Gateway Park increase by 80 percent

+ Gateway Park to Elkhorn volumes increase from 110 to 270 percent
~ Northgate Boulevard

= San Juan to |-80 volumes increase by 50 percent
« National to Del Paso volumes increase by 100 percent
Del Paso Road

Y

¢ FEliCentro to Truxel volumes increase from 380 to 980 percent
e Truxel to Northgate volumes increase by 80 to 220 percent
> Arena/Market - from Commerce to Gateway volumes increase from 290 to 900 percent

Traffic operations on the local arterial and collector roadway system are primarily dictated by the
capacity of its major intersections. Level of service was evaluated during the a.m. and p.m. peak
hours at over 60 existing and future intersections in the DNA Corridor study area. Signalized
and stop sign controlled intersection analyses were conducted using methodologies outlined in
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the Transportation Research Board's Special Report 209, Highway Capacity Manual, 2000.
These methods calculate an average delay per vehicle at an intersection, and assign a LOS
designation based on the delay.

Table 7.1-9 surmmmarizes a.m.
and p.m. peak-hour LOS at
the key intersections under
existing and year 2025 No-
Build conditions. All of the
key intersections currently
meet the City’s target LOS
“C" goal with the exception of
the 7th Street/f Street
intersection in the p.m. peak
hour. The analysis indicates
that levels of service will
degrade at many of
intersections in the study
area by 2025. At seven study
area intersections, levels of
service will degrade to LOS
D or E conditions and thus
not meet the level of service
policies in the City of
Sacramento General Plan.

-5 Freeway Crosing the American er

TABLE 7.1-9
INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVIGCE:
EXISTING AND YEAR 2025 ALTERNATIVE 1: NO-BUILD

|

I-5 SB Off Ramp & Richards 12.9 B 129 B 14.8 20.8 c
I-5 NB On Ramp & Richards 135 B 1.3 B 16.4 17.8 B
N. 5th Street & Richards 4.5 A 17.3 B 4.2 226 C
N. 7th St & Richards 9.2 A 18.6 B 13.1 320 | ¢C
N. 5th St & N. B St - - ) A - 5 54 Y
N.7th St & N. B St 8.1 A 147 B 1.5 B 23.0 c
N. 6th 5t & Gateway - - 19.1 B - - 174 B
N. 7th St & Gateway - - 221 C - N c
Bth St & G St - - 221 C N - c
7th St & G St 11.0 B 13.6 B 126 B
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TABLE 7.1-9
INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE:

EX[STING AND YEAR 2025 ALTERNATIVE 1: NO-BUILD (CONTINUED)

AM Peak Hour ' N ' PM Peak Hour B
2025 | - | 2028
el "-"--'B“"d | Existing [~ No-
....... Delay ‘ T ootay |
: Intemed_i_pp ey - L Los | (sec) | LOS"
6th St & H St - - -
7th St & H St 14.6 P
7th St & | St 111 c o152 .
5th St & G St - - 18.7 B - - 23.9 C
5th St & H St - - 12.5 B - - 14.3 B
Bth St & G St - - 8.6 A - - 18.2 B
8th St & H St 10.3 B 13.5 B - - 132 B
I-5 SB On Ramp & Bannon - - 0.6 A - - 0.8 A
I-5 NB Off Ramp & Bannon - - 13.3 B - - 107 B
N. 5th St & Bannon - - 15.7 B - - 21.7 C
.N. 7th St & Bannon - - 14.6 B - - 13.1 8
Truxel & Garden Hwy 224 C 26.7 C 245 C 68.7 E
Truxel & El Camino 26.6 C 27 4 c 29.6 C 337 C
Truxel & Pebblewood Dr 238 | C 125 | B 15.6 B 6.8 A
Truxei & San Juan 28.5 C 334 c 26.2 c 31.0 C
Truxel & I-80 East Ramp 10.6 B 11.0 B 10.3 B 11.9 8
Truxel & |-80 West Ramp 8.6 A 6.5 A 9.9 A 7.2 A
Truxel & Gateway Park 16.8 B 16.2 B 25.7 c 22.4 C
Truxel & Natomas Crossing Dr 176 B 26.8 ¢ 19.0 B 269 c
Truxel & Arena 111 B 259 C 206 C 323 C
Truxel & Del Paso 312 c C 376 D
National Dr & N Market Blvd 451 B [ 182 | B |07 | BE | 174 [ B
Northgate & San Juan 8.9 B 21.8 c 17 4 B 246 C
Northgate & I-80 East Ramp 1341 B 15.5 B 9.8 A 13.0 B
Northgate & I-80 West Ramp 3.0 A 9.6 A 7.5 A 126 B
Gateway Park & Arena 17.9 8 22.6 c 16.8 B 301 C
Gateway Park & Del Paso 6.8 c 288 c 2.1 B 372 D
National Dr & Del Paso 12 A 8.6 A 1.9 AB | 137 B
Northgate & Del Paso1 26.3 c 278
Northgate & N Market 13.8 8 143 8 146 B
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TABLE 7.1-9
INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE:

EXISTING AND YEAR 2025 ALTERNATIVE 1: NO-BUILD (CONTI

NUED)

M Peak Hour .. -
Rosin & San Juan 14 B 46 | B | 37 A 55 | A
Commerce Pkwy & Arena Bivd1 o0 | A [zt c |57 ) A J203)] C
Commerce Pkwy & Del Paso Rd1 0.0 B 226 c 02 B 26.2 ¢
El Centro Rd & San Juan Rd 187 ¢ 20.3 C 125 B 19.0 B
El Centro Rd & Arena Blvd1 77 c 195 B 47 B 195 B
I-5 NB ramps & Garden Hwy 2217 c 30.2 C 241 c 29.1 c
[ -5 SB Ramps & Garden Hwy 211 C e 194 | B [ 315 | C
-5 NB Ramp & El Camino 5.5 A 7.8 A 6.4 A 6.7 A
I-5 SB Ramps & El Camino NA | NA | NA [ NA | NA | NA | NA | NA
I-5 NB Ramp & Del Paso Blvd1 29 c 8.6 A 18 B 71 A
15 SB Ramp & Del Paso Bivd1 8.8 c 14.1 B 5.1 B 126 | B
Elkhorn Blvd & SR99 SB Ramps1 33 | A |18 [ B [ 25 | AA | 116 | B
Elkhorn Blvd & SR99 SB Ramps1 26 | A [ 24 ] c [ 86 | AB | 167 | B
I-5 N Ramp & Airport Blvd1 02 A 1.0 A 0.1 AB 10 A
1-5 S Ramp & Airport Blvd1 6.4 A 1.e 8 50 | an 1 124 B
I-5 North Ramp & Arena Blvd - - 8.2 A - - 7.4 A
I-5 North Ramp & Arena Blvd - - 1.8 B - - 125 B
Commerce Pkwy & Natomas Crossing - - 7.7 B - - 188 | B
I-5 & NB Metro Air Parkway Ramps - - 164 B - - 122 B
I-5 & SB Metro Air Parkway Ramps - - 1.2 B - - 107 B
Elkhorn Bivd & Metro Air Parkway - - 14.4 B - - 15.0 B
glcij(horn Blvd (relocated) & Power Line A ) 45.9 B ] ] 114 B
Elkhorn Blvd & Lone Tree - - 2.5 A - - 2.3 A

1 Average Intersection LOS reported for existing unsignalized intersections.

" future intersection

Intersections operating at LOS D or worse are shaded

Source: DKS Associates, October 2003.

Impacts of Alternative 2: Baseline/TSM
The proposed transit improvements under Alternative 2 would encourage shifts from auto to
transit and are projected to result in some lessening in traffic on corridor rcadways. The
projected shift, however, would not be sufficient to reduce raadway congestion substantially.
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Traffic volumes and LOS on study area freeways in 2025 the Baseline/TSM would be almost
identical to the No-Build Alternative.

Estimated daily traffic volumes on study area arterials in this alternative would reduce traffic
volumes on some roadways and increase volumes on others compared to the No-Build but
these changes would only be marginal. Traffic reductions in this alternative would result from
the attraction of some additional transit riders compared to Alternative 1. Traffic increases on
particular arterials under this scenario would result from additional traffic in the vicinities of park-
and-ride lots. The Baseline/TSM is not projected to have any significant impacts at study area
intersections.

Impacts of Alternatives 3 through 8

Alternatives 3 through 8 would reduce traffic volumes on some roadways in the study area and
increase volumes on others, compared to the No-Build, but only marginally. The decrease of
traffic volumes would be related to an increase in fransit ridership, while an increase of volumes
would be due to increased traffic near park-and-ride locations and new travel patterns to those
locations.

For Alternative 6, direct access ramps proposed to/from I-5 for autos and buses to access the
San Juan station could have impacts fo merging maneuvers on |-5.

Table 7.1-10 presents the intersections impacted by each alternative. The thresholds the City of
Sacramento uses for evaluating impacts on intersections are different from the thresholds by
Sacramento County. The City considers intersections impacted by a project if it causes the LOS
during the AM or PM peak hour to degrade from C or better conditions to LOS D or worse. The
City also considers an intersection impacted if the LOS without the study is D or worse and if the
study causes the average delay per vehicle during the AM or PM peak hour to increase by five
seconds or more. Sacramento County considers intersections impacted if the project causes the
LOS to degrade from E or better fo LOS F, or if the LOS without the project is already F and the
project causes the average peak hour delay to increase by 5 seconds or more.

In addition to intersection impacts related to increased volumes at or near park-and-ride lots,
some intersection impacts are related to increases in delay due fo new at-grade rail crossings.
The traffic analysis for the LRT alternatives includes an estimate of the increase in delay at
intersections related to a loss of the green time for autos at traffic signals when signals are pre-
empted. This loss of green signal time and increase in delay could be enough at some
intersections to change their LOS.

The grey-shaded cells in Table 7.1-8 represent intersections where significant LOS impacts may
occur, but mitigations may be feasible. The black-shaded cells represent intersections where
feasible mitigations have not been identified and significant and unavoidable LOS impacts may
occur. Alternatives 3 through 8 would have a significant impact at some intersections in the City
of Sacramento but would not have significant impacts on intersections in the unincorporated
portions of Sacramento County.

Alternative 3, 3A and 3B (Truxel LRT) would have the greatest number of intersection impacts,
but the impacts are highly dependent on the design option evaluated. Many of the design
options were defined specifically to avoid anticipated impacts on traffic operations. Some design
options avoid crossing key traffic movements at an intersection or involve a grade-separation.
Mitigation measures that appear to be feasible have been identified at each impacted
intersection under the LRT alternatives. These measures typically involve widening of one or
more approaches to an intersection to accommedate additional turning or through lanes.
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The City of Sacramento has expressed the most concern about the impacts of LRT on traffic
operations in two areas: 7th Street through the Railyards area and Truxel Road from San Juan
Road to Arena Boulevard. Several design options have been identified in each of these areas
that would mitigate some impacts without additional widening of intersections. Traffic simulation
models are being developed for both of these areas to test the various design options and better
demonstrate their impacts and/or benefits on traffic operations.

Alternatives 4, 6 and 7 that involve BRT would substantially increase the number of buses on a
number of streets in downtown Sacramento near the Sacramento Valley Station (Amtrak).
These alternatives would significantly impact the intersections on H Street with 6th Street and
7th Street. Feasible measures to mitigate those impacts have not been identified. Outside of
downtown and the Richards/Railyards area, the BRT alternatives would have a grade-
separation at major intersections and thus would have limited impacts.

Arco Arena
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TABLE 7.1-10

IMPACTED INTERSECTIONS BY ALTERNATIVE'

2025 Level of Service at Impacted Intersections™ *

6th St

Truxel &

o | TRSL[ENSUITSLTENSt [ 7y sia | 7nsta |- sha | TS | TGIE | qyqq | Tixe B | T
; i : N. B St | Richards | Richards ALY i SanJuan Lo
Alternative Hr | HSt | HSt { GSt | GSt Highway | Camino Park Paso
1: No-Build AM| D E B C B B B c C C B D
PM| E D D c B c C E o c c C
2: Baseline/TSM AM D E B C B B B C C Cc B D
PM{ E D D c B C C E_ c C C c_ |
3: Truxel LRT AM 1T D E B cD C C C chH C CE C EF
Full Build PM | E D CE | CD 3) B c == 5 2] B C:0 o)
3A: Truxel LRT AM D E B C-I C o] C C C-E [ R
Starter Line PM | E D CE | cD 3] c- 5] o) Cib I
3B8: Truxel LRT AM D E B c-p c C [$ c-h c C-E c EE
MOS PM | E D cE | ¢Db b 5] c-g EF 5] DiE c-D -
4: Truxel BRT AM | D-E E 8 C B B B c 3] c B EF
Full Build PM | E E D c B D c E C C c c-D
4A; Truxel BRT AM | D-E E B Cc B B B c 2 c B EsE
Starter Line PM | E E D C B D c E o c C cb
48: Truxel BRT AM | D-E E B c B B B c D c B EF
MOS PM | E E D C B D C E C C c cb
5: 1-5/Truxel LRT AM D E B c-n C [ C_ [ c C B D:E
PM | E D CE | cD D g c-D E C c C L
B: I-5/Truxel BRT | AM | D-E E B C B B B C c C B E
PM | E E D c B D C E C c c C
7 F5LRT AM | D E B CD C C C C C c B D
PM | E 5 cE | ¢cD D 3} c E c c C c
8. -5 BRT AM | D-E E B C B B B C C C B 5
PM | E E D C B D C E C C C C

! Table includes 12 intersecticns where one or more of the alternatives would potentially cause a significant level of service (LOS) impact compared to the No-
Build Alternative. Significant LOS impacts are not anticipated at the remaining 50 study area intersections under any of the study alternatives.

? Range in LOS reflects differences between design options.

* Grey-shaded cells represent intersections where significant LOS impacts may occur, but mitigations may be feasible; Bold text in cells represent intersections
where significant and unavoidable LOS impacts may occur.

Source: DKS Associates, December 2003.
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7.1.3 Parking Impacts

At selected stations for each alternative under consideration, park-and-ride lots would be
provided. (See Section 5.4 for a more detailed description.) The assumed location and size of
the lots for each alternative varies, based on the avaitability of suitable lot locations, and on the
forecasted demand for park-and-ride access. Table 7.1-11 provides the approximate numbers
of park-and-ride lot spaces assumed to be available in each line segment.

Because transit improvements under either the Baseline/TSM Alternative or any of the build
(Alternatives 3-8) include sufficient parking to accommodate forecasted demands, and because
the overall demand for parking in Downiown Sacramento would be reduced, the overall impact
on parking of the alternatives would be positive.

TABLE 7.1-11
YEAR 2025 PARK-AND-RIDE SPACES BY ALTERNATIVE ALIGNMENT AND _SE_GM_ENT
i ig ell . -5 Alignment .
1: Railyards/Richards 0 0 0 0 4] 0 0 0
2. South Natomas 0 100 650 720 40 40 40 40
3. North Natomas, East
of SR 99-El Centro 0 600 1,080 1,350 1,620 1,840 1,420 1,460
4: West of SR 99/70 to
the Airport 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
[Total 0 700 1,730 2,070‘ 1,660 1,880 1,460 1,500

Source: DKS Associates, Oclober 2003

The No-Build Alternative would not add park-and-ride spaces for transit services or displace any
parking in the DNA Corridor.

Because fransit improvements under either Alternative 2, Baseline/TSM or the LRT alternatives
would include park-and-ride lots with adequate spaces to match demand, and because these
alternatives would reduce parking demand in downtown Sacramento, there is expected to be a
beneficial impact overall on parking supply for all alternatives compared to the No-Build.

However, each alternative also includes proposed park-and-ride lots in close proximity to
existing commercial uses with surface parking or on-street parking. There is a significant chance
that parking demand may exceed the available supply at some locations, with spill-over of
parking into areas outside the park-and-ride lot. Tables 7.1-12 through 7.1-14 identify the
primary and optional location of park-and-ride lots for the corridor, and how land would be
acquired for the facilities. Residential permit parking program or an aggressive parking
management plan would be needed to address these areas, including a program for not
allowing 24-hour parking so as not to compete with Airport parking.
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TABLE 7.1-12
PARK AND RIDE LOCATIONS FOR THE TRUXEL ALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES
(ALTERNATIVES 3 3A 3B, 4, 4A 4B)

PriniaryparkandRide N
;i Lot Location’ = ‘Optional Sites ~ - | Method of Acquisition
Commercial Office Site
at Millcreek Drive
Shopping Center at the .
W. El Camino/Truxel City Park Site Southwest Corner of Land acquired from

West El Camino
Avenue and Truxel

private owner

Road i
Community Center . Land acquired from
Pebblestone/Truxel Site Not Available City of Sacramento
Fong Ranch Properties
San Juan/Trusel west of Truxe! Road Not Available lLand acquired from

and North of Vallarta
Court

private owner

Gateway Park/Truxel

Northeast corner of
Gateway Park
Boutevard and Truxel
Road

Fong Ranch Site
Natomas Marketplace

{ and acquired from
private owner

ARCO Arena Parking

Joint-use agreement

. . with City of
ARCO ArenalTruxel Lots just west of Truxel Not Available Sacramento/ARCO
Road
Arena management
To be determined:
. Potential condition of
East Town Center Park Place Shoppmg Not Available development with Park
Center Parking Lot )
Place Shopping Center
or joint-use agreement.
Future Commercial To be determined:
North Natomas Village | Center at East . Potential Irrevocable
Center Commerce Parkway Not Available Cffer of Dedication or
and Club Center Drive joint-use agreement.
TABLE 7.1-13

PARK AND RIDE LOCATIONS FOR THE F5/TRUXEL ALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES
(ALTERNATIVES 5,6)

1 P”“‘?_’gtﬁ;"a;ﬁ Ride . Optionai Sites | _‘Method of Acquisition
Parkmg facility Iocated .
Gateway Oaks adjacent on existing Not Available Lant:i\?;:t%ugzigom
office complex parking P
Parking facility located .
Venture Oaks adjacent on exsting Not Available Lan?i\?:tq;ug‘i?‘érrom
office complex parking P
Private Property .
San Juan Road adjacent to |-5/1-80 Not Available Land acquired from

interchange

private owner
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TABLE 7.1-13
PARK AND RIDE LOCATIONS FOR THE I-5/TRUXEL ALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES

(ALTERNATIVES 5,6) {CONTINUED)

~ None: Joint-use
Natomas Crossing : agreement with
Drive Natomas Marketplace Not Available Natomas Marketplace
management
ARCO Arena Parking Jolnt-use gﬁ;esfme”t
ARCO ArenafTruxel Lots just west of Truxel Not Available Sacramento/ARCO
Road
Arena management
To be determined:
Park Place Shoooin Potential condition of
East Town Center Center Parkin pE otg Not Available development with Park
g Place Shopping Center
or joint-use agreement.
Future Commercial To be determined:
North Natomas Village Center at East ) Potential Irrevocable
Center Commerce Parkway Not Available Offer of Dedication or
and Club Center Drive joint-use agreement.
TABLE 7.1-14

PARK AND RIDE LOCATIONS FOR THE !-5 ALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES

(ALTERNATIVES 7.8)

Optional S

Parking famhty located

L.and acquired from

Only)

Road/l-5 Interchange

Gateway Oaks adjacent on existing Not Available —
office complex parking private owner
Parking facility located .
Venture Oaks adjacent on existing Not Available La!nd acquired from
. private owner
office complex parking
Private Property <
San Juan Road adjacent to 1-5/1-80 Not Available chgts?v:l:ﬁree? from
interchange P
. . Adjacent to future )
g;&;mas Crossing extension of Natomas Not Available Lﬁcgt:%%r:? from
Crossing Drive and -5 P
Adjacent to the future Land acquired from
ARCO ArenalTruxel extension of Snowy Not Available rivate oc:nvner
Egret Way and I-5 p
Del Paso Road . Land acquired from
(Alternative 8, I-5 BRT Adjacent to Del Paso Not Available private owner and

Caltrans

R PR Y R
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7.1.4 Airport Transit Passenger Ground Access and Associated

Ridership Impacts
A key factor influencing transit ridership in the DNA study area is determined by the access and
egress options at the airport. Five airport station options were considered: 1) a remote location
near the proposed rental return area; 2} a remote location south of the proposed rental return
area at a future development site (former oxidation ponds); 3) a station at the east end of
terminal A; 4) a combined station between the two existing terminals with walk access; and 5)
two stations, one in each terminal.

For purposes of the analysis, the LRT Alternatives 3, 3A, 5 and 7 were assumed to use the
combined station between the two terminals and the BRT Alternatives 4, 4A, 6 and 8 were
assumed to use the two-station option. Since BRT is implemented with conventional busses, a
stop at each terminal was assumed.

Ridership for the remote car rental location was forecast to be the lowest for all of the
alternatives. The combined station between terminals provided for 15 percent to 18 percent
lower ridership than the two-station option; which provided for the highest forecast ridership of
the options evaluated. The two-station option provided for 130 percent to 150 percent increase
in ridership over the remote station option.

In conclusion, the access/egress options at the airport were determined to be more significant to
ridership levels than either the alignment location or technology.

7.2 Environmental Impacts

7.2.1 Environmental Evaluation of Alternatives

All of the build alternatives represent major construction projects, are from 7 to 14 miles in
length and would disturb from 110 to 175 acres during construction. Construction easements
were assumed to range from 50 feet to 200 feet. Under worst case conditions, the LRT build
alternatives require a permanent 40-foot right-of-way, while the BRT could be designed to take
a minimum of 28 feet. When comparing alternatives for the DNA study area, the analysis
considered the consequences of alignment, mode/technology, and the design options. The
findings suggest the following:

» The selection of alignment has a greater environmental impact than the choice of
mode/technology (for the build alternatives)

# Discriminators between the LRT and BRT technologies are subtle

* Design options only represent significant discriminators at the American River Crossing, and
on Truxel Road in the residential areas of South Natomas

The Truxel alignment has three alternatives for both modes, full-length build-out (Alternatives 3
and 4), Starter (Alternatives 3A and 4A) and Minimum Operable Segment (Alternatives 3B and
4B), offering varying service potential dependent on the length and amount of double track
sections. With few exceptions, environmental impacts are generally relative to the increased
levels of service, although most differences are slight.

7.2.1.1 Alignment Considerations
Table 7.2-1 on the following page provides a summary of the environmental effects of each of
the three primary alignments by corridor segment.
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TABLE 7.21

_ENVIRONMENTAL IMPA

Segment 1:

Downtown to
American River

All present the potential for business relocation

All would have visual effects on the historic Sacramento Valley Station (Amtrak)
All would require about the same amount of utility relocation

All represent significant challenges for building a bridge across the Armerican River
All would support redevelopment plans for the Railyard area

All would have similar disruptions to the downtown area during construction

Segment 2:

American River fo
1-80

Serves the largest
number of minerity and
low-income populations
Designed with the least
amount of aerial structure
Consistent with the City
of Sacramenio land use
plans

Consistent with the
County of Sacramento
General Plan
Inconsistent with the
American River Parkway
Plan

Results in the greatest
overall effect on
neighborhoods

Greatest potential for
relocations due to right-
of-way (ROW) acquisition
Greatest potential for
effects to minonty and
low-income populations
Greatest utility refocation
requirement

Designed with an’
extensive amount of
aerial structure, resulting
in more visual concerns
Less service to minority
and low-income
populations

Somewhat consistent
with City of Sacramento
approved land use plans
Somewhat consistent
with the County of
Sacramento General
Plan

Result in no residential
relocations

Inconsistent with the
American River Parkway
Plan

Designed with an
extensive amount of
aerial structure,
resulting in more
visual concerns
Less service to
minority and low-
income populations
Inconsistent with
City of Sacramento
approved land use
plans

Inconsistent with the
County of
Sacramento General
Plan

Result in no
residential
relocations
Inconsistent with the
American River
Parkway Plan

Segment 3:

1-80 to Highway 99
and

Segment 4:

Highway 99 to
Airport

Have accessible
construction with fewer
tmpacts

Have the same
environmental issues
related to farmlands
Are most supportive of
approved land use plans
and goals to create
transit oriented
development {TOD}
along the Truxe! Road
Alignment

Have accessible
construction with fewer
impacts

Have the same
envireonmenial issues
related to farmlands

Is partially supportive of
approved land use plans
and goals to create
transit oriented
development (TOD)})
along Truxel Road

Also has accessible
construction with few
impacts

Is not consistent with
approved land use
plans

Parallels the
inferstate ROW and
has fewer
environmental
issues in general

Source: CH2M Hill, October 2003

7.2.1.2 LRT and BRT Technologies Compared

As mentioned above, the differences in environmental effect between the LRT and BRT
technologies are subtle. BRT alternatives have been designed to operate at comparable levels
of service to the LRT.

Table 7.2-2 highlights the general differences among the environmental effects of the two
technologies.

Final Alternatives Analysis Repo

7-21 January 2004




TABLE 7.2-2
ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF LRT AND BRT TECHNOLOGIES

ERT ik BRT. .
Advantages Advantages
« Better fulfills land use planning objectives + Avoids business and residential relocations without
» Higher capacity vehicles and the potential for multi- diminishing service
car consists can reduce the number of trips = Shorter construction period by approximately one year
» Direct connection with Amtrak Folsom LRT line (no | « Less utility relocation due to shallower excavation
transfer required) requirements
= Low potential for community bifurcation « Mo visual impacts from overhead wire (catenary)
» Offers Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) potential | «  Lower cost maintenance facility
Disadvantages « No sub-stations needed
= Longer construction period Disadvantages
« More potential to require business and residential | « Transfer required in CBD for riders traveling to and
relocations from Rancho Cordova or Folsom
More utility relocation e Aerial structures and tunnels may cause bifurcation
Visual impact of overhead wire {catenary) effects
Maintenance facility and sub-stations needed to = Not identified in the General Plans
support LRT mode * More vehicles needed for the same capacity as LRT
» More aerial structure
+ Number of vehicles passing by creale higher potential
for noise and vibration impacts
» Unproven potential investment for TOD
* New mode of transit for RT (training, staffing, and parts
supply impacts)

Source: CH2M Hill, October 2003

7.2.1.3 Environmental Differences Among the Range of Truxel Alternatives
There are relatively few differences between the
Truxel, Starter Line and the Minimum Operable
Segment Truxel alternatives, because all
alternatives will serve the area with the most urban
development, where the impacts are generally
greatest. The primary differences are that
Alternative 3 LRT and 4 BRT will be designed as a
fully double-tracked guideway along the entire
route from downtown to the airport (12.5 mites); the
LRT Starter Line Alternative 3A extends the entire
route with primarily single-track guideway except
for passing locations; and Alternative 4A BRT is
double-lane. Finally the LRT MOS Alternatives 3B
will extend primarily in a single-track guideway from : L e
downtown to North Natomas Town Center station, American River
a distance of 6.5 miles. BRT Alternative 48 would

be double-lane. ‘

Differences among the Truxel LRT alternatives are highlighted in the following table:
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TABLE 7.2-3
TRUXEL LRT ALTERNATIVES

10Nns

Highest potential for relocations Few to no relocations

Few to no reloca
effects o Affects 5 acres of prime |e Noimpactstofarmlands
» Affects 5 acres of prime farmlands s Safety issues: fewer at-grade
farmlands » Safety issues: highest number of infersection crossings due to
» Safety issues: avoids several at- at-grade intersection crossings, tength, mixed flow running
grade intersection crossings mixed flow running » No noise impacts

+ May cause vibration impacts to | « No noise impacts
one day care center

« Noise effects would be less than
significant after mitigation

Source: CH2M Hill, October 2003.

7.2.1.4 Effects of the Design Options

There are 28 LRT and 24 BRT design options which are compared against a “basic alignment.”
Design options are alignment permutations that in most cases do not represent major decision
discriminators with regard to environmental eifects. However, design options represent
significant tradeoffs at the American River crossing

The I-5 east bridge option has less effect on the natural environment but has more effect on
active park and recreational use. The Urrutia bridge option is intermediate (e.g., a moderate
effect on the natural environment) of the other two.

The remaining design options provide operational tradeoffs for either the LRT or BRT
technologies primarily with the intention of improving vehicle circulation but represent little
difference in environmental effects.

7.2.2 Summary of the Most Significant Impacts

An evaluation of the environmental impacts during construction and operations with mitigation
measures for the twelve alternatives was conducted. Table 7.2-4 presents an overview of which
resources result in significant impacts. Appendix B provides more detailed information on the
comparison of the environmental resources for the “basic” alternatives with no design options.
However, with mitigation, avoidance design options infer that effects can be lessened through
the choice of particular alternative design options. The environmental resource areas with less
than significant impacts are not detailed further, as they do not help in differentiating between
alternatives. They include:

Air Quality

Geology

Utilities

Energy

Water Resources

Health and Safety of Children

Cumulative Impacts and growth inducing impacts.

YVYVVVYVYY
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ASSUMING THE BASIC ALIGNMENT FOR EACH ALTERNATIVE

TABLE 7.2-4

Alternative ‘Alternative U Alternative
Alternative 3/3A/3B/38B, 4/4A/4B Truxel Alt_e__rnatlve 6,

1, No- Alternative 2, Truxel LRT=~ BRT - 5, :5/Truxel: | 1-5/ Truxel | Alternative | Alternative
Resotirce Build Baseline/TSM | High/Low/MOS | High/Low/MOS CLRT BRT 7, -8 LRT | 8,I-6LRT
Land Use s LSM B B LSM LSM S 8
Community Impact LS LS S § S S S S
Is:uic:(::i;oleconomic and LS LS B 8 B B 5 B
Property Acquisition LS LS S LS LSM LS LSM LS
Environmental Justice LS LS Both B and S Both B and S LSM LSM LSM LSM
Cultural Resources S LS 3 s S S s s
Parklands S LS S S s S S S
g:::li::itjafety and LS LS LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM
Visual LS LS S 8 S S S S
Air Quality LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS
Noise and Vibration LSM/S LSM/S LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM
Biological Resources LS LS S 5 5 S S S
Wildlife Habitat LS LS S S s S 5 S
Special Status Species LS 18 LSM LSM ~ LSM LSM LSM LSM
Geology LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS
Farmiand LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS
Utilities LS LS LSM LS LSM LS LSM LS
Energy LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS
Water Resources LS LS LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM
Construction LSM LSM S S S $ 8 5
ﬁ\'&’;‘;‘i‘s;"e’ Growth LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS
S= Significant After Mitigation; LS = Less Than Significant; LSM = Less than Significant After Mitigation; B = Beneficial

Source: CH2M Hill, October 2003.
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7.2.3 Summary of Environmentally Significant/Unavoidable Impacts
and Insignificant Impacts

This section summarizes impacts and defines: (1) those impacts that cannot be mitigated to a
less-than-significant level and (2) those impacts determined to be insignificant.

Impacts that cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant level are described as significant and
unavoidable impacts because they remain significant even with the implementation of feasible
mitigation measures.

The significant and unavoidable impacts are as follows:

Land Use. The adoption of an aiternative that is not consistent with local plans for a transit
corridor along the Truxel alignment (e.g., City of Sacramento General Plan, North Natomas
Community Plan, South Natomas Community Plan, American River Parkway Plan) would be a
significant conflict with existing plans and policies. This impact would be significant and
unavoidable under Alternative 1, No-Build as well as under the build alternatives along the I-5
alignment.

Relocation. Should a mix-flow design option or Alternatives 3A or 3B be built along Truxel
Road, up to 7 homes and 7 businesses would need to be acquired for right-of-way purposes.
This impact could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.

Parkland. Impacts to active and passive park use in the American River Parkway, including
Discovery Park, would be significant and unavoidable. Mitigation would be implemented to
ensure continuing available use of the park areas. However, the disruption could not be
mitigated to a less-than-significant level. The commitment of three to four acres of parkland for
transit is significant and unavoidable.

Visual. Visual resource impacts would be significant and unavoidable along all alignments,
primarily because of the removal of trees in the American River Parkway and the addition of
LRT or BRT infrastructure including aerial structures and catenary. Mitigation is proposed, but
the impacts would remain significant after mitigation.

Noise. Unmitigated noise impacts would be significant and unavoidable along the Truxel
alignment (Alternatives 3, 3A, 3B and 4) because of the extensive residential uses in this area.
These impacts could be mitigated to be less than significant with the use of substantial
soundproofing.

Biological Resources. The loss of three to seven acres of mature riparian forest along the
American River would be a significant impact under ail alternatives and bridge options. Because
of various factors, including the intact character of the existing habitat, the impact would remain
significant after all feasible mitigation measures (e.g., compensation by restoring offsite habitat)
are implemented.

Cultural Resources. The development of modern LRT or BRT facilities (e.g., fixed guideway,
catenary) would be incompatible with the historical context of the Southern Pacific Depot
(Sacramento Valley Station (Amtrak)) and the Alkali Flat Historic District, which would be a
significant impact. Because the impact is associated with the infrastructure of the project itself,
the only available mitigation would be the adoption of Alternative 1, No-Build or Alternative 2,
Baseline/TSM.

The following impacts have been determined to be insignificant:

Final Alternatives Analysis Report
7-25 January 2004




Y

Land use conflicts under the Alternatives 3, 3A, 3B, 4, 4A, and 4B (Truxel LRT or BRT)
or Alternatives 5 and 6 {1-5/-80/Truxel LRT or BRT).

tmpacts to public safety and security under all alternatives

Air quality impacts under all alternatives

Noise and Vibration impacts under Alternatives 5 and 6 (I-5/Truxel LRT or BRT) and
Alternatives 7 and 8 (I-5 LRT or BRT) alternatives

Impacts to special-status species under all alternatives

Geology, soils, and seismic activity impacts under all alternatives

impacts to important farmlands

Impacts to existing and planned utilities under all alternatives

Energy impacts under all alternatives

Impacts to urban drainage under all alternatives

Impacts to floodplains under all alternatives

Impacts te groundwater hydrology under all alternatives

Impacts to surface and groundwater quality under all alternatives

Cumulative impacts under all alternatives

7.3 Land Use Projections and Potential For Smart Growth

As described in Chapter 4, land use projections in the high growth areas of the Corridor have
exceeded growth projections and are expected to nearly achieve their “build-out” numbers well
before 2025. In order to assess the potential implications for selecting an appropriate transit
alternative that will meet that expected demand, a special ridership estimate was made using
SACOG’s regional forecasting mode!, but with higher household and employment data that
approximates what the “build-out” numbers might be. Below is a description of the growth
potential, the “what if’ ridership results using the “build-out” population and employment data,
and how this might be considered in the assessment of a preferred alternative.

7.3.1 Potential for Smart Growth

The development of the DNA line and new transit stations between downtown Sacramento and
the airport will create major opportunities for smart growth. The stations proposed will be an
incentive for higher density mixed-use development that meets the smart growth goal. In
particular, developers can take advantage of special zoning provisions to build higher density
projects within the vicinity of stations. However, based on recent experience in US transit
systems, rail transit improvements, and in particular, LRT improvements show significantly
higher residential and employment densities and increases in ridership. There have been many
studies that demonstrate that transit ridership is enhanced by carefully planned density within
walking distance of stations. A recent technical paper published by the Transportation Research
Board provides a summary of the literature indicating that neighborhood TOD will increase daily
linked trips by a significant percentage. Examples in Sacramento indicated that by adding 10
percent population and employment to 15 small zones, each connected to a light rail station with
a Y-mile walk link, transit usage ranged from 12.5 percent to 35 percent.’

YV ¥V
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Considerable developable land is available in the DNA Corridor. As an example, the gross land
area within % mile of the proposed Truxel Road stations includes a total of 1,764 acres. Taking
the total land area, and subtracting existing development and major infrastructure yields a total
of 996 acres that are potentially developable.

' Thompson G.L., and Audirac, |. Types of Transit-Oriented Development That Matter to Light Rail. TRB
Conference on Light Rail: Investment for the Future—8" Joint Conference on Light Rail Transit.

~%
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The adopted community land use plans adopted for North Natomas strongly emphasize the
need for TOD and include several mechanisms to support the inclusion of transit in there
respective plan areas. The North Natomas Community Plan in particular identified land adjacent
to new development that would be provided as an lrrevocable Offer of Dedication (10D) for use
by a future light rail transit guideway. In addition, the infrastructure financing plan for North
Natomas included a development fee structure to finance transit improvements. If it is assumed
that future development will conform to community plans, or where applicable, adopting
proposed development plans, approximately 647 acres of the developable land would be
allocated for commercial use, and 349 acres for residential use.

The total development potential for commercial space, both office and retail commercial, could
yield as much as 19 million square feet of space and 45,000 new employees. An illustrative plan
for the Arena Boulevard Station is shown in Figure 7.3-1.

The North Natomas Community Plan requires a minimum acreage intensity of 80 employees
per net acre (Employment Center (EC) 80 within 1/8-mile of transit stations). According to the
Plan, the initial site plan shall be designed to aliow future intensification of thep roject once light
rail is funded. Once the light rail system is fully funded, the City would strongly encourage an
increase in intensity of the EC designation within a 1/8-mile distance of an LRT Station.” This
language fully supports the viability of increased densities.

It is estimated that there is the potential for 24,000 residents on 349 acres--68 residents and 27
units per developable acre. The North Natomas Community Plan and current plans and
proposals south of the American River, either recommend or plan for densities at 29 units and
more per acre. Densities are highest in the Richards Boulevard and Railyards area, reflecting
proximity to downtown Sacramento and the planned intermodal terminal.

The total land available for development at the stations proposed along the I-5 alignment is
somewhat less than on the Truxel alignment, because the opportunities for smart growth are
constrained by the freeway right-of-way, which limits pedestrian access to the west side of the
freeway, and hence reduces the transit-oriented development opportunities. The case study
stations on the I-5 alignment show, however, that there are substantial opportunities for
relatively high intensity TOD. One such example, at Commerce Parkway Station, is shown in
Figure 7.3-2.

Together, development at the transit stations could accommodate as much as 30 percent of the
residential development and half of the commercial development forecast for build-out in the
DNA Corridor communities.

A pro forma analysis was conducted to assess the economic feasibility of a more aggressive
land use assumption at four case study stations in the DNA Corridor. This analysis employed
current day economic conditions to gauge the development incentive for relatively high density
development. It was found that higher density commercial development at the case study
stations would generally meet developer feasibility thresholds, and in certain cases exceed
developer profit thresholds with annual returns of more than 12 percent of total development
costs. On the other hand, higher density residential projects with densities of about 30 dwelling
units per acre, conforming to the North Natomas Community Plan, yielded low returns.
However, by implementing strategies to reduce the costs of residential development, the City
could attract higher densities that exceed current limits and meet developer profit thresholds.
The situation is also likely to improve as light rail is
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FIGURE 7.3-1

TRUXEL ROAD CORRIDOR — ARENA BOULEVARD STATION ILLUSTRATIVE PLAN
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FIGURE 7.3-2
-5 CORRIDOR - COMMERCE PARKWAY STATION ILLUSTRATIVE PLAN

Employment Center

rs
)
'
!
/
i
)
t
i
i
1
i
i
1
!
\
1
]
1
)
1
A
AY
\
A
AY
N\
hY
N\
CORRIDOR
COMMERCE PARKWAY STATION
RS Final Alternatives Analysis Report
Downtown
own 7-29 January 2004

= Nat'omasm




implemented; BRT's impact on development trends is less certain, since few BRT systems have
been built in the United States.

7.4 Cost-Effectiveness

FTA has developed a new measure of project benefits aimed at quantifying travel time savings
for all users of the proposed project (both existing riders and new riders); the measure is
referred to as “user benefits.” According to this definition, a ‘henefit’ is generated if a Build
alternative provides reduced travel time or travel cost, compared o a Baseline alternative. User
benefits include: savings in travel time (i.e., a Build alternative that provides faster station-to-
station times, reduced wait times, reduced transfer times, compared to the Baseline); better
access to transit (i.e., provides a transit alternative to areas not served by the Baseline); or
avoidance of out-of-pocket costs, such as cost of parking in the Downtown, or cost of driving
further to a park-and-ride lot. All of these benefits are totaled, and translated to “equivalent
hours” of travel time. Calculations are made using special software developed by FTA, and
required for use in applications for federal funds.

Rating values are assigned by FTA to the user benefit measures which are then used to rank
projects from low fo high; “high” indicates the best return on investment and "medium” is the
lowest rating an alternative can receive from FTA in order to compete for federal funding. These
rating values are shown below:

Low: >$25 per hour
Med-Low: $20 - $24.99 per hour
Medium: $13 - $19.99 per hour
Med-High: $10 - $12.99 per hour
High: <$10 per hour

The cost-effectiveness measure is calculated by dividing the incremental annualized cost of the
project by hours of travel-time savings. The cost includes estimated capital cost plus annual
operating and maintenance costs. The user benefit calculations were prepared for the build
alternatives in the DNA Corridor and are shown in Table 7.4-1.

TABLE 7.4-1
FTA COST PER USER BENEFIT MEASURE
BRT | | W1
CAIt4A Alt3A
: | Truxel | At | AltS | Truxel | Alt3p | AltS
Alt4 | Starter | Trel | M/ | At® 4oa3 | sader | Truxel | M |0 A7
{:Truxel |- Line || MOS [ Truxel | {5 | Truxel | Line MOS. | Truxel | 15
g:ﬁreﬁt $12.51 | $569 | $1.24 |$1814 | $13.30 | $28.84 | $22.44 | $14.36 | $39.65 | $56.97

Source: Parsens Brinckerhoff, October 2003.

As indicated in the table, the highest or best ranking alternative for the BRT mode is the
Alternative 4B, Truxel MOS, although all BRT alternatives fall within the FTA rating threshold of
$19.99 for a "medium” cost-effectiveness rating. For the LRT alternatives, Alternative 3B, the
Truxel MOS, received an acceptable ranking with a user benefit of $14.36. Therefore, based on
this criterion, only BRT Alternatives 4, 4A, 4B and LRT Altemmative 3B would be eligible for
federal New Starts funding. None of the other alternatives would compete favorably for federal
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funding. It should be noted that the orily viable alternatives in this evaluation category are
located on the Truxel alignment.

7.5 Financial Feasibility

RT's ability to finance the operating and capital costs of the DNA Corridor will depend on a
number of factors, many of which are outside RT’s direct control. Some funding for the DNA
Corridor is committed but many of the major non-federal funding sources will require state,
regional or voter approval before funding is secured. While the current funding climate is
presently unstable and depressed, past trends have shown that cycles of funding opportunities
appear even in financially challenged times.

Funding opportunities for RT over the next few years appear constrained due to a variety of
conditions. First, the State and national economy have experienced a general downtown that is
negatively impacting local sales tax revenue and the State’s transportation funding programs.
Second, RT's most flexible and reliable funding source, Measure A, is due to sunset in 2009.
Unless this sales tax or a substitute is found that provides increased funding to RT, it will be
impossible for the agency to sustain its fixed guideway expansion program.

Lastly, TEA-21, the federal transportation authorization measure also expired this past
September. While congress has passed a short-term extension, a long-term reauthorization bill
is expected to pass in the spring of 2004. Against this backdrop, the uncertainty surrounding
future federal funding levels casts doubt on the State's ability to fund all planned transportation
infrastructure over the next few years.

Despite similar types of challenges in the past, RT has been able to undertake two major light
rail extensions during the last ten years: the South Line Phase 1 to Meadowview Road which
opened this past September, and the Folsom Extension scheduled to apen in 2005. In addition,
other improvements including the purchase of new clean fuel buses and the creation of
Stockton Boulevard enhanced bus service have been realized. These improvements have been
completed in a conservative funding environment. While traditional funding sources were used
as the foundation to build and implement these projects, it was through the use of creative
partnerships choices on services and programs that have allowed RT to move forward in
implementing its long-range capital expansion program,

7.5.1 Funding Sources

To fund any of the transit improvements proposed for the DNA Corridor, RT will need to rely on
a mix of existing and future local, state and federal funding sources. In general, it is assumed
that 1/2 (50 percent) of the construction funding will be provided through state and local
sources, while the remaining funds will come from the federal government's New Starts program
for fixed guideway projects. The federal share could potentially reach 80 percent through locally
controlled federal dollars (e.g., CMAQ, etc.). Operating funds will come from farebox revenues
and from other local sources. Table 7.5-1 iists the potential sources of capital and operating
funding to build and operate corridor transit improvements, while Table 7.5-1 represents
estimates of funding thought to be available.

7.5.2 Funding Needs

As described in Chapter 6, the alternatives range in construction cost from a low of $90 million
{for Alternative 2, Baseline/TSM) to a high of $793 million (Alternative 5, I-5/Truxel LRT) in 2002
doliars. Annual systemwide operating costs range from $165 million (Alternative 2,
Baseline/TSM) to $174 million (Alternative 3A, Truxel LRT Starter).
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TABLE 7.5-1
EXISTING AND POTENTIAL DNA STUDY FUNDING SOURGCES

1 Existing | Projected/ |

|- RT i} Potentiaf: o -

_ | Revenue | Revenue | Formulal | {  Levelof
 Souree | Source | Source. | Discretionary | PrimaryUse | Stabiliy
Existing County Measure A Capital or .
Sales Tax Yes No Formula O&M High
County Sales Tax Renewal No Yes Formula Capital or High

Q&M
X::atnsportat:on Development Yes Yes Formula O&M High
Downtown/Railyards/Richards . .
Boulevard No Yes Formula Capital Medium
South Natomas Senefit No Yes Formula Capital Low

Assessment Dist.

North Natomas Finance Plan Yes Yes Formula Capital Medium

Metro Air Park Facilities

Financing Plan No Yes Formula Capital Medium

Redevelopment Tax .

Increment Financing No Yes Formula Capital Low

Joint Development & Air . .

Rights Development No Yes Formula Capital Medium

County Service Area No Yes Formula Capital or Low
Q&M

County Roadway & Transit Yes Yes Formula Capital Medium

Development Fee

Farebox Revenues Yes Yes Discretionary O&M High

Airport Funds {Source to be

Determined) No Yes Discretionary Capital High

State Transit Assistance Yes Yes Formula Capital High

State Transportation

Improvement Program Yes Yes Discretionary Capital High

Proposition 42 Yes Yes Formula Capital or Medium
0&M

Federal TEA-21 Funds . . . .

(STPICMAQ) Yes Yes Discretionary Capital Medium

gf::;;l Section 5309 (New No Yes Discretionary Capital High

1 RT was successful receiving $111 million, or 50% of the funds needed, for construction of its South Line Phase 1 LRT extension
project between Downtown and Meadowview Road.

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, October 2003.

7.5.3 Funding Capability

RT'S funding capability is determined by its ability to construct, acquire, operate, and
recapitalize all of the services and equipment proposed in either the BRT or LRT alternatives
described in this report. Aternatives costing over $400 million do not meet the FTA cost-
effectiveness ratio threshold and will not compete favorably for federal funds; thus, they are not
discussed in this section. The discussion below focuses on the existing and potential funding
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sources for a study alternative costing between $370 and $400 million. While these cost figures
do not correspond with any specific alternative, they were selected based on an assessment of
reasonably available revenues from existing and potential sources.

Using the long range revenue estimates prepared by SACOG, along with independent
estimates prepared by RT and its consultant, it was determined that alternatives costing $400
million and below are within the SACOG MTP 20-year revenue projections. These alternatives
can be funded with the “pay as you go” approach which relies on federal, state and local
revenue as they become available. Project alternatives that are below $400 million include
Alternatives 3B, 4, 4A, 4B, and 8. All of these alternatives will compete favorably for federal
funding since they all meet the FTA cost-effectiveness ratio threshold.

Table 7.5-2 provides a prototype funding plan for alternatives costing between $370 million and
$400 million using the "pay-as-you-go" approach. [t assumes that 1/2 of the funding for the
capital study is derived from the federal New Starts program. The other half relies on other
regionally approved federal and state funding sources (e.g., CMAQ, STIP), developer fees, and
an airport contribution.

Although the table outfines a funding plan, all funding is contingent upon a number of
assumptions. Taking into account RT’'s financial condition and capacity, the funding plan
assumes:

local economic conditions improve within the next several years

the federal transportation reauthorization is consistent with SACOG projections

the federal transportation reauthorization continues to provide flexible funding

state transportation funding levels return to projected levels in 2006

RT is successful in obtaining an FTA Full Funding Grant Agreement (FFGA) that
commits the federal government to providing one half of the capital funding.

¥YVYVY

TABLE 7.5-2
DNA CAPITAL FUNDING PLAN BASED ON AN ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST
$370 - $400 MILLION (IN 2002$)

FTA New Starts @ 50%
CMAQ
STIP
Airport Contribution?
Developer Fees
North Natomas Financing Plan  $14.9
Metro Air Park Facilities Financing Plan $4.0
Downtown Railyards/Richards Boulevard $6.1(est)?

Total $25 %25
Dedication of Right-of-Way Credit (I0ODs) $30 $30
Total Revenue Needed $370 $400

! Actual amount will vary depending upon cost of focalty preferred alternative.
% Actual amount and funding source to be determined.
’ Represents existing and potential fees primarily for station development.

Source: Koegel and Associates, October 2003.
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For all alternatives it is critical that Measure A is renewed at 2/3 cent beginning in 2009, since it
will provide a major source of operating funds. Recent funding analyses show that RT's share of
the renewed sales tax must equal 1/3 cent in order to continue existing bus, paratransit, light rail
operations and undertake new services.

7.5.4 Importance of Renewing Measure A

Currently, the existing Measure A half-cent sales tax program provides RT approximately $30
million a year to fund its transit operations with a significant percentage of the funding assigned
for operating support. The remaining funds are used for capital projects and local match for
grants. This program is scheduled to expire in April 2009. Unless this program is extended by
County voters between now and November 2008, RT wil be forced to make significant
reductions in bus and rail service and cancel any further light rail, enhanced bus and bus rapid
transit extensions. SACOG, as the metropolitan transportation planning agency, and RT have
both determined that unless the sales tax is increased from1/2 cent to 2/3 of a cent, with RT's
portion of the tax doubling from one-sixth to one-third cent, the agency will be unable to fund
additional fight rail service in South Sacramento, nor any new transit improvements proposed for
the DNA corridor. Similarly, proposed enhanced bus service in the Watt Avenue and Sunrise
Boulevard corridors would be delayed along with other long-range service improvements
proposed in other portions of the RT service area.

As a result, it will be critical for RT to work closely with the general public to obtain the
necessary political support to approve a new sales tax as early as November 2004 and no later
than November 2008. in addition to reductions and deferred capital projects, an impact of
Measure A renewal after November 2004 is that the FTA New Starts process requires that
operating funds and half of local capital match be committed before a project can move from the
Preliminary Engineering phase to the Final Design phase. Both the South Line Phase 2 light rail
extension and the DNA Corridor will require FTA's approval to enter final design. Since the
South Line Phase 2 is sequenced ahead of the DNA Corridor, any schedule delay in the South
Line Phase 2 will impact the schedule for the DNA Corridor.

RT will need this additional revenue approved early if it is to build and operate the DNA project
and implement other long-range bus and rail improvements on schedule.

7.6 Community and Political Support

Since the opening of RT's first light rail line in March 1987, the Region has embraced the
system and encouraged its expansion. Civic leaders, businesses, local policy makers,
developers and the media have all noted the benefits of light rail, including increased mobility
options, cleaner air, opportunities for smart growth, and reduced demand for parking in the
central business district.

Soon after the opening of the light rail system a private non-profit organization was formed
called the Friends of Light Rail (in early 2003 they modified their name to the Friends of Light
Rail and Transit). In November 1989 the Sacramento County voters voluntarily voted to tax
themselves with the passage of a half cent sales tax called Measure A. This measure has
provided the necessary funding for the operation, maintenance and expansion of the overall bus
and light rait transit system.

Almost from the beginning of light rail operations, various areas of the Sacramento region began
competing with each other for the next light rail line to be in their specific community or
neighborhood. With community and political support running so strong for light rail extensions,
the RT Board of Directors decided to advance construction of two light rail corridors at the same
time—-the 6.3 mile South Line and the 11.9 mile eastern extension to the cities of Rancho
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Cordova and Folsom. The South Line to Meadowview Road opened to rave reviews and packed
trains on September 26, 2003. The Folsom Extension is under construction and will open a 3.5-
mile extension to Sunrise Boulevard in June 2004, and the remaining 7.4-mile extension to
downtown Folsom in April 2005. An additional 0.9 mile extension in downtown Sacramento,
from the K Street Mall to the Amtrak Station, will also open in 2005.

As the South Line and the City of Folsom construction was well underway, RT again began
advancing two corridors simultaneously, the DNA Corridor (the focus of this AA Report) and the
South Line Phase 2 from Meadowview Road to Calvine and Auberry Roads (currently in
environmental review and Preliminary Engineering).

Support for light rail between downtown and the airport dates back to the early 1980's. In 1988-
89 as RT prepared to embark on the Systems Planning Study, the City and County of
Sacramento co-financed a Route Refinement study to allow for the adoption of a basic
alignment, and subsequent land reservation and dedication in the fast growing areas of South
and North Natomas.

In 1994 the City of Sacramento’s South Natomas Community Plan and North Natomas
Community Plan called for light rail as a major transportation component and specifically
identified Truxel Road as the alignment. The 1998 City of Sacramento General Plan reaffirmed
Truxel Road as preferred alignment. Each of these three plans went through a public
involvement and public hearing process and was adopted by the Sacramento City Council. In
addition the Sacramento County General Plan shows Truxel Road as the preferred alignment
for future transit improvements.

it should be noted that all studies and plans prepared by the City and County of Sacramento
assumed light rail transit and did not address BRT. RT studies prior to this Alternatives Analysis
looked ata TSM alternative and LRT alternative, but not a fixed guideway BRT option.

Because of the activity centers located in the Corridor, the DNA is more of a regional corridor
than the other individual corridors in the RT system. These activity centers include the airport,
Los Rios Community College District Natomas Center, the Arco Arena, Natomas Marketplace,
South Natomas Community Center and Library, and downtown Sacramento. For that reason it
enjoys a broad base of regional support from individuals and organizations who want light rail
transit to the airport. There has consistently been strong community and political support for the
DNA Corridor prior to and throughout the AA study with notable concerns by some citizens on
particular design options which may directly impact their property and/or immediate
neighborhood.

A Citizens Review Panel {CRP) over 50 individuals representing a diverse cross section of
neighborhoods, community groups, the disabled community, the environmental community and
business concerns has taken a bus tour of the corridor and met as a group 13 times. The CRP
has consistently supported fixed guideway transit in the DNA corridor. They have not, as a
group taken a position on either alignment or mode of transit.

Some individual groups represented on the CRP have taken formal action. There will likely be
several more groups that will formally adopt a position after the Alternatives Analysis report is
available. Those groups that RT is aware of are identified below:

Capitol Station District - Have taken a formal position on LRT (rather than BRT) as their
preferred mode of transportation. They have an informal position on Truxel Road as their
preferred alignment,
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Downtown Sacramento Partnership — Have formally supported the Truxel Road alignment
and LRT, and have consistently supported the DNA study.

Sacramento Metro Chamber of Commerce — On October 28, 2003, the Sacramento Metro
Chamber of Commerce Board formally adopted LRT and the Truxel Road alignment as their
preferred mode and alignment.

Natomas Community Association — Supports the Truxel Road Alignment as the one that best
meets the criteria of the AA study. They have taken no position on mode of transportation.

Natomas School District — On December 11, 2002, the Board of Trustees for the Natomas
Unified School District passed a resolution unanimously stating their support of the Truxel
alignment for the DNA study.

South Natomas Preservation Association — A group formed in the late summer of 2003,
which strongly opposes light rail on Truxel Road.

Public comments received at Open Houses, on the telephone information line and via e-mail
have expressed both support for and against the light rail project in general, and a range of
concerns regarding specific alignment and design alternatives. As it relates to the segment
traveling through South Natomas, the public has expressed both support for and opposition to
the light rail project on Truxel Road. There have been virtually no concerns raised regarding the
impacts of BRT or LRT on 1-5 (other than those who oppose it in favor of a Truxel Road
alignment).

General areas of concern raised by residents located on or near the South Truxel Road area
are as follows:

Transit will decrease property values

Transit will bring crime to neighborhoods

Transit wilt deteriorate public safety for schooi children

Transit will exacerbate traffic impacts

Transit will increase noise levels

Transit will require acquisition of private residences and commercial businesses
» Transit will cause damage to homes due to vibration

vV
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Public outreach on the DNA study as part of the Alternatives Analysis has perhaps been the
most extensive of any transportation public works project in the Sacramento region. Numerous
outreach efforts and tools were utilized to maximize opportunities for public participation and
comment. A few of the tools used include; project website, newsletters, stakeholder interviews,
open houses, telephone information line, advertising in local newspapers neighborhood
meetings, a Citizen Review Panel and a Technical Review Panel, participation in a community
festival, and numerous presentations to business organizations and interest groups in the
corridor.

In summary, while the various publics agree that mobility improvements are needed in the
Corridor, there continue to be concerns voiced by some residents in South Natomas regarding
the compatibility of a new transit improvement along Truxel Road. Numerous design options
have been developed to address their concerns, and educationa! information has been provided
to address the areas of concern identified above. Design options that would potentially remove
a large number of homes have been eliminated from further study by the RT Board. All
community concerns will need to be addressed by the RT Board of Directors as it considers all
of the study alternatives in selecting a transit sofution that best serves the entire corridor and the
region.
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7.7 Comparative Analysis of Aiternatives

The purpose of this section is to provide summary information about the more significant
elements contributing to a decision on a LPA. The more significant criteria, both qualitative and
quantitative, for each alternative are arrayed so that their benefits and costs can be evaluated
against the stated goals for the project. This section also includes the key project justification
criteria used by FTA to rank projects applying for federal Section 5309 New Starts funds.

7.7.1 Achievement of Goals

A set of goals, objectives and corresponding evaluation criteria were developed for evaluating
the range of potential transit alignments and technology alternatives for the study corridor.
These goals and objectives were developed and adopted early in the study by RT, and the TRP
and the CRP established for the study.

As described in Chapter 5.0, the following DNA Corridor goals and objectives were adopted by
RT:

Goal #1: improve Corridor Mobility with a Competitive Alternative to the Use of Single
Occupant Vehicles (SOVs)

Goal #2: Encourage Patterns of Smart Growth

Goal #3: Find Cost Effective Solutions

Goal #4: Minimize Community and Environmental Impacts

Goal #5: Ensure Consistency with Other Planning Efforts

Goal #6: Obtain Strong Community Support

The first three goals highlighted above are consistent with the FTA New Starts Criteria, which
fail under the foflowing measurement categories:

YVVVVY ¥V

Mobility Improvements;

Environmental Benefits;

Operating Efficiencies;

Cost-Effectiveness;

Existing Land Use, Transit Supportive Land Use Policies, and Future Patterns; and
Degree of Financial Commitment for Capital, Operating and Maintenance Costs.

VYV VVY

The data used for this evaluation are supported by extensive technical information and
documentation. This section provides a relative comparison among the alternatives and
provides the information needed to compare the level of desired transportation benefits to the
costs and impacts of each alternative.

7.7.2 Evaluation Against the Goals of the Study

This section discusses the results of the evaluation against the measures used fo establish the
effectiveness of the alternatives in satisfying the study goals for the DNA Corridor Study. The
alternatives with the highest rating for each goal are discussed below.

Goal # 1: Improve Corridor Mobility
Five alternatives rank highest overall in best meeting Goal #1:

Alternative 3: Truxel Road LRT;

Alternative 3A: Truxel Road LRT Starter Line;
Alternative 4: Truxel BRT;

Aiternative 4A: Truxel Road BRT Starter Line; and
Alternative 4B: Truxel Road BRT MOS

VVVYY
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These alternatives along the Truxel alignment would provide access to 34 percent of corridor
residents living within % mile of the transit alignment, to 32,100 jobs located within 2 mile of the
transit alignment, good connectivity to the existing regional transit system, and to activity
centers in the corridor. While the Truxel alternatives do not have the best travel time from
Downtown Sacramento to the airport, the 28 to 30 minute travel times for Alternative 3 and 3A
are very comparable with most of the I-5 and |-5/Truxel alternatives. Alternative 3B requires a
longer traveling time due to a transfer to a bus connection to travel to the airport. However, the
Truxel alternatives may experience potential operational impacts resulting from cross-street
traffic, especially under the Starter Line alternatives.

Goal #1 provides a close connection to the mobility improvements measure under the FTA New
Starts evaluation process and is incorporated into the Project Justification category. Table 7.7-1
shows the results of the analysis for all alternatives and how well they achieve Goal #1

Goal #2: Encourage Patterns of Smart Growth

Alternatives 3, 3A, 3B, 4, 4A and 4B, all of which using the Truxel Road alignment, offer. the
greatest apportunity to foster transit-oriented growth and meet Goal #2, particularly in North
Natomas and in the Railyards/Richards Boulevard area. However, the LRT alternatives provide
greater incentives to developers than BRT, which is why LRT is ranked slightly higher. The LRT
alternatives are also consistent with adopted community plans and provide the best pedestrian
access opportunities.

Goal #2 provides the closest connection to the Existing Land Use, Transit Supportive Land Use
Policies, and Future Patterns criteria under the FTA New Starts evaluation process. FTA views
land use as one of the two primary criteria for determining the project justification rating of a
New Starts project. Table 7.7-2 shows the results of the analysis for all alternatives and how
well they achieve Goal #2.

Goal #3: Find Cost-Effective Solutions

Alternatives 3B, 4, 4A, 4B and 8 all rank medium or better based on FTA's thresholds. However,
Alternative 3A, the Truxel Starter Line falls close to a cost-effectiveness rating that is acceptable
to the FTA. If other considerations, such as land use, rate very high, this could potentially offset
the higher rankings.

Three primary factors are used in evaluating the cost-effective goal: Capital Cost, Ridership and
RT's financial capacity to build, operate and maintain the altemative. The cost-effectiveness for
most of the Truxel BRT alternatives is primarily due to the lower capital, operating and
maintenance costs required to construct and operate the alternatives. The ridership for the
Truxel BRT altemnatives is relatively high, and comes close to the levels obtained by the Truxel
LRT alternatives. [n terms of RT’s financial capacity to build, operate and maintain the planned
transit improvement, Alternative 4B also performs best in this category.

Goal #3 provides the closest connection to the cost-effectiveness measure under the FTA New
Starts evaluation process. FTA views cost-effectiveness as one of the two primary criteria for
determining the project justification rating of a New Starts project. A project must achieve at
least a "medium” rating, which is equivalent to a $19.99 user benefit.

This goal also addresses the degree of financial commitment for capital, operating and
maintenance costs operate a new starts transit improvement, which is used to determine FTA's
local financial commitment rating for a New Starts project. Table 7.7-3 shows the results of the
analysis for all alternatives and how well they achieve Goal #3.
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Goal #4: Minimize Community and Environmental impacts
Alternative 2 appears to have the least overall impact on the environment as compared to the
other alternatives. All of the other build alternatives have more community and environmental
impacts. These impacts are pretty comparable between the alternatives, with the exception of
very significant impacts under Alternatives 3 and 4. Table 7.7-4 shows the results of the
analysis for all alternatives and how well they achieve Goal #4.

Goal #5: Ensure Consistency with Other Planning Efforts

Alternatives 3, 3A and 3B, which use the Truxel Road alignment, have the highest leve! of
consistency with existing adopted community plans and current planning efforts in the DNA
corridor. Table 7.7-5 shows the results of the analysis for all alternatives and how well they
achieve Goal #5.

Goal #6: Obtain Strong Community Support

LRT Alternative 5 and BRT Alternative 6, which use the I-5/Truxel Road alignment, appear to
have a higher level of local community support than the other alternatives under review in the
DNA corridor due to stronger support in North Natormnas and the airport area. However, the local
and regional public agencies involved in the DNA study process have generally supported a
transit alternative along the Truxel Road alignment. All of the alternatives with the exception of
Alternative 3 Truxel LRT and Alternative 5 I-5/Truxel LRT are financially affordable.
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TABLE 7.7-1

EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES BY GOAL #1: MOBILITY AND OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCIES

Altarnative 1 Alternativa 2 Altarnative 3 Alternative 3A | Alternatlve 38 | Alternative 4 | Alternative 4A | Alternative 4B | Alternative & Alternative & Alternative 7 || Alternative 8 -
Truxel LRT Truxel BRT
Evaluation i Truxe! Road Truxel LRT Minimum Truxel BRT Minimum
CriterialMeasure No-Build Baseline/TSM LRT Starter Line Operable Truxel BRT Starter Line Operabie 1-5/Truxel LRT | [-5/Truxel BRT -5 LRT -6 BRT
Segment Segment
Year 2025 average
weekday transit linked 7,550 9970 13,780 13,520 12,800 12.340 12,120 11,870 13,270 12,120 11,770 11,360
trips in the corridor
Year 2025 average
weekday transit
boardings in the 10,810 14,730 23 400 22,850 21,120 18,170 16,340 18,050 21,700 15,550 17,170 15,080
coridor
Number of persons
within ¥ mile of N/A 21,450 21,450 21,450 21450 (1) 21,450 21,450 21,450 17,370 17,370 14 260 14,260
alignrnent
Employment within %2
mile of a station N/A 32,100 32,100 32,100 32,100 (1) 32,100 32,100 32,100 34,900 34,900 36,400 36,400
Provide a direct Provide limited Provide lim ted Good Good Good Good Good Good Limited Limited Limited cnn;i;;l:i!ti‘\arﬁ o
connection to existin connectiontoa | connection io a connectivity to connectivity to | conneciivity to | connectivity to | connectivity to | connectivity to | connectivity to | conneclivity to | connectivity to ather RT l:us
regianal fransit s slen?\ portion of the portion of the other RT bus other RT bus other RT bus other RT bus other RT dus other RT bus other RT bus other RT bus other RT bus and LRT
9 ¥ DMNA corridor DNA, comidar and LRT routes | and LRT routes | and LRT routes | and LRT routes | and LRT routes | and LRT routes | and LRT routes | and LRT routes | and LRT routes routas
Number of transit
dependent households
within ¥ mile of N/A NIA 1,760 1,760 1,760 (1) 1,760 1,760 1,760 1,700 1,700 1,590 1,580
alignment
1,021 fow 1,021 low 1,021 low 1,021 low 1,021 low 1,021 low g2 low 892 low 892 low 892 low
Number of low income incorne income income income income Incame ncome income income income
households within ¥ N/A N/A households heuseholds households housaholds households households households households households households
mile of stations within ¥4 mile of | within % mile of | within % mile of | within ¥ mile of | wittun ¥ mile of | within % mile of | within ¥ mile of | within ¥ mile of | within Y2 mile of | within % mile
stations stations stations (1) stations stations stations stations stations stations of statiens
Make use of advanced
technelogy to increase N/A Low High High High Medium Medium Medium High Medium High Medium
capacity
Travel Times along
transit way {entire NIA 37 minutes 28 minutes 30 minutes 37 minutes 28 minutes 30 minutes 34 minutes 27 minutes 30 minutes 21 minutes 27 minutes
length)
Pravide direct access
to activity cenlers N/A Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Only rlggh ofk Yes No Na
aleng guidewsy
Nete: (1) ~ Employmenl, heusehold and population totsls represenl he entire Truxel Road alignmenl. Based on 2000 Census data.
Source Parsons Brinckerhoff, December 2003,
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TABLE 7.7-2
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EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES BY GOAL #2: ENCOURAGE PATTERNS OF SMART GROWTH

SR e it

| Attermativa 117 Alternative:2 - | ' Alternative 3. | Atternative 34 [ Atternative 38 | Alternative 4 | Altemnative A | Altsrnative 48| Altarmative 8 | ARernative 8 | Alternativa? | Allsrmative 8.
T IR Truxel LRT Truxel BRT
Evaluation ruxel Road Truxel LRT Minimum Truxel BRT Minimum
Criterta/Maasure No-Build Basellne/TSM LRT Starter Line Operabie Truxei BRT Starter Line Oparable 1-5/Truxel LRT | I-5(Truxel BRT -5 LRT -8 BRT
Segment Segment
Davelopment potantlal
within % mile of a N/A N/A High Righ High Medium-High Medium-High Madium-High Madium-High Medium Medium Low
station
Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, Sctober 2003,
TABLE 7.7-3
EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES BY GOAL #3: FIND COST-EFFECTIVE SOLUTIONS
B lwmative 4] Atarative | Altemiative 3A | Alterriative 35 | Alternative 4 | Altemative . | ‘Alismative 48 | Altemative 5. | -Atternative s | Alternative 7 | Alternative 8.
Truxel LRT Truxel BRT
Evaluation Truxel Road Truxel LRT Minimum Truxel BRT Minimum "
CriterlaiMeasure No-Build Baseline/TSM LRT Starter Line Operable Truxel BRT Starter Line Operabla I-6Truxel LRT | 4-6/Truxe! BRT -5 LRT 1-5 BRT
Segment Sagment
Financlal
Capital Cost (in
millions of 20028) NiA $90.3 $623.1 $447.8 $260.8 $327.5 $208.8 $142.3 $793.1 $311.0 $746.4 §261.3
Change in Operating &
Maintenance Annual
Costs {in millions of - - 8.2 59.1 §5.1 $-(0.8) $-(0.5) $-(0.2) $6.7 £1.8 $7.5 $0.9
2002%) (1)
Cost-Effectiveness
User Benefit (cost per
hour of travel time N/A N $28.84 $22.44 $14.36 $12,51 $5.69 $1.24 $39.65 $18,14 $56.97 $13.30
saved)

Note: (1) = Far Alternauve 3 through 8, tha Annual Costs represent iha nel diffarence between tha cosl of operating and mainiaining the bu Id akierna!
$ource: Parsons Brinckerhoff, October 2003,
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TABLE7.7-4

EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES BY GOAL #4: MINIMIZE COMMUNITY AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

of 3to 4 acres.

Alternative 3.

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 | Altarnative 3A '| Alternative 3B | Alternativa 4 Alternative 44 : Altenative 4B | Alternative.5 | Alternative & Alternative 7 Altematlw'._s_:i'-
Truxel LRT Truxel BRT
Evajuatlon Truxel Road Truxel LRT Minimum Truxel BRT Minimum
Criteria/Measure No-Build Baseline/TSM LRT Starter Line Gperable Truxal BRT Starter Line Operable 1-8/Truxel LRT | I-6/Truxel BRT I-5LRT -5 BRT
Segment Segment
Environment
Wetlands NIA N/A 810 11.5 acres Comparable tc | Comparable to Comparable to Comparable to Comparable to | Comparable to | Comparable to | Comparable to | Cemparable to
. Alternative 3. Alternative 3. Alternative 3. Alternative 3. Allernative 3. Alternative 3. Altemative 3. Altarmative 3. Alternative 3.
No noise
impacts after
m tigation,
Slignificant
vibration
impacts during
Noise iLé?e:;:eBQ incr1e;.052 ::Btf;ﬁic the Comparable to | Comparable to Comparable to Comparable to Comparable to | Comparable to | Comparable to | Comparabie to | Comparable to
canstruction Alternative 3. Alternative 3. Alternative 3. Alternative 3. Altemative 3. Alternative 3. Alternative 3. Alternative 3. Alternative 3.
traffic volumes volumes k
period. Less
than significant
impacts from
vibration during
transit
operations,
20,064 feet of 16,526 feet of
10'.377 feel of 8,608 feel of 5'.122 feet of aerial structures, 7,022 faet of aerial 24,763 feet of 26,002 _feet of
aerial structure | aenal structure | aerial structure & park-and-ride | 9,081 fest of aerial aerial structures, plus aeral aerial 21,754 feet of
Visual N/A 3 park-and-ride lots é’al':: n‘;\;?::q.’ c?:lj:noa\::r:::qr f:::noa‘::r::g% lots, and 2 structures and 7 structures and overhead structures, and cailer;:‘ryur:isr‘es ae;:\a; :t;uacrttre
park-and-ride park-and-ride park-and-ride underpasses on | park-and-ride [ots. | 5 park-and-ride | catenary wire | 6 park-and-ride and 3 park- and-ride lots.
lats lots lots Soulh Truxet lots. and 7 park- lots. and-ride lots.
. : . Road. and-ride lols. )
7 residential T residential 7 residential
Total Displacements N/A NFA and 7 and 7 and 7 o} 0 0 10 commercial 8 commaercial 10 commercial | 8 commercial
commeraial commercial commercial
Parkland (4(7) Impacts NIA NIA Permanent use | Comparable to | Comparable to Comparable to Comparable to Comparable to | Comparable to | Comparable to | Comparable to

Comparakte to

Alternative 3. Alternative 3. Alternative 3. Alternative 3. Alternative 3, Altemative 3, Alternative 3. Alternative 3.
Source, Parsons Bnnckerhoff, Oclober 2003,
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TABLET7.7-6

B O TS N TG RIS W BT KR 16 A0 RSN T ST ¢ SR

EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES BY GOAL #5: ENSURE CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER FLANNING EFFORTS

# | Altemative 1| Alternative 2 'Alfernative 3' | Atternative 34 | Alternativa 36 |\Alternative'd. | Alternative 44 | Alternative 48 | Alternative 5 | Alternative 5 [ Alternative 7. | Alterniative 8
T | Road Truxel LRT " Truxel BRT
Evaluation ruxel Roai Truxel LRT Minimum Truxel BRT Minlmum
CriterialMeasure No-Buikd Baseline/TSM LRT Starter Line Operable Truxel BRT Starter Line Operable I-5/Truxel LRT | I-6/Truxel BRT -8 LRT I-5 BRY
Segment Segment
Land Use
suzﬁg%iﬁ:gr::gx Ne No High High Medium-High Medium-Low Medium-Low Medium-Low Medium Low Low Low
Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, Ociabar 2003,
TABLE 7.7-6
EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES BY GOAL #8: OBTAIN STRONG COMMUNITY SUPPORT
3 ‘'Altemative 1. | Atemative . | | 'Adteimative 3a | Alternatiie 38 | Altaiative 4:, ;[ 'Aitermative 45 [ Aitarnativa 4B | Alternative 8 | Alternative s | Altarnative7 | | Alternative s
T IR Truxel LRT Truxel BRT
Evaluation ruxel Road Truxel LRT Minimum Truxel BRT Minimum
CriteriaiMeasure No-Build Baseline/TSM LRT Starter Line Opsrable Truxel BRT Starter Line Operable |-5/Truxel LRT | 1-5/Truxel BRT -6 LRT 1-5 BRT
Segment Segment
Community Support
Residential and Residential and
carrmercial commercial
property property
owners have awners have
raised expressed an
PoieniLaul::;:lr?:rn:: Low Law Objze(g(')%m: Same as Snme_as Same'as Same_as Same‘as |n1:;:sé1:r;;he Sama‘as Samelas Sama_as
alternative individuals Alternative 3 Alternative 3 Allernative 3 Alternative 3 Altemative 3 alignment Altemative 5 Altemative 5 Alternative 5
have signeg a along I-5or I-
petition 5/Truxel,
supporting the without a
use of an |-5 preference for
alignment technology
Paotential agency
support for an N/A N/A High High High Low Low Low Medium Low Low Low
alternative
Scurce. Parsons Brinckerhoff, Deceamber 2003
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7.7.3 Comparative Summary Evaluation of Alternatives

To more easily compare how well the proposed DNA alternatives meet the project goals, Table
7.7-7 was developed showing the trade-offs associated with each of the alternatives. Trade-offs
refers to the fact that any alternative may have both positive and negative aspects and that
selecting a Locally Preferred Alternative requires balancing these trade-offs. The trade-offs
discussion is an evaluation in which all relevant criteria are considered together and the major
advantages and disadvantages of each alternative are described. The table includes only those
measures where discernible and significant differences can be noted between alternatives.

TABLE 7.7-7
SUMMARY OF MAJOR TECHNICAL ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES
AItemahveIDes;gn Option Advanta'g'e """ Disadvanmge
No-Buiid Does not cause short-term Does not support adopted plans
construction impacts Does not supply capacity to
Least expensive alternative growing congestion
Does not meet objectives of study
Does little to help achieve air
quality goals
Baseline/TSM Does not cause short-term Does not support adopted plans

construction impacts

Has the lowest environmental
impact

Relatively inexpensive to
implement

Does not supply capacity to carry
growing transit demand

Alt 3 Truxel LRT

Provides high capacity
technology to accommodate
growth and demand

Consistent with adopted plans
Encourages patterns of Smart
Growth

Provides good connectivity to RT
system

Exceeds likely available funding
Not cost-effective; options exist to
improve cost-effectiveness to
meet FTA guidelines

Significant impacts on parklands
due to double-track bridge

Visual impacts of overhead wire
and bridge crossing

Loss of 7 residential, 7
commercial properties

Alt 3A Truxel LRT Starter Line

Consistent with adopted plans
Provides high capacity
technology to accommaodate
growth and demand

Encourages patterns of Smart
Growth

Provides good connectivily to RT
system

Slightly exceeds FTA user benefit
threshold; options exist to
improve  cost-effectiveness  to
meet FTA guidelines

Mixed flow segments could
reduce service reliability

Visual impacts of overhead wire
and bridge crossing

Loss of 7 residential, 7
commercial properties

May impede automobile turning
movements
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TABLE 7.7-7

SUMMARY OF MAJOR TECHNICAL ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES (CONTINUED})

Alt 3B Truxel LRT MOS

Provides most cost-effective LRT
solution

Provides high capacity
technology to accommodate
growth and demand.
Encourages patterns of Smart
Growth

Provides good connectivity to RT
system

Cost is within projected available
funding

Competitive New Starts project

Does not directly serve the airport
without a timed transfer to bus
Loss of 7 residential, 7
commercial properties

Single track segments couid
reduce service reliability

May impede automobile turning
movements

Alt 4 Truxel BRT

Provides moderate capacity
technology to  accommodate
growth and demand

Provides good connectivity to RT
system

Within the anticipated financial
resources

Faster to build

No relocations

Competitive New Starts project

Has significant visual impacts in
North and South Natomas
Significant number of buses
entering downtown during peak
hour

Alt 4A Truxel BRT Starter Line

Provides moderate capacity
technology to accommodate
growth and demand

Faster to build

Very cost-effective based on FTA
criteria

No relocations

Competitive New Starts project

Single track segments could
reduce service reliability

Some visual impacts due to aerial
structures

Alt 4B Truxel BRT MOS

Provides most cost-effective BRT
solutton based on FTA criteria
Provides moderate capacity
technology to accommodate
growth and demand

Faster to build

No relocations

Competitive New Starts project

Does not provide strong
encouragement for patterns of
Smart Growth

Visual impacts due to aerial
structures

Alt 5 1-5/Truxel LRT

Provides high capacity
technology to accommodate
growth and demand.

Has strong community support
Few relocations (10}

Not cost-effective

Does not support adopted plans
Most expensive of LRT
alternatives and not affordable

Alt 6 I-5/Truxel BRT

Provides moderate capacity
technology to accommodate
growth and demand

Mode has some community
support

Few relocations (8)

Does not support adopted plans
Marginally encourages patterns of
Smart Growth
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TABLE 7.7-7

SU_MMARY OF MAJOR TECHNICAL ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES {CONTINUED)
 Altermative/Design Option Advantage _ Disadvaritage
At 7I-5LRT + Provides high capacity +  Mixed community support
technology to accommodate « Not cost-effective
growth and demand « Not financially affordable
« Few relocations {10) + Does not encourage patterns of
Smart Growth
s Serves lowest number of low
income households
Alt 8 1-5 BRT » Provides moderate capacity « Does not have strong community

technology to accommodate
growth and demand.
Few relocations (8)

support

Does not encourage patterns of
Smart Growth

Limited connectivity to RT system
Serves lowest number of low
income households

Note: Underscore indicates potential “fatal flaw.”

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, October 2003.
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8.0 LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
SELECTION

Chapter Summary

A Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) is the selected candidate physical design concept and
scope for a major corridor transit investment. In the Downtown/Natomas/Airport (DNA) Corridor,
the LPA will consist of two features: the identification and description of a corridor alignment
and the identification of a transit (bus, light rail) mode. The LPA will also generally describe the
proposed location of stations, the operating concepts by which transit service will be provided,
and a set of specific design options to be further evaluated during the draft environmental
phase. Refinements to the LPA will continue during subsequent Preliminary Engineering (PE)
and the Final Environmental impact Statement (FEIS) phase.

The PE/FEIS phase will focus on developing more specific environmental and engineering
information including detailed environmental testing and mitigation plans, geometric alignment
design, bridges and structures, station location and design, landscaping features, access and
operating strategies, drainage, right-of-way requirements, maintenance of traffic during
construction, phasing of construction, and a detailed financial plan including funding
commitments. Minor alignment and engineering adjustments to the LPA will likely occur during
final design and construction phases of the transit improvement. Subsequent to the Preliminary
Engineering (PE) phase of LPA development, minor alignment and engineering adjustments to
the LPA will likely occur during PE, final design, and construction of the transit improvement.

8.1 Selection Process

Earlier chapters of this report provided a systematic comparison of 12 conceptual alternatives,
inctuding a No-Build, a Baseline/TSM, five light rail transit (LRT) alternatives and five bus rapid
transit (BRT) alternatives. It was structured around criteria and indicators designed to reflect the
study goals and objectives as endorsed by the Technical Review Panel (TRP), Citizens Review
Panel (CRP), the Sacramento Regional Transit District (RT) Board of Directors, and from
information provided by the City of Sacramento, Sacramento County, public agencies, and the
general public.

On November 6, 2003 RT formally released for a 30-day period the Draft Alternatives Analysis
(AA) Report for public review and comment. On November 10, the RT Board of Directors was
presented with a summary of the Draft Report. RT then convened a community workshop on
November 20 at the Sacramento Convention Center, enabling the public an opportunity to
review the study findings and to pose questions regarding the alternatives to agency staff and
the consultant team. RT also held a public hearing on December 8 in the chambers of the
Sacramento County Board of Supervisors to provide the public more opportunity to provide
comment on the AA Report.

Based on the technical analysis results and public comment received on the Draft AA report,
agency staff has developed an LPA recommendation for the RT Board of Directors to consider
on December 15, 2003. At this meeting, the Board of Directors will have the opportunity to
accept, modify or reject the LPA recommendation. Figure 8.1-1 illustrates the decision-making
process RT will have used to select an LPA for the DNA Corridor.
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FIGURE 8.1-1
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8.2 Recommendation on a Locally Preferred Alternative

Since the mid-1980’s, there has been an increasing recognition by the public and its elected
officials of the need for a major public transit investment in the DNA Corridor. Three primary
factors have contributed to this vision, including:

1. Recognition that significant growth and development will continue to occur, particularly in
North Natomas, in close proximity to the Airport, and in surrounding areas north and east of
the corridor;

2. Concern over increasing traffic congestion along Interstate (I-5), and the need to provide
people living and working in the corridor a transportation alternative to driving their own
vehicle; and

3. A desire to improve transportation mobility between the Downtown, South and North
Natomas Communities, and the Sacramento International Airport and to other parts of the
Sacramento region.

In exploring this vision, several corridor alignments and transportation technologies have been
studied extensively over time, including the I-5, Truxe! Road, and I-5/Truxel alignments and the
potential for expanding existing bus service and extending LRT service into the Corridor. More
recently, as part of this study, BRT has also been considered as a viable transit technology. It is
clear, however, that when considering future ridership, costs, and impacts to the local
community and region, each study alternative has both advantages and disadvantages.

These trade-offs have been the topic of much regional and community discussion and debate,
resulting in a decision by RT in 1991 to support construction of light rail on Truxel Road. The
City of Sacramento and County of Sacramento have included the locally adopted alignment in
their respective general plans and community plans. The Sacramento Area Council of
Governments (SACOG) has consistently reaffirmed the local decision, as recently as July 2002,
with the adoption of the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) for 2025. The results of this
current AA Report support this conclusion.

8.3 Preference for Alignment
Use of the Truxel Road alignment will provide the largest transportation benefit to transit users
in the Corridor and in the region. In summary, these benefits include the following:

> Improved Corridor Mobility. While all three alignments would provide improved transit
service between Downtown and the Airport, the Truxel alignment provides the shortest
travel time for North and South Natomas residents. While the Truxel alignment does not
have the best travel time from Downtown to the Airport, the 28 to 30 minute travel time is
comparable to the I-5 alignment alternatives.

> Greater Transit Accessibility. Based on the 2000 Census and year 2025 SACOG
projections, the Truxel alignment would provide the greatest transit access to corridor
residents and households than either the I-5 or I-5/Truxel alignments.

There are 21,500 residents living within %-mile of the Truxel Road alignment, including a
greater concentration of low income and transit dependent households. Likewise, there are
32,100 jobs located within %-mile of the alignment; nearly equivalent to the number of jobs
located along I-5 or the |-5/Truxel alignment alternatives. In addition, the Truxe! alignment
provides the best pedestrian access opportunities.

Due to limited north-south traffic capacity in the DNA Corridor, with only two bridges across the
American River within a three-mile wide reach, a new bridge crossing along the Truxe! Road
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alignment is needed to provide improved and direct transit accessibility into Downtown
Sacramento.

» Connectivity. Generally, the Truxel Road alignment provides better connectivity to the
existing regional transit system and to the major concentration of existing and planned
activity centers and destinations within the DNA Corridor.

These activity centers and destinations include: {1) the Sacramento International Airport; (2)
Metro Air Park, an improved mixed use commercial/office development; (3) the soon to be
buit North Natomas Town Center, with a 200-acre Regional Park, high school and
community college campus and library; (4) ARCO Arena; (5) the Natomas Marketplace
commercial center; (6) Natomas High School; (7) the South Natomas Community Center; (8)
the redeveloping Richards Boulevard area; and (9) the Sacramento Valley Station, which is
part of a 240-acre proposed master plan redevelopment project for the Union Pacific
Railyards.

Moreover, the DNA Corridor connection with the Sacramento Valley Station provides
intermodal connections to existing and new bus services, existing Capitol Corridor intercity
rail service, long distance Amtrak service, soon to be constructed Folsom Corridor LRT
service, and future regional commuter rail service.

> Potential for Transit-Oriented Development. The Truxel Road alignment generally offers
the greater opportunity to foster transit-oriented development, particularly in the North
Natomas community and the Railyards/Richards Boulevard area. Land use plans in these
two areas propose the highest density employment and housing clustered in a mix around
planned stations. The North Natomas Community Plan, in particular, was designed as a
transit-oriented community, with dedicated right-of-way along Truxel Road set aside for a
light rail alignment as a central element. Opportunities also exist for further increases in
density and intensity in station areas once the LRT is constructed.

The Truxel alignment provides a further opportunity to shape future land use decisions
within the unincorporated area, west of State Route 99/70 and north of Elkhorn Boulevard,
in the same planned vision that created the North- Natomas Community Plan, if the region
desires to grow in that direction.

The total land available for development at future stations along the Truxel alignment is
greater than that along the 1-5 alignment. Opportunities for smart growth are curtailed by |-
5, which limits pedestrian access to either side of the freeway, and hence reduces the
potential for transit-oriented development opportunities.

\d

Plan Consistency. The Truxel alighment, with light rail, also offers the highest level of
consistency with existing adopted community plans, the City and County general plans,
current planning efforts within the Corridor, and over 15 years of prior development and
infrastructure commitment in North Natomas.

In particular, the North Natomas Community Plan set aside land use by the future light rail
guideway. In addition, the Truxel Road Interchange was designed and built to structurally
support a future light rail alignment. And the North Natomas infrastructure-financing plan
includes a development fee structure to finance light rail station improvements.

Perhaps most importantly, the Truxel Road alignment, with light rail, offers the lowest
potential for physically dividing the community.

» Higher Ridership. Across all the alternatives studied, the opportunities for the highest daily
ridership occur along the Truxel Road alignment.
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Cost-Effectiveness. Generally, all of the Truxel Road alignment modal alternatives fair
better in terms of providing the most cost-effective transit solution, using Federal Transit
Administration ratings, because they directly serve more residents and have lower
construction costs.

Fundability. Using long-range revenue estimates prepared by RT and SACOG, it was
determined that any alternative costing $450 million or below could be funded with a
combination of federal, state and local revenue as they become available. The majority of
the alternatives that fall within this funding threshold occur on the Truxel Road alignment.

8.4 Preference for Mode

Use of light rail also will provide greater transportation benefits to transit users. In summary,
these benefits include the following:

>

v

>

Ridership. In the DNA Corridor, light rail generally generates ten percent higher ridership
than BRT, with most of the difference resulting from airport passengers (as service
continuity is a key factor for airport transit service).

Capacity. Over the next 20 years and beyond, the Natomas Basin is seen as a major new
growth area for the Sacramento region. The travel corridor warrants a high capacity mode.
LRT has a superior ability to respond to growth pressures by increasing capacity compared
to other modes, such as BRT. Light rail can add another car to a train to carry more riders
and not affect labor costs. This is a primary reason LRT is more efficient with higher
ridership demand.

Speed. Light rail systems generally have increased speed over bus systems (as well as the
perception of being faster).

Technology. LRT has higher vehicle performance technology and passenger comfort
features. Light rail vehicles are more spacious and provide for a more stable ride. The
guideway feature makes possible use of larger vehicles and trains of up to four cars, as well
as partial signal control. The vehicles are clean, non-polluting electric—propulsion powered.
Clean-fueled buses still produce particulates and nitrogen oxides emissions, which is
objectionable, particularly in areas with high concentrations of people. Noise produced by
buses also remains a problem.

Buses are also considerably less expensive than LRT vehicles, although the difference in
their life costs is not as great as the difference in their purchase prices because light rail
vehicles have 2.5 to 3.0 times longer life spans. Buses last 12 years, while light rail vehicles
last between 25 and 40 years. Therefore, a current comparison must be based on life cycle
costs per unit of vehicle capacity. Such a comparison would tend to favor LRT.

Economic Development. LRT is attractive as a tool for transit-oriented development, a
characteristic not convincingly displayed in the United States by bus service of any type.
Light rail has a permanent infrastructure that becomes part of the urban structure. Because
BRT is less capital intensive, it is more likely to be abandoned if the market were not
supporting the service. It is the permanence of light rail that tells private investors and
transit users that this form of transportation is here to stay.

Reduction in Auto Travel. The highest levei of traffic growth over the next 20 years will
occur on [-5, between the Arena Boulevard Interchange and the |-80 junction with I-5, where
a growth in traffic volumes of 100 percent is forecasted. This will result in prolonged Level
of Service (LOS) “F” (failure) conditions for several hours during morning and evening peak
commute periods. Even with future programmed roadway improvements in the adopted
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MTP, traffic under No Build conditions wili deteriorate on I-5, leading to higher traffic
volumes on |-80 and parallel roadways.

Of the alignment alternatives studied, the Truxel Road alignment offers the greatest
reduction in weekday peak period auto travel to Downtown Sacramento, with the highest
reduction coming from light rail, eliminating 4,700 daily persen irips. Likewise, the greatest
reductions in weekday parking demand in Downtown Sacramento occur with the Truxel
Road alignment, with LRT eliminating the need for 2,200 parking spaces.

» A Balanced Transportation System. Further, in a region, such as Sacramento, a single
transit mode cannot provide as efficient service as several coordination modes. A “family” of
modes operating as an integrated transport system, with buses feeding light rail lines rather
than competing with each other, is defined as a balanced transportation system.

v

Service Continuity. Light rail provides greater service continuity that BRT, with seamless
service through Downtown and beyond, connecting other major activity centers. LRT can
provide a “one-seat-ride” for anyone within walk access of the service, or within easy “drop
off’ access.

This “one-seat-ride” service is especially critical within the DNA Corridor because air
passengers respond negatively to off-airport transfers. In some situations, LRT may involve
more transfers from other trains coming from the Watt/I-80 and the South Line light rail
corridors. These transfers are, however, simple—they are made at the same platform and
require little or no walking.

LRT may also involve transfers with buses. In this situation, the transfers are organized in a
timed manner so that transferring is made conveniently.

Service Reliability. LRT generally has enhanced service reliability over bus-based systems
due to the use of a guideway and preferential treatments, such as traffic signal prioritization.
LRT service would operate at 15-minute headways throughout the DNA Corridor. BRT
service would operate at varying headways within the Corridor, culminating in a combined
3.3-minute peak and 3.8-minute off-peak headway in downtown Sacramento. Without the
benefit of traffic signal prioritization that is afforded to the LRT, large segments of the BRT
route in downtown Sacramento would suffer reduced service reliability, due to the
unavailability of sufficient “green” time to allocate a priority to BRT and still accommodate all
other vehicular traffic and movements. The practical result will be substantial delays to the
BRT service, long queues of buses waiting at intersections, and insufficient bus stop
capacity to accommodate lines of buses.

W

¥

Other Characteristics. Other important characteristics that favor LRT include: frequency,
durability, efficiency, simplicity, directness, and comfort. These are very desirable features
for transit services. Transit services need to be aimed at attracting incidental users. The
general public needs to have fixed routes, fixed {memorable) scheduies, and known fares, in
order to use the service.

For these reasons, LRT on Truxel Road provides the most cost-effective, superior, long-term
major transit investment for the DNA Corridor. At the same time, however, it is recognized
that residents and commercial property owners along Truxel Road, especially in the
segment between Garden Highway and San Juan Road, have significant concerns with the
use of Truxel Road. These concerns include station location, traffic circulation, pedestrian
safety, noise, vibration, and visual impacts, property values, and resident and transit user
safety. For RT to build and operate LRT service along Truxel Road, a concerted effort will
be required for the District to work closely with residents, businesses, property owners, and
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neighborhood groups to address these various specific and important quality of life
concerns.

8.5 A Long-Term Transit Vision for the Corridor

In implementing a leng-term transit vision for the DNA Caorridor, it may be necessary to phase
construction of light rail between downtown Sacramento and the Airport. This is consistent with
the progression of growth and evolving development patterns within the Corridor by 2025 and
beyond, the funding strategy set forth in SACOG’'s adopted MTP, and follows the pattern
established by RT in building Phase 1 of the recently opened South Line LRT extension from
Downtown to Meadowview Road as well as the construction of the Folsom LRT extension to
Sunrise and ultimately to the City of Folsom.

Using this approach, Alternative 3: Truxel Road Light Rail Transit could initially be built in two
phases, with full implementation by 2025 or beyond. This phased approach wouid ultimately, be
determined during the PE phase of the project development process.

» Phase 1 (by 2012} — implementation of Truxel LRT MOS (Alternative 3B), with light rail
service between Downtown and the Natomas Town Center, with a feeder bus service
connection to the Airport.

» Phase 2 (by 2015) ~ implementation of Truxel LRT Starter (Alternative 3A), with the
extension of light rail service beyond Natomas Town Center to the Airport.

As part of this long-term transit vision for the DNA Corridor, during the environmental phase and
subsequently in PE and final design, RT will evaluate in greater detail design options that are
also retained as part of the LPA. A listing of these design options is shown in Table 8.8-1.
These design options will influence transit station and park-and-ride lot location, transit user
accessibility, traffic flow and circulation, and pedestrian safety.

While Alternative 3 fails above the FTA user benefit threshold of $25.00, it is anticipated that
additional design and engineering refinements could be achieved, thereby enhancing the
eligibility of Alternatives 3 and 3A for federal funding. This could occur, for example by treating
the LRT maintenance facility and bike/pedestrian path on the new American River bridge, as
separate capital projects and thus paid for through other sources of funding. Under this
scenario, the resulting FTA user benefits would be $24.41 and $20.36, respectively. Other types
of cost savings, value engineering, and/or funding strategies will be considered in the PE phase
of project development to improve this ratio. This type of separate capital project approach
occurred during South Line Phase 1, with the separate funding of the Wayne Hultgren LRT
station and the Florin Road grade separation project. Alternative 3B already falls well below
FTA’s user benefit threshold of $19.99 per hour allowing it to compete for a medium project
rating in FTA’'s New Staris process.

8.6 Funding Strategy

A fong-term commitment of local, state and federal funding will be required to build the DNA
LRT extension. SACOG's MTP identifies approximately $400 million in funding available to
build light rail from Downtown to the Airport. This figure could potentially increase to $450
million assuming the availability of Airport funding for airport-related transit improvements and
local developer fees that are reasonable to expect based on redevelopment of the
Railyards/Richards Boulevard areas. It is further assumed that:

> Project construction will be funded based on a 50 percent federal New Starts match,
coupled with local and state funds, and
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# Project operation assumes local funding, primarily through farebox revenues and renewal
and expansion of Sacramento County’'s Measure A sales tax program. Critical to the
construction and operation of DNA improvements will be an increase in RT's share of a
renewed sales tax program, from an existing 1/6 of a cent to at least 1/3 of a cent as
identified in the adopted MTP.

The phasing of project construction will be dictated, in large part, by the availability of
construction and operating funds. RT will need to work closely with FTA, SACOG, and other
local and state agencies to ensure that necessary funding is available when needed to maintain
project momentum so that initial LRT service between Downtown and the Natomas Town
Center begins by 2012 and that service is extended to the Airport no later than by 2015.

8.7 Recommendation

Thus it is recommended that the LPA consist of building and operating high capacity LRT
service on the Truxel Road alignment from Downtown, through South and North Natomas to the
Sacramento International Airport. Figure 8-8.1 shows the location of the alignment, while Table
8.8-2 identifies design options that are recommended to be dropped from further study.
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FIGURE 8,71
LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

v Al Grada Stations/Parking
s Cut/Filf Reaining Watl -  Sacramento Valley (0}
Aerial Structure 2- Rialyards Station (0)
e Balow Grade Undercrossing 3- Richatds Boulevard Station (D)
] Proposed initial Station 4  West Ef Camino Ave Station (P)
Proposed Oplional Station® 5 Pehblestone Way Statlon (P}
P Park and Ride Lot & San Juan Road Station {P)
o 05 P 7- Gateway Park / Natomas Market Place Slation {P)
6 ——— ) M 8 Arco Arena Boulevard Statlon (0}
9-  Arco Arena Station (P}
1- Notincluded in capital cost estimate 10- East Town Center Station {P)
ot e SRS | 11 North Natomas Town Center Station Station (0)
12- Club Center Drive/North Village Center Station (P)
E,, "‘3 13- Sacramento International Airport Station (0}
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TABLE 8.7-1

DESIGN OPTIONS TO BE CARRIED FORWARD AS PART OF THE LOCALLY PREFERRED

ALTERNATIVE

“Description _

1 | North 5th Street, Mixed Flow Double-track mixed flow guideway through grade-separation of
Grade-separation relocated Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) tracks;
Double-track in exclusive median of new 5™/6™ Street north of
UPRR
2 | North 5th Street, Exclusive Grade- | Double-track exclusive guideway in median of proposed 5"/6™
Separation Street grade-separation of relocated UPRR tracks;
Double-track exclusive guideway in median of new 576" Street
north of UPRR
3 | North 6th Street, Exclusive Grade- | Double-track exclusive guideway in median of proposed 6"
Separation Street grade-separation of relocated UPPR tracks;
Double-track exclusive guideway along 8" Street alignment
north of UPRR
4 | 7th Street, Exclusive Single Track | Single-track exclusive guideway in 2-lane 7" Street extension
(Starter Line and Minimum undercrossing,
Operable Segment [MOS]) Single track exclusive guideway along 7" Street north of UPRR
5 | 7th Street, Exclusive Double Track | Single track exclusive guideway in 7% Street extension
undercrossing;
Double-track exclusive guideway along 7" Street north of
UPRR
6 | 7th Street, Mixed Flow Double Double-track mixed flow guideway in 2-lane 7™ Street
Track/Exclusive Guideway extension undercrossing;
Double-track exclusive guideway along 7" Street north of
UPRR
7 | 7th Street, Two-Phased Under- Phase One: Single-track exclusive guideway in existing 2-lane
crossing Construction 7th Street extension undercrossing,
Phase Two: Double-track exclusive guideway in new 4-lane 7™
Street undercrossing
Phase One and Two: Double-track exclusive guideway along
7" Street north of UPRR
8 | 7th Street, east-side running Double- or single-track exclusive guideway using city-owned
(North B Street to Richards land on the east side of 7th Street between North B Street and
Boulevard) Richards Blvd.
9 | Sequoia Pacific Boulevard Station | Light Rail Transit (LRT) station on abandoned railroad spur

west of Sequoia Pacific Boulevard
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TABLE 8.7-1

DESIGN OPTIONS TO BE CARRIED FORWARD AS PART OF THE LOCALLY PREFERRED

ALTERNATIVE (CONTINUED)

Crossing of the American River

10 | Truxel Bridge Crossing {All
Alternatives)

Transit only crossing along an abandoned railroad spur
west of Sequoia Pacific Boulevard, with a direct connection
to Garden Highway at Truxel Road

11 | North 5™ Street Bridge Crossing

Transit only crossing from the end of North 5" Street with a
direct connection to Garden Highway at Truxel Road

Through South Natomas

12 | Mixed Flow, Double-Track in Traffic

Lanes (Truxel LRT)

Double-track exclusive guideway in mixed fiow travel lanes
on Truxel Road;

13 | Exclusive Median Single-Track
(Truxel LRT Starter Line/MOS)

Single track exclusive guideway would operate in the
median of Truxel Road, with double track sections at
selected locations

14 | Exclusive Median Single-Track with

Single-Track Mixed Flow

Single track exclusive guideway would operate in the
median of Truxel Road, with a second track located in an
adjacent mixed flow lane

15 { West EI Camino Avenue Station
South Site

LRT Station located on Truxel Road south of West E
Camino Avenue

16 | San Juan Road Station North Site

LRT Station located north of San Juan Road in the median
of Truxel Road with parking west of Truxel Road adjacent
to the Truxel/l-80 interchange

Crossing of Interstate 80

17 | New East Side Double Track Aerial

Structure (Truxel LRT)

New aerial structure over I-80 located on the east side of
the Truxel Road overcrossing

18 | Mixed Flow Double Track Aerial
Structure
{Truxel LRT Starter Line/MOS)

Double-track mixed flow guideway on the existing I-80
overcrossing

19 | New |-80 Double Track Aerial

Road

Structure to the West Side of Truxel

New aerial structure over I-80 with an elevated transition to
the west side of Truxe! Road just north of the Natomas
Marketplace

Text in Bold type indicates the pnmary design option in a particular geographic segment
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TABLE 8.7-1

DESIGN OPTIONS TO BE CARRIED FORWARD AS PART OF THE LOCALLY PREFERRED

" Desian Opton |

Description®

Through North Natomas

20

Arco Arena Spur

Operation of LRT along a spur to Arco Arena for special events; Light
rail vehicle storage for MOS alternative

21 | Gateway Park Boulevard | Station located along the west side of Truxel Road adjacent to the
and Truxel Road - West | Natomas Marketplace
Side

22 | Gateway Park Boulevard | LRT Station in the median of Truxel Road north of Gateway Park
and Truxel Road — Center | Boulevard.
(Truxel LRT  Starter
Line/MOS)

23 | Gateway Park Boulevard | LRT Station along the east side of Truxel Road north of Gateway Park
and Truxel Road - East | Boulevard
Side
(Truxel LRT)

24 | Commerce Parkway | LRT Station along the east side of East Commerce Parkway at North
Station Park Drive

25 | Greenbriar Farms Station LRT Station along future extension of Meister Way

26 | Metro Air Park Station LRT Station along Meister Way just west of Metro Air Parkway

Access into the Airport

27

Single Station

Locate an LRT station between existing Terminals A and B.

28

Rental Car Station

Locate an LRT station at the Rental Car Facility south of the
terminals.

29

Rental Car/Terminals A & B

Locate LRT stations at the Rental Car Facility and between existing
Terminals A and B

30 | Two Stations Locate LRT sfations at Terminals A and B

31 | Terminal A, East Side | Locate an LRT station along the east side of Terminal A with an
{All Alternatives) alignment along the eastern side of Airport Boulevard

32 | Station Immediately North | Locate a station immediately north of 1-5 (near former oxidation
of I-5 ponds) that would serve future airport development between 1-5 and

Crossfield Drive
Maintenance Facility Options
33 | Maintenance Facility at { Locate a light rail vehicle maintenance facility near Meister Way at

Metro Air Park {Truxel
LRT/LRT Starter Line)

Metro Air Park
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TABLE 8.7-2

Crossing of the American River

: th . N . .
1 Urrutia Bridge Crossing Continue north on 77 Street to a crossing of the American River just
east of Discovery Park

2 | |-5 East Bridge A new bridge crossing immediately adjacent to the existing I-5 Bridge

Through South Natomas

3 | Exclusive Median Double- | Double-lane or double-track guideway in the median of Truxel Road

Lane/Double-Track (See Figure 5.4-11)
BRT/ALRT Guideways

4 | Exclusive East Side Double-lane or double-track guideway on the east side of Truxel Road
BRT/LRT Guideways

Through North Natomas

4 | Sports Parkway Alignment | Operation of either LRT along Sports Parkway past Arco Arena to
Town Center Drive

Maintenance Facility Options

5 | Maintenance Facility at the | Locate a light rail vehicle maintenance facility on airport property south

Airport of I-5
oo’ """ Draft Alternatives Analysis Report
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9.0 NEXT STEPS
Chapter Summary

Following the conclusion of the Alternatives Analysis (AA) and adoption of a Locally Preferred
Alternative (LPA), the Sacramento Regional Transit District (RT) will be well positioned to initiate
the next phase of LPA development, which consists of completing a Draft Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (DEIS/DEIR). RT will also need to begin addressing
other short- and long-term LPA implementation issues. Building on the coordination and
consultation process established during the planning phase of the Downtown/Natomas/Airport
{DNA) Corridor study, RT will continue working closely with local, state and federal agencies to
implement its vision for the DNA Corridor. A set of “Next Steps” are provided below that RT
should take to pursue its vision of implementing transit improvements in the DNA Corridor.

9.1 Environmental Documentation

Under both state and federal law, RT is required to prepare an environmental document that
identifies and evaluates environmental impacts associated with a proposed major transit
investment. RT has chosen to prepare a single integrated document that represents an
Environmental Impact Statement, consistent with the requirements under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA}, and an Environmental Impact Report, which complies with
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). To initiate the environmental evaluation
process, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) published in the December 2001 Federal
Register a Notice of Intent (NOI) to evaluate a DNA Corridor transit investment. Three public
scoping meetings were held in Sacramento where comments were received from both resource
agencies and the general public. A Notice of Preparation (NOP), required by CEQA, was also
published and distributed by RT in December 2001. The NOI and NOP will be reissued before
the actual preparation of the DEIS/DEIR begins.

The DEIS/DEIR will evaluate two alternatives—a No-Build Alternative, which assumes for
comparison purposes that no transit investment is built, and the RT-adopted LPA. Topics to be
addressed include impacts to the natural environment, such as air quality, biological resources,
noise and visual aesthetics, and impacts to the built environment, such as socioeconomic and
fiscal impacts, property acquisition and relocation, environmental justice, cultural and parkland
resources, public safety and security, construction impacts, and cumulative and growth inducing
impacis.

Under FTA and NEPA guidelines RT has chosen to prepare the DEIS following completion of
this AA Report and selection of the LPA. The DEIS is to be prepared in early 2004 and will be
circulated for public comment and review for a minimum of 45 days. Following the receipt and
response to comments, RT will submit the DEIS and the comments to FTA. The agency will
then conduct its own review and, assuming all statutory and regulatory requirements have been
met, authorize RT to begin the next phase of proposed LPA development: Preliminary
Engineering (PE) and completion of a Final EIS.

Concurrent with public review of the DEIS, RT will also request public comment on the DEIR
portion of the document. Unlike the federal process, once RT has received and responded to
comments, it will prepare a Final EIR (FEIR) for consideration and approval by the RT Board of
Directors during the latter part of 2004. Adoption of the FEIR will enable RT to use local and
state funds to acquire right-of-way (ROW) and to conduct other proposed LPA-related activities.
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9.2 Preliminary Engineering and Refinement of Design
Options

In preparing the AA, RT has evaluated the study alternatives based on conceptual planning and
engineering, or within about a 10 percent level of design. During Preliminary Engineering, RT
intends to continue the refinement process by exploring in greater detail the engineering and
design needed for implementing the LPA and one or more of its design options. During PE, the
level of design typically approaches 30 to 35 percent of a Final Design. Also during this phase,
RT will complete its work on the Final E!S (FEIS).

9.3 Funding Commitments

To eventually receive a federal commitment to help build any DNA Corridor major fransit
investment, FTA will require RT to demonstrate it can: a) provide at least ¥z (50 percent) of the
construction costs using local and state funds, and b} that RT has the authority and assumed
financial resources to operate the proposed system improvements for the next 20 years. These
local funding commitments will need to be documented and provided to FTA prior to the agency
giving RT approval to begin Final Design. Upon compietion of Final Design, these commitments
will need to be reaffirmed by RT prior to FTA approving a Full Funding Grant Agreement
(FFGA), thereby committing the federal government to pay for 2 of the construction cost for
DNA Corridor improvements. The FTA major transit investment development process is
depicted in Figure 9.3-1.

9.4 LPA Implementation issues and Schedule

Building on the coordination and consultation process established during the planning phase of
the DNA Corridor study, RT will continue working closely with local, state and federal agencies
to implement its vision for the DNA Corridor. This interactive process will occur on several
levels, including the coordination of planning activities; obtaining political support at key
milestones; the resolution of alignment, station location, traffic, environmental and other
technical issues; and all funding commitments. in addition, the types of issues will change over
time, as the transit investment evolves from planning to design, from design to detailed
engineering, and from engineering to construction and the initiation of revenue service.

While the number of agencies RT will need to work with is large, there are seven local agencies
where the coordination and consultation process will be critical in maintaining momentum for
implementing the LPA. These agencies include the Sacramento International Airport, the City of
Sacramento, the County of Sacramento, the Sacramento Area Council of Governments
(SACOG), the Sacramento Transportation Authority {(STA), Sacramento Area Flood Control
Agency (SAFCA), and the California Department of Transportation {Caltrans). A general
discussion of the types of issues to be addressed by each of these agencies is described below.
In addition, Table 9.4-1 provides more detail on the type of actions required, who will need to
participate in the decision-making process, and the timeline for these decisions.

The issues identified here will likely change over time, so RT will periodically update its
implementation plan to accomplish its adopted goal of opening new transit revenue service
between downtown and Natomas Town Center by 2012 and extending service to the airport by
2015.
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FIGURE 9.3-1

FTA LPA DEVELOPMENT PROCESS
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TABLE 9.4-1

LPA IMPLEMENTATION ACTION PLAN

'Responslble F'artles

Timeline

Sacramento International Airport

1. Consistency between the
Draft Sacramento
International Airport
Master Pian Study (Airport
Master Plan Study) and
RT's DNA Expansion
Program

Ensure that the Airport Master Plan now being
prepared generally identifies the location of alignment,
transit staticn, and light rail vehicle (LRV)
maintenance facility site options on airport property

County Airport Agency,
Sacramento Regional
Transit, the Federal
Aviation Administration

Puring the Preliminary
Engineering phase of
the LPA

2. Airport Financial
Participation

Work with airport staff to determine and confirm the
level and timing of the airport’s financial participation
in the planning, design, engineering and construction
of DNA-related transit improvements; negotiate an
agreement for access/lease/acquisition of a LRV
maintenance facility site; prepare a Memorandum of
Agreement (MCA) that formally establishes the
process and schedule by which RT and the airport will
work together to plan, fund, build and operate transit
service to the airport; ensure that the DNA transit
investment is included in the airport’s Capital
Improvement Program (CIP)

County Airpart Agency,
Sacramento Regional
Transit, the Federatl
Aviation Administration

During the Preliminary
Engineering phase of
the LPA

3. Employee and Airport
Passenger Incentives to
Use Transit Service

Work with airport staff to determine how transit service
can accommodate airport employee work schedules;
identify mechanism for airport employees to purchase
transit passes on airport property; evaluate short- and
long-term employee and passenger parking needs
and its relationship to the provision of future transit
service,

County Airport Agency,
Sacramento Regional
Transit, the Federal
Aviation Administration

During the Preliminary
Engineering phase of
the LPA. lssue should
be revisited from time-
to-time once transit
improvements are
implemented.

4. Maintenance Facility Site

Work with airport staff to identify a preferred option for
a proposed LRV maintenance facility on airport
property

County Airport Agency,
Sacramento Regional
Transit, the  Federal
Aviation Administration

During the Preliminary
Engineering phase of
the LPA
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TABLE 9.4-1

LPA IMPLEMENTATICON ACTION PLAN (CONTINUED)

Implementation Issue

Abtion(s)

Responsible Parties

Timeline

City of Sacramento

5. Design and Development | Work with City staff to design the SITF to support RT staff; City staff Ongoing effort
of the Sacramento efficient and cost-effective RT rail and bus service, representing Planning, throughout planning,
Intermodal Transportation | support a Railyards land use pian that will generate Economic Development, | design, engineering
Facility; Redevelopment transit ridership and ease of transfer between different j Public Works, and and construction of the
of the UPRR Railyards transportation modes; assist in developing a Railyards | Environmental Review DNA LPA
Financing Plan that identifies specific transit Departments; Union
improvements (e.g., stations, fixed guideway Pacific Railroad; Capitol
construction near stations, etc.) that can be funded Corridor JPA; and
through redevelopment activities; participate in Amtrak, brief City
discussions about a Downtown Entertainment District | Manager and City Council
to determine how best transit can serve local needs Members on
implementation progress
8.  Address Traffic Continue to work with City staff to identify, evaluate RT staff; City staff Ongoing effort
Circulation, Parking, and | and resolve issues of mutual concern (e.qg., traffic representing Planning, throughout planning,
Other Related Issues circulation, parking, pedestrian/bicycle access, etc.); Economic Development, | design, engineering
discuss the need to develop a residential parking Public Works, and and construction of the
permit program near stations to prevent transit-patron | Environmental Review DNA LPA
parking on nearby streets; with City participation, Departments; brief City
initiate a study to evaluate downtown bus circulation Manager and City Council
issues Members on LPA
progress
-;;:{__ » - -
Downtown. Final Alternatives Analysis Report

-+ Natomas,_

Airport

F Y Tasrist Elitewatirrs dove)
AP Frepie [

gt

Jiiead Statement and Repoes

9-5

January 2004




TABLE 9.4-1

cie ks sl

ons) -

LPA IMPLEMENTAT!ON ACTION PLAN (CONTINUED)

| Timeline

Promate Trang?t- ‘

Thll:dugh thé feview of development appiidations,

RT staff, City staff Ongoeing effort
Suppartive Land Use identify opportunities for increased densities of representing Planning throughout planning,
residential, office and commercial development and Eccnomic design, engineering
around transit stations; work with City staff to Development and construction of the
determine the feasibility of implementing transit DNA LPA
overlay zoning in portions of the DNA. Corridor, such
as in the Railyards, the Richards Boulevard area, Arco
Arena re-use; the Commerce Parkway Station area,
and potentially in South Natomas. Also work with the
County to identify transit supportive land uses within
Greenbriar Farms, if approved, and other areas
covered by the Natomas Vision agreement between
the City and County
8. Infrastructure Financing Ensure that infrastructure financing plans that do not RT staff, City staff During the Preliminary

have any specific set asides for transit be updated to
address transit capital needs (e.g., Railyards/
Richards, etc.)

representing Planning
and Economic
Development

Engineering phase of
the LPA

County of Sacramento

9. County Oversight of the Feriodically brief members of the Board of RT staff, County Board of | Ongoing effort
Airport Supervisors on DNA activities as they relate to airport | Supervisors; County staff | throughout planning,
service; monitor City/ County negotiations/agreements | representing Planning, design, engineering
on implementing Natomas Vision; provide comment Economic Development, | and construction of the
on possible development proposals in unincorporated | and Transportation PNA LPA
areas adjacent to the DNA Carridor Departments
10. Update of the American Work closely with County staff to make sure that the RT staff, County Board of | During the Preliminary

River Parkway Plan
(ARPP)

ARPP is consistent with the locally preferred
alternative selected for the DNA transit investment

Supervisors; County
parks Department staff

Engineering phase of
the LPA

Final Alfé;natives Aﬁalysis Report
January 2004

~
Downtown
-+ Natomas__
enAipart.,
TrosH Aernativer Aasiyy
g ll::‘mndl-n-l\m




TABLE 9.4-1

LPA IMPLEMENTATION ACTION PLAN {CONTINUED)

lmplementation Issue

Action(s)

| Responsible Parties

Timeline

11. DNA-Related
Transportation
Improvements

RT will need to work with County Public Works staff to
ensure that transportation improvemenits critical to
implement the DNA LPA, such as construction of the
Meister Way overcrossing and a possible LRV
maintenance facility at Metro Air Park, occur in a
location and at a time consistent with RT’s expansion
plans to the airport

RT staff; County Public
Transportation
Department staff, Metro
Air Park

Ongoing effort
throughout planning,
design, and
engineering for the LPA

Sac‘ramento Area Council of G

overnments

12. Transportation
Programming of DNA
Improvements

Given its important role in programming state and
federal transportation funds, work ciosely with

SACOG staff to obtain its support for the DNA transit
investment; work with staff to prepare amendments for
an updated MTF and TIP, thereby making the LPA
eligible for local, state and federal funding; work with
SACOG staff to prepare LPA funding applications, as
needed

RT staff; SACOG staff

Ongoing effort
throughout planning,
design, and
engineering for the LPA

Sacramento Transportation Authority

13. Measure A Renewal

RT must work with STA staff and others to ensure that
a renewal measure provides adequate funding for
RT's current and future needs; also work with agency
staff to secure necessary recommendations to
SACOG for the allocation of state and federal
transportation funding

RT staff; STA staff

Depending on timing of
renewal measure,
ongoing effort
throughout DNA LPA,;
funding commitment
needed prior to the start
of Final Design
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' Timellne

Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency

14. Operation within the
American River
Floodplain

RT must work with SAFCA staff and others to ensure
that crossing the American River and operating within
the floodplain meets all applicable |ocal, state and
federal flood control/protection requirements

RT staff; SAFCA staff,
Lower American River
Taskforce; and staff

representing Reclamation

District 1000 and the
American River Flood
Control District

Ongoing effort
throughout planning,
design, engineering,
and construction of the
LPA

California Department of Transportation

15. Operation within the
Caltrans Right-of-Way

Work closely with Caltrans staff to ensure the safe
operation of transit improvements within the state
right-of-way; work with agency staff to secure
necessary encroachment and other permits; identify
areas where the two agencies can work together to

RT and Caltrans staff

Ongoing effort
throughout planning,
design, engineering,
construction and
operation of transit

achieve mutual goals to increase transit ridership improvements
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Sacramento International Airport

When fully built, the DNA Corridor line will provide transit service from Downtown Sacramento to
the airport. Implementation issues that need to be addressed include: 1) securing the airport’s
endorsement of the fransit investment from a policy, planning and financial perspective; 2)
formalizing this support through a letter of agreement on interagency coordination and
cooperation needed during planning and construction, and 3) securing a specific financial
commitment from the County Airport System for construction of the transit investment.

City of Sacramento

There are a number of DNA-related planning, design, and engineering issues of mutual interest
to RT and the City. These include, for example, planned redevelopment of the Union Pacific
Railroad (UPRR) Railyards and the City’s desire to build a new Sacramento Intermodal
Transportation Facility (SITF). When built, this facility will serve the DNA Corridor as a major
system-wide intermodal and transfer facility, and the transit needs of individuals using local and
regional bus, light rail, regional and intercity rail services. RT will need to work with City staff to
make sure that the SITF is designed to accommodate DNA-related transit improvements as well
as other RT bus and light rail requirements.

RT and the City will also need to work closely on issues related to traffic circulation, particularly
along 7™ Street and through the Railyards, and, depending on which alignment is selected as
the LPA, a segment of Truxel Road between Garden Highway and San Juan Road along with
the crossing of [-80.

Encouraging the implementation of high density, transit supportive residential, office (e.g., in
excess of EC-80 zoning in North Natomas) and commercial development within the DNA
Corridor is a third area where RT and the City will want to collaborate. Higher density
development helps to promote transit ridership.

LPA funding is a fourth area where the City can play an important role in helping to establish
one or more benefii assessment districts, primarily as part of redevelopment of the UPRR
Railyards, that can help fund transit station development and other improvements.

RT will also want to periodically brief members of the City Council to keep them apprised of
progress on implementing the LPA.

County of Sacramento

The County of Sacramento will also have a major role in the planning and construction of the
DNA line. First, because the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors is the policy board for
the airport, the Board will need to balance among competing priorities the capital funding needs
for planned expansion of the airport, including the provision of new transit service. While
several of the Board members sit on the RT, SACOG or STA boards, not all the members may
be equally conversant with issues related to implementing the DNA major transit investment. As
a result, RT and County staff will want to provide periodic briefings to Board members so that
the entire Board can address DNA issues when issues come before it for consideration and
action.

Second, the County has responsibility for preparing and periodically updating the American
River Parkway Plan (ARPP). A Parkway Plan Update is now underway and is to be completed
in 2006. Since all of the LRT and BRT alternatives will require a new bridge crossing of the
American River and Parkway, RT and the County will need to work closely to ensure that the
ARPP includes provisions for a new transit crossing.
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Third, the County makes many policy decisions affecting local transportation funding. Again, RT
will want to work with County staff to ensure that transportation improvements critical to
implementing the DNA line, such as construction of the Meister Way overcrossing of SR 99/70,
are built in a location and at a time consistent with RT's implementation schedule for the DNA
Corridor LPA.

Sacramento Area Council of Governments

SACOG has two major roles in facilitating the New Starts approval process. First, as the
regional and metropolitan planning agency for the Sacramento region, SACOG should support
RT’s proposed transit service expansion program, since it is identified in the agency's 2025
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP). Agency efforts to maintain and update its population,
housing and employment growth forecasts and its regional transportation demand model also
help to substantiate and document the need for transit improvements in the DNA Corridor.

Following the RT Board of Directors adoption of a LPA, SACOG will update and/or amend its
MTP and transportation improvement program (TIP) to reflect RT's decision. RT will then
request SACOG to formally endorse the LPA, since the FTA will need this approval prior to
giving RT approval to initiate the next step in LPA development.

RT and SACOG will also need to work together, since SACOG will need to support funding
requests that allocate design, engineering and construction funds for the DNA LPA. SACOG
will need to also work with RT to package funding that bridges muitiple funding cycles.

Sacramento Transportation Authority

The STA has the critical role of structuring -an expenditure program and determining when
county voters will be asked to renew the Measure A transportation sales tax program. RT has
already begun working with STA staff and others to ensure that a renewal measure provides
adequate funding for RT's current and future needs. In additon STA has the role for
establishing transit investment priorities for various federal and state funding programs. These
priorities are forwarded to SACOG and serve as countywide priorities for the allocation of state
and federal funding at the regional level.

RT will want to brief STA management, Board and advisory committees on DNA investment
funding needs to ensure that countywide transportation priorities can be accommodated with
available funding.

Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency

Established by the California Legislature in 1989, SAFCA has primary responsibility for
coordinating flood control protection in the Sacramento region. RT will need to work closely with
agency staff and others (e.g., the American River Flood Control District, the Lower American
River Taskforce, Reclamation District-1000, etc.) in the subsequent planning, design,
engineering and construction of transit improvements in the DNA Corridor, since all three study
alignments are located within a protected floodplain and will require a new bridge crossing of the
American River and the American River Parkway.
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California Department of Transportation

All of the BRT and LRT alternatives will require using and/or crossing a portion of the ROW
maintained by Caltrans. As a result, RT will need to work with agency staff during the design,
engineering and construction phases of a planned transit investment to ensure that Caltrans
vehicle and pedestrian safety standards are maintained for use of the state highway system.
RT wili also need to consider Caltrans facility maintenance requirements and the location of its
existing park-and-ride locations.

LPA Schedule
In general, the DNA Corridor LPA implementation schedule assumes the following (See Figure
9.4-1):

» Completion of the DEIS/DEIR/FEIR, September 2004

» Initiation of Preliminary Engineering and Preparation of the FEIS, December 2004
» Completion of PE and FEIS, December 2006
> Initiation of Final Design and Engineering (PS&E), December 2006
» Completion of PS&E, December 2008
» LPA Construction, 2009 — 2011
¥ Opening Day of Service — 2012
FIGURE 9.4-1
DNA LPA IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE
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12.0 LIST OF ACRONYMS AND KEY
DEFINITIONS

Acronyms

AA Alternatives Analysis

AGT Automated Guideway Transit

ARPP American River Parkway Plan

BRT Bus Rapid Transit

Caltrans California Pepartment of Transportation
CBD Central Business District

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act
CRP Citizens Review Panel

DEIS/R Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report

DNA Downtown/Natomas/Airport

EiR Environmental Impact Report

EIS Environmental Impact Statement

EPA Environmental Protection Agency

FAA Federal Aviation Administration

FEIS/R Final Environmental Impact Statement/Report
FEIR Final Environmental Impact Report

FHWA Federal Highway Administration

FTA Federal Transit Administration

HOV High Occupancy Vehicle

HRT Heavy Rail Transit

10D Irrevocable Offer of Dedication

LOS Level of Service

LPA Locally Preferred Alternative

LRT Light Rail Transit

LRV Light Rail Vehicle

MOS Minimum Operable Segment

MOU Memorandum of Understanding

MTP Metropolitan Transportation Plan
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NEPA National Environmental Policy Act

NOI Notice of Intent

NOP Notice of Preparation

PE Preliminary Engineering

RFP Request for Proposals

ROW Right-of-Way

RT Sacramento Regional Transit District
SACOG Sacramento Area Council of Governments

SAFCA Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency

SHPO State Historic Preservation Officer

SITF Sacramento Intermodal Transportation Facility
STA Sacramento Transportation Authority
TES Traction Electrification System

TMA Transportation Management Association
TOD Transit-Oriented Development

TRP Technical Review Panel

TSM Transportation Systems Management
UPRR Union Pacific Railroad Company

UsCG United States Coast Guard

USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service
WAPA Western Area Power Administration
Key Definitions

Alignment: the route that an improvement, such as a bus or light rail line, could take through a
corridor.

Alternative: a feasible transportation improvement that is under consideration.
At-grade: running on street-level.

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT): combines the quality of rail transit and the flexibility of buses. It can
operate on exclusive transitways, high occupancy lanes, expressways, or ordinary streets. Itis
a system that combines intelligent transportation systems technology, priority for transit, cleaner
and quieter vehicles, rapid and convenient fare collection, and integration with land use policy.

Capital Costs: the expense of designing and constructing a new project.

Final Design: begins after the environmental document is approved and includes the
preparation of detailed engineering plans, specifications, and estimates for approved
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transportation projects in addition to right-of-way acquisition, utility relocation and construction
confract advertisement and award.

Fixed Guideway: an exclusive travelway used by a particular mode of public transportation.

Impact: an effect that a transportation improvement could have, such as an environmental
impact.

Light Rail Transit (LRT): lightweight passenger rail cars operating singly (or in short, usually
tow-car trains} on fixed rails in right-of-way that can he separated or not separated from other
traffic for much of the way. Light rail vehicles are driven electrically with power being drawn
from an overhead electric line via a trolley or pantograph.

Locaily Preferred Alternative: the transportation improvement selected by decision-makers as
the solution to the transportation needs and problems in a corridor.

Mixed-flow: automobiles and transit vehicles sharing the same roadway.

Mixed-use: a type of development where residences and businesses are located in the same
area.

New Starts: Federal government program which is the primary financial resource for supporting
locally-planned, implemented, and operated transit "guideway” capital investments. Projecis
eligible for New Starts funding include any fixed guideway system which utilizes and occupies a
separate right-of-way, or rail line, for the exclusive use of mass transportation and other high
occupancy vehicles, or uses a fixed centenary system and a right-of-way usable by other forms
of transportation. This includes, but is not limited to, rapid rail, light rail, commuter rail,
automated guideway transit, people movers, and exclusive facilities for buses (such as bus
rapid transit) and other high occupancy vehicles.

Operating and Maintenance (O & M} Costs: The expense of keeping a project running once
it's built.
Preliminary Engineering {PE): the level of project design which defines the project limits and

horizontal and vertical alignments to use as a baseline for determining right-of-way
requirements, envircnmental impacts, and project costs.

Stakeholder: a person who has a strong interest in the transportation decisions made, such as
a resident or business owner in the corridor.

Transit-oriented development (TOD): moderate to higher density development, located within
an easy walk of a major transit stop, generally with a mix of residential, employment and
shopping opportunities designed for pedestrians without excluding the auto. TOD can be new
construction or redevelopment of one or more new buildings whose design and orientation
facilitate transit use.

Transportation System Management ({TSM): More effectively using an existing transportation
system.
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TABLE A-1

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Alternative 1, No-Build

Altemative 2, TSM (Baseling)

Alternativa /3438, Truxal
LRT=-= Bulld-out/Starte’/MOS

Alternative 4/44/4B, Truxel
LRT—Build-outiStarter’MOS

Altermative 5§, -5Truxel LRT

Altermmative 6, F&/Truxel BRT

Altermative 7, -5 LRT

Alternative B, 15 BRT

LAND USE AND COMMUNITY IMPACTS

Gonsistency with Plans and Policies

Effects. Inconsistent with adopted
General Plans,

Auto-cnented land uses would
persist,

Mitigation. Requires amending
Sacramenio General Plan and
relevant elements be amended to
focus away from TOD,

Canelusion. S gnificant mpact

Effects. Inconsistent with adopled
Gengral Plans.

Less polential for TOD.

Mitigation. Requires amending
Sacramenia General Plan ang
ralevani elements be amended to
focus away from TOD.

Canclusion. Less than significant
wilh mitigation

Effects. All are consisient with
adopted General Plans. High
potantal for TOD,

Ajternative, 3/3A impacts § acres
of prime farmland.

Allernative 3B has no farmland
effects.

Mitigatlon, No niligation s
required.

Congclusion. Beneficial impact

Effacts. All alignments are
consislent with adopted General
Mans, but BRT mode s not.
Reducad TOD polential from
Allemative 3/3A73C, Alt 4/4A
impact 5 acres of pime farmiand

Aliemative 4B has na farmland
effects.

Mitigation, Sacramento General
Flan and ralevant elements would
need lo be amended io
accommodate BRT.

Conelusion, Beneficial impact

Effects. Portions of alignment ars
inconsistert with adopted General
Plans.

TOD development potential norh
of 1-80.

Mitigation. Sacramento General
Plan and relevant elements would
need to be modified for station
areas west of -5,

Conclusion, Less than significant
wilh mitigatien

Effects. Por ons af alignment and
BRT mode are inconsisient with
adopted General Plans.

TOD develapment petantial from
Allenative 5.

Mitigation, Sacramento General
Plan and relevani elements would
heed lo be amanded o
accommedate BRT,

Conclusion. Less Lhan significant
with mitigation

Effects. Alignmeni i3 nconsislent
with adopted Genaral Plans,

Min mal oppariunity for TOD
developmant. May shift
employment and some population
closerio -5, Also minimal
Farmland affects.

Mitigation, General plans would
need to be amended fo relocale
the LRT alignment and TOD (o the
|-5 comdor.

Conclusion, Signifcant impact

Effects. Alignment and BRT mode
are inconsislent with adopled
General Plans.

Minimal oppertupity for TOD
developmant. May sh i
amployment and some popukation
closer to |-5. Minimal Farmland
effects,

Mitigation. S milar lo Altemative
7. BRT would have 1o be dentified
as the technology in the general
plans,

Conclusion, Signficant impact

Community Impacts.

Effects. The effecls of
implementing the MTP have been
addressed in MTP EIR.

Mitigation, No further miligation &
required.

Conclusion. Less than sigrif cant
mpact

Effects.Nc adverse community
effects, The community would be
benefited by additonal transt
SOrvices,

Mitigation. Na further mligatonis
required.

Genelusion, Lags than s gnificant

Effects, Construction effects to

eommunil @5 would be significant.

Operation cquld cause no s& and
visual effects. No bifurcation
effecis due to al-grade
construction,

Mitigation. Mitigation would
indude best managemant
practices during construction and
ave dance design options.

Conclusion. Significant
construction impacts,

Effects. Construction effects to
communities would be signdicant,
Up to one year shorier than LRT
Construction.

Community bifurcation effects dua
to aerial struclures,

Mitigation Mitigat on would
include best management
practices during construction and
avoidance design optians, whers
possibia.

Conclusion. Significant
construction impacls.
Neighborhood b furcat on are
significanl and unavoidable.

Effects. Construction effecis to
communilies would be significant
but less than Allamatves
H3IASIBIIB & 4/4A/4B.

No bifurcation.

Mitigation. Mitigation would
include best managernent
practices during construction and
aveidance design options.

Conclusion. Sign ficant
construction impact.

Effects. Construciion effects 1o
ilies would be signi

but less than Altematives

¥3A/3B/3B & 4/4A/4B, One year

shorter than LRT construction.

Patential for some commun ty
bifurcation due {o asrial structures.

Mitigation. Mitigation would
incdude best management
practicas during consiruchon and
avoidance des gn oplions,

Contlusion. Significant
construclion impact.

Effects. Consiruction effects to
communities would be significant,
but less than Altematives
Y3A/3B/3B & 414048, 5, 8.6
because this aignment largely
avoids rasidential areas,

No bifurcat'on,

Mitigation. Mitigation would
n<lude bast management

praci ces dunng conslruction and
avojdance design oplions,

Conclusion. Significant
construction impact

Eftects. Construcl on effects to

ities would be signifi
but less than Altematives
J3AIB/30 & 4/4A/48. 5,46
because this alignment largely
avoidg residential areas, One year
shortar than LRT consiruction.

Nao bfurcation,

Mitigation. Miligation would
include bast management
practices dunng conslruci on and
avoidance design options.

Conelusion. S gnificant
construchion Jmpact.
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Downtown
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TABLE A-1

SUMMARY COF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES {CONTINUED)

Alternative 1, No-Bulld

™ T IOT

13 it it

Alternativa 3/3A/38, Truxel
Alternative 2, TSM [Baseline} LRT— Build-out/StarterrMQOS

Altemativa 4140738, Truxel
LRT~Bulld-out/StartarrMOS

Alternative 5, 1-6/Truxel LRT

ernative B, |-&MTruxel BRT

Altermative 7, 5 LRT

Altamative 8, |-5 BRT

T BOCIOECONOMC AND FISCALIMPAGTS £

i

Effects. The EIR far the MTP has
addressed the socioaconomic and
fiscal effects of MTP
implamentation,

Mitigation. No further mifigation is
requred.

Conclusion. Lass than significant
impact

Effacts. Short-larm addition of 80
Jjobs, plus %8 million in regional
labor income.,

Soma impravement in mobility,
espedally for transit dapandent
papulations, cormpared 1o
Adternalive 1,

Mitigation, No further mitigaton is
required,

Conclusion, Less than significant
impact

Effects. Shori-tarm addition of
830 jobs, phus $100 miflion in
ragional labor income. Respeciive
numboers for 3A are 820 and §70
millien and for 28 ara 398 and $45
rillion.

Some restriction of access of up to
ning Businesses and five shopping
centers during construction,

Reduced cangestion and
improved mobility would have a
positiva economic effect on the
study area.

Mitigation, Maintain access io
local businesses during
consiniction.

Conclusion. Beneficial impact.

Impacis 1o business access during
consiruction is less than significant
after mitigation.

Effects. Short-larm addition of
689 jobs, plus $80 mifion n
ragional labor income. Respechve
numbars for 34 are 441 and $51
million and for 38 are 294 and $34
millian,

Same access resiriclion ssues as
descnibed for Alematives 3/3A/38,

Effects. Shorl-term addition of
1,065 jobs, plus §124 million in
regional labor income.

Sams restriction of access of up to
nine businasses during
construction.

Operational effects are
comparatle ia Atemative 3. Some

Operation effects are cormy
to Alternative 3,

Mitlgation. Pravision of access to
local businassas dunng
consinuction.

Concluslon, Benefical impad,
Impacts te business access duing
constnuction is less than ugnificant
atier mitgation.

minar of employment
may occur to the -5 conidor south
of 1-80 as compared 1o
Alternatives 3 and 4.

Mitigatlon. Na mitigation fs
required.

Cencluslon, Banaficial impact
Impacts to business access during
construction is lass than significant
after mitigation.

Effects. Shert-lamn addition of
629 jobs, plus §73 million in
regional labor income.

Sorma resiriction of access of up to
nine businesses during
construttion.

Operational effects ars similar to
Alemative 5.

Mitigation. No mitigation is
raquired.

Conclusion. Beneficial impact
Impacis 1o business gccass during
construciion is less than signtficant
after mdigation.

Effacts, Short-term additon of
1,002 jobs, plus $117 millienin
regional labor incorne.

Soma restriction of access of up to
ning busingsses durng
construction.

Opserabonal sffects are ganerally
comparabie to Allematve 5 south
of -80. Sorme movement of
employmen frem tha Truxsl (o the
|-5 comidor may ecour around
iransit siationa north af -80.

Mitigation. No mitigation is
required,

Concluslon, Beneficial impact

Effects, Shon-term aderlion of
532 jobs plus $62 million in
reg onal labor income,

Same restnction of access for up
to nine businesses during
constuct o,

Operational effects simlar o
Allemative 7

Mitigation, No mitigation is
required.

Conelusion. Baneficial impact

L PROPERTY ACOUISITI

ON AND RELOCATION -

Effects. No property acquis ton
ovar what is docurnented in the
MTP EIR,

Mitigation. No mitigauon is
raguired,

Concluslon. Less than significant

impact

Effects. No property acquisition
over whal 1s docurnentad in tha
MTP EIR,

Mitlgation. No mitigatcn s
required,

Conclusion. Less than significant

L T X 8
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Effects. Altemative 3/3A may
recquire up {0 7 residential and 11
commercial properiies or 56 acras
for alignment and siaton
locations, Parking will require up lo
B acras and ihe acquisition of
vacant lots, Substations will
require up to 2 2cres spradd over
14 (ocations, One maintenance
facility will require 15 acres,
(Approx. tolal of 81 acres of
pammanant acgusition)

Altemative 38 may raquira up to 7
residential 2nd 10 commercial
refocations for alignment and
stations. Mo maintenance facility,
& acres for parking, 1 acre for 10
subsiailions. (Approx. 29 acres
iotal)

Mitigation. Application of the
pravisions of the Unifarm
Relocation Act. Use of avoidance
design aplions,

Conclusion, Signficant impact for
Alt. 3. Less than significant impact
after mitigation with avcidance
desian oplions or the salection of
3473

Effwcts. Zero relocaiions, only
pariial ot acquisitions and parking
fot devafopment on 8 acras of
vacant lands. No substations or
maintanance facility needed,
(Approx. total of 20 acres of
permanent acquisition)

Mitigation, Application of the
provisions of iha Uniform

Effacts, Up ic 10 business
relocations. Up io 48 acres for
alignmant, stations and parking, 2
acras for subsiations and 15 acres
fer amaintenance facility, (Approx.

Effects. Alternaiive & could avoid
al relocalions. Aflgnment and
stations wll reguire acquisition of
approximately 20 acres.

Relocation Act. Use of
design options.

Cancluslon. Less than Significant
impact.

toial of 63 acres of parmanent Mitigation, Applicaton of the
acquisiion) provisions of the Unrfomm

Relocation Act. Use of
Mitigation. Application of the dasign options.
prowisions of tha Uniform -
Relocation Act, Usa of Conciuslon, Less than significant
design oplions. with mitigation

Concluslon. Less than significant
with mitigation

Effects, Alternativa 7 would
requie up to 10r i buta

Effects. Altematiive 8 could avold
all relocations. Alignmant and

total of approximately 60 acres of
parmaneant ROW neads for
alignment, statiors and parking, 2
acres for substations and 15 acres
for a Maintenance facility (Approx.
tolsk of 77 acres of permanent
acquistion)

Mitigation, Application of the
provisions of tha Uniform
Relocation Act. Use of avoidance
design opliona.

Congclusion. Less than significant
wilh mitigaton

stations will require acquisiion of
approximately 40 acres,

Mitigation, Apphcation of the
provisions of the Uniform
Relecation Act. Use of avoidance
dasign options.

Cor Less than signifl
with mitigation

Downlnwﬁ.




TABLE A-1

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES (CONTINUED)

Alternativa 1, Ne-Build

Alternative 2, TSM (Basetine}

Alternative 3734138, Truxel

Alternative 4/4A/4B, Truxel
LRT—Build-cut/Starter/MOS

Altarative 5, |-5Truxel LRT

Altamative B, 18 BRT

LRT— Bu |d-outiStarter/MOS

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Effects. No disproportionate nor
beneficial impacts to minority and
low-nceme populations

Mitigation. No mi s

Effects, No dispropenticnale
impacts Lo minonty and low
income populations,

required.

Conclusion. Less than sign {icant
impact

impacts through new
transit service 10 Jow-income or
minarity or ransit-ariented
pepulations.

Mitigation. No mitigation is
required

Conclusion. Less than significant

Effects. Expecled
disproporticnate impacis 10
minonty and low-incorme
populations due to construction.

Beneficial mpacts through naw
transA serv ce 1o 10,275 minanty
and 2.962 low-income and transit-
gependent populations,

Mitigation, Best management
praclices dunng consiruction,
application of the Uniform
Relecation Act, avoidance design
options, urban design treatments
and sound walls and home
ingulation for neise milgation.

Conclusion. Benefical but alsa
Significant ang unavoidable fer the
Dulld-out alternative.

Alts 3A/28 (Slarer and MOS) can
be raduced ic less than significant
after miligat on,

Effects, Expecled
dispreportionate impacts to
minority and low-income
populations dua to construdtion,

Beneficial impacts through new
iransil service to 10,275 m nority
and 2,982 low-income and transit-
dependent populations.

Effects. Expected
disproporticnate impacts 1o
munerity and low-income
pepulations due te consiruction.

Beneficial impacts through new
{ransit service lo 5 744 minority
and 1,884 lowsincome and Lrensi-
depandent populations,

Mitigation. Besl r gement
practices dunng consiruction,
application of tha Uniform
Relocation Acl, avoidance design
oplions, urban design treatments
and sound walls and home
insulation for noise mit gation.

Conclusion, Benefical but alse,
Significant and unavoidable for the
altemative 3,

Alts 44448 (Starler and MOS] can
be reduced 10 lass than sign ficant
afler mitigation.

g Besi managament
praciices dunng constructicn,
application of the Uniform
Relocation Act, avoidance design
opticns and urban design
treatments.

Conclusion. Less than significant
after miligation.

Altermative &, |-5/Truxel BRT

Effects, Same as Altemative 5.

Mitigation. Besl management
praclices during construction,
application of the Uniform
Ralocation Acl, aveidance design
oplions and urban design
reatments.

Conclusion. Less than significant
afler mitigation.

Alternatlve 7, -5 LRT

Effects, Expeclad
disproportionate Impacis o
minority and lowsincome
populations due lo construction.

Beneficial impacis through new
transit service to 5,853 rinority
and 1,883 lowincome and transit-
dependent populations.

Mitigation. Best management
praclices during consiruction,
application of the Un farm
Relocalion Act, avoidance des gn
opliens and urban design
treatments.

Conclusion, Less than s gnificant
afier mitigation.

Effects. Same as Allemnative 7.

Mitigation Best management
practices during construclion,
application of ihe Uniform
Relocation Act, avoidance des gn
oplions and urban design
treatments.

Conclusion, Less than
sign ficant after mitigalion.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Effects. The MTF E R concluded
that both direct and indirect
impacts would be potertially

& gnificant and unavoidable

Mitigation. Mitgation measures
were suggesied at the
pregrammatic level that include
focused studies for indiv dual
projects {per NHPA cntena)

Conclusion, Less than sign ficant
impad, but, Individual prejecis in
thesa areas will need ta provide
for environmential assessment and
mtigation

'\"v'\_
Downtawn
-~ Natomas,__,
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Effects, Comparable to
Altemative 1.

Mitigation, Comparable to
Alternative 1.

Conglusion, Less than significant

Effects, Significant impact to 3
cultural resources: These are
Alkali Flals, Sacramenlo Valiey
Siation and an archaeclogical site.

Mitigation. Usa of avpidance
options and low profile catenary to
reduce visual conflict, Coordinate
wilh Native Amercan Community
to avoid hurther impacts.

Concluslon, Significant impact.

Effects. Significant impact to 3
cultural resources, but jess visual
mpact from BRT mode. These ara
Alkali Flats, Sacramenio Valley
Stalion and an archaeologicat s te.

Mitigation. Same as Alternative
U3A/3B438.

GConclusion, Signif cant impact.

Effects. Significant impactic 2
cultural resources. These are
Alkali Flats, and Sacramemio
Valley Station,

Mitigation. Comparable to
Allernative 3/3A/38/38.

Concluston, Significant impact.

Effects, Significant impact to 2
cultural resources, but less wisual
impaci from BRT mode, These are
Alkal. Flats, and Sacramento
Valley Station,

Mitigation. Comparable 10
Aliemalive 32A/3B/3B.

Conclusion. Significant impact.

Effects. Comparabie to
Altemative 5 These are Alkali
Flats, and Sacramenio Valley
Station.

Mitigation, Comparable to
Alternative 334738,

Conclusion, Significant impact.

Effacts. Comparable to
Allemative 5. Thess are Alkali
Flats and Sacramento Valley
Staton...

Mitigation. Comparable to
Allemative ¥3A/3B/3B.

Conclusion. Significant impact.
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TABLE A-1

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES {CONTINUED)

Alternetive 33AS3B, Truxel

Alternative 44A/4B, Truxal
LRT—8ulld-out/StarterMOS

Altarnative 5, I-=5/Truxel LRT

Ajtarnative 8, 1-5Truxet BRT

Alternative 7, 5 LRT

Alternative 1, No-Bulld

Alternative 2, TSM (Baseline)

LRT=— Bulld-aut/StartarfMOS

PARKLANDS AND RECREATIONAL RESOURCES 1

Akematlve 8, 15 BAT

Effects. MTP projacts that will
have impacts in Sagment 1
include the widening of Garden
Highway and the widening of the -
5 bridge aver the American River
for HOV lanas.

This wak resufl in permanent visual
impacts to the park area from the
bridge and shading under tha
bridga,

Mitigation. Sea Visual impacis,
Cthar mitigation is noted in the
MTP EIR.

Coneluslon, Significant impact

Effects. Comparable to
Altemative 1, However, the
addition of the Bassline elements
will result In na significant efects.

Mitigation. No additional
riligabon,

Conclusion, N¢ significant
impacis above the MTP projecls

Effects. Significant construction
effects to the American River
Parkway by dislurbing 15 acres,
restricting use and increase
temporary safety concams,

Benaeficial aperational eflects of
providing park access lo the
transit dependani.

A permanent ROW requiremant of
4 t0 8 acrag would be required.

Mitigation. The application of
BMP3 during construction.
Implement securily patrol,
aesthetic treatment of bridge and
fouline maintenance,

Conclusion, Significant impacts
during consiruction. Significani
fong term commitment af parkland
(34 acres) for ROW. Security and
maintanance impacts would be
less than significant with miligation

44448 Effects. Comparable
construction and operational
effacis 1o Aflemative J/3ASB,

Mitigation, Comparable to
Aflemative 3.

Conclusion. Signficant impacts,
sea Altemative 3/3A3B,

Efacts. Comparanle construction
and operational effects (o
Ailernative 334738,

Crossing is near |-5, effects
developed parkland in Discovery
Park graater than for Atemalives
JIANIB.

Mitigation. Comparable 1o
Allematives J/3A/3B.

Cenclusion. Significant impacts,
s0a Allemative 3/3A/3B.

Effects. Comparable conslruction
ardi oparational effects to
Akemative 5

Mitigation, Cornparabie to
Alematives 33A/38.

Conclusian, Significant impacts,
see Aliemative 3/3A/38.

Effects. Comparable construcion
and oparational effects 1o
Alternative 5.

Mitigation. Comparatle 1o
Alternatives 3/34/38,

Conclusion. Significant impacts,
see Allsmative 3A/3B.

Effects. Comparable construction
and operational effects to
Alternative 5,

Mitigation. Comparatle 10
Altematives 3/3A/38.

Conclusion, Significant impacts,
see Aliemativa I/3A3B,

. -PUBLIC SAFETY AND SEGURITY !

Satety Impacts

Effects. Alternative 1 doas not
cause adverse impacts to security
and safaty of iransit providers,
auto or pedestrians.

Mitigation. Ng mitigation §
required.

Conclusion. Less than significant
impaci

Effects. Potential concems for
public safsty ai bus stops and on
bus vehides,

Mitigation. RT to add ional

Effacts. Allematve 3 holds
concerns for public safety at LRT
stations and on LRT vehicles,
Potent af accidents due 1o 38 ai

increase in security foscas to cover
increasas in tranait operation, No
further mitigation is requirsd,

Canclusion, Lass than significant

grade ings for build-oul,

Fotential accidenia due 1o 43 ai
grade crossings for Altemative 34
anG 36 for Altemative 3B and
mixed flow porlions in the
alignmenl.

Mlitigation, Security forces would
be added proporiionalely to
nereases in transit sarvice hours.
Life safety criteria would be
Acorporated into al-grade
crossmgs, LRT stations and park
and rides, resultng in a less than
significant impact,

Conclesion. Less than significant
walh mitigation

Effects. Allemaive 4 holds
cancerns for public safety at BRT
stations and on BRT vehicles,
Patental accigents dus 1c 33 at-
grade crossings for build-oul,

Potential accidents dus to 36 at-
grade crossings for Altemative 4A
and 34 for Allemative 4B and
mixed flow portions in the
alignment.

Mitigation. Comparable to
Alternative 3.

Cenclusion. Less than significant
with mitigation

Effects. Concemns for public
safety af LRT stations and on LRT
vehices. Potential accidents dus
to 35 at-grada crossings, but no
mued-flow cperation.

Pifficult and remote accass to
siation locations may increasa
sacurity risk.

Mitigation. Comparable o
Alternatives 3 and 4.

Concluslen, Less than significant
with mitigaton

Effects. Concems for pupl ¢
safety at BRT stations and on BRT
vehicles. Potential accidents due
10 14 si-grade crossings. Alse,
shoulder usa along Richards may
hokl the potential for accidents,

Similar to Allamative 5, difficult
and remate access to station
locations.

Mitigation. Comparable to
Alternative 5.

Coneclusion, Lass than significant
with mitigation

Efrects. Concems for public
safety at LRT stations and on LRT
vahicles. Potential accidents dus
o 16 st-grade crossings, bul no
mixed-flow operation.

Similar to Altlemative 5, difficult
and remote accass 1o station
locations, This atemaiive has all
exclusive

Mitigation, Comparable tc
Alernative 5. Addltonally, access
Issues 10 the ROW would need to
be addressed.

Concluslon. Less than significant
with mitigation

Effects. Concerns for public
safety a1 BAT stations end on BRT
vahicles. Potential accidenis due
to 14 at-grade crossings. Alsc,
shouider use along Richards may
hald the patantal for accidents.

Similar o Altarnative 5, difficult
and remate access 1o siation
{ocations.

Mitigation, Comparabls to
Asternative 7.

Conclualon, Less than significant
with mitigaton
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TABLE A-1

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES (CONTINUED)

Altemative 1, No-Build

Altemative 2, TSM {Baseline}

Altarnative 3/18/3B, Truxal

Alternative 4/4AI4E, Truxel
LRT—Build-¢ut!Startar/MOS

Altemnative 5, 1-5/Truxef LRT

Altermative 8, K8 Truxel BRT

Alternative 7, |5 LRT

LRT— Bulld-out/StarterfMQOS

VisUAL AESTHETICS

Alternative &, [-5 BRT

Effacts. Allemative 1, ndudes the
implernentation of several fulure
land use plans which will result 1
visual improvements along the
comider.

Mitigation. No mibigation is
reguired.

Conglusion. Less than significant
mpact

Effects, No adverse v sual
impacts wauld result from
Altenative 2,

Mitigation, N6 m tigation is
required.

Conghusion, Less than s gnificant

Etfacts. Visual impacts from
11,000 feet of aenal siructures for
Altamnative 3, 8,600 for Altemative
34, and 5,100 for Alternative 3B
averhead calenary throughout, up
ta 14 traction power subslations
and four new Park-and-Ride
locations.

Mitigation, Screening, aesthalic
treatments and public input where
apprapfiate.

Conclusion, S gnificant v sual
mpacl due to aeral structures.

Effects, Visual impacls from:
20,000 feel of aenal siructures
9,000 fer Alternative 4A and 7 000
for Allernatve 4B and four new
Park-and-Ride localions.

Ng everhead calenary or traclon
power substations. Aliermnative 4

also meludes visual impacts from
a tunne! at San Juan and Truxet

Road.

Mitigation, Screening, aesthetic
trealments and public input where
appropnate

Congiusion. S gnficant visual
mpact due 1o Wwnnel and aenaj
slructures

Effects, Altemative 5 involves
visual impacts from: 10,500 feet of
aerial struclures, catemary wires
thraughoul, 14 traction powar
subsiations, 5 new Park-and-Ride
locations.

Mitigation. Screen ng, aesthetic
Ireatments and public: nputl where
apprepriate.

Conglusion. S grificant visual
impact due lo aerial struclures

Effecta, Allemative B involves
visyal impacis from: 24,700 feet of
aerial structures and 5 new Park-
and-Ride locailons. No catenary or
tract on power s, ns.

Effects. atarnative 7, involves
visual impacts from 28,000 feet of
aenal structures, calemary wires
throughotst, 13 traction power

st ions, 3 new Park-and-Ride

Mitipation. Screan ng. aasthetic
treatrments and public nput where
appropriale

Concluglan. Significant visual
1mpact due 10 aenal structures

locations.

Mitigation. Screening, assihatic
trealments and publi ¢ input where
appropriate

Conclusion. Significant visual
impacl due to aerial struciures

Effacts, Aflemative 8, involves
visual impacts from: 13,000
{shouider design or freeway
shoulder optien) 10 21,700 feet of
aenal struclures, and 3 new Park-
and-Ride locations, No catenary or
{raction power substations,

Mitigation, Screen ng aesthatic
treatments and public nput where
appropriate

Conclusion. Sigmficart visual
impact due to aenal stuctures

NOISE AND

VIBRATION

Effects. Increases in iraffic
volumes would result in noise ievel
increases between 1 to 3 dBA
relative to axsting conditians

Mitigation. The 2025 MTP calis
for mitigation’s to be included in
project-level analysis as
apprapnate

Coneclusion, The 2025 MTP Inds
canstruction impadts lo be LSM
and the operation and expansion
of Iransporiation faciities lo be

S gnificant.

Effects. The same general noise
condibons as Allemative 1.

Mitigation. Mitigation's should be
incuded in project-evel analysis
as appropnate.

Conclusion. The 2025 MTF finds
canstruction impacls 10 be LSM
and the operalion and expansicn
of transporial on faciliies e be
Significant and this would also
apply 10 Allemative 2

Effacts. Noise— Altematives
3/3A3B construction wall cause
ngise impacis throughout cormidar.

Alternative 33A/3B naise impacts
during operation include crossing
ihe American River Parkway and
up 1o 42 residences if the Uruta
Bridge crossing is chosen. If nol,
then operation would nol resultin
noisa effects.

Effects, Vibration— Altematve 3
May impact a day care center.

Mitigation. Consiruction
mitigation's would include 1 miting
pile driving and dermolion

aclivit es to daytime hours and
other BMP's. Mitigation s for
operalions would ingude sound
walls/barms, home acouslical
insulation and avoidance.

Canclusion. Construction mpacts
would resaltin shorl term (1 year
longer than BRT) significant
impacts after mit gation.

Cperations impacts would be Less
than Sign ficant impact after
mit gation,

Effects. Noise— Allemalives
4/4A/48 conslruction will cause
noise impacts throughout comdor,
Noisa impacts during operaticn
include crossing ihe Amencan
River Parkway and up ta 211
residences.

Effects. V brat or—None

Mitigation, Generally the same as
far Allemative 3 waith the poss ble
addition of the procurement of
quieter BRT vehicles.

Congclusion, Construction impacts
would result in shot lerm
significant impacts after mitigat on.

Operation woukd be Less than
Significant impact afier mil gation.

Effects. Noise— Construction will
cause noise impacts throughout
comidor. Noise impacis during
operation inchide Lrossing the
American River Parkway and 42
residencas.

Effects. Vibration—None

Consiruct on impacts on this
aliermalive would be somewhal
graaler than for the BRT

a lernatives due 1o a year onger
consiruction duration.

Mitigation, Same as for
Alternativa 373438,

Conelusion, Neoise mpacts would
be Less than Significant with

Mit gation. Construction impacts
would result in short term (1 year
langer than BRT) significant
impacts afler mitigation.

Effacts. Noise— Consiruction will
cause ncise impacts ihrougheul
corridor, Naise impacts dunng
operation include crossing the
American River Parkway and 84
residences.

Effects. \ bration~—Nane

Mitigation. Same as far
Allemative 4.

Conclusien, Noise impacts would
be Less than Significant wih
Miligation. Canstruction impacts
would result n shon lerm
significant impacts after mit gation.

Effects. Noise— Construction will
causa noise impacts throughaut
camidor, Operation will cause
noise impacts to the American
River Parkway and possibily 42
rasidences,

Effects. Vibralion—None

Mitigation, Same as for
Alternative 3,

Concluslon, Noise mpacts would
be Less than Sign ficant with
Mitgation, Construct on impacts
would result in short term (1 year
lenger than BRT} significanl
impacts after mil gation.

Effects, Noise-= Construction will
cause nois# impacts throughout
comidor, Operation will cause
noise impacts (o the American
River Parkway and passibly 45
residences

Effects. Vibralion—None

Mitigation, Sama as for
Allemative 3.

Conclusion, Molsa impacts would
be |ess lhan S gnificant with
Mitigation. Censtruttion impacis
wou d result in shorl lerm
significant impacts afler miigation.
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TABLE A-1

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES (CONTINUED)

Altarnative 1, No-Build

Alternative 2, TSM {Baseline)}

Alternative 3/IALIB, Truxel

Altamative 4/44/48, Truxal
LRT—Build-out/Starter/MOS

Alternativa 8, |-S/Truxal LRT

Alternative 7, 15 LRT

i T

LRY— Bulld-out/StarterdMGS

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCEY: .

Altemative 8, -5/ Truxel BRT

Alternative 8, -5 BRT

Wildlife Habitat Rasources

Effects. No impacts associaied
with this projecl. Habital loss for
the MTF and projecied iand use
plans are detarmined significant.

Mitigatien, Irmpacts are
Addressed in the Natomas Basin
HCP

Effects, No impacts associaled
with this project,

Mitigation. No mitigabon is
required.

Conclusion. Lass than significant

Effects. Altamatives 3/34/35
effact 7.2 acres of riparan forest
habitat, 0.3 acres of willow-
coltanwoods, 4.0 urban parkland,
and 2 acres of gragsiand in the
American River Parkway,

Effects, Comparable to
Altematives 3/3A/38,

Mitigation. Comparabie ta
Allematve 3/34/36.

Conclusion. Comparatie to

Effects. 3.5 acres of npanan
habrlat, O acres of wiliow
cottonwoods, 6.5 urban parklang,
and 5 acres of grassland,

Mitigation, Allimpacis can be
mitigated to with re-vegetation to

Effacts, Comparable i¢
Altemativa 5.

Mitigation. Comparable to
Altemnative 5.

Conclusion. S gnficant Impacts

Effects. Comparable 10
Aftarmative 5,

Mitigation. Ccmparable to
Altemativa 5,

Conclusion. Significant impacts

Effects. Comparabla to
Altemative 5,

Mitigation. Comparable to
Altenativa 5.

Conclusien. Significant impacts

Mitigation, Provision of BMP's Altemative JIAB, less than significant excapt to riparian forest habilat, All {e ripanian forest habital. All to nparian forast hab tat. All
o and immediate revegetation, impacts to riparian habitat are remaining impacis can be remaining impacts can be remalning impacts can be
Conclysion. Less than significant Adoption of avoidanca allamnativas ugﬁ;iﬁmm |£d unavoidable miligated to tess than sgnificant, | miigated 1o less than sign ficant. | mitigated hr?sss than significant.
impacl that minimize impacts.
desiruction of nparan forest
habitaf, Concluslon. Significant impacts
to riparian forest habitat, All
Conclusion, Significant impacis remaining impacis can bs
to riparian forest habilal, Al mitlg to less than signifi
mmaining impacts can be
mitigated o lass than significant,
i i e i SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES. 18

Effects. No impacts associated
with this projedd, Habilal loss for
the MTP and projected land use
plana ara delarmined significant.

Mitigation. Impacts are
addressad In tha Nalomaa Basin
HCP

Conelusion. Less than significant
impact

Effects, Na sign ficani
consinuction or operational
impacts.

Mitigation. No mitigation 1s
raquired.

Conclusion. Less ihan ugnificant
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Effacts. Significant impacis to

+ Swainson's hawk during
nesling season

= Removal of eldarbamy heede
habitat,

« Spacial-status fish and loss of
habital,

= Gian| Garter Snake habitat.

Mitigation, Avoldance and

specias removal techniques can

mitigate impacts to less than

significant.

Conclusion. Less than significant
impact wath mitigation.

Effects. Comparable lo
Ailernative 3134/3B.

Mitigation. Comparatle lo
Altemative 3/3A/3B,

Conclusion, Less than significant
impact with mitigation.

Effacts. Comparable ta
Altsrmative 3/34/3B. Howevar, the
focatlon of the bridge crossing
adiacen! o -5 would reduce the
affacts on habitat,

Mitigation. Comparable to
Allernative 3/3A730.

Conclusion. Less than significant
impaci with miligafien.

Effects, Sama as Allemative 5.

Mitigation. Comparatlie 1o
Akemative 334/38,

Conclusion. Lass than significan
Impact with mitigation.

Effects, Same as Alamative 5.

Mitigation. Comparable to
Altemalive 3/34/38.

Conciusion. Lass than significant
impact with mitigation.

Effects. Same a8 Altemative 5.

Mitigation. Comgarabls to
Allernative 3/3A3B.

Conclusion, Lass than significant
impact with mitigation,

-
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TABLE A-1

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES (CONTINUED)

Alternative 1, No-Bulld

Altemative 2, TSM {Baseline)

Altermative 3/3A38, Truxel

Alemative 4/44/4B, Truxal
LRT—Euiid-out/Starter/MOS

Altermnative 5, I-5iTruxel LRT

Alternative 7, K5 LRT

Alternative 8,1-5 BRT

LRT= Build-out/Starte’MOS

SUMMARY OF CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

Alternative 8, k5 Truxel BRT

Effects. The construction effects
of Alternative 1 have been
addressed in the EIR for the MTP
Approved general plans
aceammodate over 12,000 of
development aver the nexi 20
years,

Mitigation. Construclion impacts
ware found to be Jess than
significant afler mitigabion in the
MTP EIR,

Effects. Approximately 15 acres
would be disturbed during
consiruction above Atemnalive 1.

Mitigation. Conslinuction impacts
would b less than significant after
mitigal an

Conclusion. Less than significant

Effects. 3.5 years Construction
pericd. Alemative 3 effects 170
acres (170 actres for Allernalive
3A 115 acres for Altemative 38)
would be disturbed. Currently,
3,839 persons within 300 of
allematves 3/3A/3B, Community
Impacts and Env ranmental
Justica impacts, Approximaley 15
acres would be disturbed in the
American R ver Parkway.

Mitigation, BMPs and

Effects, 2.5 years Construction
period. Allemative 4 effects 120
acres (120 acres lor 44, 80 for 48)
would be disturbed. Currently, .
3,639 parsans within 300 feet of
the alignment.

Appromately 15 acres would be
disturbed in the American River
Parkway,

Cornmunity Impacts and
Environmenrtal Justice impacts

Effects. 3.5 years Construction
period. Appraximatety 176 acres
would be o sturbed. Currenily,
2,232 persons with n 300 feet of
(he alignment, But, Altemative 5
has less the Community and
Environmental Justice effects than
Alls 3/34/38 and 4/4A748.

Approximately 15 acres would be
disturoed in the Amencan River
Parkway.

Effects. 2.5 years Consiruction
penod. Olherwise same &s
Altemative 5.

Mitigation. Same as Alternat ves
JIAAB.

Conclusion. Same as
Alternalives 3/3A/38.

Effects, 3,5 years Conslruction
period. Approximately 150
addibonal acres would be
disturbed. Currently, 2,242
persons within 200 feet of the
alignmant. Allernative S has |ess
the Community and Environmental
Juatice effects than Alts 3/34/38
and 4/4A/4B.

Approximately 15 acres would be
disturbed in ihe American River
Parkway.

Construction. 2.5 years
Construct on period. Otherwise,
same as Altemat ve 7.

Mitigation. Same as Atemat ves
134738,

Conclusion, Same as
Alernatives ¥3A/38,

< 4, Lesk than significant mplementation of avoidance Mitigation, Same as Allematives
impact design options. Mitigation, Same as Altematves | 3/3a/38. Mitigation, Same as Alternalives
J34A3B. IASB.
Conelusion. Sign ficant and Conclusion, Same as
unavoidable construction impacts | Conclusion. Sama as Allernatives 3/3A/38. Canelusion, Same as
on b ological, parkland resources. Altematives 3/2A/38. Alternatives W3A/IB.
mnonly and lew-income persans.
D N Final Alternatives Analysis Report
o 7 January 2004
~ Natomas

Airpart




APPENDIX B

PROPOSED RECOMMENDATIONS FOR TRANSIT
GUIDEWAY STATIONS WITH DETAILS ON
FUNCTIONAL AMENITIES






Proposed Recommendations for Transit Guideway Stations with Details on Functionat Amenities

TABLE B-1
LIST OF STATIONS FOR ALTERNATIVE 3 TRUXEL LRT
o “Park-and- | e oL
o Lacatlon ‘Ride Spaces PNR Locatlon | -O‘t‘her f\_menlﬂes
Driver layover facility; Kiss-and-
1 Sacramento Valley Station On 5th Street between G 0 N/A Ride; Major Bus Transfer Facility
" | (Amtrak) and H Streets (To be provided by cthers as part
of Intermodal Station)
Railyards (formerly North B Along 7" Street south of e and R
2. Street) North B St. 0 NIA Kiss-and-Ride
3 Richards Boulevard at 7th NW corner of 7™ Street 0 N/A Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus
© ] Street and Richards Blvd. Transfer Facility
Intersection of W. El Proposed new lot near . e
4. | West El Camino Avenue Camino Ave and Truxel 160 W. El Camino Ave west _T:Zi-:fg(ri-l:lggii,tmeor Bus
Rd. of Truxel Road
Intersection of South Natomas -
5. | Pebblestone Way Pebblestone Way. and 160 Community Center Kiss-and-Ride
Truxel Rd. parking lot
West side of Truxel : ) .
NE corner of San Juan Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus
6. | San Juan Road Rd. and Truxel Rd. 400 2;:;:% nerth of Vallarta Transfer Facility
Gateway Park NE corner of Gateway . Rida: Mi
7. | Boulevard/Natomas Park Bivd. and Truxel 980 Natomas Marketplace Kiss-and R'd.e.' Minor Bus
Transfer Facility
Marketplace Rd.
SE corner of Arena Blvd, ; e DA
8. | Arena Boulevard and Truxel Rd. (Options 0 N/A ?;Zf;;gf‘if‘a'giﬁ'ty“"‘”"r Bus
described below)
o, | ARCO Arena (ust south of the | Bt comer of Arena East 250 Arena Parking Lot | Kiss-and-Ride: Major Bus
" | Arena entrance) Rd ) g Transfer Facility
NW corner of Natomas Park Place Shopping Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus
10. | East Town Center Blvd. and Del Paso Rd. 10 Center Transfer Facility
‘<§- o « M EJraﬂAIternatlves Analys‘is ﬁeport
Downtown 1 January 2004
b Natnmas




TABLE B-1

LIST OF STATIONS FOR ALTERNATIVE 3: TRUXEL LRT (CONTINUED)

Stations " Location Ry 'g;:g;s PNR Location Other Amenities
New Market Dr, east of . .
11. { North Natomas Town Center Town Center Dr. Q N/A Kiss-and-Ride
. At new commercial . . .
Club Center Drive/ East Commerce Pkwy. . Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus
12. North Village Center and Club Center Dr. 10 fggt)e r(obtained through Transfer Facility
Just south of the Airport
13 Sacramento International Administration building, 0 N/A Driver layover facility; Kiss-and-
" | Airport between Terminals A Ride; Minor Bus Transfer Facility
and B
TABLE B-2
LIST OF STATIONS FOR ALTERNATIVE 3A: TRUXEL LRT STARTER LINE
Stations Location R;‘:‘;;;:;S PNR Location Other Amenities
Driver iayover facility; Kiss and
1 Sacramento Valley Station On 5th Street between G 0 N/A Ride; Major Bus Transfer Facility
© | (Amtrak) and H Streets {To be provided by others as part
of Intermodal Station)
Railyards (formerly North B Along 7" Street south of e arA R
2. Street) North B St. 0 N/A Kiss-and-Ride
3 Richards Boulevard at 7th NW corner of 7" Street 0 N/A Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus
© | Street and Richards Blvd. Transfer Facility
Intersection of W. El Proposed new lot near . e
4. | West El Camino Avenue Camino Ave and Truxel 150 W. El Camino Ave west ?:_:i;g?’gg?‘t Minor Bus
Rd. of Truxel Road iy
Intersection of South Natomas
5. | Pebblestone Way Pebblestone Way. and 140 Community Center Kiss-and-Ride
- Truxel Rd. parking lot
Final Alternatives Analysis Report Downtowr:\%
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TABLE B-2
LIST OF STATIONS FOR ALTERNATIVE 3A: TRUXEL LRT STARTER LINE (CONTINUED)

?.\9 nmmu Impart
METod Ytarsmen) and depect

- Parkaands: e
| Ride Spaces |~ PNRloca 7 Other Amenitles
) West side of Truxel . . )
NE corner of San Juan Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus
6. | SanJuan Road Rd. and Truxel Rd. 390 gi?'g!del north of Vallarta Transfer Facility
' 7 Gateway Park Boulevard / gfrfosm g;gitrew:?( 870 Natomas Marketplace Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus
" | Natomas Marketplace Rd ) ux P Transfer Facility
SE corner of Arena Bivd. . N
8. | Arena Boulevard and Truxel Rd. (Options 0 N/A ﬂ:ﬁ;ﬁggﬁt Minor Bus
described below) y
9 ARCO Arena (just south of the gﬁtéogggr;df P;r:g‘ ?’Fi:tl 340 Arena Parking Lot Kiss-and-Ride; Major Bus
* | Arena entrance) Rd : u g Transfer Facility
NW corner of Natomas Park Place Shopping Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus
10. | East Town Center Blvd. and Del Paso Rd. 10 Center Transfer Facility
New Market Dr. east of . ;
11. | Nerth Natomas Town Center Town Center Dr. 0 N/A Kiss-and-Ride
. At new commaercial . . .
Club Center Drive/ East Commerce Pkwy, . Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus
12. North Village Center and Club Center Dr. 10 Icggt)er (obtained through Transfer Facility
Just south of the Airport
13 Sacramento International Administration building, 0 N/A Driver layover facility; Kiss-and-
" | Airport between Terminals A Ride; Minor Bus Transfer Facility
and B
S -i;a, Draft Alternatives Anal';rsis ﬁép‘ort
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TABLE B-3

ERNATIVE 3B: TRUXEL LRT MOS

LIST OF STATIONS FOR ALT

Stations

Park—and-

PNR Locaﬂpn

Other Amenities

Location Ride Spaces ‘
Driver layover facility; Kiss-and-
1 Sacramento Valley Station On 5th Street between G 0 N/A Ride; Major Bus Transfer Facility
"1 (Amtrak) and H Streets (To be provided by others as part
‘ of Intermodal Station)
Railyards (formerly North B Along 7" Street south of . .
2. Street) North B St. 0 N/A Kiss-and-Ride
3 Richards Boulevard at 7th NW corner of 7" Street 0 N/A Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus
| Street and Richards Blvd. Transfer Facility
Intersection of W. El Proposed new lot near . e
4. | West El Camino Avenue Camino Ave and Truxel 150 V. El Caming Ave ﬁiﬁ:fgg-ggllﬁt Minor Bus
Rd. west of Truxel Road 4
Intersection of South Natomas
5. | Pebblestone Way Pebblestone Way. and 150 Community Center Kiss-and-Ride
Truxel Rd. parking lot
West side of Truxel . . .
NE corner of San Juan Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus
6. | San Juan Road Rd. and Truxel Rd. 400 gﬁ(a:lde, north of Vallarta Transfer Facility
NE corner of Gateway . : .
Gateway Park Boulevard / Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus
7 Natomas Marketplace Ezrk Bivd. and Truxel 910 Natomas Marketplace Transfer Facility
SE corner of Arena Blvd. . .
8. | Arena Boulevard and Truxel Rd. (Options 0 N/A .I}Slss'ind'FR'd.?'t Minor Bus
described below) anster Facility
o, | ARCO Arena (just south of the | 2C Corer of Arena East 250 Arena Parking Lot Kiss-and-Ride; Major Bus
" | Arena entrance) Rd ' ¢ Transfer Facility
NW corner of Natomas Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus
10. | Fast Town Center Bivd. and Del Paso Rd. 10 N/A Transfer Facility
New Market Dr. east of . .
11. | North Natomas Town Center Yown Center Dr. 0 N/A Kiss-and-Ride
Final Alternatives Analysis Report Downtow:‘.‘g
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TABLE B-4

LIST OF STATIONS FOR ALTERNATIVE 4: TRUXEL BRT

Park-and—«a :
R!de Spacesg :

‘«;‘Pﬁ.‘

Other Amenities .~ .

1 Sacramento Valley Station

On 5th Street between

Driver layover facility; Kiss-and-
Ride; Major Bus Transfer Facility

(Amtrak) G and H Streets 0 NA {To be provided by others as part
of Intermodal Station)
5 Railyards (formerly North B Along 7" Street south of 0 N/A Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus Transfer
© | Street) North B St. Facility
3 Richards Boulevard at 7th NW corner of 7™ Street 0 N/A Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus Transfer
© | Street and Richards Blvd. Facility
Intersection of W. EI Proposed new lot on W. ee-and-Ride: M
4. | West EI Camino Avenue Camino Ave and Truxel 150 El Camino Ave west of g's:.l?r';:;;‘iel;a“:;;‘fr
Rd. Truxel Road u y
Intersection of South Natomas
5. | Pebblestone Way Pebblestone Way. and 130 Community Center Kiss-and-Ride
Truxel Rd. parking lot
6 San Juan Road NE corner of San Juan 290 \é\leasé S;%igf;r\l;:ﬁ;na Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus Transfer
) Rd. and Truxel Rd. Ciorclé Facility
- NE corner of Gateway . C
Gateway Park Boulevard / Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus Transfer
7. Natomas Market Place Ezrk Blvd. and Truxei 830 Natomas Marketplace Facility
SE corner of Arena Blvd. Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus Transfer
8. | Arenza Boulevard and Truxel Rd. 0 N/A Facifity
EE;:;Q:';; /;":S?I.Eas"l Major Bus Transfer Facility; Kiss
9. | ARCO Arena > . Tuxe 330 Arena Parking Lot and Ride; Pathway to ARCO
Rd. (Options described Arena Parking Lot
below) 9
Park Place Shopping ) -
NW corner of Natomas . Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus Transfer
10, | East Town Center Blvd. and Del Paso Rd. & %eg;er {obtained through Facility
11. | North Natomas Town Center New Market Dr. east of 0 N/A Kiss-and-Ride

Town Center Dr.
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LIST OF STATIONS FOR ALTERNATIVE 4:

TABLE B4

TRUXEL BRT (CONTINUED)

: . Park-and- ) -
Stations Location Ride Spaces PNR Location Other Amenities
. At new commercial . . .
Club Center Drive/ East Commerce Pkwy. : Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus Transfer
121 North Village Center and Club Center Dr. 10 fgg*)er (obtained through | £ e,
Just south of the Airport
13 Sacramento Internaticnal Administration building, 0 N/A Driver layover facility; Kiss-and-
"1 Airport between Terrminals A Ride; Minor Bus Transfer Facility
and B
TABLE B-5
LIST OF STATIONS FOR ALTERNATIVE 4A: TRUXEL BRT STARTER LINE
Park-and- i I
Stations Location Ride Spaces PNR Loca_tipn Other Amenities;
Driver layover facility; Kiss-and-
1 Sacramento Valley Station On 5th Street between 0 N/A Ride; Major Bus Transfer Facility
* | (Amtrak) G and H Streets (To be provided by others as part
of Intermodal Station)
2 Railyards (formerly North B Along 7™ Strest south of 0 N/A Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus Transfer
© | Street) North B St. Facility
3 Richards Boulevard at 7th NW comner of 7" Street 0 N/A Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus Transfer
* | Street and Richards Blvd. Facility
Intersection of W. Ei Proposed new lot near e and-Rida: M
4. | West EI Camino Avenue Camino Ave and Truxel 150 Wl Camino Ave west | K15-anc-Ride; Minor
Rd. of Truxel Road us Transter Facility
Intersection of South Natomas
5. | Pebblestone Way Pebblestone Way. and 120 Community Center Kiss-and-Ride
Truxel Rd. parking lot
6 San J Road NE corner of San Juan 380 \é\fasé S;%iﬁf;r\lj;ﬁ; ra Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus Transfer
- | wanJuan Rd. and Truxel Rd. Circle Facility
ircle
Elnal Altzr;)noa:wes Analysis Report ] Downtown™
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TABLE B-5

LIST OF STATIONS FOR ALTERNATIVE 4A: TRUXEL BRT STARTER LINE (CONTINUED)

- Park-and<’:
Rlde Spaces

Gateway Park Boulevard/

NE éorner of Gateway

Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus Transfer

7. Natomas Markst Place gzrk Blvd. and Truxei 770 Natomas Marketplace Facility
SE corner of Arena Blvd. Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus Transfer
8. | Arena Boulevard and Truxel Rd. 0 N/A Facility
gEt;OrI 'CI:rROJ grﬁg?rgizti Maijor Bus Transfer Facility; Kiss-
9. | ARCO Arena o - 320 Arena Parking Lot and-Ride; Pathway to ARCO
Rd. (Options described Arena Parking Lot
below) g ]
Park Place Shopping . -
NW corner of Natomas f Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus Transfer
10. | East Town Center Bivd. and Del Paso Rd. 10 %eg)ter (obtained through | . cility
New'MarkeI Dr. east of . :
11. | North Natomas Town Center Town Center Dr. 0 N/A Kiss-and-Ride
. At new commercial ; . .
Club Center Drive/ East Commerce Pkwy. : Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus Transfer
12. | North Village Center and Club Center Dr. 10 fgg‘f” (obtained through | £ ey
Just south of the Airport
13 Sacramento International Administration building, 0 N/A Driver layover facility; Kiss and
| Airport between Terminals A Ride; Minor Bus Transfer Facility
and B
2 DraTt Alte;ﬁatives Analysis Rebbrt
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TABLE B-6

LiST OF STATIONS FOR ALTERNATIVE 4B: TRUXEL BRT MOS

: . Park-and- | i
Stations Location Ride Spaces PNR Loca.tfiv::_)_n- Other Amenities
Driver layover facility; Kiss-and-
1 Sacramento Valley Station On 5th Street between G 0 N/A Ride; Major Bus Transfer Facility
’ (Amtrak) and H Streets {To be provided by others as part
of Intermodal Station)
2 Railyards (formerly North B Along 7" Street south of 0 N/A Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus Transfer
) Street) North B St. Facility
3 Richards Boulevard at 7th NW corner of 7" Street 0 N/A Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus Transfer
1 Street and Richards Blvd. Facility
Intersection of W. El Proposed new lot near caand-Ride: Mi
4. West El Camino Avenue Caming Ave and Truxel 150 W. El Camino Ave §|ss-?rncli1 R;;dre#:/l!::tor
Rd. west of Truxel Road us 1rans cility
Intersection of South Natomas
5. Pebblestone Way Pebblestone Wy. and 120 Community Center Kiss-and-Ride
Truxel Rd. parking tot
6 San Juan Road NE corner of San Juan 280 \é\?:é s;%itﬁf;r\lj;ﬁg rta Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus Transfer
) Rd. and Truxel Rd. Circlé Facility
7 Gateway Park Boulevard / ﬁ:r‘fcg&zr :;S?rtﬁj\:g 760 Natomas Marketolace Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus Transfer
| Natomas Market Place e . P Facility
SE corner of Arena Blvd. Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus Transfer
8. Arena Boulevard and Truxel Rd. 0 N/A Facility
gﬁtéor:geer;; p;fg ?rliiztl Major Bus Transfer Facility; Kiss-
9. ARCO Arena L - 320 Arena Parking Lot and-Ride; Pathway to ARCO
Rd. {Options described Arena Parking Lot
below) 9
NW corner of Natomas Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus Transfer
10. | East Town Center Bivd. and Del Paso Rd. 0 N/A Facility
New Market Dr. east of . .
11. North Natomas Town Center Town Center Dr. Y N/A Kiss-and-Ride
Final Alternatives Analysis Report D &
owntown
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TABLE B-7

LIST OF STATIONS FOR ALTERNATIVE 5 ! 5!TRUXEL LRT

| Parkands- | 3
. Rlde Spages 1 OtharAmenities i
Driver Iayover facmty, Kiss-and- R|de
1 Sacramento Valley Staticn On 5th Street between 0 N/A Major Bus Transfer Facility (To be
* | (Amtrak) G and H Streets provided by others as part of intermodai
Station)
Railyards {formerly North B Along 7" Street south . .
2| street) of North B Street 0 N/A Kiss-and-Ride
. NW corner of 7" Street
3. g:chards Boulevard at 7th and Richards 0 N/A Kiss-and-Ride
reet
Boulevard
Along |-5, east of e and. Rida: Mi
north of Garden Hwy,
. Along |-5, east of
Gateway Oaks Drive ! .
5. | (north of West EI Camino Gateway Oaks Dr. and 40 New parking lot nextto | oo and-Ride
north of W, El Camino station
Avenue)
Ave,
Just south of San Juan . o A
6. | San Juan Road Road, west of I-6 and 850 Adjacent to station Fiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus Transfer
north of -80 ty
i NW corner of Natomas
7. gﬁb%?@:r%?spsl'anc% Crossing Drive and 870 Adjacent to station Kiss-and-Ride
Truxel Rd.
SE corner of Arena Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus Transfer
8. | Arena Boulevard Blvd. and Truxel Rd. 10 N/A Facility
SE corner of Arena
East Entrance Rd. and . Kiss-and-Ride; Major Bus Transfer
9. ] ARCO Arena Truxel Rd. (Options 260 Arena Parking Lot Facility
described below)
NW comer of Natomas Park Place Shoppin Kiss-and-Ride; Major Bus Transfer
10. | East Town Center Blvd. and Del Paso 40 g > '
Rd. Center Facility
~<§. Draft Aiternatives Analysis Report
Downtown 9 January 2004
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TABLE B-7

LIST OF STATIONS FOR ALTERNATIVE 5: I-5/TRUXEL LRT (CONTINUED)

Stations | Location R]i::la;[;::g;s PNR Location Other Amenities
New Market Dr, east of Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus Transfer
11. | North Natomas Town Center Town Center Dr. 0 N/A Facility
. At new commercial . . .
Club Center Drive/Naorth East Commerce Pkwy. - Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus Transfer
12 | Viltage Center and Club Center Dr. 10 fggt)er (obtained through | £ ey
Just south of the
13 Sacramento International Airport Administration 0 N/A Driver layover facility; Kiss-and-Ride;
| Airport building, hetween Minor Bus Transfer Facility
Terminals A and B
TABLE B-8
LiST OF STATIONS FOR ALTERNATIVE 6: |-5/TRUXEL BRT
! ' Park-and-Rlide :
Stations Location Spaces PNR Location Other Amenities |
' Driver layover facility; Kiss-and-Ride;
1 Sacramento Valley Station On 5th Street between o N/A Major Bus Transfer Facility {To be
© | {(Amtrak) G and H Streets provided by others as part of intermodal
Station)
Railyards (formerly North B Along 7" Street south . .
2 | Street) of North B Street 0 NIA Kiss-and-Ride
. th NW corner of 7" Street
3. | Riehards Boulevard at 7 and Richards 0 N/A Kiss-and-Ride
Boulevard
4 Netomas & Natomas Park Nlaraay & Netomas 0 NIA Kiss-and-Ride
* | Drive (Only for -5 BRT to ghway
. . Park Dr.
Truxel Bridge alignment)
Venture Qaks Way Along I-5, east of Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus Transfer
5. | (just north of Garden Highway) | Yeéntre Oaks Dr. and 0 N/A Facilit
(u arden hig Y) | north of Garden Hwy. ¥
Final Alternatives Analysis Report Downtowr?:g
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TABLE B-8

LIST OF STATIONS FOR ALTERNATIVE 6: I SITRUXEL BRT (CONTINUED)

4 Park-and-Rlde IE : .
ocatlon . | spaces ' | OtherAmemties
) Along I-5, east of
Gateway Oaks Drive : :
; Gateway Oaks Dr. and New parking lot next to . B
6. | {north of West El Camino north of W. El Camino 40 station Kiss-and-Ride
Avenue) A
ve.
Just south of San Juan . -
7. | San Juan Road Road, west of |-5 and 860 Adjacent to station g;scs;l-i?nd-Rlde. Minor Bus Transfer
north of I-80 ¥
. NW corner of Natomas . . .
Natomas Crossing : ; . . Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus Transfer
8. : Crossing Drive and 480 Adjacent to station - ’
Drive/Market Place Truxel Rd. Facility
SE corner of Arena Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus Transfer
9. | Arena Boulevard Blvd. and Truxel Rd. 0 NiA Facility
SE corner of Arena
East Entrance Rd. and , Kiss-and-Ride; Major Bus Transfer
10. | ARCO Arena Truxel Rd. (Options 240 Arena Parking Lot Facility
described below)
NW corner of Natomas Park Place Shopping e amdRida: Mi
11. | East Town Center Blvd. and Del Paso 30 Center (obtained ?lasg”?nd Ride; Minar Bus Transfer
Rd. through 10D) y
New Market Dr. east of Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus Transfer
12. | North Natomas Town Center Town Center Dr. 0 N/A Facility
13 Club Center Drive/North East Commerce Pkwy. 10 Qé:tee\:’(gg:gﬁee?'a] Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus Transfer
Viltage Center and Club Center Dr. through 10D) Facility
Just south of the
14 Sacramento International Airport Administration 0 N/A Driver layover facility; Kiss-and-Ride;
" | Alrport building, between Minor Bus Transfer Facility
Terminals A and B
< " Draft Alternatives Analysis Report
Downtown 11 January 2004
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TABLE B-9

LIST OF STATIONS FOR ALTERNATIVE 7:1-5 LRT

. Park-and Ride "
Stations Location Spaces P‘NR Location Other Amenltit‘as
Driver layover facility; Kiss-and-
’ Sacramento Valiey Station On 5th Street between 0 N/A Ride; Major Bus Transfer Facility
© | (Amtrak) G and H Streets {To be provided by others as part
of Intermaodal Station)
Railyards (formerly North B Along 7" Street south  cand B
2| street) of North B Street 0 NiA Kiss-and-Ride
th
Richards Boulevard at 7th NW corner of 77 Street Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus Transfer
3. and Richards 0 N/A -
Street : Facility
Boulevard
Aleng |-5, east of e o P A
4. ngttifngzl;sc;\gr?gn Highway) | Venture Oaks Dr. and 0 NIA ?;siin?; e Ride; Minor Bus Transter
north of Garden Hwy.
Gateway Qaks Drive g':{;?,v'a's’g:ﬁ; %fr and New parking
5. | (north of West El Camino north of)(N El Car-ni 1o 40 structure/lot next to Kiss-and-Ride;
Avenue) A ' station
ve.
Just south of San Juan ) ——
6. | San Juan Road Road, west of -5 and 950 Adjacent ta station ’éfcsu’i?"d'R'de' Minor Bus Transfer
north of [-80 y
At the -5 / future . e
7. i Natomas Crossing Drive Natomas Crossing 0 N/A Elas{;[i?nd-Rade. Minor Bus Transfer
Drive overcrossing y
Further analysis
needed: Potential
locations include the . ; .
ARCO Arena At the Arco Arena Rd. ; Kiss-and-Ride; Major Bus Transfer
8. overcrossing of |-5 510 Arena Par King Lat or a Facility
new ot adjacent to
station (in current EC
Zone area)
Commerce Parkway {at El Along I-5 at the (future) ccand Rida: Mi
9. | Centro Road overcrossing of - | El Centro Rd. 9 NIA (iss-and-Ride; Minor Bus Transfer
5/99) OVercrossing y
Final Alternatives Analysis Report Downtow ;3,
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TABLE B-9

LIST OF STATIONS FOR ALTERNATIVE 7 I 5 LRT (CONTINUED)

Park-anthda R TNt
D e sDaa(e-s : i ff Othel'AmenItles e
Just south of the Airport '
10 Sacramento Internaticnal Administration building, 0 N/A Driver layover facility; Kiss-and-
" | Airport between Terminals A Ride; Minor Bus Transfer Facility
and B
TABLE B-10

LIST OF STATIONS FOR ALTERNATIVE 8 I-5 BRT

: Park-and-
*"RIdeSpaces - s dmgae
Driver layover facility; Kiss and
1 Sacramento Valley Station On 5th Street between G 0 N/A Ride; Major Bus Transfer Facility
© (Amtrak) and H Streets {To be provided by others as part
of Intermodal Station)
Railyards (formerly North B Along 7™ Street south of .
2 | street) North B Street 0 NiA Kiss-and-Ride
3 Richards Boulevard at 7th NW corner of 7" Street 0 NIA Kiss-and-Ride; Minor Bus
" | Street and Richards Boulevard Transfer Facility
Garden Highway/South .
4. | Natomas (Only for 1-6 BRTto | A0S Garden Highway 0 N/A Kiss-and-Ride
Truxel Bridge alignment) )
Along -5, east of e and.Rida: Mi
S| e ke gy | Ve OakeDrans | o NA | Nesaneioe Minoraus
north of Garden Hwy.
. Along -5, east of .
Gateway Oaks Drive _ Gateway Oaks Dr. and New parking . .
6. | (north of West El Camino : 40 structure/lot next to Kiss-and-Ride
north of W. El Camino )
Avenue) A station
ve.
“‘i‘—-“ - Draft Alterﬁéti;és Analysis Report
Downtown 13 January 2004

P Natomas




TABLE B-10

LIST OF STATIONS FOR ALTERNATIVE 8: I-5 BRT (CONTINUED)

" : Park-and- ; .
Stations | Locat:gn Ride Spaces PNR Location Other Amenities
Just south of San Juan ; -
7. | San Juan Road Road, west of }-5 and 900 Adjacent to station K:ss-and-RMg, Minor Bus
Transfer Facility
north of |-80
8 Arena Boulevard At the [-5/Arena o N/A Kiss-and-Ride; Miner Bus
' Boulevard Interchange Transfer Facility
9 ARCO Arena Along I-5 at ARCO ap Adjacent to Kiss-and-Ride; Major Bus
' Arena Rd. overcrossing overcrossing Transfer Facility
On the interchange Adijacent to I-5/Del e amA_Rida: Mai
10. Del Paso Road ramps of the Del Paso 430 Paso Road ?:Zi;’;? ggﬁt Major Bus
Rd./I-5 interchange interchange Y
Along I-5 at the (future) ceand Rida: M
11, Commerce Parkway El Centro Rd. 0 N/A ﬁ:isafr;? FRa:gEt Minor Bus
overcrossing Y
. Just south of the Airport
12 iigroar:t'n ento Intemational Administration building, 0 N/A Driver fayover facility; Kiss-and-
) between Terminals A Ride; Minor Bus Transfer Facility
and B
. . . .
‘IjgrllaulaAlt;ronoaLtives Analysis Report " Downtow r;ﬂ
ry -~ Natomas,
irport
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OPTIONAL STATIONS TO BE BU!LT BY OTI-IERS OR AS FUNDING IS AVAILABLE

Locatlon R!;a:'g::g; . PNR Loca. o e Other Amenitles |
At the intersection of | . - : ‘ i
: At Meister Way adjacent | Minor Bus Transfer Facility (for
1. | Metro Air Parlf m;t:t)ej:«gvzirkway and 250 to station internal shuttles); Kiss-and-Ride
Along Meister Way in
2. | Greenbriar Farms the Greenbriar Farms 50 N/A Kiss-and-Ride
development
Commerce Parkway Along Commerce ; P
3. { Phase Il for Truxel BRT or Parkway at North Park 0 N/A gﬂﬂg? Transfer Facility; Kiss-
LRT only Dr. i
Along American River
4. | American River Parkway Parkway south of 0 N/A Elevator
Garden Highway
Truxel Alignment:
North of Richards
Sequoia Pacific Boulevard @ Boulevard along RR
; spur west of Sequoia
Richards Boulevard (along RR Pacific Blvd:
5. { spur for Truxel Road ' 0 N/A Kiss-and-Ride
Alignment; along Richards ;
£ ali i-5 Alignment: Along
I?oulevard for I-5 alignment) Richards Boulevard
west of Sequoia
Pacific Blvd.
) ~% Draft Alternatives Analysis Report
':‘;‘“a"t';‘::;: 15 January 2004
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STATIONS TO BE INCLUDED IN LAND USE ALTERNATIVE

Station

Sacramento Valley Station

Railyards (formerly North B Street)”

Richards Boulevard at 7th Street

Sequoia Pacific Boulevard @ Richards Boulevard (to be determined later)*

West El Camino Avenue

Pebblestone Way

San Juan Road*

ol bl 1o S Bl Kl Ead o

Gateway Park Boulevard/Natomas Market Place®

9

Arena Boulevard™

10.

ARCO Arena (just south of the Arena entrance)”

11.

East Town Center*

12.

North Natomas Town Center*

13.

Commerce Parkway™

14.

Club Center Drive/North Village Center (located at East Commerce Parkway and Club Center Drive)*

15.

Metro Air Park*

16.

Sacramento International Airport

* - Land use intensity will be enhanced around these stations

DEFINITIONS

Minor Bus Transfer Facility (BRT/LRT):

shutties.

Provisions for curbside bus loading areas for 1-3 bus routes and/or community/neighborhood

Major Bus Transfer Facility (BRT/LRT): Provisions for off-street bus loading area for 4 or more bus routes and/ar community/neighborhood

shutties,

Kiss and Ride: Curbside lane for dedicated drop/pickup of passengers.

____ - Denotes station with shared parking using an existing or planned parking lot.

Final Alternatives Analysis Report

January 2004
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APPENDIX C

REGIONAL TRANSIT ISSUE PAPER FOR
SELECTING TRUXEL ROAD LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT
AS THE LPA FOR THE DNA CORRIDOR






REGIONAL TRANSIT ISSUE PAPER

REVISED page 10711

Agenda Board Meeting Open/Closed Information/Action issue
Item No. Data Session ltem Date
1 12/15/03 Open Action 12/15/03

Subject: Selecting Alternative 3:-Truxel Road Light Rail Transit as the Locally Preferred
Alternative for the Downtown/Natomas/Airport (DNA) Corridor

ISSUE

Whether to select Alternative-3=-Truxel Road Light Rail Transit as the Locally Preferred Altemative
for the Downtown/Natomas/Airport (DNA) Corridor.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Adopt Resolution No. 03-12- | Selecting Altemative-23:-Truxel Road Light Raill Translt as the
Locally Preferred Alternative for the Downtown/Natomas/Airport (DNA) Corridor.

FISCAL IMPACT

None.
DISCUSSION
This issue paper provides the Board of Directors information needed to support the selection of

Altemative-3: Truxel Road Light Rall Transit as the locally preferred alternative {LPA) for the
Downtown/Natomas/Airport (DNA) Corridor. This information includes the following:

» Responses to Board information requests received during the December 8™ public hearing on
displacements, intersection traffic conditions, left tum lanes, and the Boston Silver Line BRT.

= PowerPoint presentation summarizing staff recommendation (Attachment A).

= Responses to public comments received during the Alternatives Analysis process. The
comiments and responses are categorized by subject matter, and further categorlzed by its
submittal — i.e. letter, comments at November Board meetings, the November 20™ Open
House sessions and the December 8™ public hearing, etc. (Attachment B).

« Errata sheets to the draft Alternatives Analysis Report {Attachment C).

s Chapter 8 “Locally Preferred Alternative Selection”, to the draft Altematives Analysis Report
(Exhibif “A"™).

Approved: . Presented: - !
A s N Mo Mol
General Manager/CEQ Polity & Program Manager

1AGMMalkoilscua PapersiDNAISelsting Aernative 3 - Trueel Raad LRT as the LPA fox he
DNA ComidarSirkathrough 12-15-03..00t
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Subject:  Selecting Alternative-3:-Truxel Road Light Rail Transit as the Locally Preferred
Altemative for the Downtown/Natomas/Airport (DNA) Corridor

New Starts Prolect Development Process

New Start projects, like all transportation investments in metropalitan areas, must emarge from
a regionai multimodal transportation planning process in order to be eligible for Federal funding.
Local officials must perform a corridor-level analysis of mode and alignment altematives. This
alternatives analysis provides information on the benefits, costs, and impacts of alternative
strategies, leading to the selection of a locally-preferred alternative (LPA) to address the corridor’s
mobhility needs. The approach envisions the alternatives analysis as a key-planning tool,
supplemented by further project development analyses in subsequent phases, for determining
appropriate solutions fo transportation issues.

The decision process and the criteria on which the local decision is based will vary from place to
place. In the selection of the LPA, the Board of Directors will want to consider the technical
findings of the Alternatives Analysis in the context of City, County and regional objectives and
values. For example, in some areas transit service is considered primarily with respect to its
transportation function. in others, the visual and symbolic aspects of transit, its sense of
permanence, and positive impacts on urban character and the environment may also be given
considerable importance.

The Sacramento Regional Transit District (RT) has been participating in the Federal Transit
Administration’s (FTA) New Start project development process since early 2000. In June 2001,
RT completed the first step in the process, systems planning, and locally known as the Multi-
Corridor Study (MCS). At that time, the Board of Directors adopted a motion accepting the results
of the MCS, and directed the General Manager to proceed with the next steps as outlined in the
System Expansion and Phasing Strategy Final Reporl. One of the critical next steps identified
in the MCS indluded the advancerment of the 13 mile Downtown/Natomas/Airport (DNA) Corridor
into the second step of the FTA project development process, the Alternatives Analysis (AA)/Draift
Environmentat Impact Statement/Report (DEIS/R} phase.

A Locally Preferred Alternative — What Is [t7?

A Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) is the selected physical design concept and scope for a
major corridor transit investment. In the DNA Corridor, the LPA will consist of two features: (1)
the identification and description of a corridor alignment; and (2) the identification of a transit (bus,
light rail) mode. The LPA will also generally describe the proposed location of stations.
Refinements of the LPA will continue during subsequent Preliminary Engineering (PE) and Finat
Environmental Impact Statement {FEIS) phase including the operating concepts. The PE/FEIS
phase will focus on developing more specific environmental and engineering information including
detailed environmental testing and mitigation plans, geometric alignment design, bridges and
structures, station location and design, landscaping features, access and operating strategies,
drainage, right-of-way requirements, maintenance of traffic during construction, phasing of
construction, and a detailed financial plan inciuding funding commitments. Minor alignment and



REGIONAL TRANSIT [SSUE PAPER Page 3 of 11
Agenda Board Meeting Open/Closed information/Action issue
item No. Bate Session ltemn Date
12/15/03 Open Action 12/15/03

Subject:  Selecting Alterrative-3—Truxel Road Light Rail Transit as the Locally Preferred
Altemative for the Downtown/Natomas/Airport (DNA) Corridor

engineering adjustments to the LPA will likely occur during the final design and construction
phases of the transit improvement. Subsequent to the Board action, a report will be prepared that
describes the LPA in full detail as well, including the operating concepts by which transit service
will be provided, and a sel of specific design options to be further evaluated during the draft
environmental phase.

Draft Downfown/Natomas/Airport Altematives Analysis Report

The Alternatives Analysis (AA} process evaluated twelve alternatives for the DNA Corridor. Eight
of the twelve alternatives considered would construct a new light rail transit (LRT) or bus rapid
transit (BRT) guideway from downtown Sacramento, through South and North Natomas, to the
Sacramento International Airport. Two alternatives considered minimum operable segments for
each mode between downtown Sacramento {o the Natomas Town Center. The remaining two
alternatives, include the No Build and Baseline/Transportation Systems Management (TSM)
alternatives.

The AA process was structured around criteria and indicators designed to reflect the study goals
and objectives as endorsed by the Technical Review Pane! (TRP} and Citizens Review Panel
(CRP), input from the Board of Directors, and from information provided by the City of
Sacramento, Sacramento County, public agencies, and the general public.

On November 8, 2003, RT formally re[eased for a 30-day period the Draft AA Report for public
review and comment. On November 10 staff and the consultant team presenied the Draft AA
Report to the Board. At the Board's November 24" meeting, staff responded in detail to over 26

Director questions, and provided additional information regarding ridership and capacity/modal
issues related to SACOG's draft 2050 Blueprint population and employment forecasts.

During this 30-day period, RT held an open house on November 20 at the Sacramento
Convention Center, enabling the public an opportunity to review the study findings and to pose
questions regarding the alternatives to District staff and the consultant team. RT aiso held a
public hearing on December 8th in the chambers of the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors
to provide the public more opportunity to provide comment on the AA Report.

Based on the technical analysis resufts and public comment received on the Draft AA report, staff
and the consultant team have developed a |.PA recommendation for the Board of Directors to
consider on December 15th, 2003, Additionally, responses to public comment received on the
draft AA report have been posted on the project website.

Recommendation on a Locally Preferred Altemative for the DNA Corridor

Since the mid-1980's, there has been a recognition by the public and its elected officials of the
need for a major public transit investment in the DNA Corridor. Three pritnary factors have
contributed to this vision, including:
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» Recognition that significant growth and development will continue to occur, particularly in North
Natornas, in close proximity to the Airport, and in surrounding areas north and east of the
corridor;

= Concern aver increasing traffic congestion along -5, and the need to provide people living and
working in the corridor a transportation alternative to driving their own vehicle; and

= A desire to improve transportation mobility between the Downtown, South and North Natomas
communities, and the Sacramento International Airport and to other parts of the Sacramento
region.

In exploring this vision, several corridor alignments and transportation technologies have been
studied extensively over this twenty year time period, including the I-5, Truxel Road, and I-5/Truxel
alignments and the potential for expanding existing bus service and extending LRT service into
the corridor. More recently, as part of this study, BRT has also been considered as a viable transit
technology.

Each study altemative has both advantages and disadvantages. These {rade-offs have been the
topic of much regional and community discussion and debate, resulting in a decision by RT in
1991 1o support the construction of light rail on Truxel Road. The City of Sacramento and the
County of Sacramento have included the locally adopted alignment in their respective General
Plans and Community Plans. The Sacramento Area Council of Governments {(SACOG) has also
reaffirmed the local decision, as recently as July 2002, with the adoption of the Metropolitan
Transportation Plan {MTP) for 2025. The results of this current AA Report support this
conclusion. Thus, it is recommended that the LPA consist of building and operating high capacity
LRT service on the Truxel Road alignment from downtown Sacramenta, through South and North
Natomas to the Sacramento international Airport.

Preference for Alignment

Use of the Truxel Road alignment will provide the largest transportation benefit to fransit users in
the carridar and in the region. In summary, these benefits include the following.

e Higher Ridership. Across all the alternatives studied, the opportunities for the highest daily
ridership occur along the Truxel Road alignment,

= Connectivity. Generally, the Truxel Road alignment provides better connectivity to the existing
regional transit system and to the major concentration of existing and planned activity centers
and destinations within the DNA corridor.
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These activity centers and destinations include: (1) the Sacramento Intematicnal Airport: {2}
Metro Air Park, and improved mixed use commercial/office development; (3) the soon to be
built North Natomas Town Center, with a 200-acre Regional park, high school and community
coliege campus and library, (4) Arco Arena; (5) the Natomas Marketpiace commercial center:
(6) Natomas High School; (7) the South Natomas Community center; (8) the redeveloping
Richards Boulevard area; and (9) the Sacramento Valley Station, which is part of a 240-acre
proposed master plan redevelopment project for the Union Pacific Railyards.

Moreover, the DNA corridor connection with the Sacramento Valley Station provides
intermodal connections to existing and new bus services, existing and expanding Capitol
Corridor intercity rail setvice, long distance Amtrak service, soon to be constructed Folsom
Corridor LRT service, and future regional commiuter rail service.

Transit-Oriented Development. The Truxel Road alignment offers the greater opportunity to
foster transit-oriented development, particularly in the North Natomas community, the
Rallyards, and Richards Boulevard areas. Land use plans in these areas propose the highest
density employment and housing clustered in a mix around ptannaed stations. The North
Natomas Community Plan, in particular, was designed as a transit-oriented community with
dedicated right-of-way along Truxe! Road set a side for a light rail alignment as a central
element. The Community Plan also allows for further increases in density and intensity in
station areas once the LRT is constructed.

The Truxel afignment provides the further opportunity to shape future fand use decisions within
the unincorporated area, west of State Route 99/70 and north of Elkhorn Boulevard, in the
same planned vision that created the North Natomas Community Plan, if the region desires
to grow in that direction.

The total land available for development at future stations along the Truxel alignment is
greater than that along the I-5 alignment. Opportunities for smart growth are curtailed by I-5,
which limits pedestrian access to either side of the freeway, and hence reduces the potential
for transit-oriented development opportunities.

Plan Consistency. The Truxel alignment, with light rail, also offers the highest level of
consistency with existing adopted community plans, the City and County general plans, current
pianning efforts within the Corridor, and over 15 years of prior development and infrastructure
commitment in North Natomas.

In particular, the North Natomas Community Plan set aside land use by the future light rail
guideway.. In addition, the Truxel Road Interchange was designed and built to structurally
support a future light rafl alignment. And the North Natomas infrastructure-financing plan
includes a development fee structure to finarice light rail station improvements. Perhaps most
importantly, the Truxe! Road alignment, with light raii, offers the lowest potential for physically
dividing the community.
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Greater Transit Accessibility. Based on the 2000 Census and year 2025 SACOG projections,
the Truxel alignment would provide the greatest transit a ccess to corridor residents and
households than either the [-5 or [-5/Truxel alignment alternatives.

There are 21,500 residents living within Y2-mile of the Truxel Road alignment, including a
greater concentration of low income and transit dependent households. Likewise, there are
32,100 jobs located within ¥2-mile of the alignment; nearly equivalent to the number of jobs
located along I-5 or the |-5/Truxel alignment altemnatives. In addition, the Truxet alignment
provides the best pedestrian access opportunities.

Due to limited north-south traffic capacity in the DNA corridor, with only two bridges across the
American River within a three-mile wide reach, a new bridge crossing along the Truxel Road
alignment is needed to provide improved and direct transit accessibility into downtown
Sacramento.

Improved Corridor Mobility. While all three alignments would provide improved transit service
between Downtown and the Airport, the Truxel alignment provides the shortest travel time for
North and South Natomas residents. While the Truxel alignment does not have the best travel
time from Downtown to the Airport, the 28 to 30 minutes of travel time is comparable to the -6
alignment alternatives.

Cosi-Effectiveness. Generally, all of the Truxel Road alignment modal alternatives fair better
in terms of providing the most costeffective transit solution, using Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) ratings, because they directly serve more residents and have lower
construction costs.

Fundability. Using long-range revenue estimates prepared by RT and SACOG, it was
determined that any alternative costing $450 million or below could be funded with a
combination of federal, state and local revenue as they become available. The majority of the
alternatives that fall within this funding threshold occur on the Truxel Road alignment.

Preference for Mode

»

Use of light rail also will provide greater transportation benefits to transit users. In summary, these
benefits include the following:

Ridership. In the DNA corridor, light rail generally generates fen- percent higher ridership than
BRT, with most of the difference resuiting from airport passengers (as service continuity is a
key factor for airport transit service).
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Capacity for Future Demand. There tends to be a broad capacity range suitable for BRT and
LRT, and this range is not mutually exclusive. There are often overlaps between them.
Caonventional bus services are most suitable in satisfying lower demand volumes. At 1,000
passengers per hour, bus based systems are more cost effective in terms of cast per
passenger. Light rail begins to be appropriate around 1,700 passengers/hour to justify the
capital costs of the initial investment in fixed infrastructure.

Over the next 20 years and beyond, the Natomas Basin is seen as a major new growth area
for the Sacramento region. The travel corridor warrants a high capacity mode. LRT has a
superior ability to respond to growth pressures by increasing capacity compared {o other
modes, such as BRT. Light rail can add another car to a train to carry more riders and not
affect labor costs. This is a primary reason LRT is more efficient with higher ridership
demand.

Speed. Light rail systems generally have increased speed over bus systems (as well as the
perception of being faster),

Technology. LRT has higher vehicle performance technology and passenger comfort features.
Light rail vehicles are more spacious and provide for a more stable ride. The guideway feature
makes possible use of larger vehicles and trains of up to four cars, as well as partial signal
control. The vehicles are clean, non-polluting electric propulsion. Clean-fueled buses still
produce some particulate matter and nitrous oxide poliution, which is objectionable, particularly
in areas with high concentrations of peaple. Noise produced by buses also remains a
problem.

Buses are also considerably cheaper than light rail vehicles, although the difference in their
life cost is not as great as the difference in their purchase prices because light rail vehicles
have 2.5 to 3 times longer lifespans. Buses last 12 years, light rail vehicles between 25-40
years. Therefore, a correct comparison must be based on life-cycle cost per unit of vehicle
capacity. Such a comparison would tend to favor LRT.

Economic Development. L RT is aftractive, as a tool for transit-oriented d evelopment, a
characteristic not convincingly displayed in the United States by bus service of any type. Light
rail has a permanent infrastructure that becomes part of the urban structure. Because BRT
is less capital infensive, it is more likely to be abandoned if the market were not supporting the
service. It is the permanence of light rail that tells private investors and transit users that this
form of transportation is here to stay,
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Reduction in Auto Travel. The highest level of traffic growth over the next 20 years will occur
on I-5, between the Arena Boulevard Interchange and the 1-80 junction with I-5, where a
growth in iraffic volumes of 100 percent is forecasted. This will resuft in prolonged Level of
Service (LOS) “F" (fallure) conditions for several hours during morning and evening peak
comimute periods. Even with future programmed roadway improvements in the adopted MTP,
future traffic under No Build conditions will deteriorate on 1-5, leading to higher fraffic volumes
on {-80 and parallel roadways.

Of the alignment alternatives studied, the Truxel Road alignment offers the greatest reduction
in weekday peak period auto fravel to Downtown Sacramento, with the highest reduction
coming from LRT, eliminating 4,700 daily person trips. Likewise, the greatest reductions in
weekday parking demand in Downtown Sacramento occur with the Truxel Road alignment,
with LRT eliminating the need for 2,200 parking spaces.

A Balanced Transportation System. Further in a region, such as Sacramento, a single transit
mode cannot provide as efficient service as several coordinated modes. A “family” of modes,
operating as an integrated transport system, with buses feeding core light rail lines rather than
competing with each other, is defined as a balanced transit system.

Service Continuity. Light rail provides greater service continuity than BRT, with seamless
service through Downtown and bayond, connecting other major activity centers. LRT can
provide a "one-seat-ride” for anyone within walk access of the service, or within easy “drop off"
access.

This “one-seat-ride” s ervice is e spacially critical within the DNA corridor b ecause airport
passengers respond negatively to off-airport transfers. In some situations, LRT may involve
more transfers from other trains coming from the Watt/I-80 and the South Line Light rail
corridors. These transfers are, however, simple — they are made at the same platform, and
require little or no waiking.

[LRT may aiso involve transfers with buses. In this situation, the transfers are organized in a
timed manner so that transferring is made conveniently.

Service Reliability. LRT generally has enhanced service reliability over bus-based syslems
due to the use of a guideway and preferential treatments, such as traffic signal prioritization.
LRT service would operate at 15-minute headways throughout the DNA Corridor. BRT service
would operate at varying headways within the Corridor, culminating in a combined 3.3-minute
peak and 3.8-minute off-peak headway in downtown Sacramento. Without the benefit of traffic
signal prioritization that is afforded to the LRT, large segments of the BRT route in downtown
Sacramento would suffer reduced service refiability, due to the unavailability of sufficient
“green” time to aliocate a priority to BRT and still accommodate all other vehicular traffic and
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movements. The practical resuit will be substantial delays to the BRT service, long queues
of buses waiting at intersections, and insufficient bus stop capacity to accommodate lines of
buses.

« Other Characteristics. Other important characteristics that favor LRT include: frequency,
durability, efficiency, simplicity, directness, and comfort. These are very desirable features for
transit services. Transit services need to be aimed at attracting incidental users. The general
public needs to have fixed routes, fixed (memorable) schedules, and known fares, in order to
use the service.

For these reasons, LRT on Truxel Road provides the most cost-effective, superior, long-term
major transit investment for the DNA Corridor. At the same time, it is recognized that many
residents and commercial property owners immediately along Truxel Road, especially in the
segment between Garden Highway and San Juan Road, have significant concerns with the use
of Truxel Road. These concerns include station location, traffic circulation, pedestrian safety,
noise, vibration, and visual impacts, property values, and resident and fransit user safety. For RT
to build and operate LRT service along Truxel Road, a concerted effort will be required for the
District to work closely with residents, businesses, property owners, and neighborhood groups to
address these very specific and important quality of life concermns.

Long-Term Transit Vision for the Corridor

In implementing a long-term transit vision for the DNA Corridor, it may be necessary to phase
construction of light rail between downtown Sacramento and the Airport. This is consistent with
the progression of growth and evolving development patterns within the Corridor by 2025 and
beyond, the funding strategy set forth in SACOG's adopted MTP, and follows the pattern
established by RT in building Phase 1 of the recently opened South Line LRT extension from
Downtown to Meadowview Road as well as the construction of the Folsom LRT extension to
Sunrise and ultimately to the City of Folsom.

Using this approach, Alternative 3: Truxel Road Light Rail Transit could initiaily be built in two
phases, with full implementation by 2025 or beyond. This phased approach would ultimately, be
determined during the PE phase of the project development process.

« Phase 1 (by 2012) — implementation of Truxel LRT MOS (Alternative 3B), with light rail service
between Downtown and the Natomas Town Center, with a feeder bus service connection {o
the Airport.

» Phase 2 (by 2015) — implementation of Truxel LRT Starter (Alternative 3A), with the extension
of light rail service beyond Natomas Town Center to the Airport.
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As part of this long-term transit vision for the DNA Corridor, during the environmental phase and
subsequently in PE and final design, RT will evaluate in greater detail design options that are alsa
retained as part of the LPA. These design options will influence transit station and park-and-ride
lot location, transit user accessibility, traffic flow and circulation, and pedestrian safety.

While Aliernative 3 falls above the FTA user benefit threshold of $25.00, it is anticipated that
additional design and engineering refinements could be achieved, thereby enhancing the eligibility
of Alternatives 3 and 3A for federal funding. This could occur, for example by treating the LRT
maintenance facility and bike/pedestrian path on the new American River bridge, as separate
capital projects and thus paid for through other sources of funding. Under this scenario, the
resulting FTA user benefits would be $24.41 and $20.36 respectively. Other types of cost savings,
value engineering, and/or funding strategies will be considered in the PE phase of project
development to improve this ratio. This type of separate capital project approach occurred during
South Line Phase 1, with the separate funding of the Wayne Hultgren LRT station and the Florin
Road grade separation project. Alternative 3B already falls well below FTA's user benefit
threshold of $19.89 per hour allowing it to compete for a medium project rating in FTA’s New
Starts process.

Funding Strategy

A long-term commitment of local, state and federal funding will be required fo build the DNA LRT
extension. SACOG’s MTP identifies approximately $400 million in funding available to build light
rail from Downtown to the Airport. This figure is projected to increase to $450 million assuming
the availability of Airport funding for aiport-related transit improvements and local developer fees
that are reasonable to expect based on redevelopment of the Railyards/Richards Boulevard
areas. [tis further assumed that:

* Project construction will be funded based on a 50 percent federal New Starts match, coupled
with local and state funds, and

= Project operation assumes local funding, primarily through farebox revenues and renewal and
expansion of Sacramento County's Measure A sales tax program. Critical fo the construction
and operation of DNA improvements will be an increase in RT's share of a renewed sales tax
program, from an existing 1/6 of a cent to at least 1/3 of a cent as identified in the adopted
MTP.

The phasing of project construction will be dictated, in large part, by the availability of construction
and operating funds. RT will need to work closely with FTA, SACOG, and other local and state
agencies to ensure that necessary funding is available when needed to maintain project
momentum so that initial LRT service between Downtown and the Natomas Town Center begins
by 2012 and that service is extended to the Airport no later than by 2015,
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Agenda Board Meating Open/Closad Information/Action Issue
Htem No. Date Session ftem Date
12/15/03 Open Action 12/15/03

Subject:  Selecting Allernative-3-Truxel Road Light Rail Transit as the Locally Preferred
Alternative for the Downtown/Natomas/Airport (DNA) Corridor

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Board of Directors adopt the attached resolution-selecting Altemative
3=Truxel Road Light Rail Transit Alternative as the locally preferred alternative (LPA) for the DNA
Corridor. Chapter 8 “Locally Preferred Alternative Selection™ from the AA Report is provided as
Attachment C. The rasolution would also direct staff to advance the LPA to the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) phase
of the project development process.



RESOLUTION NO. 03-12- 0277

Adopted by the Board of Directors of the Sacramento Regional Transit District on this date:

December 15, 2003

SELECTING TRUXEL ROAD LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT
AS THE LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE FOR THE
DOWNTOWN/NATOMAS/AIRPORT CORRIDOR

WHEREAS, the Sacramento Regional Transit District as the responsible local
agency has conducted an Alternatives Analysis under 49 CFR Part 611 and 23 CFR part
450 to study a range of transit improvement alternatives to serve the needs of downtown
Sacramento, the communities of South and Norih Natomas of the City and County of
Sacramento and the Sacramento International Airport; and

WHEREAS, the purpose of this study is to determine which transit improvement is
the most beneficial and cost-effective long-term solution for the Sacramento region; and

WHEREAS, the Alternatives Analysis process began in 2001 to evaluate a total of
twelve alternatives including light rail, bus rapid fransit, expanded bus service (baseline)
and a no build condition; and

WHEREAS, the process was assisted by a Technical Review Panel with
representatives from affected federal, state and local agencies, as weil as a 40 member
Citizens Review Panel which has provided public input to the process; and

WHEREAS, Truxel Road Light Rail Transit, which would extend light rail service
from downtown Sacramento through the South and North Natomas communities along
Truxel Road, to the Sacramento International Airport, was evaluated and determined o
provide the greatest transportation benefit as an alignment to transit users in the corridor
and in the region. In summary, these benefits include the following:

Higher Ridership

Conneclivity

Transit-Oriented Development
Plan Consistency

Improved Corridor Mobility
Greater Transit Accessibility
Cost-Effectiveness

Fundahility

" & 6 &2 =8 ¢ * @

WHEREAS, Truxel Road Light Rail Transit, which would provide light rail service,
will also provide greater transpoitation benefits as a mode to transit users.
In summary, these benefits include the following:



Ridership

Capacity for Future Demand
Speed

Technology

Economic Development
Reduction in Auto Travel

A Balanced Transportation
Service Continuity

Service Reliability

Other Characteristics

WHEREAS, Truxel Road Light Rail Transit is the alternative, which best meets the
Federal Transit Administration's evaluation criteria for New Start projects as set forth in the
Transportation Equity Act; and

WHEREAS, it is the desire of this Board that the Locally Preferred Altemative for
the Downtown/Natomas/Airport Corridor be designed in a manner that maximizes
opportunities for transit oriented development, including residential housing, and so that
-existing residential housing is not eliminated; and

WHEREAS, Truxel Road Light Rail Transit is the alternative, which receives the
broadest regional and community public support.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF
DIRECTORS OF THE SACRAMENTO REGIONAL TRANSIT DISTRICT AS FOLLOWS:

THAT, in accordance with 43 CFR Part 611 and 23 CFR Part 450, the following
transit mode and alignment are hereby selected as the Locally Preferred Alternative for the
Downtown/Natomas/Airport Corridor:

1. Transit Mode: Light Rail.

2. Alignment: Truxel Road Alignment, as described in attached Exhibit “A" and
depicted in Figure 8.8-1 thereof.

THAT, the General Manager/CEQ is hereby authorized and directed 10 take all such
actions. as are appropriate to advance the Locally Preferred Alternative for the Downtown/
Natomas/Airport Corridor to the next phase of project development, including the

preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Environmental Impact
Report therefor. W .

DON NOTTOLI, Chairman

ATTEST:

BEVERLY A SCOTT, Secretary

By: gﬂ@ &M

Cindy Brob¥s, Assistant Secretary
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RT Board Questions from Hearing

' 1. Develop a design option for locating a

station at W. El Camino that avoids
displacing the seven condos.

. Provide supplemental letter with information
on crime and property values to Al
Mazaheri.

. Clarify the issue of preventing left turns.

. Does the City agree with RT’s traffic
analysis and conclusions?

. Obtain additional information on the Boston
Silver Line, which is replacing LRT with
BRT. ‘Downtown "

MAS el




350

A W N =

. Improve corridor mobility

Study Goals

. Promote patterns of smart growth
. Find cost-effective solutions

. Minimize community and environmental

Impacts

. Ensure consistency with other planning

efforts

. Obtain strong community support

I!#o\»\vntomn1E :
w4 Natomas |
. Rirport..

o -
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Public Comment Summary

Public comments received since release of AA Report on
November 6, 2003

*Total number of comments received: 172
*Total number of comments by:

‘Public Comment Log: 45
(e-mails, letters, hotline)

‘November 20, 2003 Open House: 73
‘December 8, 2003 Public Hearing: 54

Dowﬁtéw‘;l{*a'?'

-3, Natomas iy




Public Comment Summary (Continued)

P

-12
2 Neutral

1 Neutral

1 Neutral

November 20,

2003 Open 2o

-17

+25
-11
4 Neutral

+4
-1
2 Neufral

+32
-8




Public Comment Summary (Continued)

+ 2500 Signature

Petition' Signers endorsed the I-5 Alignment Petition does not

state a preference

61% of supporters prefer LRT on

0
Truxel 57% Support LRT

| - Ray Tretheway
Informal Survey 37% 30% 10% 7% 23%

-The petition language states “We, the undersigned, do hereby oppose
the Truxel Road alignment for the Downtown-Natomas-Airport transit

line, due to the severe negative impacts it would have on our aowmw:;‘@
community, and support the alignment adjacent to |-5 % Natomas )

Airport. |
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Public Comment Summary (Continued)

Displacements
= Traffic

- Quality of Life
> Crime

> Property Values
« Pedestrian Safety | ’;
- Noise and Vibration
» Cost-effectiveness

Downt
i3, Natomas .,
orgAimort .




Public Comment Summary

e AA Report have

. All public issues on th
been addressed
and property yalues

. Reports on public safety
qvailable from RT and on www.DNART .09

. Traffic impacts of gouth Truxel

Downtown &
o, Natomas coly
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DNA LPA Rec

et o

Statlons/Parkiog
1-  Sacramsnto Vatley {0)
2- Hialynrds Station {0)
3-  Richards Boulevard Station (0)
4 Wost El Camino Ave Statlon (P}
5. Pebhlestone Way Statlon (F}
6-  Soan Juan Road Station {P)
7- Galwway Purk / Nutotnas Markst Pisce Station (P)
& Aru Arens Boulevard Siatiun {0}
9 Arco Arena Station {P)}
16~ East Town Center Statlon (P)
11- North Natomns Town Center Station Siation i)
12- Club Canter Brive/Morih Viliage Conter Statian (P}
13- Sacramenio international Alrport Station (0}

i

WEST
SAGTIAMENRTC

Bt

ommendation

e AL Grade
. CitFitt Redaining ok
Agra! Structurg
e Gilerrs Otoschts Unnibrerossing
[ Progosed iniist Station
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Long-Term Transit Vision for the Corridor

2
s}

* Project to be built in phases from Downtown to the Airport

* One Approach:

« Phase 1 (by 2012) — Construct Truxel LRT MOS, with
LRT service from Downtown to the Natomas Town Center

« Phase 2 (by 2015) — Construct extension of LRT service
from Town Center to the Airport.

~e

Downtown’™ -
s, Natomas o
Airport T
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Traffic Along South Truxel

No Alternative would remove through traffic
lanes along Truxel Road

Traffic level of service tables in AA Report
show unmitigated conditions

Measures that would mitigate LOS impacts
have been identified at all Truxel Road
intersections

LOS range in AA Report reflects design
options

Dowmowﬁ"
35, Natomas )
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Mixed Flow Double
Track LRT Option at
Local Streets and Major
Driveways

» Maintains most left turn
access

» Left turn access would be
eliminated at 2 to 3 local
streets/major driveways

& eLeft turn access maintained at
.7 " 15 to 16 local streets/major
o = driveways

.+ U-turns required for 15 homes
fronting on Truxel Road
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Exclusive Single Track

LRT Option at Local Ve NewSignal.
Streets and Major
Driveways
« Left turn access eliminated at
9 to 10 local streets/major | '
driveways | : e~ -
i | —
* 3 to 4 new signals added ! |
along Truxel Road (U-turns ' | :II]
i |
allowed) | |
_ - |
« Left turn access maintained at Y ,
9 local streets/major | ! P
driveways | | New Signal|
| I / ‘
» U-turns required for 15 homes - : /___ _
! _

aprration Anshpy sl
rylrmamestd rygumy

fronting on Truxel Road — l
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Exclusive Single Track
LRT Option at Major
Intersection

» Increases average delay on
Cross Streets and left turns by
5 to 10 seconds

- e e e mem e — e e e

« Decreases delay for ]
North/South traffic on Truxel — —_— —
Road

- Mitigation measures identified
for all impacted Truxel

FLl " intersections

— e —_




Median to Side Running
LRT Option at Major
Intersection

* Increases average delay on
Cross Streets and left turns by
10 to 30 seconds -

 Mitigation measures identified — C

for all impacted Truxel
intersections
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Next Steps

« Complete Draft Environmental Clearance Process

(DEIS/R/FEIR)....cooi i, Fall 2004
*Public Input

«Alignment options, station locations, mitigation

 FTA New Starts Submittal......................... Summer 2004

« Complete PE/FEIS..............ooiiiiii Fall 2006
» Public Input
*Agreement on mitigation measures for Final Design

St

« Complete Final Design and Engineering....... Fall 2008
» Public Input

*Assure mitigation measures and public input is e

incorporated into construction specification and drawings|

» Complete LPA Construction....................... Fall 2011

i * Opening Day of Service.............. R Spring 2012 ) <.
Downtown™

_#%. Natamas .

.....
I



ATTACHMENT B

CHAPTER 8 “LOCALLY PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE SELECTION”






EXHIBIT A

8.0 LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE SELECTION

Chapter Summary

A Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) is the selected candidate physical design concept and
scope for a major corridor transit investment. In the Downtown/Natomas/Airport (DNA) Corridor,
the LPA will consist of two features: the identification and description of a corridor alignment
and the identification of a transit (bus, light rail} mode. The LPA will also generally describe the
proposed location of stations, the operating concepts by which transit service will be provided,
and a set of specific design options o be further evaluated during the draft environmental
phase. Refinements to the LPA will continue during subsequent Preliminary Engineering (PE)
and the Final Envirenmental Impact Statement (FEIS) phase.

The PE/FEIS phase will focus on developing more specific environmental and engineering
information including detailed environmental testing and mitigation plans, geometric alignment
design, bridges and structures, station location and design, iandscaping features, access and
operating strategies, drainage, right-of-way requirements, mairtenance of traffic during
construction, phasing of consiruction, and a detailed financial plan including funding
commitments. Minor alignment and engineering adjustments to the LPA will likely occur during
final design and construction phases of the fransit improvement. Subsequent to the Prefiminary
Engineering (PE) phase of LPA development, minor alignmeant and engineering adijustments to
the LPA will likely occur during PE, final design, and construction of the transit improvement.

8.1 Selection Process

Earlier chapters of this report provided a systematic comparison of 12 conceptual alternatives,
including a No-Build, a Baseline/TSM, five light rail transit (LRT) alternatives and five bus rapid
transit (BRT) alternatives. [t was structured arcund criteria and indicators designed to reflect the
study goals and objectives as endorsed by the Technical Review Panel (TRP), Citizens Review
Panel (CRP), the Sacramento Regional Transit District (RT) Board of Directors, and from
information provided by the City of Sacramento, Sacramento County, public agencies, and the
general public.

On November 6, 2003 RT formally released for g 30-day period the Draft Allernatives Analysis
(AA) Report for public review and comment. On November 19, the RT Board of Directors was
presented with a summary of the Draft Report. RT then convened a community workshop on
November 20 at the Sacramento Convention Center, enabling the public an opportunity to
review the study findings and to pose questions regarding the alternatives to agency staff and
the consuitant team. RT also held a public hearing on December 8 in the chambers of the
Sacramento County Board of Supervisors to provide the public more opportunity to provide
commerit on the AA Report.

Based on the technical analysis results and public comment received on the Draft AA repott,
agency staff has developed an LPA recommendation for the RT Board of Directors to consider
on December 15, 2003 At this meeting, the Board of Directors will have the opportunity fo
accept, modify or reject the LPA recommendation. Figure 8.1-1 illustrates the decision-making
process RT will have used to select an LPA for the DNA Corridor,

Draft Alternatives Analysis Report
8-1 December 15, 2003



Decision Tree
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8.2 Recommendation on a Locally Preferred Alternative

Since the mid-1980's, there has been an increasing recognition by the public and its elected
officials of the need for a major public transit investment in the DNA Corridor. Three primary
factors have contributed to this vision, including:

1. Recognition that significant growth and development will continue to occur, particularly in
North Natomas, in close proximity to the Airport, and in surrounding areas north and east of
the corridor; :

2. Concern over increasing traffic congestion along interstate (I-5), and the need to provide
people living and working in the corridor a transportation alternative to driving their own
vehicle; and

3. A desire to improve transporiation mobility between the Downtown, South and North
Natomas Communities, and the Sacramento International Airport and to other parts of the
Sacramento region.

in exploring this vision, several corridor alignments and transportation technologies have been
studied extensively over time, including the I-5, Truxel Road, and 1-5/Truxel alignments and the
potential for expanding existing bus service and extending LRT service into the Corridor. More
recently, as part of this study, BRT has also been considered as a viable transit technology. Itis
clear, however, that when considering future ridership, costs, and impacts to the local
community and region, each study alternative has both advantages and disadvantages.

These trade-offs have been the topic of much regional and community discussion and debate,
resulting in a decision by RT in 1891 to support construction of light rail on Truxel Road. The
City of Sacramento and County of Sacramento have included the locally adopted alignment in
their respective general plans and community plans. The Sacramento Area Council of
Governments (SACOG) has consistently reaffirmed the local decision, as recently as July 2002,
with the adoption of the Metropolitan Transportation FPlan (MTP) for 2025. The results of this
current AA Report support this conclusion.

8.3 Preference for Alignment
Use of the Truxel Road alignment will provide the largest transportation benefit fo transit users
in the Corridor and in the region. In summary, these benefits include the following:

# Improved Corridor Mobility. While all three alignments would provide improved transit
service between Downtown and the Airport, the Truxel alignment provides the shortest
travel time for North and South Natomas residenis. While the Truxel alignment does not
have the hest travel time from Downtown to the Airport, the 28 to 30 minute travel time is
comparable to the -5 alignment alternatives.

» Greater Transit Accessibility. Based on the 2000 Census and year 2025 SACOG
projections, the Truxel alignment would provide the greatest transit access to corridor
residents and households than either the {-5 or [-5/Truxel alignments.

There are 21,500 residents living within ¥-mile of the Truxel Road alignhment, including a
greater concentration of low income and transit dependent households. Likewise, there are
32,100 jobs located within ¥2-mile of the alignment; nearly equivalent to the number of jobs
located along 1-5 or the I-5/Truxel alignment alternatives. In addition, the Truxel alignment
provides the best pedestrian access opportunities.

Draft Alternatives Analysis Report
8.3 December 15, 2003
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Due to limited north-south traffic capacity in the DNA Corridor, with only two bridges across
the American River within a three-mile wide reach, a new bridge crossing along the Truxel
Road alignment is needed to provide improved and direct transit accessibility into Downtown
Sacramento.

Connectivity. Generally, the Truxel Road alignment provides better connectivity to the
existing regional transit system and to the major concentration of existing and planned
activity centers and destinations within the DNA Corridor.

These activity centers and destinations include: (1) the Sacramento International Airport; (2)
Metro Air Park, an improved mixed use commercial/office development; (3) the soon to be
built North Natomas Town Center, with a 200-acre Regional Park, high school and
community college campus and library, (4) ARCO Arena; (5) the Natomas Marketplace
commercial center, (8) Natomas High School; (7) the South Natomas Community Center;
(8) the redeveloping Richards Boulevard area; and (9) the Sacramento Valley Station, which
is part of a 240-acre proposed master plan redevelopment project for the Union Pacific
Railyards.

Moreover, the DNA Corridor connection with the Sacramento Valley Station provides
intermodal connections to existing and new bus services, existing Capitol Corridor intercity
rail service, long distance Amtrak service, soon to be constructed Folsom Corridor LRT
service, and future regional commuter rail service.

Potential for Transit-Oriented Development. The Truxel Road alignment generally offers
the greater opportunity to foster transit-oriented development, particularly in the North
Natomas community and the Railyards/Richards Boulevard area. Land use plans in these
two areas propose the highest density employment and housing clustered in a mix around
planned stations. The North Natomas Community Plan, in particular, was designed as a
transit-oriented community, with dedicated right-of-way along Truxel Road set aside for a
light rail alignment as a central element. Opportunities also exist for further increases in
density and intensity in station areas once the LRT is constructed.

The Truxel alignment provides a further opportunity to shape future land use decisions
within the unincorporated area, west of State Route 99/70 and north of Elkhorn Boulevard,
in the same planned vision that created the North Natomas Community Plan, if the region
desires to grow in that direction.

The total land available for development at future stations along the Truxel alignment is
greater than that along the 1-5 alighment. Opportunities for smart growth are curtalled by I-
3, which limits pedestrian access to either side of the freeway, and hence reduces the
patenual for transit-oriented development opportunities.

Plan Consistency. The Truxel alignment, with light rail, also offers the highest leve! of
consistency with existing adopted community plans, the City and County general plans,
current planning efforts within the Corridor, and over 15 years of prior development and
infrastructure commitment in North Natomas.

In particular, the North Natomas Community Plan set aside land use by the future light rail
guideway. [n addition, the Truxel Road Interchange was designed and built to structurally
support a future light rali alignment. And the North Natomas infrastructure-financing plan
includes a development fee structure to finance light rail station improvements.

Draft Alternatives Analysis Report
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Perhaps most importantly, the Truxel Road alignment, with light rail, offers the fowest
potential for physicaily dividing the community.

Higher Ridership. Across all the alternatives studied, the opportunities for the highest daily
ridership occur along the Truxel Road alignment.

Cost-Effectiveness. Generally, all of the Truxel Road alignment modal alternatives fair
better in terms of providing the most cost-effective transit solution, using Federal Transit
Administration ratings, because they directly serve more residents and have lower
construction costs.

Fundability. Using long-range revenue estimates prepared by RT and SACOG, it was
determined that any alternative costing $450 million or below could be funded with a
combination of federal, state and local revenue as they become available. The majority of
the alternatives that fall within this funding threshoeid occur on the Truxel Road alignment.

8.4 Preference for Mode |
Use of light rail also will provide greater transportation benefits to transit users. In summary,
these benefits include the following:

»

Ridership. In the DNA Corridor, light rail generally generates ten percent higher ridership
than BRT, with most of the difference resulting from airport passengers (as setvice
continuity is a key factor for airport transit service).

Capacity. Over the next 20 years and beyond, the Natomas Basin is seen as a major new
growth area for the Sacramento region. The travel corridor warrants a high capacity mode.
LRT has a superior ability to respond to growth pressures by increasing capacity compared
to other modes, such as BRT. Light rail can add another car to a train to carry more riders
and not affect labor costs. This is a primary reason LRT is more efficient with higher
ridership demand.

Speed. Light rail systems generally have increased speed over bus systems (as well as the
perception of being faster).

Technology. LRT has higher vehicle performance technology and passenger comfort
features. Light rail vehicles are more spacious and provide for a more stable ride. The
guideway feature makes possible use of larger vehicles and trains of up tc four cars, as well
as partial signal control. The vehicles are clean, non-polluting electric-propuilsion powered.
Clean-fueled buses still produce particulates and nitrogen oxides emissions, which is
objectionable, particularly in areas with high concentrations of people. Noise produced by
buses also remains a problem.

Buses are also considerably less expensive than LRT vehicles, although the difference in
their life costs is not as great as the difference in their purchase prices because light rail
vehicles have 2.5 to 3.0 times longer life spans. Buses last 12 years, while light rail vehicles
last between 25 and 40 years. Therefore, a current comparison must be based on life cycle
costs per unit of vehicle capacity. Such a comparison would tend to favor LRT.

Economic Development. LRT is atfractive as a tool for transit-oriented development, a
characteristic not convincingly displayed in the United States by bus service of any type.

Draft Alternatives Analysis Report
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Light rail has a permanent infrastructure that becomes part of the urban structure, Because
BRT is less capital intensive, it is more likely to be abandoned if the market were not
supporting the service. It is the permanence of light rail that tells private investors and
transit users that this form of transportation is here to stay.

Reduction in Auto Travel. The highest level of traffic growth over the next 20 years will
oceur on 1-5, between the Arena Boulevard Interchange and the 1-80 junction with 1-5, where
a growth in traffic volumes of 100 percent is forecasted. This will result in prolonged Level
of Service (LOS) “F* (failure) conditions for several hours during moming and evening peak
commlte periods. Even with future programmed roadway improvements in the adopted
MTP, fraffic under No Build conditions will deteriorate on [-5, leading to higher traffic
volumes on |-80 and paraliel roadways.

Of the alignment alternatives studied, the Truxel Road alignment offers the greatest
reduction in weekday peak period auto travel to Downtown Sacramento, with the highest
reduction coming from light rail, eliminating 4,700 daily person trips. Likewise, the greatest
reductions in weekday parking demand in Downtown Sacramento occur with the Truxel
Road alignment, with LRT eliminating the need for 2,200 parking spaces.

A Balanced Transportation System. Further, in a region, such as Sacramento, a single
transit mode cannot provide as efficient service as several coordination modes. A “family”
of modes operating as an integrated transport system, with buses feeding light rail lines
rather than competing with each other, is defined as a balanced transportation system.

Service Continuity. Light rail provides greater service continuity that BRT, with seamless
service through Downtown and beyond, connecting other major activity centers. LRT can
provide a “one-seat-ride” for anyorie within walk access of the service, or within easy “drop

. off” access.

This "one-seat-ride” service is especially critical within the DNA Corridor because air
passengers respond negatively to off-airport transfers. In some situations, LRT may involve
more transfers from other trains coming from the Watt/i-80 and the South Line light rail
corridors. These fransfers are, however, simple—they are made at the same platform and
require little or no walking.

LRT may also involve transfers with buses. In this situation, the transfers are organized in a
timed manner so that transferring is made conveniently.

Service Reliability. LRT generally has enhanced service reliability over bus-based
sysiems due to the use of a guideway and preferential treatments, such as traffic signal
prioritization. LRT service would operate at 15-minute headways throughout the DNA
Corridor. BRT service would operate at varying headways within the Corridor, cuiminating
in a combined 3.3-minute peak and 3.8-minute off-peak headway in downtown Sacramento.
Without the benefit of traffic signal prioritization that is afforded to the LRT, large segments
of the BRT route in downtown Sacramento would suffer reduced service reliability, due to
the unavailability of sufficient “green” time to allocate a priority to BRT and still
accommodate aill other vehicular traffic and movements. The practical result will be
substantial delays to the BRT service, long queues of buses waiting at intersections, and
insufficient bus stop capacity {o accommodate lines of buses.

Drait Alternatives Analysis Report
8.6 December 15, 2003



» Other Characteristics. Other important characteristics that favor LRT include: frequency,
durability, efficiency, simplicity, directness, and comfort. These are very desirable features
for transit services. Transit services need to be aimed at attracting incidental users. The
general public needs to have fixed routes, fixed {memorable) schedules, and known fares,
in order to use the service.

For these reasons, LRT on Truxel Road provides the most cost-effective, superior, iong-
term major transit investment for the DNA Corridor. At the same time, however, it is
recognized that residenis and commercial property owners along Truxel Road, especially in
the segment between Garden Highway and San Juan Road, have significant concerns with
the use of Truxel Road. These concems include station location, traffic circulation,
pedestrian safety, noise, vibration, and visual impacts, property values, and resident and
transit user safety. For RT to build and operate LRT service along Truxel Road, a concerted
effort will be required for the Disfrict to work closely with residents, businesses, property
owners, and neighborhood groups fo address these various specific and important quality of
life concerns.

8.5 A Long-Term Transit Vision for the Corridor

In implementing a long-term transit vision for the DNA Corridor, it may be necessary to phase
construction of light rail between downtown Sacramento and the Airport. This is consistent with
the pragression of growth and evolving development patterns within the Corridor by 2025 and
beyond, the funding strategy set forth in SACOQG's adopted MTP, and foliows the pattern
established by RT in building Phase 1 of the recently opened South Line LRT extension from
Downtown to Meadowview Road as well as the construction of the Folsom LRT extension to
Sunrise and ultimately to the City of Folsom.

Using this approach, Alternative 3: Truxel Road Light Rail Transit could initially be buiit in two
phases, with full implementation by 2025 or beyond. This phased approach would ultimately, be
determined during the PE phase of the project development process.

» Phase 1 (by 2012} — implementation of Truxel LRT MOS (Alternative 3B), with light rail
service between Downtown and the Natomas Town Center, with a feeder hus service
connection 1o the Airport.

« Phase 2 (by 2015) - implementation of Truxel LRT Starter (Alternative 3A), with the
extension of light rail service beyond Natomas Town Center to the Airport.

As part of this lang-term transit vision for the DNA Corridor, during the environmental phase and
subsequently in PE and final design, RT will evaluate in greater detail design options that are
also retained as part of the LPA. A listing of these design options is shown in Table 8.8-1.
These design options will influence transit station and park-and-ride lot location, transit user
accessibility, traffic flow and circulation, and pedestrian safety.

\While Alternative 3 falls above the FTA user benefit threshold of $25.00, it is anticipated that
additional design and engineering refinements could be achieved, thereby enhancing the
eligibility of Alternatives 3 and 3A for federal funding. This could occur, for example by treating
the LRT maintenance facility and bike/pedestrian path on the new American River bridge, as
separate capital projects and thus paid for through other sources of funding. Under this
scenario, the resulting FTA user benefits would be $24.41 and $20.36, respectively. Other types
of cost savings, value engineering, and/or funding strategies will be considered in the PE phase

Draft Alternatives Analysis Report
8-7 Becember 15, 20063



of project development to improve this ratio. This type of separate capital project approach
occurred during South Line Phase 1, with the separate funding of the Wayne Huligren LRT
station and the Florin Road grade separation project. Alternative 3B already falls well below
FTA’s user benefit threshold of $19.99 per hour allowing it to compete for a medium project
rating in FTA's New Starts process.

8.6 Funding Strategy

A long-term commitment of local, state and federal funding will be required to build the DNA
LRT extension. SACOG's MTP identifies approximately $400 million in funding available to
build light rail from Downtown fo the Airport. This figure could potentially increase to $450
miflion assuming the availability of Airport funding for airport-related transit improvements and
focal developer fees that are reasonable to expect based on redevelopment of the
Railyards/Richards Boulevard areas. |t is further assumed that:

e Project construction will be funded based on a 50 percent federal New Starts match,
coupled with local and state funds, and

+ Project operation assumes local funding, primarily through farebox revenues and renewal
and expansion of Sacramento County's Measure A sales tax program. Critical to the
construction and operation of DNA improvements will be an increase in RT's share of a
renewed sales tax program, from an existing 1/6 of a cent to at least 1/3 of a cent as
identified in the adopted MTP.

The phasing of project construction will be dictated, in large part, by the availability of
construction and operating funds. RT will need to work closely with FTA, SACOG, and other
local and state agencies to ensure that necessary funding is available when needed to maintain
project momentum so that initial LRT service between Downtown and the Natomas Town
Center begins by 2012 and that service is extended to the Airport no later than by 2015.

8.7 Recommendation

Thus it is recommended that the LPA consist of building and operating high capacity LRT
service on the Truxel Road alignment from Downtown, through South and North Natomas to the
Sacramento International Airport. Figure 8-8.1 shows the location of the alignment, while Table
8.8-2 identifies design optlions that are recommended to be dropped from further study.
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TABLE 8.841

DESIGN OPTIONS TO BE CARRIED FORWARDED AS PART OF THE LOCALLY
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Design Option

Description

Downtown to Richards Boulevard

1 | North 5™ Street, Mixed Flow Grade- Double-track mixed flow guideway through grade-separation of
separation relocated Union Pacific Railroad (UPRRY) tracks;
Double-track in exclusive median of new 5"/6" Street north of UPRR
2 | North 5" Street, Exclusive Grade- Double-tfrack exclusive guideway in median of proposed 56" Street
Separation grade-separation of relocated UPRR tracks;
Double-track exclusive guideway in median of new 576" Street north
of UPRR
3 | North 6" Street, Exclusive Grade- Double-track exclusive guideway in median of proposed 6™ Street
Separation grade-separation of relocated UPPR tracks:
Doubla-track exclusive guideway along 6" Street alignment north of
UPRR
4 7™ Street, Exclusive Single Track Single-track exclusive guideway in 2-lane 7™ Street extension
(Starter Line and Minimum undercrossing,
Operable Segment [MOS]) ) "
Single track exclusive quideway along 7 Street north of UPRR
5 | 7™ Street, Exclusive Double Track Single track exclusive guideway in 7" Street extension undercrossing;
Double-track exclusive guideway along 7" Street north of UPRR
5 7" Street, Mixed Flow Double Double-track mixed flow guideway in 2-lane 7" Street extension
Track/Exclusive Guideway undercrossing;
Double-track exclusive guideway along 7 Street north of UPRR
7 7™ Street, Two-Phased Under- Phase One: Single-track exclusive guideway in existing 2-lane 7th
crossing Construction Street extension undercrossing,
Phase Two: Double-track exclusive guideway in new 4-lane 7" Streel
undercrossing o
Phase One and Two: Double-track exclusive guideway along 7"
Stréet north of UPRR
8
7th Street, east:side running {North B | Double- or single-track exclusive guideway using city-owned land on
Street to Richards Boulevard) the easl side of 7th Sfreet between North B Street and Richards Blvd.
9 | Sequoia Pacific Boulevard Station Light Rail Transit (LRT) station on abandoned railroad spur west of

Sequoia Pacific Boulevard

Text in Bold type indicates.the primary design option in a particular geographic segment
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TABLE 8.8-1

DESIGN OPTIONS TO BE CARRIED FORWARDED AS PART OF THE LOCALLY
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (CONTINUED)

Design Option

Description.

Crossing of the American River

10

Truxel Bridge Crossing {(All
Afternatives)

Transit only crossing along an abandoned railroad spur
west of Sequoia Pacific Boulevard, with a direct connection
to Garden Highway at Truxal Road

11

North 5" Street Bridge Crossing

Transit only crossing from the end of North 5 Street with a
direct connection to Garden Highway at Truxei Road

Through South Natomas

12

Mixed Flow, Double-Track in Traffic
Lanes {Truxel LRT)

Double-track exclusive guideway in mixed flow travel lanes
on Truxel Road;

13

Exclusive Median Single-Track
{Truxel LRT Starter Line/MOS)

Single track exclusive guideway would operate in the
median of Truxel Road, with double frack sections at
selected locations

14

Exclusive Median Single-Track with
Single-Track Mixed Flow

Single track exclusive guideway would operate in the
median of Truxel Road, with a second track {ocated in an
adjacent mixed flow lane

15

West El Camino Avenue Station
South Site

{RT Station located on Truxel Road south of West El
Camino Avenue

16

San Juan Road Stafion North Site

LRT Station located north of San Juan Road in the median
of Truxel Road with parking west of Truxel Road adjacent
to the Truxel/[-80 interchange

Cro

ssing of Interstate 80

17

New East Side Doubte Track Aerial
Structure (Truxe! LRT)

New aerial structure over [-80 located on the east side of
the Truxel Road overcrossing

18

Mixed Flow Double Track Aerial
Structure
(Truxel LRT Starter Line/MOS}

Double-track mixed flow guideway on the existing 1-80
OVercrossing

18

New |-80 Double Track Aerial
Structure to the West Side of Truxel

Road

New aerial structure over {-80 with an elevated transition to
the west side of Truxel Road just north of the Natomas
Marketplace

Text in Bold type indicates the primary design option in a particular geographic segment
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TABLE 8.81

DESIGN OPTIONS TO BE CARRIED FORWARDED AS PART OF THE LOCALLY
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (CONTINUED)

Design Option

Description

Through North Natomas

20

Arco Arena Spur

Operation of LRT along a spur to Arco Arena for special events; Light
raif vehicle storage for MOS alternative

21 | Gateway Park Boulevard Station located along the west side of Truxel Road adjacent to the
and Truxel Road — West Natomas Marketplace
Side

22 | Gateway Park Boulevard LRT Station in the median of Truxel Road north of Gateway Park
and Truxel Road — Center Boulevard.
{Truxel LRT Starter
Line/MOS)

23 | Gateway Park Boulevard LRT Station along the east side of Truxe! Road nonth of Gateway Park
and Truxel Road - East Boulevard
Side
{Truxel LRT)

24 | Commerce Parkway Station | LRT Station along the east side of East Commerce Parkway at North

Park Drive
25 | Greenbriar Farms Station LRT Station along future extension of Meister Way
26 | Metro Air Park Station LRT Station along Meister Way just west of Metro Air Parkway

Access into the Airport

27

Single Station

Locate an LRT station between existing Terminals A and B.

28

Rental Car Station

29

Rental Car/Terminals A & B

Locate an LRT station at the Rental Car Facility south of the

| terminals.

Locate LRT stations at the Rental Car Facility and between existing
Terminals Aand B

30
Two Stations Locate LRT stations at Terminals A and B

31
Terminal A, East Side Locate an LRT station along the east side of Terminal A with an
{All Alternatives) alignment along the eastern side of Airport Boulevard

32

Station Immediately North
of I-5

Locate a station immediately north of I-5 {near former cxidation
ponds) that would serve future airport development between 1-5 and
Crossfield Drive

Maintenance Facility Options

33

Maintenance Facility at
etro Air Park {Truxel
LRT/LRT Starter Ling)

Locate a light rail vehicle maintenance facility near Meister Way at
Metro Air Park

Text in Bold type indicates the primary design option in a particular geographic segment
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TABLE 8.8-2

DESIGN OPTIONS TO BE DROPPED FROM THE LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Design Option

Description

Crossing of the American River

1

Urrutia Bridge Crassing

Continue north on 7" Street to a crossing of the American River just
east of Discovery Park

I-& East Bridge

A new bridge crossing immediately adjacent to the existing I-5 Bridge

Through South Natomas

Exclusive Median Double-

3 | Lane/Double-Track Double-lane or double-track guideway in the median of Truxel Road
BRT/LRT Guideways (See Figure 5.4-11)

4 | Exclusive East Side
BRT/LRT Guideways Double-lane or double-track guideway on the east side of Truxe! Road

Through North Natomas

4

Sports Parkway Alignment

Operation of either LRT along Sports Parkway past Arco Arena to
Town Center Drive

Maintenance Facility Options

5

Maintenance Facility at the
Airport

Locate a light rail vehicle maintenance facility on airport property south
of [-6
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ATTACHMENT C

RESOLUTION OF THE LOCALLY PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE FOR TRUXEL ROAD ALIGNMENT






RESOLUTION NO. 03-12- 0277

Adopted by the Board of Directors of the Sacramento Regional Transit District on this date:
December 15, 2003

SELECTING TRUXEL ROAD LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT
AS THE LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE FOR THE
DOWNTOWN/NATOMAS/AIRPORT CORRIDOR

WHEREAS, the Sacramento Regional Transit District as the responsible locai
agency has conducted an Alternatives Analysis under 49 CFR Part 611 and 23 CFR part
450 to study a range of transit improvement alternatives to serve the needs of downtown
Sacramento, the communities of South and North Natomas of the City and County of
Sacramento and the Sacramento International Airport; and

WHEREAS, the purpose of this study is to determine which transit improvement is
the most beneficial and cost-effective long-term solution for the Sacramento region; and

WHEREAS, the Alternatives Analysis procaess began in 2001 to evaluate a total of
twelve alternatives including light rail, bus rapid transit, expanded bus service (baseline)
and a no build condition; and

WHEREAS, the process was assisted by a Technical Review Panel with
representatives from affected federal, state and local agencies, as well as a 40 member
Citizens Review Panet which has provided public input fo the process; and

WHEREAS, Truxel Road Light Rail Transit, which would extend light rail service
from downtown Sacramento through the South and North Natomas communities alang
Truxel Road, to the Sacramento International Airport, was evaluated and determined to
provide the greatest transportation benefit as an alignment to transit users in the corridor
and in the region. In summary, these benefits include the following:

Higher Ridership

Conneclivity

Transit-Oriented Development
Plan Consistency

improved Corridor Mobility
Greater Transit Accessibility
Cost-Effectiveness '
Fundability

*® 9 & & & 9 & @8

WHEREAS, Truxel Road Light Rail Transit, which would provide light rail service,
will also provide greater transportation benefits as a mode to transit users.
In summary, these benefits include the following:



Ridership

Capacity for Future Demand
Speed

Technology

Economic Development
Reduction in Auto Travel

A Balanced Transportation
Service Continuity

Service Reliability

Other Characleristics

WHEREAS, Truxel Road Light Rail Transit is the alternative, which best meets the
Federal Transit Administration’s evaluation criteria for New Start projects as set forth in the
Transportation Equity Act; and

WHEREAS, itis the desire of this Board that the Locally Preferred Alternative for
the Downtown/Natomas/Airport Corridor be designed in a manner that maximizes
opportunities for transit oriented development, including residential housing, and so that
existing residential housing is not eliminated; and

WHEREAS, Truxel Road Light Rail Transit is the aiternative, which receives the
broadest regional and community public support.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF
DIRECTORS OF THE SACRAMENTO REGIONAL TRANSIT DISTRICT AS FOLLOWS:

THAT, in accordance with 49 CFR Part 611 and 23 CFR Part 450, the following
transit mode and afignment are hereby selected as the Locally Preferred Altemnative for the
Downtown/Natomas/Airport Corridor:

1. Transit Mode: Light Rail.

2. Alignment: Truxel Road Alignment, as described in attached Exhibit “A” and
depicted in Figure 8.8-1 thereof.

THAT, the General Manager/CEQ is hereby authorized and directed to take alf such
actions as are appropriate to advance the Locally Preferred Alternative for the Downtown/
Natomas/Airport Corridor to the next phase of project development, including the

preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Stajement and Draft Environmental Impact
Report therefor. .
S

DON NOTTOLI, Chairman

ATTEST:

BEVERLY A. SCOTT, Secretary

By: @w@ o lo

Cindy BroO¥s, Assistant Secretary
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EXHIBIT A

8.0 LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE SELECTION

Chapter Summary

A Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) is the selected candidate physical design concept and
scope for a major corridor transit investment. In the Downtown/Natomas/Airport (DNA) Corridor,
the LPA will consist of two features: the identification and description of a corridor alignment
and the identification of a transit (bus, light rail) mode. The LPA will also generally describe the
proposed location of stations, the operating concepts by which transit service will be provided,
and a set of specific design options to be further evaluated during the draft environmental
phase. Refinements to the LPA will continue during subsequent Preliminary Engineering (PE)
and the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) phase.

The PE/FEIS phase will focus on developing more specific environmental and engineering
information including detailed -environmental testing and mitigation plans, geometric alignment
design, bridges and structures, station location and design, landscaping features, access and
operating strategies, drainage, right-of-way requirements, maintenance of traffic during
construction, phasing of construction, and a detailed financial plan including funding
commitments. Minor alignmenit and engineering adjustments to the LPA will likely occur during
final design and construction phases of the transit improvement. Subsequent to the Preliminary
Engineering (PE) phase of LPA development, minor alignment and engineering adjustments to
the LPA will likely ocour during PE, final design, and construction of the transit improvement.

8.1 Selection Process .

Earlier chapters of this report provided a systematic comparison of 12 conceptual alternatives,
including a No-Build, a Baseline/TSM, five light rail transit (LRT) alternatives and five bus rapid
transit (BRT) alternatives. It was structured around criteria and indicators designed to reflect the
study goals and objectives as endorsed by the Technical Review Panel (TRP), Citizens Review
Pang! (CRP), the Sacramento Regional Transit District (RT) Board of Directors, and from.
information provided by the City of Sacramento, Sacramento County, public agencies, and the
general public.

On November 6, 2003 RT formally released for a 30-day period the Draft Alternatives Analysis
(AA) Report for public review and comment. On November 10, the RT Board of Directors was
presented with a summary of the Draft Report. RT then convened a community workshop on
November 20 at the Sacramento Convention Center, enabling the public an opportunity to
review the study findings and to pose questions regarding the alternatives to agency staff and
the consultant team. RT also held a public hearing on December 8 in the chambers of the
Sacramento County Board of Supervisors to provide the public more opportunity to provide
comment on the AA Report.

Based on the technical analysis resuits and public. comment received on the Drait AA report,
agency staff has developed an LPA recommendation for the RT Board of Directors to consider
on December 15, 2003. At this meeting, the Board of Directors will have the opportunity to
accept, modify or reject the LPA recommendation. Figure 8.1-1 iflustrates the decision-making
process RT will have used to select an LPA for the DNA Corridor.
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8.2 Recommendation on a Locally Preferred Alternative

Since the mid-1980's, there has been an increasing recognition by the public and its elected
officials of the need for a major public transit investment in the DNA Corridor. Three primary
factors have confributed to this vision, including:

1. Recognition that significant growth and development will continue to occur, particularly in
North Natomas, in close proximity to the Airport, and in surrounding areas north and east of
the corridor;

2. Concern over increasing traffic congestion along Interstate (I-5), and the need to provide
people living and working in the corridor a transportation aiternative fo driving their own
vehicle; and

3. A desire to improve transportation mobility between the Downtown, South and North
Natomas Communities, and the Sacramento International Airport and to other parts of the
Sacramento region. :

In exploring this vision, several corridor alignments and transportation technologies have been
studied extensively over time, including the I-5, Truxel Road, and 1-5/Truxel alignments and the
potential for expanding existing bus service and extending LRT service into the Corridor. Mare
recently, as part of this study, BRT has also been considered as a viable transit technology. Itis
clear, however, that when consideting future ridership, costs, and impacts to the local
community and region, each study alternative has both advantages and disadvantages:.

These trade-offs have been the topic of much regional and community discussion and debate,
resuiting in a decision by RT in 1991 to support construction of light rail on Truxel Road. The
City of Sacramento and County of Sacramento have included the [ocally adopted alignment in
their respective general plans and community plans. The Sacramento Area Council of
Governments (SACOG) has consistently reaffirmed the local decision, as recently as July 2002,
with the adoption of the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) for 2025. The results of this
current AA Report support this conclusion.

8.3 Preference for Alignment
Use of the Truxel Road alignment will provide the largest transporiation benefit to transit users
in the Corridor and in the region, In summary, these benefits include the following:

» Improved Corridor Mobility. While all three alignments would provide improved transit
service between Downtown and the Airport, the Truxel alignment provides the shortest
travel time for North and South Natomas residents. While the Truxel alignment does not
have the best travel time from Downtown to the Airport, the 28 to 30 minute travel time is
comparable to the 1-5 alignment alternatives.

Greater Transit Accessibility. Based on the 2000 Census and year 2025 SACOG
projections, the Truxel alignment would provide the greatest transit access to corridor
residents and households-than either the I-5 or [-5/Truxel alignments.

\a‘f

There are 21,500 residents living within “2-mile of the Truxel Road alignment, including a
greater concentration of low income and transit dependent households. Likewise, there are
32,100 jobs located within ¥-mile of the aligriment; nearly equivalent to the number of jobs
located along I-5 or the {-5/Truxel alignment alternatives. in addition, the Truxel alignment
provides the best pedestrian access opportunities.
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Due to limited north-south traffic capacity in the DNA Corridor, with only two bridges across
the American River within a three-mile wide reach, a new bridge crossing along the Truxel
Road alignment is needed {o provide improved and direct transit accessibility into Downtown
Sacramento.

Connectivity. Generally, the Truxel Road alignment provides better connectivity to the
existing regional transit system and to the major concentration of existing and planned
activity centers and destinations within the DNA Corridor.

These activity centers and destinations include: (1) the Sacramento International Airport; (2)
Metro Air Park, an improved mixed use commercial/office development; (3) the soon to be
built Nerth Natomas Town Center, with a 200-acre Regional Park, high school and
community college campus and library; {4) ARCO Arena; (5) the Natomas Marketplace
commercial center; (8) Natomas High School; (7) the South Natomas Community Center,
{8) the redeveloping Richards Boulevard area; and (9) the Sacramento Valley Station, which
is part of a 240-acre proposed master plan redevelopment project for the Union Pacific
Railyards.

Moreover, the DNA Corridor connection with the Sacramento Valley Station provides
infermodai connections to existing and new bus services, existing Capitol Corridor intercity
rail service, long distance Amtrak service, scon to be constructed Folsom Corrider LRT
service, and future regional commuter rail service.

Potential for Transit-Oriented Development. The Truxel Road alignment generally offers
the greater opportunity fo foster transit-oriented development, particularly in the North
Natomas community and the Railyards/Richards Boulevard area. Land use plans in these
two areas propose the highest density employment and housing clustered in a mix around
planned stations, The North Natomas Community Plan, in particular, was designed as a
fransit-oriented community, with dedicated right-of-way along Truxel Road set aside for a
light rail alignment as a central element. Opportunities also exist for further increases in
density and intensity in station areas once the LRT is constructed.

The Truxel alignment provides a further opportunity to shape future land use decisions
within the unincorporated area, west of State Route 99/70 and north of Elkhorn Boulevard,
in the same planned vision that created the North Natomas Community Plan, if the region
desires to grow in that direction.

The total fand available for development at future stations along the Truxel alignment is
greater than that along the 1-5 alignment. Opportunities for smart growth are curtailed by -
5, which limits pedestrian access to either side of the freeway, and hence reduces the
potential for transit-oriented development opportunities.

Plan Consistency. The Truxel alignmeént, with light rail, also offers the highest level of
consistency with existing adopted community plans, the City and County general plans,
current planning efforts within the Corridor, and over 15 years of prior development and
infrastructure commitment in North Natomas.

In particular, the North Natomas Community Plan set aside land use by the future light rail
guideway. In addition, the Truxel Road Interchange was designed and built to structurally
support a future light rail alignment. And the North Natomas infrastructure-financing plan
includes a development fee structure to finance light rail station improvements.
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Perhaps most importantly, the Truxel Road alignment, with light rail, offers the lowest
potential for physically dividing the community.

Higher Ridership. Across all the alternatives studied, the opportunities for the highest daily
ridership oceur along the Truxel Road alignment.

Cost-Effectiveness. Generally, all of the Truxel Road alignment modal alternatives fair
better in terms of providing the most cost-effective transit solution, using Federal Transit
Administration ratings, because they directly serve more residents and have lower
construction costs.

Fundability. Using long-range revenue estimates prepared by RT and SACOG, it was
determined that any aiternative costing $450 million or below could be funded with a
combination of federal, state and local revenue as they become available. The majority of
the alternatives that fall within this funding threshold occur on the Truxel Road alignmenit.

8.4 Preference for Mode
Use of light rail also will provide greater transportation benefits to transit users. In summary,
these benefits include the following:

P

v

v

Ridership. In the DNA Corridor, light rail generally generates ten percent higher ridership
than BRT, with most of the difference resulting from airport passengers (as service
continuity is a key factor for airport transit service).

Capacity. Over the next 20 years and beyond, the Natomas Basin is seen as a major new
growth area for the Sacramento region. The travel corridor warrants a high capacity mode.
LRT has a superior ability to respond to growth pressures by increasing capacity compared
to other modes, such as BRT. Light rail can add another car {o a train to carry more riders
and not affect labor costs. This is a primary reason LRT is more efficient with higher
ridership demand.

Speed. Light rail systems generally have increased speed over bus systems (as well as the
perception of being faster).

Technology. LRT has higher vehicle performance technology and passenger comfort
features. Light rail vehicles are more spacious and provide for a more stable ride. The
guideway feature makes possible use of larger vehicles and trains of up to four cars, as well
as partial signal control. The vehicles are clean, non-poliuting electric—propulsion powered.
Clean-fueled buses still produce particulates and nitrogen oxides emissions, which is
objectionable, particularly in areas with high concentrations of people. Noise produced by
buses also remains a problem.

Buses are also considerably less expensive than LRT vehicles, although the difference in

their life costs is not as great as the difference in their purchase prices because light rail

vehicles have 2.5 to 3.0 times longer life spans. Buses last 12 years, whilé light rail vehicles
last between 25 and 40 years. Therefore, a current comparison must be based on life cycle
costs per unit of vehicle capacity. Such a comparison would tend to favor LRT.

Economic Development. LRT is atiractive as a tool for transit-oriented development, a
characteristic not convincingly displayed in the United States by bus service of any type.
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Light rail has a permanent infrastructure that becomes part of the urban structure. Because
BRT is jess capital intensive, it is more likely to be abandoned if the market were not
supporting the service. It is the permanence of light rall that tells private investors and
transit users that this form of transportation is here to stay.

Reduction in Auto Travel. The highest level of traffic growth over the next 20 years will
occur on [-5, between the Arena Boulevard Interchange and the 1-80 junction with 1-5, where
a growth in traffic volumes of 100 percent is forecasted. This will result in profonged Level
of Service (LOS) “F* {failure) conditions for several hours during morning and evening peak
commute periods. Even with fulure programmed roadway improvements in the adopted
MTP, traffic under No Build conditions will deteriorate on 1-5, leading to higher traffic
volumes on [-80 and paralle! roadways.

Of the alignment allemnatives studied, the Truxel Road alignment offers the greatest
reduction in weekday peak period auto travel to Downtown Sacramento, with the highest
reduction coming from light rail, eliminating 4,700 daily person trips. Likewise, the greatest
reductions in weekday parking demand in Downtown Sacramento occur with the Truxel
Road alignment, with LRT eliminating the need for 2,200 parking spaces.

A Balanced Transportation System. Further, in a region, such as Sacramento, a single
transit mode cannot provide as efficient service as several coordination modes, A “family”
of modes operating as an integrated transport system, with buses feeding light rail lines
rather than competing with each other, is defined as a balanced transportation system.

Service Continuity. Light rail provides greater service continuity that BRT, with seamless
service through Downtown and beyond, connecting other major activity centers. LRT can
provide a “one-seat-ride” for anyone within walk access of the service, or within easy "drop
off” access.

This "one-seat-ride” service is especially critical within the DNA Corridor because air
passengers respond hegatively to off-airport transfers. [n some situations, LRT may inveolve
more transfers from other frains coming from the Wati/l-80 and the South Line light rail
corridors. These transfers are, however, simple—they are made at the same platform and
require kttle or no walking.

LRT may also involve transfers with buses. In this situation, the transfers are organized in a
timed manner so that transferring is made conveniently.

Service Retliability. LRT generally has enhanced service reliability over bus-based
systems due to the use of a guideway and preferential treatments, such as traffic signal
prioritization. LRT service would operate at 15-minute headways throughout the DNA
Corridor. BRT service would operate at varying headways within the Corridor, culminating
in a combined 3.3-minute peak and 3.8-minute off-peak headway in downtown Sacramento.
Without the benefit of traffic signal prioritization that is afforded to the LRT, large segmenis
of the BRT route in downtown Sacramento would suffer reduced service reliability, due to
the unavailability of sufficient "green” time to allocate a priority to BRT and still
accommodate all other vehicular traffic and movements. The practical result will be
substantial delays to the BRT service, long gueues of buses waiting at intersections, and
insufficient bus stop capacity to accommodate lines of buses.
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> Other Characteristics. Other important characteristics that favor LRT include: frequency,
durability, efficiency, simplicity, directness, and comfort. These are very desirable features
for transit services. Transit services need to be aimed at aftracting incidental users. The
general public needs to have fixed routes, fixed {memorable) schedules, and known fares,
in order to use the service.

For these reasons, LRT on Truxel Road provides the most cost-effective, superior, long-
term major transit investment for the DNA Corridor. At the same time, however, it is
recognized that residents and commercial property owners along Truxel Road, especially in
the segment between Garden Highway and San Juan Road, have significant concerns with
the use of Truxel Road. These concems include station location, traffic circulation,
pedestrian safety, noise, vibration, and visual impacts, property values, and resident and
transit user safety. For RT to build and operate LRT service along Truxel Road, a concerted
effort will be required for the District to work closely with residents, businesses, property
owners, and neighborhood groups to address these various specific and important quality of
life concems.

8.5 A Long-Term Transit Vision for the Corridor

In implementing a long-term transit vision for the DNA Corridor, it may be necessary to phase
construction of light rail between downtown Sacramento and the Airport. This is consistent with
the progression of growth and svolving development patterns within the Corridor by 2025 and
beyond, the fund:ng strategy set forth in SACOG's adopted MTP, and follows the pattern
established by RT in building Phase 1 of the recently opened South Line LRT extension from
Downtown to Meadowview Road as well as the construction of the Folsom LRT extension to
Sunrise and ultimately to the City of Folsom.

Using this approach, Alternative 3: Truxel Road Light Rail Transit could initially be built in two
phases, with full implementation by 2025 or beyond. This phased approach would ultimately, be
determined during the PE phase of the project development process.

e Phase 1 (by 2012) ~ implementation of Truxel LRT MOS (Alternative 3B}, with light rail
service between Downtown and the Natomas Town Center, with a feeder bus service
connection to the Airpart.

¢« Phase 2 (by 2015) — implementation of Truxel LRT Starter (Alternative 3A), with the
extension of light rail service beyond Natomas Town Center to the Airport.

As part of this lonig-term transit vision for the DNA Corridor, during the environmental phase and
subsequently in PE and final design, RT will evaluate in greater detail design options that are
also retained as part of the LPA. A listing of these design options is shown in Table 8.8-1.
These design options will influence transit station and park-and-ride lot location, transit user
accessibility, traffic flow and circutation, and pedestrian safety.

While Alternative 3 falls above the FTA user benefit threshold of $25.00, it is anticipated that
additional design and engineering refinements could be achieved, thereby enhancing the
eligibility of Alternatives 3 and 3A for federal funding. This could occur, for example by treating
the LRT maintenance facility and bike/pedestrian path on the new American River bridge, as
separate capital projects and thus paid for through other sources of funding. Under this
scenario, the resulting FTA user benefits would be $24.41 and $20.36, respectlvely Other types
of cost savings, value engineering, and/or funding strategies will be conSIdered in the PE phase
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of project development to improve this ratio. This type of separate capital project approach
occurred during South Line Phase 1, with the separate funding of the Wayne Hultgren LRT
station and the Florin Road grade separation project. Alternative 3B already falls well below
FTA’s user benefit threshold of $19.99 per hour allowing it to compete for a medium project
rating in FTA's New Starts process.

8.6 Funding Strategy

A long-term commitment of local, state and federal funding will be required to build the DNA
LRT extension. SACOG's MTP identifies approximately $400 million in funding available to
build light ral from Downtown to the Airport.  This figure could potentially increase to $450
milliors assuming the availability of Airport funding for airport-related transit improvements and
local developer fees that are reasonable io expect based on redevelopment of the
Railyards/Richards Boulevard areas. It is further assumed that:

e Project construction will be funded based on a 50 percent federal New Starfs match,
coupled with local and state funds, and

« Project operation assumes local funding, primarily through farebox revenues and renewal
and expansion of Sacramento County's Measure A sales tax program. Critical to the
construction and operation of DNA improvements will be an increase in RT's share of a
renewed sales tax program, from an existing 1/6 of a cent to at least 1/3 of a cent as
identified in the adopted MTP.

The phasing of project construction will be dictated, in large part, by the availability of
construction and operating funds. RT will need to work closely with FTA, SACOG, and other
local and state agencies o ensure that necessary funding is available when needed to maintain
project momentum so that initial LRT service between Downtown and the Natomas Town
Center begins by 2012 and that service is extended to the Airport no later than by 2015,

8.7 Recommendation

Thus it is recommended that the LPA consist of building and operating high capacity LRT
service on the Truxel Road alignment from Downtown, through South and North Natomas to the
Sacraments International Airport, Figure 8-8.1 shows the location of the alignment, while Table
8.8-2 identifies design options that are recommended fo be dropped from further study.
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TABLE 8.8+1

DESIGN OPTIONS TO BE CARRIED FORWARDED AS PART OF THE LOCALLY
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Design Option

Description

Downtown to Richards Boulevard

1 | North 5" Street, Mixed Flow Grade- Doubte-track mixed flow guideway through grade-separation of
separation relocated Union Pacific Railrcad (UPRR) fracks;
Double-tfrack in exclusive median of new 5%/6" Street norii of UPRR
2 | North 5" Street, Exclusive Grade- Double-track exclusive guideway in median of proposed 56" Street
Separation grade-separation of relocated UPRR tracks;
Double-frack exclusive guideway in median of new 57/8" Street north
of UPRR
3 | North 6" Street, Exclusive Grade- Double-track exclusive guideway in median of proposed 6" Street
Separation grade-separation of relocated UPPR tracks;
Double-track exclusive guideway along 67 Street alignment north of
UPRR
4 | 7" Street, Exclusive Single Track Single-track exclusive guideway in 2-lane 7" Street extension
(Starter Line and Minimum undercrossing,
Operable Segment [MOS]) "
Single frack exclusive guideway along 7 Street north of UPRR
5 | 7" Sireet, Exclusive Double Track Single track exclusive guideway in 7™ Street extension undercrossing;
Double-irack exclusive guideway along 7" Streel north of UPRR
g | 7" Street, Mixed Flow Double Double-track mixed flow guideway in 2-lane 7" Street extension
Track/Exclusive Guideway undercrossing;
Double-track exclusive guideway along 7" Street north of UPRR
7 7" Street, Two-Phased Under- . Phase One: Single-track exclusive guideway in existing 2-lane 7th
crossing Construction Street extension undercrossing, )
Phase Two: Double-track exclusive guideway in new 4-fane 7" Street
undercrossing
Phase One and Two: Double-track exclusive guideway along 7
Street north of UPRR
8
7ih Street, east-side running (North B Doubte- or single-track exclusive guideway using city-owned land on
Street to Richards Boulevard) the east side of 7ih Street between North B Street and Richards Blvd.
9 | Sequoia Pacific Boulevard Station Light Rail Transit (LRT) station on abandoned railroad spur west of

Sequoia Pacific Boulevard

Text in Bold type indicates the primary design option in a particular geographic segment

Draft Alternatives Analysis Report
8-1Q December 15, 2003




TABLE 8.8-1

DESIGN OPTIONS TO BE CARRIED FORWARDED AS PART OF THE LOCALLY
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (CONTINUED)

Design Option

Description

Crossing of the American River

10

Truxel Bridge Crossing {Ali
Alternatives)

Transit only crossing along an abandoned railroad spur
west of Sequoia Pacific Boulevard, with a direct connection
to Garden Highway at Truxel Road

11

North 5™ Street Bridge Crossing

Transit only crossing from the end of North 5™ Street with a
direct connection to Garden Highway at Truxe! Road

Through South Natomas

12

Mixed Flow, Bouble-Track in Traffic
Lanes {Truxel LRT)

Double-track exclusive guideway in mixed flow travel lanes
on Truxel Road,

13

Exclusive Median Single-Track
{Truxel LRT Starter Line/MOS)

Single track exclusive guideway would operate in the
median of Truxel Road, with double track sections at
selected locations

14

Exclusive Median Single-Track with
Single-Track Mixed Flow

Single track exclusive guideway would operate in the
median of Truxel Road, with a second track located in an
adjacent mixed flow lane

15 | West El Camino Avenue Station LRT Station located on Truxet Road south of West El
South Site Camino Avenue
16 | San Juan Road Station North Site LRT Station located north of San Juan Road in the median
of Truxel Road with parking west of Truxel Road adjacent
to the Truxel/l-80 interchange
Crossing of Interstate 80

17

New East Side Double Track Aerial
Structure (Truxel LRT)

New aerial structure over 1-80 located on the east side of
the Truxel Road overcrossing

18

Mixed Flow Double Track Aerial
Structure _
{Truxe! LRT Starter Line/MOS)

Double-track mixed flow guideway on the existing 1-80
overcrossing

19

New I-80 Double Track Aerial
Structure to the West Side of Truxel

Road

New aerial structure over |-80 with an elevated transition to
the west side of Truxel Road just north of the Natomas
Marketplace

Text in Bold type indicates the primary design option in a particular geographic segment
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TABLE 8.8-1

DESIGN OPTIONS TO BE CARRIED FORWARDED AS PART OF THE LOCALLY
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (CONTINUED)

Description

Design Opticn
Through North Natomas

20
Arco Arena Spur

Operation of LRT along a spur to Areo Arena for special events; Light
rail vehicle storage for MOS aiternative

21 | Gateway Park Boulevard
and Truxel Road — West
Side

Station located along the west side of Truxel Road adjacent to the
Natomas Marketplace

22 | Gateway Park Boulevard
and Truxel Road — Center
(Truxel LRT Starter
Line/MOS)

LRT Station in the median of Truxel Road north of Gateway Park
Boulevard.

23 | Gateway Park Boulevard
and Truxel Road - East
Side

{Truxel LRT)

LRT Station along the east side of Truxel Road north of Gateway Park
Boulevard

24 | Commerce Parkway Station

LRT Station along the east side of East Commerce Parkway at North
Park Drive

25 { Greenbriar Farms Station

LRT Station aleng future extension of Melster Way

26 | Metro Air Park Station

LRT Station along Meister Way just west of Metro Air Parkway

Access into the Airport

27 | Single Station

Locate an LRT station between existing Terminals A and B.

28 | Rental Car Station

29|

Rental CarfTerminals A & B

Locate an LRT station at the Rental Car Facility south of the
terminals.

Locate LRT stations at the Rental Car Facifity and between existing
Terminals A and B

30
Two Stations Locate LRT stations at Terminals A and B

31
Terminal A, East Side Locate an LRT station along the east side of Terminal A with an
{All Alternatives) alignment along the eastern side of Airport Boulevard

32

Station Immediately North
of I-5

Locate a skation immediatety north of 1-5 (near former oxidation
ponds) that would serve future airport development between 1-5 and
Crossfield Drive

Maintenance Facility Options

33 | Maintenance Facility at
Metro Air Park (Truxel
LRT/LRT Starter Line)

Locate a light rail vehicle maintenance facility near Meister Way at
Metro Air Park

Text in Bold type indicates the primary design option in a particular geographic segment
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TABLE 8.8-2

DESIGN OPTIONS TO BE DROPPED FROM THE LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Besign Option

Description

Crossing of the American River

1

Urrutia Bridge Crossing

Continue north on 7" Street to a crossing of the American River just
east of Discovery Park

I-5 East Bridge

A new bridge crossing immediately adjacent to the existing I-5 Bridge

F

-

rough South Natomas

Exclusive Median Double-

3 | Lane/Double-Track Double-lane or double-track guideway in the median of Truxel Road
BRT/LRT Guideways (See Figure 5.4-11)

4 | Exclusive East Side
BRT/LRT Guideways Double-lane or double-track guideway on the east side of Truxei Road

Through North Natomas

4

Sports Parkway Alignment

Operation of either LRT along Sports Parkway past Arco Arena to
Town Center Drive

Maintenance Facility Options

5

Maintenance Facility at the
Airport

Locate a light rail vehicie maintenance facility on airport property south
of I-5
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