Downtown/Natomas/Airport
Corridor

in the City and County of Sacramento

FINAL

Program Environmental Impact Report

April 2008

P Sacramento Regional Transit District

&

Regional
Transit




Final Program Environmental Impact Report

for the

Downtown/Natomas/Airport Corridor

in the City and County of Sacramento

Prepared in Accordance with the

California Environmental Quality Act, PRC 21000 et seq.; and the State of California CEQA
Guidelines, California Administrative Code, 15000 et seq.

by the
SACRAMENTO REGIONAL TRANSIT DISTRICT

April 2008



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Section Page
CHAPTER 1.0: INTRODUCTION =--mmmmmm oo oo e oo 1-1
1.1 Purpose of the PEIR 1-1
1.2 Organization of the Final PEIR ---- 1-1
1.3 Intended uses of the PEIR 1-2
Chapter 2.0: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  —--mmmmm oo e oo e 2-1
2.1 Scope and Intended Use of this Document 2-1
2.2 Introduction 2-2
2.2.1 Definition of the DNA Study Area 2-2
2.2.2 Obijectives of the Project -2-2

2.3 Project Description 2-8
2.3.1 Alignment 2-11
2.3.2 Stations 2-12
2.3.3 Traction Electrification System 2-13
2.3.4 DNA Project and Feeder Bus Operating Plan 2-13
2.3.5 Maintenance and Vehicle Storage Facilities--- 2-13
2.3.6 Project Phasing 2-14
2.3.7 Capital and O&M Cost Summary 2-17

2.4 Transportation Impacts 2-18
2.4.1 Transit Impacts 2-18
2.4.2 Street and Highway Impacts 2-19
2.4.3 Intersection Impacts 2-20
2.4.4 Parking Impacts 2-21

2.5 Environmental Consequences 2-21
2.6 Areas of Known Controversy and Issues to be Resolved 2-22
2.6.1 Areas of Controversy 2-22
2.6.2 lIssues to be Resolved 2-23

2.7 Alternatives Considered 2-23
2.8 Coordination and Consultation 2-25
2.9 Implementation Strategy 2-26
2.9.1 Opportunities in the Making 2-26
2.9.2 Timing is Key 2-27

DNA Corridor Final PEIR iii Table of Contents

TB072007001SAC/168338/081000004



Table of Contents

CHAPTER 3.0: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE

DRAFT PEIR
3.1 Introduction

3.2 List of Commenters

CHAPTER 4.0: ERRATA
4.1 Introduction

4.2 Changes and Edits to the Draft PEIR -----

3-1

3-1

Comments and Responses to Comments

3-5

4-1

4-1

4.2.1 Table of Contents - Tables
4.2.2 Executive Summary

4-1

4-3

4.2.3 Chapter1

4.2.4 Chapter 2
425 Chapter 3

4-7

4.2.6 Chapter4

4-12

4-19

4.2.7 Chapter5

4.2.8 Chapter9
4.2.9 Appendices

4-20
4-20

Attachment

Final Program EIR

List of Tables

2-1
2-2
2-3
2-4
2-5
2-6

3.1

Capital Costs for DNA Project (Millions of 2006$)
Systemwide Annual O&M Cost Estimates (Millions of 2006$)
AM Peak Transit Travel Times (Transit/Walk Access in Minutes)

Average Weekday Systemwide Linked Transit Trips in the DNA Corridor
2027 Parking Demand and Parking Demand Decrease in the Central Business District

Summary of Impacts and Proposed Mitigation for the DNA Project

List of Commenters

List of Figures

2-1
2-2
2-3

DNA Corridor Study Area
DNA Project
MOS-1 Project Area

Table of Contentss iv

DNA Corridor Final PEIR

TB072007001SAC/168338/081000004



CHAPTER 1.0: INTRODUCTION

This Final Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) was prepared in accordance with
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and CEQA Guidelines (Section 15132).
The Sacramento Regional Transit District (RT) is the lead agency for the environmental
review of the Downtown-Natomas-Airport (DNA) project and has the principal responsibility
for approving the project. As a California special district, RT’s action is subject to CEQA.
This Final PEIR summarizes the expected environmental impacts resulting from approval
and responds to comments received on the Draft PEIR.

11 PURPOSE OF THE PEIR

As described in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a), an EIR is an informational
document for decision-makers and the general public that analyzes the significant
environmental impacts of a project, identifies possible ways to minimize those impacts found
to be significant, and evaluates alternatives to the project that could reduce or avoid adverse
environmental impacts. Preparation of an environmental impact report is required prior to
approving any project that may have a significant effect on the environment.

This document is the environmental analysis of the DNA project. It is a program-level
analysis of the entire project — focused documents will be prepared for each individual
segment as those projects are advanced to subsequent stages of project development. As a
programmatic document, this analysis addresses the general environmental impacts of the
DNA project as a whole based upon the general alignment adopted by RT in 2003.

As indicated in the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15168), a PEIR can be prepared on a series
of related actions that can be characterized as one large project. The DNA project is a
series of related actions made up of individual segments that will be implemented over time.
These actions are expected to be phased over a period of years depending on available
funding. Tiering of environmental analyses is appropriate when the sequence of analysis is
from a program-level to a project-level. This approach can eliminate repetitive discussions of
the same issues allowing the later EIR to focus solely on the issues specific to the later
project.

The Draft PEIR was circulated for public and agency review on December 28, 2007. The
60-day comment period closed on February 26, 2008. During the review period, the Draft
PEIR was discussed at five meetings as follows.

Presentation to the DNA Technical Review Panel on January 31, 2008.
Presentation to the DNA Citizen Review Panel on February 1, 2008.
Open Houses for the public on February 9, 2008 and February 11, 2008.
Public Hearing with the RT Board of Directors on February 25, 2008.

The PEIR has been updated in response to comments received during the review period.

1.2 ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL PEIR

The PEIR evaluates the environmental impacts of the entire DNA project to the greatest
extent possible. In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126), this PEIR

DNA Corridor Final PEIR 1-1 Introduction
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Chapter 1.0: Introduction

should be used as the primary document to evaluate all subsequent planning and permitting
actions associated with the project. Subsequent actions that may be associated with the
project are identified in Section 2.0 (Project Description) of the Draft PEIR (provided as an
attachment to this document).

This document is organized as follows:

e Chapter 1. Introduction — describes the scope of the document and objectives of the
project

o Chapter 2: Executive Summary — updated from the Draft PEIR in response to comments
received during the review period

e Chapter 3: Comments and Responses

e Chapter 4: Errata — presents changes that were made to the text of the Draft PEIR in
response to public and agency comments. Correction and revisions to the Draft PEIR
are represented by strike-through (strikeeut) for deleted text and underlined (underline)
for added text.

e Attachment — Draft PEIR. The updated Draft PEIR, including all appendices, is included
on a CD as an attachment to this document. Changes from the Errata chapter are shown
in strikeeut and underline text.

1.3 INTENDED USES OF THE PEIR

RT’s intended use of this document is to support a determination that the appropriate means
of implementing transit improvements along the DNA Corridor is to construct a light rail
system on the Truxel alignment. This document also will be used to support preparation of
future project-level environmental documents. As described in the CEQA Guidelines
(Section 15168), a program-level document can be incorporated into future project-level
documents to:

e Provide a basis for determining whether subsequent phases may have significant
environmental effects;

e Help address regional influences, secondary effects, cumulative impacts, broad
alternatives, and other elements that apply to the program as a whole; and

¢ Focus the subsequent evaluation on new effects that had not been considered before.

During future, project-level analysis of each phase, there is likely to be substantial
participation by federal agencies. RT assumes that one or more future phases may
be subject to the National Environmental Policy Act, with the Federal Transit
Administration as the federal lead agency and with additional participation by other
federal agencies with regulatory authority over the DNA project.

Introduction 1-2 DNA Corridor Final PEIR
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Chapter 2.0: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

2.1 SCOPE AND INTENDED USE OF THIS DOCUMENT

This document is the environmental analysis of the Downtown-Natomas-Airport (DNA)
project. It is a program-level analysis of the entire project — focused documents will be
prepared for each individual segment as those projects are advanced to subsequent stages
of project development. As a programmatic document, this analysis addresses the general
environmental impacts of the DNA project as a whole based upon the general alignment
adopted by the Sacramento Regional Transit District in 2003 (i.e., the Truxel alignment).
Further analysis and final decisions on the exact alignment (e.qg., side of the street, separate
guideway, mixed-flow traffic) and exact design (e.g., architectural elements) will be made in
conjunction with the more focused environmental documents to come.

The anticipated first phase of the DNA project is an alignment from Downtown along
7th Street to Richards Boulevard. Where relevant, information is presented in this document
about this anticipated first segment.

The project proponent is the Sacramento Regional Transit District (RT). As a California
special district, RT’s action is subject to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
This document is a Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) as required by CEQA. As
indicated in the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15168), a PEIR can be prepared on a series of
related actions that can be characterized as one large project. The DNA project is a series
of related actions — individual segments will be implemented over time, expanding the
project in length (eventually to the Airport) and in other ways (for example, widening a
single-track starter segment to include both north and southbound tracks). These actions
are expected to be phased over a period of years depending on available funding. A
detailed analysis of environmental effects for these future phases would be speculative at
this time because the future environmental setting could be substantially different than the
current setting. Implementation timing has not yet been established, and exact alignment
and design options have not yet been developed. These considerations support RT's
determination that a PEIR is the appropriate level of environmental documentation at this
time. Tiering of environmental analyses is appropriate when the sequence of analysis is
from a program-level to a project-level. This approach can eliminate repetitive discussions of
the same issues allowing the later EIR to focus solely on the issues specific to the later
project.

RT’s intended use of this document is to support a determination that the appropriate means
of implementing transit improvements along the DNA Corridor is to construct a light ralil
system on the Truxel alignment. This document also will be used to support preparation of
project-level environmental documents. As described in the CEQA Guidelines (Section
15168), a program-level document can be incorporated into future project-level documents
to:

e Provide a basis for determining whether subsequent phases may have significant
environmental effects;

o Help address regional influences, secondary effects, cumulative impacts, broad
alternatives, and other elements that apply to the program as a whole; and

DNA Corridor Final PEIR 2-1 Executive Summary
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Chapter 2.0: Executive Summary

e Focus the subsequent evaluation on new effects that had not been considered before.

During future, project-level analysis of each phase, there is likely to be substantial
participation by federal agencies. RT assumes that one or more future phases may be
subject to the National Environmental Policy Act, with the Federal Transit Administration as
the federal lead agency and with additional participation by other federal agencies with
regulatory authority over the DNA project. At this time, there is no federal action on the
project, and the PEIR is intended only to meet RT’s obligations under CEQA.

2.2 INTRODUCTION

221 Definition of the DNA Study Area

The DNA study area, shown on Figure 2-1, extends 12.8 miles from 7th and H Streets in
Downtown Sacramento to the Sacramento International Airport and includes the
communities of Alkali Flat, South Natomas, North Natomas, and Metro Air Park. Between
State Route (SR) 99 and Powerline Road, the study area traverses the Greenbriar property,
which the Sacramento Local Agency Formation Commission approved for annexation into
the City of Sacramento in April 2008. The study area was developed in 2002 to be
sufficiently broad to encompass the entire range of alternatives under consideration at that
time. See Chapter 5, Alternatives, for more information. This study area is also referred to as
the “DNA Corridor.”

2.2.2 Objectives of the Project

The primary objective of the DNA project is to provide a transit travel option in a high
travel-demand corridor in the rapidly growing study area in Sacramento, California.
Supporting objectives of the DNA project are to:

Provide mobility improvements in the DNA Corridor;

Provide environmental benefits in the Corridor;

Improve systemwide operational efficiencies;

Provide cost-effective transportation solutions; and

Provide transportation improvements that are enhanced by transit-supportive land use
plans and policies.

According to a report produced by the Center for Continuing Study of the California
Economy, the Sacramento Region is poised for significant growth over the next 50 years.
The number of jobs is projected to more than double to 1.9 million, while average household
size will fall. Unless action is taken, the combination of these two factors will inevitably lead
to urban sprawl and congestion within the region’s transportation network. By taking a
comprehensive planning or “smart growth” approach, SACOG, the designated Metropolitan
Planning Organization for the Sacramento Region, hopes to avoid many of the problems
associated with sprawl. The DNA study area residents and local organizations have
embraced the “smart growth” approach through their planning efforts. A description of these
planning efforts is presented below.

e Population and Employment Growth Will Increase the Demand on the
Transportation System. According to the 2006 Metropolitan Transportation Plan

Executive Summary 2-2 DNA Corridor Final PEIR
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Chapter 2.0: Executive Summary

(MTP), by 2027 the number of households in the DNA study area is expected to
increase by 149 percent and employment by 81 percent. These growth figures are the
highest in the City of Sacramento. The rate of growth in North Natomas has exceeded
City of Sacramento expectations, as evidenced by the development proposals that
continue to be submitted to the City and County, indicating that growth will continue in
the DNA Corridor.

o Major New Development Projects. New development proposals in North Natomas and
around the Airport are now underway. Below are current plans that are under
consideration:

- Creation of a City/County “Natomas Joint Vision” that will guide the future
development of 25,000 acres located in unincorporated Sacramento County
immediately north of the Natomas area. A significant goal established by this vision
is the adoption of smart growth principles that emphasize pedestrian and transit
orientation by addressing density and efficient design that is interdependent on
quality transit service with connections linking activity centers. Included in this project
is 7,000 acres of urban reserve;

- Greenbriar is a proposed residential and commercial development project on 577
acres between Metro Air Park and State Route 99. This project would include nearly
3,500 high-, medium-, and low-density homes; nearly 50 acres of commercial
development; and a light rail station at the southern edge of the development that
has been identified in this PEIR as an “optional” station to be built with developer
fees;

- The Natomas Panhandle is a project to build homes and retail on 1,465 acres
between Elkhorn Blvd and I-80, east of the Corridor that will need an improved transit
system to reduce increased dependence on single occupant vehicles and
Interstate 5 (I-5);

- 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, retalil
space, and 950 hotel rooms for which developer fees will be collected for
constructing a station adjacent to the development; and

- The West Lakeside project would consist of homes built 133 acres in unincorporated
Sacramento County at the northeast corner of Del Paso Road and the West Main
Drain Canal, creating increased demand for improved transit.

In addition, several Downtown development proposals in the DNA study area have been
submitted to the City of Sacramento. These include the Railyards Redevelopment Plan
and Township 9, as described below.

- The Railyards Redevelopment Plan proposes development of the 240-acre Union
Pacific Railroad property. The project, approved by the Sacramento City Council in
December 2007, would consist of 11,000 homes, 1.3 million square feet of retail, and
2.9 million square feet of office space, hotels, restaurants, entertainment venues,
and open space. Light rail stations are identified in the Plan adjacent to the proposed

DNA Corridor Final PEIR 2-5 Executive Summary
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Chapter 2.0: Executive Summary

Sacramento Intermodal Transportation Facility and on 7th Street south of North B
Street; and

- The Township 9 Plan includes construction of approximately 2,700 homes,
69,000 square feet of retail, and 17.33 acres of open space on 65 acres along
Richards Boulevard between 5th and 7th Streets. Plans for additional projects
adjacent to this site include office and retail space development. The developer of
this plan has dedicated land on its property for a light rail station and agreed to
contribute payment of mitigation fees for station construction.

e Continuous Planning Support. Since 1984, there has been local and regional interest,
and rising support to build light rail between Downtown and the Airport. In 1989, the
Truxel Road Alignment was identified by RT, the City of Sacramento and Sacramento
County as the preferred alignment. This decision was reinforced again in 1994 by the
City’'s adoption of the North Natomas Community Plan, which identified a preferred
alignment along Truxel Road, with right-of-way and station locations. As a result, the City
has been requiring developers to dedicate right-of-way for the DNA alignment and
contribute payment of mitigation fees for station construction.

More recently, in polling conducted for the November 2004 campaign to extend the
Measure A local transportation sales tax, over 60 percent of those surveyed indicated
strong support for extending light rail to the Airport. As a result, the sales tax extension
was approved and will provide $50 million for engineering and design of the DNA
project.

The SACOG Board of Directors has also shown support for transit in the DNA Corridor,
evidenced by several actions:

- In 2000, SACOG prepared the Sacramento International Airport Transit Access
Study, which identified the need for increased transit access to the Airport using
enhanced bus service or light rail;

- In 2002, SACOG adopted the Metropolitan Transportation Plan for 2025 that
identified Truxel Road as the preferred transit alignment between Downtown,
Natomas, and the Airport; and

- In 2006, SACOG adopted the Metropolitan Transportation Plan for 2027 that again
identified Truxel Road as the preferred transit alignment between Downtown,
Natomas, and the Airport.

With broad community participation, SACOG also developed and adopted the Blueprint:
Transportation/Land Use Study for 2050 (Blueprint). This is the first comprehensive
examination of the regional land use patterns in the Sacramento Region and was
approved in December 2004 by the SACOG Board of Directors. The Blueprint
emphasizes why good land use decisions, such as encouraging infill development and
improved transit, are needed, with the following facts:

- By 2050, the six-county region is projected to grow by 1.7 million people,
1 million jobs, and 840,000 dwellings;

Executive Summary 2-6 DNA Corridor Final PEIR
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Chapter 2.0: Executive Summary

- Under existing development patterns, vehicle-miles traveled (VMT) per household
are 41.9 miles per day. By 2050, this is projected to increase to 47.2 miles per
household per day. Under the Preferred Blueprint Scenario, VMT will decline to
34.9 miles per day;

- Existing transit mode share of regional commute trips is 3.3 percent. Under the
Preferred Blueprint Scenario, mode split is to increase to 7.6 percent;

- Existing transit mode share for Downtown Sacramento is 19 percent. Under the
Preferred Blueprint, this is to increase to 41 percent; and

- Existing regional transit trips per day is 93,000. Under the Preferred Blueprint, this is
to increase to 903,000.

In 2004, Sacramento County included the DNA line as part of its long-range master plan
update for the Airport. The light rail station is shown in that plan as being located within
the new Airport terminal and providing passengers with direct access to check-in
facilities. On August 29, 2006, the Board of Supervisors approved construction of the
new Airport terminal that will be operational by 2011, with the dedicated light rail station
area. The Airport has already contributed $1 million to RT to begin preliminary
engineering on the alignment through the airport property and the end-of-line light rail
station.

Also in 2004, the City of Sacramento adopted plans for construction of a new Downtown
Intermodal Transportation Facility to provide connections for local and express bus and
light rail services via the DNA line; intercity buses; the Capitol Corridor commuter rail;
and Amtrak. The Capitol Corridor passenger train service provides 32 trains daily
between Sacramento and the San Francisco Bay Area. It is currently the third busiest
Amtrak-provided route in the nation with nearly 1.3 million annual riders, a figure that has
tripled within the past seven years. The plan for the Intermodal Facility incorporates the
future DNA light rail alignment and station.

e Increased Demand for Transit Services. Since the first light rail line opened for service
in 1987, RT service and ridership has continued to grow. RT completed its first light rail
expansion along the Highway 50 Corridor in September 1998 with the opening of the
Mather Field/Mills Station. Five years later (September 2003) RT opened the first phase
of the South Line, a 6.3-mile extension to South Sacramento. In June 2004, light rail was
extended from the Mather Field/Mills Station to Sunrise Boulevard, and on October 15,
2005, a 7.4-mile extension from the Sunrise Station to the City of Folsom was opened. In
December of 2006, the final leg of the Gold Line project opened, extending 0.5 mile to
the Downtown Sacramento Valley Station, connecting light rail with Amtrak inter-city and
Capitol Corridor services as well as local and commuter buses. The DNA project will be
a continuation of the Gold Line, north to the Airport

e Increased Traffic Congestion. Due to rapid urbanization in the DNA study area, traffic
congestion in the Corridor is projected to increase significantly by 2027. Traffic volumes
are projected to increase from 40 to 100 percent on I-5; 57 percent on Interstate 80
(I-80); and 60 intersections would operate at failure (LOS “F”) in the DNA study area in
2027.

DNA Corridor Final PEIR 2-7 Executive Summary
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Chapter 2.0: Executive Summary

e Increased Airport Passenger Demand. According to the projections prepared for the
Draft Sacramento International Airport Master Plan Study, passenger traffic is expected
to increase at an average annual rate of 3.5 percent between 1999 and 2020, resulting
in between 15 and 16 million passengers annually by 2020. On an average day for the
peak month of passenger activity in 2020, the Airport will have 22,000 passenger origins
and destinations, twice the current number. By 2027, origins and destinations to the
Airport will have increased 69 percent over 2000 estimates, and about two-thirds of
these passengers will be coming to or from the RT service area.

o Transit Service Needs. RT needs to expand its system for the following reasons:

- The RT service area receives significantly less transit service than other comparably
sized cities in the United States;

- An expanded transit system, especially in the high growth DNA Corridor, will promote
economic development, reduce traffic congestion, and help the region remain
competitive with other regions;

- Intermodal connections are critical to the long-term success of transportation
systems. RT presently has no bus service to the Airport;

- Many of the region’s students, seniors, disabled persons, and other non-driver
populations depend on public transit for access to jobs and public services. The DNA
study area has a significant percentage of low-income and minority households that
could benefit greatly from transit linking Downtown Sacramento, South and North
Natomas, and the Airport; and

- Because much of the DNA Corridor has only recently been developed, transit service
in the area has been provided only at modest levels based on available funding.
However, ongoing and past planning efforts have identified the proposed project as
the preferred transportation solution to provide transit service in the Corridor.

o Air Quality Nonattainment Area. The project would be located in a federally
designated nonattainment area for air quality and, therefore, must meet transportation
conformity requirements at the regional and project levels. The DNA project would
provide a small benefit to the region’s air quality by reducing vehicle miles traveled by
approximately 0.02 percent as compared to future conditions.

2.3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The DNA project would provide light rail service in the Corridor by extending the Gold Line
from approximately 7th and H Streets to the Airport. The recent extension of the Gold Line
to the Sacramento Valley Station connects to the southern edge of the Corridor. The DNA
project would build on this extension, constructing a new transit guideway from the relocated
Sacramento Valley Station (part of the proposed Intermodal Facility) to the Airport.

Light rail service would be provided along a 12.8-mile alignment through South and North
Natomas to the Airport. Figure 2-2 illustrates the alignment. The project description includes
trackway, station locations, power substations, a maintenance facility, and light rail vehicle
storage yards

Executive Summary 2-8 DNA Corridor Final PEIR
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2.3.1 Alignment

The alignment would originate at 7th and H Streets, adding a second track parallel to the
existing Gold Line. Heading west on H Street, the DNA line would then loop north on the
east side of the intermodal site, west of the proposed extension of 5th Street to the relocated
Sacramento Valley Station (part of the future Intermodal Facility)*.

Continuing east, the loop would then connect to a future extension of F Street and continue
north along 7th Street, operating through the existing 7th Street undercrossing of the Union
Pacific Railroad. From this point north, the alignment would continue to follow North
7th Street to Richards Boulevard. At North 7th Street and Richards Boulevard, the alignment
would cross Richards Boulevard and turn to the west to follow a semi-exclusive guideway on
the north side of the street.

The alignment through the Railyards assumes that several improvement projects have been
built. These projects are separate from the DNA project but are necessary for its viability.
These projects include:

¢ Relocation of the Union Pacific mainline rail tracks north of their current location;

¢ Relocation of the Gold Line and station so that they are parallel and west of 5th Street to
align near the new Sacramento Valley Station location; and

e Construction of a new light rail platform to serve the Gold Line.

The alignment would then turn north towards the American River. A new river crossing over
the American River would be built approximately 1,200 feet east of the existing I-5 bridge.
Bicycle and pedestrian lanes also would be provided on the river crossing, with direct
access from the bridge structure to the American River Parkway trail system. By
incorporating a pedestrian and bicycle facility with the American River Crossing, residents of
Natomas will have a direct link to this regionally significant trail.

The alignment would continue on an elevated structure through the American River Parkway
to Garden Highway, where it would touch down and enter into the median of Truxel Road
and operate in a mixed flow with vehicular traffic. The alignment would continue at grade in
mixed flow on Truxel Road from Garden Highway to San Juan Road. North of San Juan
Road, the guideway would shift to the east side of the street into semi-exclusive right-of-way
and transition to a section of retained fill, then move onto a new double-track structure over
the 1-80 Interchange located north of the Natomas High School playing fields.

The alignment would descend to grade just south of Gateway Park Boulevard and continue
at grade in an existing semi-exclusive right-of-way. The alignment would cross to the west
side of Truxel Road just south of Natomas Crossing Drive. From this location, the alignment

! In addition, a track would be built along 7th Street to by-pass the loop that passes by the Federal
Courthouse. This “emergency” by-pass was added in response to national safety and security
concerns raised by the U.S. District Court that could result in occasional, temporary closures of H
Street.
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Chapter 2.0: Executive Summary

would be located on an existing semi-exclusive right-of-way, adjacent to the west side of
Truxel Road and continue north to Del Paso Road. At-grade crossings would be constructed
where roadways cross the semi-exclusive right-of-way between Gateway Park Drive and Del
Paso Road. A spur track into the ARCO Arena property could be built to provide direct arena
access during special events. This optional track also could be used as a mid-line vehicle
storage area.

After crossing Del Paso Road, the alignment would proceed north along Natomas Boulevard
(north of Del Paso Road, Truxel Road changes name to Natomas Boulevard). At New
Market Drive, the alignment would turn northwest and proceed in the median around the
Natomas Town Center Education Complex toward the Natomas Town Center. West of the
Town Center, the alignment would again turn north and follow East Commerce Parkway in a
semi-exclusive right-of-way adjacent to the east side of the roadway. At the intersection of
Club Center Drive and East Commerce Parkway, the alignment would cross East
Commerce Parkway at-grade and enter an exclusive transit right-of-way to reach SR 99 at
the proposed Meister Way overcrossing.

This structure would span the freeway, with the alignment returning to grade west of SR 99.
The alignment would continue along the south side or in the median of the future Meister
Way through Greenbriar and Metro Air Park. West of Powerline Road, the alignment would
continue on an exclusive right-of-way along the north side of an extended Elkhorn Boulevard
into the Airport property. The alignment would remain adjacent and to the east of Elkhorn
Boulevard in exclusive right-of-way as it curves northward crossing over Crossfield Drive.
North of Crossfield Drive, the alignment would continue in an exclusive right-of-way between
McNair Circle and Aviation Boulevard. The alignment would cross over the northbound
lanes of Aviation Boulevard on a new aerial structure, and under the existing southbound
Aviation Boulevard aerial structure.

After crossing under Aviation Boulevard, the alignment would shift to line up with the central
axis of the new terminal building proposed by the Airport to be built south of the existing
parking lot between Terminals A and B. The end-of-line station is proposed to be
incorporated into this new building.

2.3.2 Stations

The DNA project would include 14 stations; of these, seven would have Park-and-Ride lots,
for a total of 2,260 spaces. Additional locations have been designated as sites for optional
stations, to be built either with private funds or at a later date as additional public funds
become available. Park-and-Ride spaces are provided based on parking demand derived
from the DNA ridership forecasting model. The impact of optional stations on Park-and-Ride
demand was not assessed. Physical constraints of available property have resulted in fewer
parking spaces available than the model depicted. To mitigate the impact of not fully
meeting parking demand, recommendations for parking policies were developed and are
described in Chapter 7 of Regional Transit’'s 2007 Final Definition of Alternatives Report (the
public can review this report at Regional Transit, 1400 29th Street, Sacramento or
www.dnart.org). The City of Sacramento currently has a program for establishing Residential
Permit Parking Zones. It is recommended that this program be replicated in neighborhoods
around new transit 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 the Americans with
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Disabilities Act. The width of the station platform would vary from 16 feet for a side platform
station to 28 feet for a center platform station. All stations would be at grade. These criteria
are consistent with the existing RT system. Other amenities would include passenger
shelters, telephones, bicycle racks and lockers, information kiosks, ticket vending machines,
preferential access for pedestrians, enhancements for elderly and disabled passengers,
lighting, and landscaping. When RT deploys real-time tracking equipment for RT buses, a
bus arrival prediction system would be added to provide passengers with real-time
information on connecting feeder bus service.

Stations will incorporate design features such as lighting to deter crime and all stations and
trains will be patrolled by RT Police Services. On April 14, 2003, the RT Board of Directors
adopted Ordinance 03-04-01, which permits authorities to remove people not using transit
from station locations. (For additional details on proposed station characteristics, refer to the
Final Definition of Alternatives Report.)

2.3.3 Traction Electrification System

Two different traction power supply distribution systems would be used as part of the
Traction Electrification System for the Corridor. In Downtown, power would be provided by
direct-suspension, single-contact wire electrically supplemented by below-ground parallel
feeders. The remainder of the Corridor would use an auto-tensioned simple catenary
system. Steel poles located in the middle of or adjacent to the tracks would support the
overhead catenary wires. Sacramento Municipal Utility District would provide electrical
power to the system through 13 traction power substations constructed along the Corridor.
Each substation would be located in a secured, fenced area with a vehicle access road and
would consist of a self-contained building approximately 15 feet high with a 15 feet by
40 feet linear dimension, installed on a concrete pad. A grounding grid with approximate
dimensions of 25 feet by 50 feet also will be installed.

2.3.4 DNA Project and Feeder Bus Operating Plan

The DNA project includes a light rail route along with feeder buses and shuttles to serve the
Corridor. Light rail would operate at 15-minute headways from Downtown Sacramento to the
Airport and back. Service would be reduced to 30-minute headways during early morning
and evening non-peak hours. Service in the Corridor would operate from 5:00 AM to 12:00
midnight on weekdays and from 6:00 AM to 12:00 midnight on weekends, consistent with
current operations. Corridor trains would continue through Downtown Sacramento to serve
the Gold Line (to Folsom); passengers on other routes would need to transfer trains in
Downtown Sacramento to reach the Airport. Trains operate primarily at-grade with crossings
that are controlled by traffic signals. Light rail vehicles would have signal preemption at all
signalized intersections.

2.35 Maintenance and Vehicle Storage Facilities

The DNA project would require additional facilities for bus and light rail vehicle maintenance.
Additional bus vehicles required for future phases of the DNA project would be maintained
at the existing bus maintenance facility at McClellan Park. As a separate capital
improvement project, the McClellan facility would be designed to accommodate an
expanded bus fleet and the additional bus maintenance requirements of future phases of the
DNA project.
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RT does not have sufficient capacity in existing or planned light rail vehicle maintenance
facilities to accommodate repair activities for the DNA project. A new maintenance facility in
the Corridor is proposed to provide additional maintenance capacity. This facility would
require a 15.5-acre site and would include an inspection pit, a car wash, a 4,000-square-foot
maintenance building, overnight vehicle storage for up to 50 light rail vehicles, locker room
and break room facilities for train operators, and a small parking lot for employee and
maintenance-of-way vehicles. Employee hours would be set as appropriate for service
needs. It was determined that a location along the eastern portion of Metro Air Park
provided an appropriate site for a maintenance facility.

A separate light rail vehicle storage facility would be required for the DNA project. An
analysis of potential vehicle storage sites for the DNA project was conducted based on
proximity to the end of the line, light rail vehicle and maintenance vehicle access, required
acreage, adopted and planned land uses, and proximity to sensitive land uses. Two sites
were identified; the site next to ARCO Arena north of the existing Arena building met the
criteria and has been incorporated into the DNA project as part of the spur track option.

2.3.6 Project Phasing

RT would like to construct the DNA project as soon as possible, but recognizes that phasing
the project will be necessary because of project costs and other financial considerations. For
this document, it is assumed that full implementation would occur by 2027. This date is
consistent with the 2006 MTP, and allows this document to describe traffic and related
impacts in a manner consistent with full implementation of the MTP. If financial
considerations allow, RT will fully develop the DNA project before 2027.

At this time, RT expects to begin detailed design and project-level environmental review for
the first phase of the DNA project from Downtown to Richards Boulevard. This first phase is
called MOS-1 because it is the initial minimum operable segment identified by RT. Where
available, information specific to MOS-1 is included in the analysis. However, detailed
project-level review would occur prior to this first phase of the DNA project.

For MOS-1, the alignment would begin at 7th and H Streets running north on 7th Street to
F Street. This alignment is the same as the emergency courthouse by-pass described
above, and would remain in service with full implementation of the DNA project for periods
when use of the by-pass is requested by the U.S. District Court. North of F Street, the
alignment would continue on 7th Street to just north of the Union Pacific overcrossing. At
this point, the alignment would follow North 7th Street. The construction of a Railyards
station under MOS-1 would be deferred to correspond with development of the Railyards
project. At Richards Boulevard, the alignment would turn west on an exclusive right-of-way
on the north side of Richards Boulevard, ending at a station on Richards Boulevard and
North 7th Street. The MOS-1 alignment is shown on Figure 2-3.

For MOS-1, parking may be provided near the Richards Boulevard station west of the
intersection of North B and North 7th Streets. The parking lot would be a temporary
end-of-line facility and would be removed once the next phase of the DNA project is
constructed. The end-of-line station on Richards Boulevard would be double tracked,
facilitating end-of-line operations such as overnight train storage. Traction power substations
would be constructed as described above for the full project. No new maintenance facility
would be built under MOS-1. Vehicle maintenance would occur at existing RT facilities.
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Full buildout of the DNA project in the MOS-1 project area would require additional
construction, including the loop and station at the future Intermodal Facility and development
of a full double-tracked guideway requiring a new crossing of the Union Pacific tracks on a
dedicated alignment. The timing of these improvements is not known at this time.
Development of the Railyards station also would be required at this time, unless that station
can be expedited as part of the Railyards Redevelopment Project.

2.3.7 Capital and O&M Cost Summary

The assumptions and results of each set of cost estimates are presented below.
Capital Costs

Capital cost estimates were developed for the project (Table 2-1) Capital costs include all
construction costs (such as construction of the transit guideway, maintenance facilities,
Park-and-Ride lots, stations and associated facilities, and utility relocations); costs for new
transit vehicles and initial spare parts; acquisition of right-of-way; and allowances for final
engineering design, construction management, construction change orders, and an
allocation for costs to RT for managing construction.

Table 2-1
Capital Costs for DNA Project
(Millions of 2006%)

Final Engineering,
Construction
Construction Right-of- Management, Total
Scenario Costs Vehicles Way Project Reserve Costs
DNA Project 392.9 106.9 68.2 217.3 785.3
MOS-1 20.8 0 5.8 10.8 374
O&M Costs

Annual O&M costs were estimated for the overall DNA project (Table 2-2), as well as for
MOS-1. 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 costs, and maintenance expenditures for the
transit guideway, stations, facilities, and vehicles.

Table 2-2
Systemwide Annual O&M Cost Estimates
(Millions of 2006%$)

Increase over
Annual Light Annual Bus Total Baseline
Scenario Rail O&M Cost O&M Cost O&M Cost Conditions
Baseline 60.3 119.0 179.3 N/A
DNA Project 74.9 120.8 195.7 16.7
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O&M costs were calculated using a systemwide approach because the impacts from new
service often extend beyond the route or corridor served. The DNA project relies on
maodifications to existing trunk routes and the establishment of new bus services that extend
outside the Corridor. This interconnection with the future RT route network requires that
O&M costs be examined systemwide.

Costs specific to the Corridor were calculated as the incremental change between Baseline
costs (systemwide O&M costs without the DNA project) and with the DNA project. The
estimated annual O&M cost for MOS-1, which includes light rail service to the Richards
Boulevard Station, is approximately $0.9 million more than for the Baseline (2006). The
annual O&M cost associated with the DNA project, which includes MOS-1 and future
phases, is estimated to be $16.7 million more than the Baseline.

24 TRANSPORTATION IMPACTS

This section summarizes the transportation impacts related to implementation of the DNA
project analyzed in this Draft PEIR including transit impacts; highway, local roadway, and
intersection impacts; and parking impacts.

2.4.1 Transit Impacts

One measure that evaluates the extent to which a project would improve transit service is
the comparison of transit travel times to the existing conditions. Table 2-3 shows the AM
peak transit travel times for existing conditions (2005), future no-project conditions (2027),
and the DNA project (2027).

Table 2-3
AM Peak Transit Travel Times
(Transit/Walk Access in Minutes)

Existing Conditions
(2005) Future No-Project (2027) DNA Project (2027)
Downtown to the 54 64
North Natomas Town Center 35
Gateway Park/Natomas
Crossing Area to Downtown 41 51 34
Sacramento
South Natomas Near Truxel 34 42 29
to Downtown Sacramento
gpwntown Sacramento to the a1 43 43
irport

Transit Ridership/Patronage Impacts

As shown in Table 2-4, the DNA project is expected to lead to an increase in transit ridership
within the corridor and within the region as a whole. This is a direct result of faster transit
speeds that will make transit a more attractive travel option. Some trips that would be made
by automobile under the no-project conditions are expected to be made on transit if the DNA
project is constructed. The transit mode share (i.e., the percentage of trips made on transit)
will increase, particularly for work trips from north of the American River to
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Table 2-4
Average Weekday Systemwide Linked Transit Trips in the DNA Corridor
Existing Conditions
(2005) Future No-Project (2027) | DNA Project (2027)

Daily Ridership in DNA

Corridor (Linked Trips*) 4,100 8,470 15,910

Total Regional Daily

Ridership (Linked Trips*) 102,080 164,870 179,040

*A “linked transit trip” means a trip that is taken from an origin to a destination using some mode of transit. Trips that involve a
transfer from one transit vehicle to another, such as a transfer from bus to light rail, are counted as a single linked trip.

downtown Sacramento. In 2005, the DNA Corridor experienced 4,100 linked transit trips on
an average weekday. This is anticipated to increase in 2027 to 8,470 linked transit trips
under future no-project conditions, and to 15,910 linked transit trips with implementation of
the DNA project.

2.4.2 Street and Highway Impacts

This section reviews the impacts to the DNA Corridor freeway, arterials, and intersections for
the future no-project conditions and the DNA project.

Future No-Project

The 2006 MTP includes significant roadway improvements in the DNA Corridor. This results
in somewhat less congestion than would be anticipated by the increases expected in
demand. According to the MTP, traffic volumes along segments of I-5 between the Airport
and Downtown are expected to increase by 18 to 39 percent by 2027. The highest level of
traffic growth on I-5 is projected to occur between the Richards Boulevard interchange and
Garden Highway interchange, where 42 percent growth is anticipated.

Average daily traffic volume increases by 2027 on other roadways in the study area vary
greatly. Under future no-project conditions, daily volumes on several important study area
roadways increase by more than one hundred percent, including:

e Truxel Road: north of Gateway to Club Center, volumes increase from 124 to
226 percent;

e Arena Boulevard & North Market Boulevard: from Commerce Parkway to Gateway,
volumes increase by 206 percent; and

e San Juan Road: from El Centro to Northgate, volumes increase from 34 to 147 percent.
DNA Project

The DNA project would have minimal effect on congestion in the DNA study area. Light rail
service would slightly reduce traffic volumes on some roadways and marginally increase

volumes on others compared to future no-project conditions in 2027. Traffic volumes would
change between the future no-project condition and the DNA project for two reasons. First,
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the construction of the DNA project would attract some additional transit riders and thereby
reduce traffic volumes on some roadways. Second, some people would shift their travel
routes and drive to Park-and-Ride lots at one of the new light rail stations. The traffic coming
to and from these new stations would result in traffic increases on some roadways, or in
some additional turn movements at some intersections.

2.4.3 Intersection Impacts

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 to new at-grade rail
crossings. The traffic analysis for the DNA project includes an estimate of the increase in
delay at intersections related to a loss of the green time for autos at traffic signals when the
tracks need to be cleared prior to a train arrival.

Future No-Project

Future no-project conditions impact four intersections in the Downtown area (5th and
H Streets, 6th and H Streets, 7th and H Streets, and 7th and | Streets), plus the
intersections of Truxel and Garden Highway, Truxel and San Juan Road, Northgate and Del
Paso, and the I-5 northbound ramps at Garden Highway north of the American River.

DNA Project

Impacts to intersections resulting from the implementation of the DNA project include the
following:

e Truxel Road and Garden Highway. Under future no-project conditions (2027), this
intersection would operate at LOS “E” conditions in the PM peak hour. The DNA project
would increase the average vehicle delay by more than 5 seconds and result in LOS “F”
conditions in the PM peak hour.

e Truxel Road and San Juan Road. Under future no-project conditions (2027), this
intersection would operate at LOS “E” during the AM and PM peak hour. Traffic
operations would degrade to LOS “F” conditions during both the AM and PM peak hours
with the implementation of the DNA project.

e Truxel Road and Gateway Park Boulevard. Under future no-project conditions (2027),
this intersection would operate at LOS “C” conditions in the AM peak hour and LOS “D”
in the PM peak hour. The DNA project would increase the average vehicle delay by
more than 5 seconds and result in LOS “E” conditions in the AM and PM peak hour.

e Truxel Road and Natomas Crossing. Under future no-project conditions (2027), this
intersection would operate at LOS “C” conditions in the AM peak hour. The DNA project
would increase the average vehicle delay by more than 5 seconds and result in LOS “D”
conditions in the AM peak hour.

e Truxel Road and Del Paso Road. Under future no-project conditions (2027), this
intersection would operate at LOS “C” conditions in the AM peak hour. The DNA project
would increase the average vehicle delay by more than 5 seconds and result in LOS “D”
conditions in the AM peak hour.
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e 5th Street and H Street. Under future no-project conditions (2027), this intersection
would operate at LOS “D” conditions in the AM peak hour. The DNA project would
increase the average vehicle delay by more than 5 seconds and result in LOS “E”
conditions in the AM peak hour.

e 7th Street and Gateway Road. Under the future no-project conditions (2027), this
intersection would operate at LOS “C” conditions in the PM peak hour. The DNA project
would increase the average vehicle delay by more than 5 seconds and result in LOS “D”
conditions in the PM peak hour.

2.4.4 Parking Impacts

In general, a growing demand for parking and a need to increase parking supply are
anticipated at major activity centers in the DNA Corridor, particularly in Downtown
Sacramento. The expected 22 percent increase in employment in Downtown Sacramento
(from 2005 to 2027) would produce a proportional increase in parking demand in the
absence of measures to decrease automobile travel to Downtown. There are currently no
Park-and-Ride lots for RT transit services in the DNA Corridor.

As shown in Table 2-5, the future no-project conditions would not add Park-and-Ride spaces
for transit services or displace any parking in the DNA Corridor. Transit improvements under
the DNA project include Park-and-Ride lots with adequate spaces to match aggregate
demand, also reducing parking demand in Downtown Sacramento. Therefore, a beneficial
overall impact on parking supply is expected for the DNA project compared to future no-
project conditions.

Table 2-5
2027 Parking Demand and
Parking Demand Decrease in the Central Business District

Decrease in Central Business District

Parking Demand Parking Demand
in DNA Corridor (Relative to Future No-Project)
Future No-Project No transit improvements requiring Park-

and-Ride facilities

DNA Project 2,260 1,186

2.5 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Table 2-6, located at the end this section summarizes the environmental consequences
associated with the implementation of the DNA project. The environmental resource areas
evaluated for the DNA project include:

Land Use

Farmlands

Community Impacts

Socioeconomic Impacts

Property Acquisition and Displacement
Environmental Justice

Cultural Resources
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o Parklands

e Public Safety and Security

¢ Visual and Aesthetic Resources

e Air Quality

¢ Noise and Vibration

e Biological Resources

e Hazardous Materials

o Utilities

e Energy Resources and Greenhouse Gas Emissions
e Water Resources

e Wetland Resources

e Summary of Construction Impacts

o Regulatory and Institutional Requirements

¢ Cumulative and Growth-Inducing Impacts

¢ Irreversible Environmental Changes

2.6 AREAS OF KNOWN CONTROVERSY AND ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED

The state CEQA Guidelines Section 15123(b) requires that areas of controversy known to
the lead agency and issues to be resolved be included in an EIR. These issues are
addressed in the following sections.

2.6.1 Areas of Controversy

A compilation of key public and agency involvement elements to obtain input in the decision
process is provided in Chapter 6 of this Draft PEIR. As a result of the public scoping
meetings, a number of public and agency comments identified support for, and interest in,
the timely implementation of providing fast and frequent transit service from Downtown
Sacramento to the Natomas and Airport areas. Other comments did not support the project
and concerns expressed with respect to environmental issues typically focused on potential
noise, safety, and traffic impacts, as well as on the effects of a new bridge crossing of the
American River at Discovery Park.

The major areas of controversy related to the DNA project (and the section of the PEIR in
which they are addressed) are:

e Property takings along the alignment (Section 4.6);

e Construction impacts — disruption of neighborhoods and businesses and traffic patterns
during the construction phase (Section 4.20);

o Traffic impacts throughout alignment — impacts especially on Truxel Road and
throughout South Natomas, and at station locations (Chapter 3);

o Parking spillover into communities at station locations (Chapter 3);
e Noise and vibration impacts along the rail guideway (Section 4.13);

e Visual impacts from elevated portions of the rail guideway (Section 4.11);
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e Community impacts — the perceived impact of public transportation on residential
neighborhoods, crime, and property values (Section 4.4);

e Biological, recreational, aesthetic, and noise impacts associated with crossing the
American River (Sections 4.14, 4.9, 4.11, and 4.13, respectively); and

e Cultural resource impacts (Section 4.8).

2.6.2 Issues to be Resolved

There are a number of issues that will need to be resolved as planning and design proceed.
These include the following:

e Selection of a final alignment in terms of placing the guideway in mixed-flow traffic or on
a separate guideway, and in the median or along the sides of existing streets;

o All architectural details, including design of the new American River crossing;

e Integration of the project with planned developments such as the new Intermodal
Terminal, Railyards, and Richards Boulevard redevelopment projects (e.g., Township 9);

e Specific operation patterns (e.g. headways);

e Specific configuration of the alignment and station location at the Airport (new Terminal
B);

e Accommodation of crowds before and after events at ARCO Arena;
e Construction coordination with other transit and development projects; and

e Overall financing of future phases of the DNA project.

2.7 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The DNA Corridor Alternatives Analysis (AA) began in October 2001 with a comprehensive
evaluation of transit alternatives in the study corridor. Results of this 2-year effort were
documented in the Downtown/Natomas/Airport Final Alternatives Analysis Report (2004),
which underwent continual review by RT staff, a Citizen Review Panel (CRP), a Technical
Review Panel (TRP), the general public, and the RT Board of Directors. Based on
consideration of all technical and public input provided, the RT Board of Directors approved
the selection of the DNA project for further evaluation in the Draft PEIR on
December 15, 2003.

Chapter 5, Alternatives, includes the alternatives chosen to be studied in the Draft PEIR for
the DNA Corridor: the No-Project, TSM, I-5 Alignment, Hybrid Alignment, and Bus Rapid
Transit Alternatives, as well as the I-5 and Urrutia River Crossing Alternatives.

o No-Project Alternative. The no-project condition consists of the existing transportation
system and all of the transportation projects that are planned for in the 2006 MTP with
the exception of the LRT project programmed for the DNA Corridor. Significant
improvements to both the highway and transit network are included in the 2006 MTP.
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TSM Alternative. The TSM Alternative was developed as part of the AA process to
satisfy an FTA requirement to obtain funding under FTA’s New Starts program. The TSM
Alternative was developed as a modified version of the fiscally constrained 2006 MTP
adopted by SACOG. The TSM Alternative includes a set of lower-cost bus transit
improvements serving the DNA Corridor. It also includes all other transit and highway
improvements in the region that were identified in the 2006 MTP. Finally, the TSM
Alternative utilizes the transit network that was created for the No-Project Alternative,
with increased frequencies on some routes.

I-5 Alignment. The [|-5 Alternative would provide light rail service from Downtown
Sacramento, along an 11.6-mile corridor through South and North Natomas along I-5 to
the Airport. The alignment would be constructed parallel to I-5 in a separate right-of-way
adjacent to the Caltrans right-of-way, avoiding the central areas where residential and
commercial development occurs in the Corridor. Ten stations accessible to patrons with
mobility impairments would be constructed as part of the I-5 Alternative. A total of
1,500 park-and-ride spaces would be provided at three stations. Seven feeder bus
routes and shuttles would connect homes and businesses with light rail stations. A full
LRV maintenance facility would be built near or at the northern end of the DNA line.
Although it was dropped from further consideration in the 1991 Route Refinement Study,
public interest in keeping a transit improvement adjacent to an existing transportation
corridor convinced RT to retain this alternative.

Hybrid Alignment. The Hybrid Alignment Alternative would extend light rail service from
Downtown Sacramento along a 13.6-mile corridor through South and North Natomas to
the Airport. This alignment avoids penetrating South Natomas by following I-5 from
Downtown Sacramento to [-80; then continues east parallel to 1-80; and finally north,
following Truxel Road in North Natomas. Thirteen stations would be constructed as part
of the Hybrid Alignment Alternative. Six of the 13 stations would provide a total of
1,880 parking spaces. Seven feeder bus routes and shuttles would connect homes and
businesses with light rail stations. A full vehicle maintenance facility would be built at or
near the northern end of the DNA line. 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.

Bus Rapid Transit. The Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Alternative would develop frequent,
medium-capacity BRT service from Downtown Sacramento, along a 12.41 route-mile
corridor through South and North Natomas to the Airport. The BRT Alternative would use
a guided busway with raised curbs to guide buses through most of the Corridor.
Exceptions to the guided busway concept include the BRT alignment along Richards
Boulevard, which is in curbside bus lanes, and west of SR 99, which is in a conventional
busway. The BRT Alternative would include a total of 13 stations. Seven of the 13
stations would provide a total of 1,840 park-and-ride spaces. The BRT Alternative would
include 13 bus routes. Six BRT routes would provide direct connections between
residences and businesses and Downtown Sacramento using the BRT alignment.
Modifications to the BRT Alternative considered fewer structures and grade separations
to provide a lower-cost alternative and shorter alignment, extending from Downtown
Sacramento to the Natomas Town Center. The BRT Alternative developed as a result of
public interest in studying the BRT mode.
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e |-5River Crossing. The I-5 River Crossing design option parallels the existing I-5 bridge
from Richards Boulevard to the north side of Garden Highway. This is the only crossing
design option proposed to be an elevated crossing over Garden Highway, landing at
grade on the north side heading east to the Garden Highway and Truxel Road
intersection. The location of the I-5 River Crossing would have a direct effect on
approximately 500 linear feet of the Nature Study area, removing many mature trees,
and 1,500 feet of Discovery Park, which is an active recreational park. Although the
bridge would parallel the existing I-5 bridge (thus consolidating bridges), it would be
located approximately 100 feet from the existing I-5 bridge to accommodate the HOV
lanes planned on I-5 in the 2006 MTP.

e Urrutia River Crossing. Under the Urrutia River Crossing design option, the alignment
would continue north on North 7th Street. This crossing would require the removal of the
Richards Boulevard station and the construction of a new station on North 7th Street.
Once across the American River, the alignment would continue over the Urrutia private
guarry and residence property, and cross to the north side of Garden Highway at grade.
Approximately 60 percent of the Urrutia River Crossing would cross disturbed,
abandoned, gravel-mined property. At this point, the alignment turns west to reach
Truxel Road, the turning radius of which would require the acquisition of two residences
and a utility substation. The approximate 2,000 feet of alignment along Garden Highway
is bordered by single-family homes, condominiums, and apartments to the north, at the
base of the Garden Highway levee.

2.8 COORDINATION AND CONSULTATION

From the onset, RT has taken a proactive and comprehensive approach in engaging both
the local community and the region in the development process of the DNA Study. The
public process has influenced the selection of the DNA project during each step of the
alternatives screening process.

To coordinate with necessary state and local regulatory agency stakeholders, RT identified
two key coordination approaches. The first approach included the identification of nearly
60 key community and businesses organizations that formed the basis of two stakeholder
advisory groups. The first group, the Technical Review Panel (TRP), comprised nearly
40 representatives, and the Citizen Review Panel (CRP) comprised nearly 50 members. To
date, the TRP has met 19 times and the CRP has met 18 times. Additionally, RT held over
110 public meetings with stakeholder groups and resource agencies to address key issues
and coordination efforts related to the project.

As a result of the public involvement effort the following project issues surfaced and were
incorporated into the configuration of the DNA project:

o The Alkali and Mansion Flats Historic Neighborhood Associations raised concerns about
the project related to cultural, noise and vibration, traffic circulation and pedestrian
access. The impacts assessment indicated that there would not be any impacts
associated with their issues, which was communicated to the communities. Insofar as
pedestrian access is concerned, working closely with the community during preliminary
engineering will ensure that the DNA project does not impede pedestrian access.

e The Natomas Community Association, River Oaks Community Association, Discovery
Village Homeowners Association, Truxel Road Preservation Association and the River
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City Commons Homeowners Association raised concerns about the project and its
potential impact on residents and businesses located along Truxel Road, between
Garden Highway and San Juan Road. Specific issues included concerns about property
values, local resident safety, traffic circulation, noise and vibration, aesthetics, property
acquisition and local land use. To address the issue of property acquisition, a design
option was developed that eliminated all of the residential relocations (81) for the DNA
project. To address impacts on property values and safety, research was conducted and
the information was provided to the concerned groups.

e Similar to the residents in South Natomas, the North Natomas Alliance and Natomas
Crossing Community Association also raised concerns about the project and its potential
impact on people living and working along Truxel Road and north of 1-80.

29 IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY

The complexity and financial investment involved in building the DNA project will require RT
to strategically phase the construction of the DNA project, hence the development of MOS-
1. Significant development proposals in the Railyards and Richards Boulevard area are
poised to begin construction, all of which anticipate light rail stations adjacent to their
developments. Ideally, these projects along with the DNA line should be implemented in the
same timeframe. In addition, a statewide ballot measure was approved by voters in
November 2006 that will provide RT with additional funds for continuing DNA project
development, but not construction.

2.9.1 Opportunities in the Making

Due to continued and rapid population growth, coupled with expectations for a strong, real
estate market in the Sacramento Region, the City of Sacramento has been presented with
several major proposed development projects within the Corridor. Listed below, each of
these projects could have a very positive influence on future DNA ridership and construction
funding.

Short-Term (through 2007)

o The City of Sacramento recently acquired 15 acres of property and an existing office
building along Richards Boulevard in close proximity to the proposed (and optional)
Sequoia Pacific Station. The City will use the site for City offices and a new police station
to serve the Richards Area. RT may potentially obtain some station parking on the City
site.

¢ In November 2006, state voters passed Proposition 1A and 1B. Passage of this measure
could result in RT receiving a significant increase in State Transit Assistance funds as
well as other capital funding. Together, these funds could be used for system expansion,
such as building a portion of the DNA project, the replacement of buses and to help
cover RT's annual operating and maintenance costs.

e On December 11, 2007, the Sacramento City Council approved the Railyards
Redevelopment Plan, based on a proposal submitted to the City in 2006 by Thomas
Enterprises. This project will help transform the area into a vibrant new hub of
much-needed downtown housing and economic activity that would be directly served by
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light rail. Discussions continue between RT and City staff about how redevelopment
could help fund a portion of the DNA extension through this area.

In August 2007, the Sacramento City Council approved the Township 9 development
proposal, located along Richards Boulevard.

The City of Sacramento has approved the construction of an 810,000-square-foot office
complex on the northeast corner of Richards Boulevard and North 7th Street, an easy
two-to-three minute walking distance from the proposed Richards Boulevard Station. A
six to eight level parking structure would be built that could also provide some RT station
parking.

Several hundred yards further north on North 7th Street, discussions are also occurring
between the owner of Continental Plaza, an existing vacant office campus, and the State
of California regarding a new judicial complex to be built on this site. This proposal will
include additional parking for employees that could be made available to RT for
Park-and-Ride spaces.

In the summer of 2005, the City of Sacramento circulated a Notice of Preparation of a
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the proposed Greenbriar Project. The
Sacramento Local Agency Formation Commission approved Greenbriar for annexation
into the City of Sacramento in April 2008. Should this project proceed and be built, it will
provide RT with potential system users, dedicated property for the alignment and $2.2
million in developer funds to build a new rail station and Park-and-Ride lot.

Mid-Term (2008 and Beyond)

The Airport is experiencing sustained rapid growth and is anticipated to handle between
15 and 16 million passengers annually by 2020, a 60 percent increase over current
numbers. There is significant potential to capture many on transit with a direct
connection to the new Airport terminal.

As a separate project within the Railyards area, the City of Sacramento intends to build a
new Sacramento Intermodal Transportation Facility to provide efficient transit
connections. Planning for this new facility is occurring simultaneously with the City of
Sacramento’s review of the redevelopment plan proposed by Thomas Enterprises, and
both include a light rail station.

2.9.2 Timing is Key

In a rapidly growing region such as Sacramento, community planning for the future is never
static. As decisions are made in the region, RT will work with its planning partners and the
local community to strategically implement rail service between Downtown, Natomas, and
the Airport in the most efficient and cost-effective manner possible.
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Table 2-6

Summary of Impacts and Proposed Mitigation for the DNA Project

Impact

Significance

Mitigation

Significance
after Mitigation

Transportation

TRAN-1 Beneficial No mitigation is required. Beneficial
Implementation of the DNA project south of the Impact Impact
American River would increase total regional transit

demand from the estimated levels under the 2014

future no-project condition.

TRAN-2 Beneficial No mitigation is required. Beneficial
Transit travel times for trips within the DNA Corridor Impact Impact
and specifically to Downtown would improve under the

DNA project compared to the future no-project

conditions (2027) for most of the four trip interchanges

analyzed.

TRAN-3 Beneficial No mitigation is required. Beneficial
Implementation of the DNA project north of the Impact Impact
American River would increase total regional transit

demand from the estimated levels under the future no-

project conditions.

TRAN-4 Potentially MTRAN-4: The southbound approach to this intersection currently has Less than
Richards Boulevard/I-5 southbound ramp intersection Significant two separate left turn lanes, a right turn lane, and a shared right turn Significant
would operate at LOS “C” during the PM peak hour Impact lane. The impact could be mitigated by changing the shared right turn Impact
under future no-build conditions and would degrade to lane to a shared left turn lane for the southbound approach.

LOS “D” under the DNA project.

TRAN-5 Beneficial No mitigation is required. Beneficial
Viewed on a regional basis, the DNA project would Impact Impact
result in a decrease in total regionwide vehicle-miles of

travel compared to future no-project conditions.

TRAN-6 Potentially MTRAN-6: The addition of a second westbound right turn lane plus right | Less than
Under future no-project conditions, the intersection of Significant turn overlap phasing on all approaches would mitigate the LOS impact Significant
Truxel Road and San Juan Road would operate at LOS | Impact at this intersection under the DNA project. Impact

“E” during the AM peak hour. The DNA project would
increase delay and degrade traffic operations to LOS
“F” conditions during the AM peak hour.
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Table 2-6 (Cont’'d)
Summary of Impacts and Proposed Mitigation for the DNA Project

Significance
Impact Significance Mitigation after Mitigation
TRAN-7 Potentially MTRAN-7: The addition of a second westbound right turn lane plus right | Less than
Under future no-project conditions, the intersection of Significant turn overlap phasing on all approaches would mitigate the LOS impact Significant
Truxel Road and San Juan Road would operate at LOS | Impact at this intersection under the DNA project. Impact
“E” during the PM peak hour. The DNA project would
increase delay and degrade traffic operations to LOS
“F” conditions during the PM peak hour.
TRAN-8 Potentially MTRAN-8: The 2006 MTP includes widening of Garden Highway from Less than
Under future no-project conditions, the intersection of Significant two to four lanes. It is assumed that when the Garden Highway is Significant
Garden Highway and Truxel Road would operate at Impact widened, a second eastbound left turn lane will be added at the Impact
LOS “E” conditions in the PM peak hour. The DNA intersection with Truxel Road. The additional delay due to the DNA
project would increase the average vehicle delay by project would cause an impact that could be mitigated by adding a
more than 5 seconds and result in LOS “F” conditions westbound right turn lane on Garden Highway.
in the PM peak hour.
TRAN-9 Potentially MTRAN-9: Provide a “free” right turn lane for northbound traffic by Less than
Under future no-project conditions, the intersection of Significant widening Gateway Park Boulevard (along its southeast side, east of Significant
Gateway Park Boulevard and Truxel Road would Impact Truxel Road) so that northbound right turns can turn into their own lane Impact
operate at LOS “C” during the AM peak hour. The DNA and travel a couple hundred feet before this added “receiving” lane
project would increase delay and degrade traffic tapers and vehicles must merge with through traffic on Gateway Park
operations to LOS “D” or “E” conditions during the AM Boulevard.
peak hour.
TRAN-10 Potentially MTRAN-10: Provide a “free” right turn lane for northbound traffic by Less than
Under future no-project conditions, the intersection of Significant widening Gateway Park Boulevard (along its southeast side, east of Significant
Gateway Park Boulevard and Truxel Road would Impact Truxel Road) so that northbound right turns can turn into their own lane Impact

operate at LOS “D” during the PM peak hour. The DNA
project would increase the average vehicle delay by
more than 5 seconds and result in LOS “E” condition
during the PM peak hour.

and travel a couple hundred feet before this added “receiving” lane
tapers and vehicles must merge with through traffic on Gateway Park
Boulevard.
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Table 2-6 (Cont’d)
Summary of Impacts and Proposed Mitigation for the DNA Project

Significance

Impact Significance Mitigation after Mitigation
TRAN-11 Potentially MTRAN-11: A right turn overlap phasing on the southbound and Less than
Under future no-project conditions, the intersection of Significant eastbound approaches would mitigate the LOS impact at this Significant
Natomas Crossing and Truxel Road would operate at Impact intersection. Impact
LOS “C” during the AM peak hour. The DNA project

would increase delay and degrade traffic operations to

LOS “D” conditions during the AM peak hour.

TRAN-12 Potentially MTRAN-12: The LOS impact could be mitigated by providing a “free” Less than
Under future no-project conditions, the intersection of Significant right turn lane for southbound traffic merging into Del Paso Road. Significant
Del Paso Road and Truxel Road would operate at LOS | Impact Impact
“C” during the AM peak hour. The DNA project would

increase delay and degrade traffic operations to LOS

“D” conditions during the AM peak hour.

TRAN-13 Potentially MTRAN-13: A right turn overlap phasing on the northbound approach Less than
Under future no-project conditions, the intersection of Significant would mitigate the LOS impact at this intersection. Significant
Gateway Park Boulevard and Del Paso Road would Impact Impact
operate at LOS “D” during the PM peak hour. The DNA

project would increase the average vehicle delay by

more than 5 seconds and result in LOS “E” conditions

during the PM peak hour.

TRAN-14 Potentially MTRAN-14: The southbound approach to this intersection currently has | Less than
Under future no-project conditions, the intersection of Significant a separate left turn lane. The LOS impact could be mitigated by Significant
5th Street and H Street would operate at LOS “D” Impact changing the separate left turn lane to a shared left lane for the Impact
during the AM peak hour. The DNA project would southbound approach.

increase delay and degrade traffic operations to LOS

“E” conditions during the AM peak hour.

TRAN-15 Potentially MTRAN-15: The LOS impact of the DNA project could be mitigated by Less than
Under future no-project conditions, the intersection of Significant adding a westbound through lane on Gateway. Significant
North 7th Street and Gateway would operate at LOS Impact Impact

“C” during the PM peak hour. The DNA project would
increase delay and degrade traffic operations to LOS
“D” conditions during the PM peak hour.
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Table 2-6 (Cont’d)
Summary of Impacts and Proposed Mitigation for the DNA Project

Significance

Impact Significance Mitigation after Mitigation
TRAN-16 Potentially MTRAN-16: The mixed-flow design for Truxel Road in South Natomas Significant
The placement of light rail tracks may impact access to | Significant would minimize these impacts but would still impact two or three local Impact
local streets or driveways in some portions of the DNA Impact intersections, as well as driveways at 14 single-family residences.
Corridor by eliminating median left-turn access at some
local intersections and driveways along Truxel Road in
South Natomas.
TRAN-17 Potentially MTRAN-17: RT will coordinate with the City and the community to Less than
There is the potential for transit passengers to park Significant develop a parking monitoring program in order to best resolve potential Significant
long-term on local streets in the vicinity of any station. Impact overflow parking due to RT facilities. The potentially significant impact of | Impact
long-term parking by transit users either on-street or at commercial sites
could be mitigated by monitoring parking near transit stops and if
substantial parking impacts occur, work with City of Sacramento to
implement a parking program. Such a program could involve parking
enforcement, parking time limits and/or permit parking.
Land Use
LU-1 Beneficial No mitigation is required. Beneficial
The DNA project is reflected in all planning documents Impact Impact
and approved transportation maps concerning the
project area south of the American River.
Implementation of the DNA project would support the
objectives of the Railyards and Richards Boulevard
redevelopment plans.
LU-2 Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
The Park-and-Ride lot in the Richards Boulevard Significant Significant
redevelopment area would be used until the project is Impact Impact

extended into Natomas and there is no longer a need
for a Park-and-Ride in this area. This temporary
parking use would be inconsistent with the Richards
Boulevard Redevelopment Plan to encourage a low
parking ratio in full build-out.
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Table 2-6 (Cont’d)
Summary of Impacts and Proposed Mitigation for the DNA Project

Significance

Impact Significance Mitigation after Mitigation
LU-3 Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
The DNA project could be inconsistent with the current | Significant Significant
agricultural land use designation of Greenbriar. Impact Impact
Farmlands
FARM-1 Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
The DNA project would require a 40-foot-wide, 1-mile- Significant Significant
long section of right-of-way on the Greenbriar property. | Impact Impact
This area is almost entirely Prime Farmland; however,
it is currently being considered for a large residential
development. The DNA project would require a total of
7.40-acres, which includes areas for the trackway, a
station, a small Park-and-Ride, and access.
Community Impacts
COM-1 Potentially MCOM-1: A parking management program will address overflow and Less than
Overflow parking at the Park-and-Ride lot could cause Significant potential illegal parking issues at stations with and without Park-and- Significant
an increased demand on already limited on-street Impact Rides. The management program will include measures such Impact
parking in the area. The potential for illegal parking as assisting residents with their requests for obtaining residential
could occur if demand greatly exceeds supply. parking permits and metered parking from the City of Sacramento to

discourage Park-and-Ride users from day-long on-street parking. In

addition, RT will establish a community outreach plan that will involve

charrettes to gather input on the design of stations and Park-and-Rides.
COM-2 Potentially MCOM-2: Access management plans will be prepared to address Significant
Construction activities would last up to three years with | Significant access concerns during construction for neighborhood and business Impact
substantial work to the roads in the Richards Impact access, and bicyclist and pedestrian circulation. Alternative routes will

neighborhood and the Alkali Flat neighborhood. This
would temporarily cause a direct access disturbance to
the Richards neighborhood and an indirect access
disturbance to the Alkali Flat neighborhood.

be identified to maintain safe and continued access. All plans must be
reviewed by affected entities such as the City, County, and Caltrans
when constructing within their right-of-way. The plan will include at a
minimum the following components: signage for advance notice of
construction activities and detour routes, communications list,
communication methods and frequency, and coordination with business
and residential task forces within the Corridor.
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Table 2-6 (Cont’d)
Summary of Impacts and Proposed Mitigation for the DNA Project

Significance

Impact Significance Mitigation after Mitigation
COM-3 Potentially MCOM-3: The station at San Juan Road is expected to be located on Less than
The station at San Juan Road is expected to be located | Significant the Natomas High School grounds or the median of Truxel Road. Either | Significant
on the Natomas High School grounds or the median of | Impact position will require property from the High School. During preliminary Impact
Truxel Road. Either location will require property from engineering, further design refinement will investigate how to avoid the
the High School. The baseball fields at the school could High School baseball fields. If the impact can not be avoided, the
be relocated by the station. baseball fields affected by the project would be relocated to replace the

existing facility.
Socioeconomic and Fiscal Impacts
SOC-1 Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
The DNA project could result in the loss from the public | Significant Significant
tax rolls of up to $138,698 per year. Impact Impact
SOC-3 Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
Implementation of the DNA project could require up to Significant Significant
20 business relocations. These businesses are Impact Impact
estimated to represent up to as many as 165 relocated
jobs.
SOC-3 Potentially MSOC-3: Mitigation for business access issues will include the Less than
Construction of the DNA project would have direct Significant following: Significant
effe_cts on local busmesse's. With |mp|_ementat|0n of the | Impact «  Develop an Access Management Plan during construction Impact
project, RT would be required to provide access to local
businesses during construction. However, the presence e Provide signage to direct business patrons during construction
of construction activities would temporarily e Conduct night construction to accelerate construction in critical
inconvenience shoppers and affect businesses along areas
the alignments. . . .

e Provide temporary access during normal business hours
Property Acquisition and Displacement
PROP-1 Less than No mitigation is required beyond those listed below for full acquisitions. Less than
Partial property acquisitions would be required for Significant Significant
additional right-of-way in the Richards Boulevard area. Impact Impact
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Table 2-6 (Cont’d)
Summary of Impacts and Proposed Mitigation for the DNA Project

Significance

Impact Significance Mitigation after Mitigation
PROP-2 Potentially MPROP-2: In addition to compliance with federal (Uniform Relocation Less than
Full property acquisitions would be required for the Significant Act), state, and RT policies, RT will adhere to the following mitigation Significant
additional right of way associated with the bridge Impact measures: Impact
Zr\?s:lng i%d%?explaék'agd[ﬁ'ﬂerft:‘tt YiViSt ]!EtIhCalgn’\lero ¢  RT shall minimize the time between right-of-way acquisition and
€ ute a th futhe Aoa ; pRe. enta ICZi orthe A project construction. If right-of-way acquisition precedes project
gr301bec nor OI et' menczn |;/er3cou.d re?ullre up to construction by more than two years, RT shall prepare and
| us{!ness relocations and up to s residentia implement a vegetation management plan that prescribes a mowing

relocations. schedule that minimizes fire risk and nuisance use of the property

and allows for interim use of the property (e.g., for parking or

community gardens) subject to specific approval by the RT Board of

Directors.

e RT will provide relocation assistance counseling, advertising to

assist with redirecting business clientele, and assistance in

redirecting employment opportunities.
PROP-3 Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
Construction of a maintenance facility within the Significant Significant
industrial zone at Metro Air Park is being considered Impact Impact
and would require acquisition of 15.5-acres of private
property.
Environmental Justice
EJ-1 Potentially For a discussion of mitigation measures applicable to property Less than
All 20 business relocations required for the DNA project | Significant acquisition and relocation refer to Section 4.6, Property Acquisition and Significant
north of the American River serve neighborhoods that Impact Relocation. Impact
are greater than 50 percent minority. Because 100
percent of the business relocations are within, or
service, a minority community, this is considered a
disproportionate direct impact.
Cultural Resources
CUL-1 Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
Indirect effects on the Sacramento Valley Station Significant Significant

Impact Impact
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Table 2-6 (Cont’d)
Summary of Impacts and Proposed Mitigation for the DNA Project

Significance

Impact Significance Mitigation after Mitigation
CUL-2 Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
Indirect effects on the Southern Pacific Railyards Significant Significant
Historic District Impact Impact
CUL-3 Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
Indirect effects on the Alkali Flat (West) Significant Significant
Impact Impact
CuL-4 Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
Change in setting for historic Alkali Flat properties on Significant Significant
7th Street Impact Impact
CUL-5 Potentially MCUL-5: Mitigation would be required for the removal of a portion of the | Less than
Construction of the Richards Boulevard station may Significant Bercut-Richards Cannery. Mitigation shall include Historic American Significant
require the removal of a portion of the Bercut-Richards Impact Buildings Survey (HABS) Level Il documentation on the Cannery Impact

Cannery, which is listed in the Sacramento Register of
Historic Places.

complex, the loft building, the original machinery used to circulate cans,
as well as the other auxiliary buildings associated with the canning
operation. The completed HABS documentation will be housed at
Sacramento Development Services Department, Sacramento Public
Library and the California State Library. Mitigation measures for
demolition of the Cannery shall be coordinated with the local
preservation office and the SHPO. These measures shall be carried out
in accordance with a Programmatic Agreement to be adopted by all
parties.
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Table 2-6 (Cont’d)
Summary of Impacts and Proposed Mitigation for the DNA Project

Significance

Impact Significance Mitigation after Mitigation
CUL-6 Potentially MCUL-6: RT shall require the construction contractor to adhere to the Less than
Construction of the DNA project would require Significant following requirement by placing this text in the project’s construction Significant
disturbance of soils. Because unknown Native Impact specifications: “If archeological or cultural resources are discovered Impact
American and historical cultural resources may be during the work, the contractor shall cease all construction operations in
present within subsurface soils, construction activities the vicinity of the discovery until a qualified archeologist can assess the
could cause the disturbance of these resources. value of these resources and make recommendations to the State

Historic Preservation Officer.”

Archeological and cultural resources include artifacts; large amounts of

bone, shell, or flaked stone; and other evidence of human activity. If the

State Historic Preservation Officer directs that work be temporarily

ceased at the location of an archeological or cultural find, the contractor

shall temporarily suspend work at the location. All remedial actions

recommended by the archeologist following a discovery will be followed.
CUL-7 Potentially MCUL-7: RT shall implement the following mitigation measures: Less than
Cotnsttr.utl:ttlorj of thte T“;:fetl Rpacjt ”\ggcsrzsé'gg.htﬁs the lSlgnlfl;:ant e Monitoring by a qualified archaeologist during construction activity F"gmﬂfam
potential to impact prenistoric sité LA-SAL-26; the mpac affecting previously undisturbed soils. mpac
project right-of-way would pass near the site boundary.

e Coordination with the Native American community for construction

monitoring in sensitive areas.
e Installation of proper fencing, sighage, and site security to prevent
adverse effects or vandalism to sensitive areas.

CUL-8 Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
The DNA study area lies in part within the boundaries Significant Significant
of the RD 1000 RHLD and would cross several Impact Impact

identified RHLD features (e.g., San Juan Road, East
Drainage Canal).
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Table 2-6 (Cont’d)
Summary of Impacts and Proposed Mitigation for the DNA Project

Significance

Impact Significance Mitigation after Mitigation
Parklands

PARK-1 Potentially MPARK-1: Mitigation of construction impacts on the American River Less than
Construction of the river crossing for the DNA project Significant Parkway and Discovery Park shall include: Significant
would bisect the American River Parkway and directly Impact Impact

affect Discovery Park. Construction of the American
River Crossing would affect approximately 10-acres of
park property. It is assumed that the contractor would
access the site from the Garden Highway and through
Discovery Park. Park users would be temporarily
affected by construction activities, including the
movement of heavy equipment on park roads,
restricted access, and temporary closure of some park
properties, noise, dust, and other inconveniences. The
construction activities also would degrade the visual
character of the park and disrupt passive activities such
as bird watching, hiking, jogging, and use of the
archery range. Joggers, walkers, and bicyclists would
need to be rerouted safely around the construction site.

Design Phase

Sponsor public design workshops with affected stakeholders and
interested members of the public during preliminary engineering (PE) to
encourage context-sensitive bridge and transit station area design that
is consistent with Policy 5.7 of the 1985 American River Parkway Plan:

Policy 5.7 Structures that are in the Parkway or visible from the
Parkway shall be of design, color, texture and scale that minimizes
adverse visual intrusion into the Parkway.

5.7.1 Structures shall be constructed of naturalistic materials
which blend with the natural environment.

5.7.2 Colors shall be earth tones, or shall blend with the colors
of surrounding vegetation.

5.7.3 Structures may emulate authentic historic design, but
shall be unobtrusive.

5.7.4 To the extent possible, structures shall be screened from
view by native landscaping or other naturally occurring
features.

5.7.5 Structures shall not include any commercial advertising.

5.7.6 Structures shall be located so that neither they, nor
activities associated with them, cause damage to native plants
or wildlife.

5.7.7 Structures shall be located so that neither they, nor
activities associated with them, disrupt the recreational use of
the Parkway, and such structures shall be consistent with the
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Table 2-6 (Cont’d)
Summary of Impacts and Proposed Mitigation for the DNA Project

Significance
Impact Significance Mitigation after Mitigation

PARK-1 (cont’d) goals and policies of this plan.

5.7.8 Structures shall be of fire resistant construction and
designed and located in a manner such that adequate
emergency services and facilities can be provided.

e Define the alignment during PE with the goal of minimizing impacts
on sensitive areas and limiting allowable construction easements.

e Coordinate with resource agencies to identify and provide
protection of important habitats.

e Develop a Master Planting Plan to minimize the visual impacts of
the alternative.

e  Consult with law enforcement staff during the design stage to help
ensure that the bridge does not become an attractive nuisance for
illegal activities.

Temporary/Construction Phase

e In coordination with Sacramento County Regional Parks personnel,
prepare a plan defining public safety measures to be implemented
during project construction activities within Discovery Park. The
plan should include, at a minimum, the following provisions or
should provide measures that would accomplish the objectives of
the following provisions:

—  Secure project construction sites e.g., installing security fencing
surrounding the staging area, jacking pit areas and open
trenches) to prohibit public access at the end of each workday

—  Provide security personnel to prohibit public access to the
construction areas within the park when the park is open to the
public

— Provide security lighting at staging areas, open trenches, and
other excavations during non-daylight hours

—  Store all fuels, chemicals, solvents, or other fluids used during
project construction within the secured construction areas
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Table 2-6 (Cont’d)
Summary of Impacts and Proposed Mitigation for the DNA Project

Significance
Impact Significance Mitigation after Mitigation

PARK-1 (cont’'d) — Contain and properly dispose of any spilled materials; prohibit
public access to areas contaminated by spilled materials that
may pose a potential health hazard.

— Post warning signs in suitable locations within the park, at the
staging area, and at the jacking pit areas to alert park users

— Install public information sign(s) at suitable locations describing
the project and its purpose, upcoming project construction
activities, and the expected duration of construction activities

— Distribute a public information sheet that describes the project
and construction activities to all park users as they enter the
park from Garden Highway

e In coordination with Sacramento County Regional Parks personnel,
prepare a traffic and access management plan that includes the
following provisions:

— Provide at least one open lane for traffic passing through the
construction sites or provide a posted detour route around the
project construction site

—  Provide personnel to direct traffic along the park roadways that
are used jointly by construction crews and the public, along
open roadways adjacent to the jacking pit areas, and at the
staging area

— Implement traffic protocols and travel routes for all project
construction trucks, vehicles, and equipment, including
measures for ingress, egress, turning, and back-up movements

—  Limit construction-related travel through the park to a minimum
number of designated park roadways

— Maintain public access to Discovery Park from Garden
Highway, consistent with current park policies

— Post construction vehicle speed limit signs on roadways at
suitable locations within the park

— Maintain temporary access for bicycle and pedestrian trails
throughout the duration of construction
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Summary of Impacts and Proposed Mitigation for the DNA Project

Significance

Impact Significance Mitigation after Mitigation
PARK-1 (cont'd) e Post signs along the designated park roadways indicating their use

as construction routes

e Implement best management practices during construction to

control erosion (refer to Section 4.18, Water Resources), protect

cultural resources (refer to Section 4.8, Cultural Resources),

minimize visual degradation (refer to Section 4.11, Visual and

Aesthetic Resources), and assure prompt revegetation (refer to

Section 4.14, Biological Resources)
PARK-2 Potentially MPARK-2: The permanent parkland acquired for transit uses shall be Less than
The operation of the DNA project would require that Significant replaced by recreation property of equal or greater value and Significant
1.8-acres of parkland be dedicated as permanent Impact usefulness. Impact
transit right-of-way.
PARK-3 Potentially MPARK-3: The 0.05 acres of parkland acquired for the proposed station | Less than
The proposed station at the South Natomas Significant shall be replaced by recreation property of equal or greater value and Significant
Community Center may impact 0.05-acre of Impact usefulness. Impact
landscaping at the community center and 0.05-acre of
landscaping from six residences along Truxel Road.
PARK-4 Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
Construction effect (noise, dust, etc.) on the users of Significant Significant
the future High School park site. Impact Impact
PARK-5 Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
Construction effect (noise, dust, etc) on the users of the | Significant Significant
North Natomas Regional Park site. Impact Impact
PARK-6 Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
Construction effect (noise, dust, etc) on the users of the | Significant Significant
8A park site. Impact Impact
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Impact

Significance

Mitigation

Significance
after Mitigation

Public Safety and Security

Ss-1 Less than MSS-1: RT shall continue to evaluate transit police staffing needs and Less than
Implementation of the DNA project south of the Significant hire proportionate to the increase in transit service. RT will continue to Significant
American River would require construction of four light Impact include police and safety management personnel as participants in the Impact
rail stations. Passengers would congregate at station design of the light rail stations.
platforms and at any parking area provided near the ) ) ) o )
end-of-line station at Richards Bou|evard’ providing an To increase pub|IC Safety and Securlty, RT will Implement appllcable
opportunity for crime guidelines from the American Public Transit Association Rail Safety
Audit Program Manual (1990) and the federal Public Transportation
System Security and Emergency Preparedness Planning Guide (2003).
SS-2 Potentially MSS-2: RT will implement traffic control measures, such as Significant
The_ addition of at-gr_ade crossings increases the r[sk of | Significant «  Monitoring Traffic signal coordination Impact
accidents between light rail vehicles and automobiles. Impact ) _
As configured, the DNA project includes 39 at-grade e Improved sight distances
crogsings, which represent an increased potential for ¢ “No left turn” warning devices
accidents. ) ]
e Advance warning signs
A second potential accident risk is represented by g
mixed-flow operation where the LRT would operate in *  Four-quadrant gate system
the same travel lane as automobiles for approximately e Adequate gate arm length
2 miles on Truxel Road.
SS-3 Potentially MSS-3: RT shall implement the following: Less than
The DNA project would pass near or at Natomas High Significant e RT will involve the Natomas Unified School District with respect to Significant
School and Inderkum High School. The design, per Impact Impact

CPUC regulations, will include protective fencing and
security personnel that would prevent children from
accessing station locations near schools in an unsafe
manner, or from entering maintenance facilities and
construction sites. The project would not
disproportionately expose children to health and safety
risks

station design and pedestrian crossings anyplace that children will
have to cross the rail line to get to school.

e RT will participate with the Natomas Unified School District to
provide school crossing guards as deemed necessary around at-
grade crossings within school zones.

e RT will work with the Natomas Unified School District to provide
safety education for school children.
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Impact

Significance

Mitigation

Significance
after Mitigation

Visual and Aesthetic Resources

VIS-1 Potentially MVIS-1: RT shall consult with the City of Sacramento’s Historic Less than
Visual intrusion into historic areas Significant Preservation Specialist so that light rail, which is included at the Significant
Impact Sacramento Valley Station, reflects the historic integrity of the building Impact

and its uses.
VIS-2 Potentially MVIS-2: Where possible, overhead catenary systems shall be designed Significant
Impacts to visual and aesthetic resources that would Significant to be compatible with the adjacent community appearance. Impact
result from overhead catenary Impact
VIS-3 Potentially MVIS-3: Aerials located at the American River, 1-80, and SR 99 shall Significant
Impacts to visual and aesthetic resources that would Significant match existing bridge profiles, employ graffiti-resistant surfaces, and Impact
result from aerial flyovers and grade separations Impact incorporate plantings, where possible, to soften the structure.
VIS-4 Potentially MVIS-4: Where the alignment results in residential or business property Less than
Impacts to visual and aesthetic resources that would Significant relocations and widening of the “street footprint,” and when portions of Significant
result from street widening or sections of new right-of- Impact the property acquisition allow, a tree-lined walkway shall be incorporated | Impact
way to provide additional visual enhancement for pedestrians accessing the

station and nearby destinations. This treatment shall emphasize the

replacement of any landscaping that was removed in order to soften

urban structures and blend in with the local community. Design input

may address the use of sound walls, tree and ground cover, and/or short

shrub vegetation where appropriate.
VIS-5 Potentially MVIS-5: Stations and Park-and-Ride lots shall be designed to integrate Less than
Impacts to visual and aesthetic resources that would Significant into the landscape and be consistent with site-specific design guidelines. | Significant
result from station locations and new Park-and-Ride Impact If the Park-and-Ride stations cannot be shared with other existing or Impact

lots

planned facilities, then the parking lots shall adhere to local parking
ordinances regarding shade, landscaping, lighting, and visibility. Lights
at the stations and lots shall be directional and shielded to reduce offsite
light scatter and glare.
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Significance

Impact Significance Mitigation after Mitigation
VIS-6 Potentially MVIS-6: The maintenance and train storage facilities/substations shall Less than
Impacts to visual and aesthetic resources that would Significant be screened from view with architecturally appropriate fencing, Significant
result from maintenance and train storage Impact depending on the adjacent land use. Lights shall be directional and Impact
facilities/substations shielded, and timers and sensors shall be used to minimize the time that

lights are on in areas where lighting is not normally needed for safety,

security, or operation. Landscaping, including fast-growing species, shall

be planted for further screening. Architecture shall reflect a rural or

suburban commercial style where appropriate.
VIS-7 Potentially MVIS-7: Construction material staging areas shall be fenced and Less than
Impacts to visual and aesthetic resources that would Significant screened. After project construction, the ground surfaces shall be Significant
result from construction activities and staging areas Impact restored to their original condition, and any vegetation that had been Impact

removed during the construction process shall be replaced with like-kind

vegetation.
Air Quality
AQ-1 Potentially MAQ-1: The project shall provide a plan for approval by the lead agency | Less than
Construction of the DNA project could be expected to Significant and SMAQMD demonstrating that the heavy-duty (>50 horsepower) off- | Significant
result in air quality degradation due to fugitive dust and | Impact road vehicles to be used in the construction project, including owned, Impact

emissions from construction equipment.

leased, and subcontractor vehicles, will achieve a project-wide fleet
average 20 percent NOX reduction and 45 percent particulate reduction
compared to the most recent ARB fleet average at time of construction-;
and the project representative shall submit to the lead agency and
SMAQMD a comprehensive inventory of all off-road construction
equipment, equal to or greater than 50 horsepower, that will be used an
aggregate of 40 or more hours during any portion of the construction
project. The inventory shall include the horsepower rating, engine
production year, and projected hours of use or fuel throughput for each
piece of equipment. The inventory shall be updated and submitted
monthly throughout the duration of the project, except that an inventory
shall not be required for any 30-day period in which no construction
activity occurs. At least 48 hours prior to the use of subject heavy-duty
off-road equipment, the representative shall provide SMAQMD with the
anticipated construction timeline including start date, and name and
phone number of the project manager and on-site foreman.
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Significance
Impact Significance Mitigation after Mitigation

AQ-1 (cont'd) The project shall ensure that emissions from all off-road diesel powered
equipment used on the project site do not exceed 40 percent opacity for
more than three minutes in any one hour. Any equipment found to
exceed 40 percent opacity (or Ringelmann 2.0) shall be repaired
immediately, and [DERA, City of Sacramento, SMAQMD, etc] shall be
notified within 48 hours of identification of non-compliant equipment. A
visual survey of all in-operation equipment shall be made at least
weekly, and a monthly summary of the visual survey results shall be
submitted throughout the duration of the project, except that the monthly
summary shall not be required for any 30-day period in which no
construction activity occurs. The monthly summary shall include the
quantity and type of vehicles surveyed as site inspections to determine
compliance. Nothing in this section shall supersede other SMAQMD or
state rules or regulations.

e The project shall ensure that active grading and parking areas are
watered at least twice daily.

e The project shall ensure that exposed stockpiles are enclosed,
covered, watered twice daily.

e The project shall ensure that all trucks hauling dirt, sand, silt, or
other loose materials are covered or maintain at least two feet of
freeboard.

In addition to the SMAQMD recommendations, the following mitigation
measures will also mitigate the short-term impacts from construction
equipment exhaust:

Equipment

The project shall include the following as part of the construction
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Significance
Impact Significance Mitigation after Mitigation

AQ-1 (cont'd) mitigation measures:

e Level 3 Diesel Particulate Filters will be used on all off-road diesel
equipment for which the ARB has verified specific control
technology. A listing of ARB verified control technologies is
available on the ARB website,
http://www.arb.ca.gov/diesel/verdev/vt/cvt.htm.”

e Establish idling limit (e.g., 5 minutes per hour).

e The equipment will be tuned to manufacturers’ specifications at the
manufacturers’ recommended frequency.

e Any tampering with engines will be prohibited and continuing
adherence to manufacturer’'s recommendations will be required.
Work Limitations

e No more than two pieces of equipment will be used simultaneously
near or upwind from sensitive receptors.

e Additional emissions limits will be established within 1,000 feet of
any K-12 school, based on ARB proposals.

e Natification will be provided to all schools within 1,000 feet of a
construction site.

Truck trips will be reduced and/or hours of driving will be restricted
through residential communities.
Administrative

e The Contractor’s Project Manager will conduct spot checks for
compliance with committed measures.

AQ-2 Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
Local air quality impacts due to operation — particulates | Significant Significant
Impact Impact
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Significance

Impact Significance Mitigation after Mitigation
AQ-3 Less than No mitigation is required. Less than

Local air quality impacts due to operation — carbon Significant Significant
monoxide Impact Impact

Noise and Vibration

NO-1 Less than MNO-1: Despite the finding that noise impacts would be limited to some Less than
No residences would be affected by operational noise Significant areas within the American River Parkway, the following noise control Significant
above threshold levels with implementation of the DNA | Impact measures will be implemented to ensure that noise levels during Impact
project south of the American River. operation will not exceed the calculated levels:

e Atlocations where the project would include an aerial guideway, the
use of side-walls is an example of a technique that may be used to
effectively mitigate the noise effects of the project.

e At locations along the alignment where there are tight-turn radii in
the tracks, wheel squeal may become a source of noise complaints.
To avoid wheel squeals, it is recommended that the track turn
radius be kept above 1,000 feet at all locations. If this is not
possible, then rail lubrication on sharp turns will reduce or minimize
squeals.

e As rails wear, both noise levels may increase. Grind down or
replace worn rail to maintain initial operating levels of noise and
vibration. Also, wheel truing, the grinding down of flat spots on the
rails’ wheels that occur due to braking, will reduce noise and
vibration effects. Overall vehicle maintenance will help reduce the
likelihood of increased noise and vibration.

Details of noise control measures will be evaluated during the final
design stage of the project.
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Impact Significance Mitigation after Mitigation
NO-2 Potentially MNO-2: Mitigation during construction will include the following: Significant
Construction would re_sult in temporary noise impacts Significant «  Use noise control devices, such as equipment mufflers, enclosures, Impact

along developed portions of the DNA Corridor. Impact

and barriers. Natural and artificial barriers such as ground elevation
and existing buildings can shield construction noise. Staging areas
should be kept as far from sensitive noise receptors as possible.
Construct noise barriers, such as temporary walls or piles of
excavated material, between noisy activities and noise-sensitive
receivers.

Avoid residential areas when planning haul truck routes.

Replace noisy equipment with quieter equipment, such as a
vibratory pile driver instead of a conventional pile driver, enclosed
air compressors, and mufflers on all engines.

Adjust construction timing or sequence to stage to avoid sensitive
times of the day. Combine noisy operations so they occur in the
same time period. The total noise level produced will not be
significantly greater than the level produced if the operations were
performed separately.

Prepare a Noise Control Plan that outlines allowable day and
nighttime uses, projected noise levels and locations and types of
noise abatement measures that may be required to meet specified
noise limits.

Avoid impact pile driving where possible in noise-sensitive areas.
Drilled piles or the use of a sonic or vibratory pile driver are more
quiet alternatives where the geological conditions permit their use.

Select more quiet demolition methods, where possible. For
example, sawing bridge decks into sections that can be loaded onto
trucks results in lower cumulative noise levels than impact
demolition by pavement breakers.
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Significance

Impact Significance Mitigation after Mitigation
VB-1 Less than No mitigation is required for any alternative. Less than
Vibration resulting from the implementation of the DNA | Significant Significant
project south of the American River would not affect Impact Impact
sensitive land uses in Downtown or along Richards

Boulevard; all predicted vibration levels are below the

impact criteria.

VB-2 Potentially MVB-2: Construction mitigation for vibration is similar to mitigation for Significant
Construction of the DNA project is anticipated to result Significant noise impacts. Construction vibration mitigation will be evaluated and Impact

in temporary vibration impacts in developed areas Impact refined during the preliminary engineering phase. The following are

along the alignment. This would affect residents along
7th Street, in South Natomas and in North Natomas.
The 2,600 residents located within 100 feet of the
alignment would potentially be the most affected.

general approaches to mitigating vibration during construction:

where the geological conditions permit their use.

e Emphasis on avoiding vibration-intensive equipment such as pile
driving, where possible, in vibration-sensitive areas. Drilled piles or
the use of sonic or vibratory pile drivers cause lower vibration levels

e Demolition methods that do not involve impacts should be selected
where possible. For example, sawing bridge decks into sections
that can be loaded onto trucks results in lower vibration levels than
impact demolition by pavement breakers, and milling generates
lower vibration levels than excavation using clam shell or chisel

drops.
Construction vibration mitigation will be better defined at preliminary
engineering.
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Biological Resources

BIO-1

Riparian vegetation would be adversely affected by
direct removal of vegetation and by inhibition of tree
regeneration due to shading and obstruction by the
elevated guideway.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

MBIO-1: To minimize impacts associated with the loss of riparian forest
and willow-cottonwood scrub, including habitat fragmentation, RT shall
implement the following measures:

Route the DNA project to avoid as much riparian forest and
willow-cottonwood scrub as possible. Staging areas shall be sited in
previously disturbed areas of the parkway. During construction,
equipment and vehicles shall remain away from tree drip-lines and
be restricted to as small an area as necessary to complete the
work. As directed by the biological monitor, the construction limits
shall be fenced to minimize damage to riparian vegetation.

Minimize the width of the maintenance right-of-way under the
guideway.

Compensate for the permanent loss of riparian forest within the LRT
right-of-way through restoration of riparian forest at a suitable site
within the American River Parkway. The mitigation goal will be to
restore the functional values, habitat connectivity, and density of
mature, riparian forest in the Lower American River to that of
current conditions. Several areas are available for this restoration
effort, but a specific site has not been identified at this time.
Candidate sites include: (1) the Urrutia property — 120-acres in total
- which could be acquired with funding support from RT, and (2)
other nearby sites designated as “Category 2" restoration sites
(suitable for riparian habitat restoration) in the Lower American
River Task Force’s Lower American River Corridor Management
Plan.

Replant riparian tree species, such as Valley Oak, Fremont
Cottonwood, and Oregon Ash within the construction zone as close
as feasible to the elevated guideway.

Restore willow-cottonwood habitat adjacent to the right-of-way in
areas where it is disturbed by construction activities.

Significant
Impact
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Mitigation

Significance
after Mitigation

BIO-1 (cont’'d)

e All plantings and subsequent monitoring shall be designed by a
riparian ecologist experienced in riparian habitat restoration as part
of the management and monitoring plan.

B1O-2 Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
The temporary disturbance of about 2-acres of Significant Significant
ruderal/grassland habitats along the American River Impact Impact
Crossing would reduce the amount of foraging habitat

for Swainson’s hawk and other raptors during

construction.

BIO-3 Potentially MBI10-3: Construction near raptor nests shall be avoided during the Less than
Construction activities during the nesting season could Significant raptor nesting season in accordance with the following guidelines or in Significant
disturb nesting Swainson’s hawks, causing them to Impact accordance with other applicable guidelines published by CDFG. If Impact

abandon occupied nests.

breeding Swainson’s hawks (e.g., individuals exhibiting nest building or
nesting behavior) are identified, no new disturbance (e.g., heavy
equipment operation associated with construction) shall occur within 0.5
mile of an active nest site between March 15 and September 15 or until
a qualified biologist, with concurrence of the CDFG, has determined that
the young have fledged or that the nest is no longer occupied. If
construction or other project-related activities that could cause nest
abandonment or forced fledging are proposed within the buffer zone,
monitoring (funded by the project sponsor) by a CDFG-approved raptor
biologist will be required.
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Significance
Impact Significance Mitigation after Mitigation
BlO-4 Potentially MBIO-4: The loss of elderberry shrubs is considered a “take” of the Less than
The study area does not include designated critical Significant Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle under the Federal Endangered Significant
habitat for the beetle, but elderberry bushes may be Impact Species Act. RT shall implement the following mitigation measures to Impact
adversely affected by the American River Crossing. avoid and minimize impacts to VELB:
The loss of elderberry shrubs is considered a “take” of
valley elderberry longhorn beetles under the federal e Tothe maximum extent practicable, the project shall be designed to
Endangered Species Act. avoid stands of elderberry shrubs and to avoid isolation of
elderberry plants.
e Pre-construction surveys at the construction site shall be conducted
to assess the need for mitigation and compliance with the
conditions of the USFWS Conservation Guidelines for the Valley
Elderberry Longhorn Beetle (USFWS, 1999).
e Compensatory habitat will be created in the American River
Parkway to mitigate for take of valley elderberry longhorn beetles
resulting from unavoidable loss of elderberry shrubs. A suitable site
will be identified during early consultation with the USFWS.
BIO-5 Potentially MBI0O-5: To avoid and minimize the loss of potential giant garter snake Less than
Potentially suitable habitat for the giant garter snake is Significant habitat associated with Bannon Slough and rice fields, canals/drains and | Significant
present in and along Bannon Slough. Loss or Impact adjacent uplands associated with undeveloped land in North Natomas, Impact
degradation of habitat used by the giant garter snake RT shall implement the following mitigation measures:
for foraging, basking, or winter burrows could result in
take of the species. e To the maximum extent possible, guideway piers shall not be
placed in Bannon Slough or immediately adjacent to Bannon
Slough to avoid potential snake foraging, basking, and winter
burrowing habitat.
e To the extent appropriate, the project proponent shall petition for
inclusion in the Natomas Basin HCP and Metro Air Park HCP and
mitigate project impacts pursuant to the guidelines and standards
established in these HCPs.
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BIO-5 (cont'd) e For areas not included in the above-mentioned HCPs (e.g.,
American River Parkway and Greenbriar), the project proponent
shall enter into consultation with the USFWS to develop a separate
mitigation plan that will be consistent with the conservation goals
established in the Natomas Basin HCP, Metro Air Park HCP, and
The Programmatic Formal Consultation for U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers 404 Permitted Projects with Relatively Small Effects on
the Giant Garter Snake within Butte, Colusa, Glenn, Fresno,
Merced, Sacramento, San Joaquin, Solano, Stanislaus, Sutter and
Yolo Counties, California (USFWS, 1997).

e Guideway piers shall be placed outside of canals.

e The American River Crossing guideway shall be elevated above
canals or culverts provided.

e If construction of a culvert is necessary, a qualified herpetologist
familiar with the habitat requirements of the giant garter snake shall
assist in the culvert design.

e All construction activity involving disturbance of habitat, such as site
preparation and initial grading, will be restricted to the period
between May 1 and September 30. This is the active period for
giant garter snake and direct mortality is lessened, because snakes
are expected to actively move to avoid danger. Pre-construction
surveys for giant garter snake will be conducted by a qualified
biologist approved by USFWS. If giant garter snake habitat is found
within a specific site, the following additional measures will be
implemented to minimize disturbance of habitat and harassment of
giant garter snake, unless the project is specifically exempted by
USFWS:

—  Between April 15 and September 30, all irrigation ditches,
canals, or other aquatic habitat shall be completely dewatered
for at least 15 consecutive days prior to the excavation or filling
of the dewatered habitat.
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BIO-5 (cont'd) —  For sites that contain giant garter snake habitat, the project
area shall be surveyed for the presence of giant garter snake
no more than 24 hours prior to the start of construction
activities. If construction activities stop on the site for a period
of two weeks or more, a new giant garter snake survey shall be
completed no more than 24 hours prior to the re-start of
construction activities.

—  Clearing shall be confined to the minimum area necessary to
facilitate construction activities. Giant garter snake habitat
within or adjacent to the project shall be flagged and
designated as Environmentally Sensitive Areas and avoided by
all construction personnel.

—  Construction personnel completing site preparation and grading
operations shall receive USFWS approved environmental
awareness training. This training instructs workers on how to
identify giant garter snakes and their habitats, and what to do if
a giant garter snake is encountered during construction
activities. An on-site biological monitor shall be designated
during training.

— If alive giant garter snake is found during construction
activities, the biological monitor and USFWS shall be notified
immediately and all construction in the vicinity of the snake
shall stop to allow the snake to leave on its own. The snake
shall be monitored for the remainder of the work day to make
sure the snake is not harmed or if it leaves the site, does not
return. If a giant garter snake does not leave on its own within
one working day, further consultation with USFWS is required.
Notification to the Service’s Division of Law Enforcement or the
Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office must be made within one
working day of locating dead, injured, or sick giant garter
shakes. Written notification to both offices must be made within
three calendar days and must include the date, time, and
location of the finding of a specimen and any other pertinent
information.
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BIO-5 (cont'd) e Upon completion of construction activities, all temporary fill and/or

construction debris shall be removed from the site. If this material is
located near undisturbed giant garter snake habitat and is to be
removed between October 1 and April 30, it shall be inspected by a
qualified biologist to assure that giant garter snakes are not using it
as winter habitat.

B1O-6 Potentially MBI10-6: To mitigate the impacts from cofferdam construction and Less than
Construction of the DNA project would require the Significant dewatering on anadromous salmonids and other fishes, RT shall Significant
placement of an estimated two piers in the American Impact implement the following measures: Impact

River. The cofferdam placement and pile driving
required for pier construction could impact salmon and
steelhead populations during construction.

e Cofferdams shall be constructed by the sequential placement of
sheetpiles from the upstream to the downstream end of the portion
of structure to be enclosed by the cofferdam. Prior to completion of
the cofferdam, seining with a small-mesh seine shall be conducted
within the cofferdam to remove as many fish as possible.
Exclusionary nets shall be placed in the river to prevent fish from
entering the cofferdam during the final stages of cofferdam
placement.

e A qualified biologist shall be on site to examine the cofferdams prior
to dewatering, and a fish rescue/salvage program shall be
conducted prior to complete dewatering of the cofferdam interior.

e  Only low-flow pumps with screened intakes shall be used during
dewatering operations. If fish are still present after partial
dewatering of the cofferdam and further seining cannot rescue all
individuals of listed species, then electrofishing shall be used to
capture any remaining fish. Rescued fish shall be immediately
transferred to an oxygenated holding tank and transported to an
appropriate downstream release site.
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B1O-6 (cont’'d)

e All pumped water shall be routed to either: (1) a sedimentation pond
located on a flat stable area above the ordinary high water mark
that prevents silt-laden runoff from entering the river or (2) a
sedimentation tank/holding facility that allows only clear water to
return to the river and includes disposal of settled solids at an
appropriate off-site location.

e No guideway piers shall be placed in Bannon Slough.

Construction of the American River Crossing will require issuance of a

Streambed Alteration Agreement from CDFG. One of the conditions of

the agreement is likely to be a “work window” for construction activities.
There is a “default” work window of April 15 through October 15, which

can “open” or “close” depending on the type of work and its proximity to
the river (e.g., dependent on whether it is in the water or on the bench).
Construction of the American River Crossing will be limited to the work

window specified in the Streambed Alteration Agreement.

BIO-7 Potentially MBIO-7: To mitigate the impact on aquatic habitat, RT shall implement Less than
Approximately 100 linear feet of riparian habitat would Significant the following measures: Significant
E;.a d'SturS)%d alongg;e b?]qks of thg I{.ower.ﬁ]mencan Impact e Implement mitigation measures proposed above for the Impact
IVer and Bannon slough in association wi replacement of riparian forest and willow-cottonwood scrub.
construction of the new river crossing.
e The project sponsor shall enter into consultation with the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration to determine if additional
mitigation measures may be necessary for authorization under the
Endangered Species Act.
e The project sponsor shall enter into consultation with CDFG to
determine if additional mitigation measures may be necessary for
issuance of a Streambed Alteration Agreement permit.
The loss of riverbed and streamside vegetation resulting from project
construction is not expected to jeopardize the survival and recovery of
listed fish species or adversely modify critical habitat for these species.
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Table 2-6 (Cont’d)
Summary of Impacts and Proposed Mitigation for the DNA Project

Significance

Impact Significance Mitigation after Mitigation
B1O-8 Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
The loss of riverbed and streamside vegetation Significant Significant
resulting from project construction is not expected to Impact Impact
jeopardize the survival and recovery of listed fish

species or adversely modify critical habitat for these

species.

B10-9 Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
The loss of approximately 7.4-acres of agricultural land | Significant Significant
within Greenbriar (associated with the DNA project Impact Impact
right-of-way) would affect the amount of foraging

habitat for special-status species that use alfalfa, grain

crops, fallowed fields, or flooded fields for foraging.

B1O-10 Potentially Implement Mitigation Measure MBIO-5, above. Less than
Impacts to giant garter snakes could result from the Significant Significant
conversion of approximately 7.4-acres of potential Impact Impact
habitat on undeveloped land in Greenbriar.

BIO-11 Potentially MBIO-11: Pre-construction surveys for burrowing owls shall be Less than
Construction activities adjacent to agricultural drainage | Significant conducted prior to the initiation of grading or earth-disturbing activities to | Significant
or irrigation canals could disturb nesting burrowing owls | Impact determine if any burrowing owls are using the site for nesting or Impact

or destroy potential nesting habitat for burrowing owls.

foraging. Surveys will be conducted by a qualified biologist. If nest sites
are found, the CDFG will be contacted regarding suitable mitigation
measures, which may include a 300-foot buffer around the nest site
during the breeding season (February 1 through August 31) or a
relocation effort for burrowing owls.

Executive Summary

2-56

DNA Corridor Final PEIR

TB072007001SAC/168338/080980007




Chapter 2.0: Executive Summary

Table 2-6 (Cont’d)
Summary of Impacts and Proposed Mitigation for the DNA Project

Impact

Significance

Mitigation

Significance
after Mitigation

Hazardous Materials

HM-1

The assessment performed in 2002 revealed 10
potential hazardous substances sites or conditions
(e.g., residual and persistent pesticide use) that could
be encountered during construction of the DNA project
south of the American River.

Construction of the DNA project in South Natomas
could involve the same general concerns as described
above. Further north, the ESA indicated the probable
presence of residual pesticide-contaminated soils and
groundwater that could be encountered during
construction of the DNA project. Additionally, there is
the potential for hazardous wastes associated with the
wastewater ponds located to the immediate south of
the Airport and contaminated groundwater associated
with the storage of petroleum products on Airport

property.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

MHM-1: As required by DTSC, RT will perform a Phase Il Environmental
Site Assessment to determine the presence and extent of contamination
at properties to be purchased or condemned within the DNA project, at
stations, and at the maintenance facility site. However, because of the
potential to discover undocumented hazardous substance releases or
cause spills during construction, RT also will prepare a Soil and
Groundwater Management Plan prior to commencement of construction
to handle site contingency planning. This plan will include the following
requirements:

A registered geologist or engineer onsite or on-call to monitor
construction activities, and with the authority to halt work or move
work temporarily to another location if contamination is encountered
during construction.

A Health and Safety Specialist onsite or on-call to monitor suspect
areas during construction (e.g., near hazardous substance release
sites).

An Environmental Compliance Manager onsite or on-call to
supervise hazardous material use and storage during construction.

A plan to contact the applicable landowner (if the land is not owned
by RT) in the event hazardous substances are encountered.

Meetings with applicable state and local agencies concerning
undocumented contamination encountered.

An asbestos and lead-based paint survey of all structures to be
demolished that were initially constructed during an era when these
materials were commonly used in construction.

Less than
Significant
Impact
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Table 2-6 (Cont’d)
Summary of Impacts and Proposed Mitigation for the DNA Project

Significance
Impact Significance Mitigation after Mitigation

HM-1 (cont’d) e Coordination with Underground Service Alert prior to construction,
especially in locations where pipeline markers are displayed or as-
built plans indicate the possibility of a subsurface utility line(s). In
addition, pipeline companies (e.g., PG&E) should be contacted to
mark the location of pipelines so that they may be avoided.

e A well survey completed prior to commencement of construction
activities to evaluate the status (e.g., active, decommissioned,
decommission in progress) of the monitoring wells along the DNA
Corridor. Wells within the proposed construction zone should be
decommissioned prior to the start of construction activity.

e Coordination with Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) if
transformers are to be moved or removed.

e Coordination with the RWQCB regarding the status of the
wastewater pond closure near the Airport.

¢ Implementation of construction best management practices (BMPSs)
in accordance with a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan. BMPs
may include providing secondary containment areas for refueling
construction equipment, berms or ponds to control runoff, and a
monitoring program to test stormwater for contaminants prior to
discharge from the construction site.

e  Compliance with OSHA requirements for construction workers who
may be exposed to hazardous materials, including preparation of
health and safety and emergency response plans, air monitoring (if
necessary), and provision of personal protective equipment.

e Once a Phase Il site assessment is completed, a Remedial Action
Work Plan will be developed in coordination with the California
Department of Toxic Substances Control. This plan will contain
specifics on the remediation for the hazardous materials
encountered during the construction of the project.
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Table 2-6 (Cont’d)
Summary of Impacts and Proposed Mitigation for the DNA Project

Significance

Impact Significance Mitigation after Mitigation
Utilities
UTIL-1 Potentially MUTIL-1: If relocation of a particular utility is necessary, as determined Less than
Implementation of the DNA project south of the Significant by the utility company or agency, the design and the actual relocation Significant
American River would involve construction on 7th Impact construction can proceed in a number of ways. For many of the public Impact
Street, which would create longitudinal conflicts with utilities (water, storm drainage, and sanitary sewer), the engineer for the
several existing utilities. project will design the relocation (subject to review and approval of the
) ) ) utility/agency) and the contractor will construct the relocation. For

As a result of the American River crossing, there would franchised utilities (PG&E, SBC, and so forth), the utility companies will
be 2,100 feet of utilities that parallel the track alignment generally design and relocate their facilities prior to construction. These
that may require relocation and 16 crossing locations relocation costs, in many cases, would be charged to the DNA project.
that may require encasement or reinforcement on
intersections along Richards Boulevard. The following mitigation measures will be implemented to minimize

utility impacts:
Various utilities situated along a total length of 7,050 . . . . .
feet of track alignment parallel to Truxel Road would . _Prlor_to construction, the |r_npleme_n_t|ng|_ agency or contractor _W|II
require potential relocation, and 20 crossing locations IQentlfy the Ioca’glons of gmstmg Utl|lt¥ lines and all known utility
may require encasement or reinforcement. Various lines will be avoided during construction.
utilities may require encasement or reinforcement at 31 e  Community outreach will notify affected residents and businesses
crossing locations. of temporary disruption of services.

o  Where the alignment crosses over utilities and damage to the utility

is possible, the utility line will be encased in reinforced concrete.

Energy Resources and Greenhouse Gas Emissions
ENG-1 Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
Construction of the DNA project is estimated to Significant Significant
consume 708,500 million BTUSs. Impact Impact
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Summary of Impacts and Proposed Mitigation for the DNA Project

Significance

Impact Significance Mitigation after Mitigation
Water Resources
WR-1 Less than No mitigation is required. Existing storm water ordinances require the Less than
Changes in local drainage patterns in the Alkali Significant mitigation of runoff to be consistent with historic, undeveloped levels, Significant
Flat/Railyards/Richards Boulevard area would be Impact offsetting any impacts. Impact
limited to the increase in impervious surfaces
associated with project improvements. The guideway
and parking facilities would add up to 11-acres of new
impervious surface to the area. Construction of the
guideway, parking lots, and a potential maintenance
facility in North Natomas would add up to about 30-
acres of new impervious surface to the area, but it
would not change local drainage patterns. Construction
of the guideway, parking lots, and a potential
maintenance facility in the Sacramento County portion
of the project area would add up to about 25-acres of
impervious surface to the area.
WR-2 Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
The DNA project south of the American River would not | Significant Significant
affect the river’s hydrology or otherwise interfere with Impact Impact
flood management efforts in this area.
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Summary of Impacts and Proposed Mitigation for the DNA Project

Significance

Impact Significance Mitigation after Mitigation
WR-3 Less than MWR-3: Changes in water surface elevation in the American River Less than
Construction of transit improvements north of the Significant would be less than the criteria recommended by SAFCA. The technical Significant
American River would affect the American River Impact report prepared in support of the analysis recommends that additional Impact
Parkway. The degree of impact on the American River, analysis take place during the PE phase using more sophisticated tools.
including water surface elevations during flood Because of this recommendation, the following mitigation measure is
conditions, was analyzed using HEC-RAS, a hydrologic recommended:
software program, showing that all bridge crossings
would result in changes to the water surface elevation . A two-dimensional hydraulic model should be run for the final bridge
of less than 0.1 feet, which is the criterion configuration and location to ensure a higher level of accuracy for
recommended by SAFCA. use in calculating final water surface elevations, pier scour

potential, and possible bank protection needs.

e As discussed above, construction areas within the American River

Parkway are subject to periodic inundation from high water

conditions. CDFG maintains a standard work window of between

April 1 and October 31. Work outside of this window could only

occur with the authorization of the CDFG, and will be allowed only if

the contractor had the ability to quickly shut down and stabilize the

site.
WR-4 Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
Most of the guideway area would be located in areas Significant Significant
that are already developed or would be developed Impact Impact
during the 2027 planning horizon, and therefore
drainage patterns would remain approximately the
same.
WR-5 Less than No mitigation is required. Erosion and runoff from the construction sites Less than
Substantial excavation is not expected; as such, there Significant will be controlled by the City’s Grading ordinance and the Central Valley | Significant
is likely to be no need for dewatering and disposal of Impact Regional Water Quality Control Board NPDES construction program, Impact

potentially contaminated groundwater.

which require the preparation of erosion and sediment control plans
prior to construction.
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Summary of Impacts and Proposed Mitigation for the DNA Project

Significance

Impact Significance Mitigation after Mitigation
WR-6 Less than No mitigation is required beyond compliance with local storm water Less than
This construction activity is not expected to contribute to | Significant ordinances and the City’s Standard Specifications for Public Works Significant
water quality impacts in receiving waters because the Impact Construction (2006) and the County’s Standard Construction Impact
extent of soil disturbance would be minor (e.g., relative to Specifications (2004).
site grading) and limited to a narrow linear corridor.
WR-7 Less than No mitigation is required. Erosion and runoff from the construction sites Less than
Long-term water quality effects of the DNA project Significant will be controlled by the City’s Grading ordinance and the Central Valley | Significant
(related to operation of light rail in perpetuity) would be | Impact Regional Water Quality Control Board NPDES construction program, Impact
associated with the release of pollutants (oil and which require the preparation of erosion and sediment control plans
grease, brake dust) from trains and from vehicles at prior to construction. In addition, standard best management practices,
parking lots. such as the use of control measures such as silt curtains and treatment

of water pumped from cofferdams, will be implemented.
WR-8 Less than No mitigation is required. Erosion and runoff from the construction sites Less than
With regard to the planned crossing of the American Significant will be controlled by the City’s Grading ordinance and the Central Valley | Significant
River, trains could directly contribute pollutants to the Impact Regional Water Quality Control Board NPDES construction program, Impact
American River. which require the preparation of erosion and sediment control plans

prior to construction. In addition, standard best management practices,

such as the use of control measures such as silt curtains and treatment

of water pumped from cofferdams, will be implemented.
WR-9 Less than No mitigation is required beyond compliance with local storm water Less than
Construction of piers in the American River could Significant ordinances and the City’s Standard Specifications for Public Works Significant
mobilize sediment, including sediment containing Impact Construction (2006) and the County’s Standard Construction Impact
mercury and other contaminants, and therefore efforts Specifications (2004).
should be implemented to contain sediment mobilized
by construction activity.
WR-10 Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
Navigability is expected to be maintained at current Significant Significant
levels because the American River crossing is Impact Impact

expected to match or exceed the elevation of the
existing I-5 Bridge, and therefore it would not present a
new barrier to navigation.
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Summary of Impacts and Proposed Mitigation for the DNA Project

Impact

Significance

Mitigation

Significance
after Mitigation

Wetland Resources

WET-1

The river crossing would involve the placement of two
permanent bridge piers within the active channel of the
American River and several piers in the adjacent
riparian/floodplain habitat. Wetland resources in these
areas could be adversely affected by alterations to
wetland vegetation as a result of the new river crossing
structure (e.g., by construction activities, shading, or
on-going vegetation clearance requirements).
Construction of the crossing would result in the long-
term loss of approximately 1.75-acres of riparian
habitat in the American River Parkway. Temporary and
permanent wetland impacts would be 0.619 acres and
1.948 acres, respectively.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

MWET-1: Mitigation for temporary and long-term impacts to wetlands
will include the following:

e  Minimizing the extent of disturbance to the maximum extent
practicable, implementing compensatory mitigation for the loss of
wetland habitat functions and values, and revegetating all
temporarily disturbed areas.

e For compensatory mitigation, RT will pay in-lieu fees or purchase
credits at one of many nearby mitigation banks. Once a delineation
has been conducted, the amount of wetland impact area will be
refined.

¢ A wetland mitigation and monitoring plan will be developed in
cooperation with the USACE.

Significant
Impact
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Table 2-6 (Cont’d)
Summary of Impacts and Proposed Mitigation for the DNA Project

Impact

Significance

Mitigation

Significance
after Mitigation

Summary of Construction Impacts

The construction of the DNA project south of the
American River would be disruptive to downtown
Sacramento and Alkali Flats. These impacts would
include noise, dust, and traffic congestion due to
disruption of local streets, utility relocation and visual
degradation for the duration of construction. Impacts
from implementation of the DNA project north of the
American River would be similar.

Viewed in total, the construction of the DNA project
would disrupt approximately 150 acres including the
alignment, parking facilities and the maintenance
facility. The impact of construction would be greatest to
the 3,639 persons estimated to live within 300 feet of
the alignment. As many as 23 businesses would be
acquired for the DNA project north of the American
River. Fourteen to fifteen acres of parkland would be
disturbed in the American River Parkway for
implementation of the DNA project.

The construction duration for MOS-1 is estimated at 25-
27 months and the DNA project north of the American
River, including the river crossing, would take 36
months for construction.

Significance
levels are
presented for
each
environmental
resource in
Sections 4.2
through 4.19.

Implement the following mitigation measures:

Construction mitigation measures include the use of best practices and,
more importantly, avoidance of impacts to the extent possible through
well-designed options. Construction mitigation measures for all
environmental resources are presented individually in Sections 4.2
through 4.19. Other measures shall include:

A Construction Mitigation Plan will be developed that will be a key
measure for off-setting the construction impacts referenced above. This
plan will be developed within the first month of receiving Notice to
Proceed with construction. The plan will be developed in cooperation
with the City of Sacramento, South Natomas and North Natomas. The
Construction Mitigation Plan will include the following key elements:

e Communications Plan
e  Construction Operation Agreement

e Waste Management Plan (also see Section 4.15, Hazardous
Materials)

e  Storm Water Management (also see Section 4.18, Water
Resources and 4.19, Wetland Resources)

e Traffic Circulation Plan

e Construction Dust and Emissions Control Plan (also see Section
4.12, Air Quality)

e Construction Noise Plan (also see Section 4.13, Noise and
Vibration)

Significance
levels after
mitigation are
presented for
each
environmental
resource in
Sections 4.2
through 4.19.
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Summary of Impacts and Proposed Mitigation for the DNA Project

Impact

Significance

Mitigation

Significance
after Mitigation

Cumulative and Growth-Inducing Impacts

The analysis of cumulative effects includes those
projects evaluated in the 2006 MTP. Construction-
phase mitigation measures have been included to the
effects of the DNA project together with other projects
in the American River area, including the construction
of HOV lanes on I-5.

The following mitigation measures will be implemented:

e RT shall work with Caltrans to coordinate the planning for
construction improvements so that construction-related conflicts
(e.g., disruption of recreation users, visual impacts, habitat and
species impacts, traffic impacts) can be minimized. This will be
achieved through joint project management, joint offsite habitat
restoration, coordinated public information, and other means, as
appropriate.

e  For projects in the lower reaches of the American River with the
potential to substantially affect the water surface elevation in the
American River (e.g., by placing new piers or berms in the
floodplain), hydrologic studies shall be conducted to address
potential changes in a quantitative manner. Project proponents
shall conduct these studies in consultation with SAFCA, the
Reclamation Board, and other appropriate flood control officials.
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CHAPTER 3.0: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

ON THE DRAFT PEIR

3.1 INTRODUCTION

No new significant environmental impacts or issues, beyond those already covered in the
Draft PEIR for the DNA project, were raised in comments on the Draft PEIR. RT, acting as
lead agency, directed that responses to the comments on the Draft PEIR be prepared.
Responses to comments received do not involve any new significant impacts or “significant
new information” that would require recirculation of the Draft PEIR pursuant to CEQA

Guidelines Section 15088.5.

3.2 LIST OF COMMENTERS

The following individuals and representatives of organizations and agencies submitted

written comments on the Draft PEIR:

Table 3-1
List of Commenters

Letter
Letter Individual or Signatory Affiliation Dated
FE1 Morris Angell General Services Administration, Pacific Rim 3/03/08

Region
ST1 Dawn Chesar State of California, Department of Transportation 2/26/08
ST2 Kevin Boles State of California Public Utilities Commission 2/25/08
ST3 Zachary Miller State of California, Department of 2/25/08
General Services
ST4 Christopher Huitt State of California, Department of Water 1/10/08
Resources
Cl1 Dana Allen City of Sacramento, Department of Parks and 2/26/08
Recreation
ClI2 Jeanne Corcoran City of Sacramento, Department of Transportation 2/25/08
CI3 Robert Cunningham City of Sacramento, Planning Department 2/25/08
Co1 Matthew Darrow Sacramento County, Department of 1/08/08
Transportation
Co4 John Febbo Sacramento County Airport System 2/05/08
CO5 Gary Kukkola Sacramento County Regional Parks 2/21/08
CO6 Ron Maertz Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 2/20/08
Management District

OA1l Mike McKeever Sacramento Area Council of Governments 2/26/08
LC1 Warren Truitt Save the American River Association, Inc. 2/25/08
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Table 3-1 (Cont’'d)
List of Commenters

Letter
Letter Individual or Signatory Affiliation Dated
LC2 Becky Heieck North Natomas Transportation Management 2/25/08

Association

LC3 Linn Hom Natomas Community Association 2/25/08
LC4 Michael Devereaux Law Offices of Gregory D. Thatch 3/4/08
LC5 Graham Brownstein Environmental Council of Sacramento 2/24/08
11 Nico Forte Individual No date
12 Ray Dale Individual 2/01/08
13 Chris Mazzarella Individual 2/20/08
14 Eve Abrahams Individual 2/09/08
15 Kim Tremaine Tremaine & Associates, Inc. 2/22/08
16 James Morgan Individual 2/25/08
17 James Wiley Taylor and Wiley 2/25/08
18 Walt Seifert Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates 2/26/08
19 Reed Benet Individual 2/26/08
110 Ken Mayes Individual 2/26/08
111 Julie Nichols Individual 2/23/08
112 Linn Hom Individual 2/20/08
113 jgoralka@hotmail.com Individual 2/25/08
116 Richard Wilkens Individual 2/13/08
117 Sara Provancha Sioukas Investments 2/22/08
118 Roger McCardle Individual 2/11/08
119 Jarrod Baniqued Individual 2/11/08
120 Brandon Stepp Individual 2/11/08
121 Michael Brady Individual 2/9/08
122 Michael Brady Individual 2/9/08
123 Anastasia Small Individual 2/9/08
124 globallrecrutr@yahoo.com Individual 12/29/07
125 Anthony Bibb Individual 2/8/08
126 Sabas Chois Individual 2/8/08
131 Justin Au Individual 2/7/08
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Table 3-1 (Cont’d)
List of Commenters

Letter
Letter Individual or Signatory Affiliation Dated
135 Christine Paros Individual 2/9/08
136 Sandra Hamameh Individual 2/9/08
137 Ronald and Jeannie Raefs Individual 2/9/08
138 Bruce Roberts Individual 2/9/08
139 Barbara Stanton Ridership for the Masses 2/9/08
140 Carol Thomas Individual 2/9/08
141 Juanita Carranco Individual 2/9/08
142 Barbara Alston Individual 2/9/08
143 James Tastch Individual 2/9/08
144 Brooks Truitt Individual 2/11/08
145 Linda Luhman Individual 2/11/08
146 James Fishel Individual 2/11/08
147 Whitney Yamamura American River College 2/11/08
148 Richard Seyman Individual 2/11/08
149 Farrell Wheeler Individual 2/11/08
158 Beverly Louie Individual 2/25/08
159 David Von Aspern Individual 2/26/08
160 Leoma Lee Individual 2/25/08
161 Walt Seifert Individual 2/25/08
162 Mike Barnbaum Individual 2/25/08
163 William Lowell Individual 2/25/08
164 James Morgan Individual 2/25/08
165 Eve Abrahams Individual 2/25/08
166 Reed Benet Individual 2/25/08
167 Richard Seyman Individual 2/25/08
168 Arthur Ketterling Individual 2/25/08
169 Randell Hansen Individual 2/25/08
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FEI-1

GSA Pacific Rim Region

March 3, 2008

Donald C. Smith, Senior Planner
Sacramento Regional Transit District
P.0. Box 2110

Sacramento, CA, 95812-2110

Subject: GSA's Comments on the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report
(DPEIR) for the Downtown/ Natomas/ Airport Comidor project.

Dear Mr. Smith,

The United States of America, acling by and through the General Services
Administration (GSA), is the owner and operalor of the Robert T. Matsui Federal
Courthouse at 501 1 Swreel, Sacramento, California 95814, Acting on behalf of our
Federal Tenants at this address, GSA submits the following comments:

The impact w0 the intersection at 5® Sireet and H Street is of concern. According 1o
information provided in the DPEIR, the level of service (LOS) would decrease from “D”
to “E" during AM peak hours. This Lrnpact is of concern to GSA because of securily
issues relating o traffic dela:,r- directly in front of the Robert T. Matsui Federal
Courthouse entrance on 5 Street. At your February 11, 2008, open house, your traffic
engineer, Pelle Clarke, represented, in response to GSA’s questions, that there are
miligalion measures under consideration for this interseciion. GSA asks for
implementation of sufficient mitigation measures to prevent denigration of the LOS al
this or any other intersection that may impact the Robert T. Matsui Federal Courthouse.

GSA also is concerned about the level of noise and vibration that would be created by the
additional light rail iracks thal Sacramento Regional Transit District (SRTD) proposes 1o
run along H Street behind the Federal Courthouse, and the possible disruption of work
that must be conducted in the Federal Courthousc offices facing H Street. According 1w
your Project Manager, Jo Ann Koegel, in response to GSA's questions al your February
11, 2008 upen house, it was her representation that such additional tracks will NOT be
constructed during the first phase of the DNA project that is referred 1o as Minimum
Operable Segment (MOS-1) extending from downtown to Richards Boulevard; Ms.
Koegel also stated that the impacts of such additional tracks are 0 be analyzed
comprehensively in a future, scparatc EIR that the SRTD will prepare and duly submit
for public review and comment.

Letter FE1. General Services
Administration

Response to Comment FE1-1

Comment noted. Future project-level engineering and
environmental review will provide an opportunity to
further evaluate the DNA project's potential impacts on
traffic and circulation, including impacts to the
intersection at 5th and H Street, and to refine mitigation
measures for these impacts.

Response to Comment FE1-2

The Minimum Operable Segment (MOS-1) is described
in Section 2.7, page 2-12 of the Draft PEIR,

"For MOS-1, the alignment would begin at 7th and H
Streets running north on 7th Street to F Street. This
alignment is the same as the emergency courthouse by-
pass described above, and would remain in service with
full implementation of the DNA project for periods when
use of the by-pass is requested by the U.S. District
Court."
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FEI1-2

Al your February 11, 2008, open house, your project manager, Jo Ann Koegel, further
represented in response to GSA’s questions, that the “H Street Station™ that was depicred
on your prescntation drawings, in fact, will be constructed not as shown, but along 8"
Street and farther away from the Federal Courthouse, Based on her assurances, GSA does
not at this time have the same high level of apprehension as 1o the possible extent of
adverse impact on the Federal Counthouse, its occupants and their ability to function
effectively during and after the construction of your proposed new “H Street Station.”

Omn behall of GSA and all Federal tenamts al the Robert T. Maisui Federal Courthouse, we
thank you for your attention and consideration of our comments, and look forward to the
release of the Final EIR.

If you have any questions, please fieel free to call me at (415) 522-3473.

Sincerely,

- 74 2 i 9 2. @az(

Morris Angell, MAI, CCIM, MCR, Grad Cent NEPA
Senior Asset Manager &

Regional Environmental Quality Advisor

Portfolio Management Division

Capital Investment Branch

The proposed light rail track on H Street behind the
Robert T. Matsui Federal Courthouse, which is not
included as part of MOS-1, would be constructed as part
of the DNA project at full build-out. The project
description in the Draft PEIR reflects certain
assumptions about the light rail alignment and the
location of future stations, including the proposed "H
Street Station". These assumptions will be revisited
during future project-level engineering and
environmental review. At that time, RT will coordinate
with GSA to ensure consistency with operations at the
Federal Courthouse. This coordination and resulting
decisions will be summarized in future project-level
CEQA documents.
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Downtow it/ atomas/ Airpoet { DN A} Corrdor
Draft Environmental Iinpact Report {1217R)
SOH#F 2001 112095

[k Smith

Sacrumento Regional Tramsil [istrict (KT
I*.2. Box 2110

Sacramenta, CA 95812

Dear Mr. Smith:

Thank you [t the opportunily 1 review and comument on the DNA DEIR. Owr
coniments et a5 (nllows:

s The propased DN A LT extension is a notable project for providing cxpanded travel
aptions in the transportation corridor linking downlewn Sacramento with Natomus
nrighborhonds and providing improved aceess 1o Sacramento fisrational Adrport.
Caltrans is very supporlive ol this projeet and cneouragss Sacramento Fegiona]
Transit {181 and ils pariners 1o look for opportunities o construet the pruject or
pruject phases at the carliest date(s) possible.

o (aitrans commends BT far including the aceommodation of bieycles and pedestrians
on the proposed new crossing of the American River. This is an imperian! ¢omponent
ol the project &s it will provide the only all-weather erossing of the Amorigan River
for bicvelists and pedesicians traveling borween Natoinas and downtown,

¢ Calmans is developing a Commidor System Management Flan for Inlerstate S (1-3}and
Siate Route 99 ynd includes the DNA LET Extension Project as onc of the highest
privrily projecis in the corridor. We look forwand Lo continued collaboration with RT
1o improve mulli-jurisdictional management of this cosrider.

a  Calirans and RT will need 1o work together to cnsure that all ecrossings of the State
Highwuay Swslem right of way, including Intersiate 30 2nd e Roule 99, are
designed to accommaodare fumire highway struetaral changes and enhancements. All
Ui LRT praject activitics that tike place in the Suate Highway righl of way will

M adirunr Sospere minile nieads Lol

Letter ST1. Caltrans District 3, Office of
Transportation Planning

Response to Comment ST1-1

Thank you for your comment. RT appreciates your
support for the project.

Response to Comment ST1-2

Thank you for your comment. RT appreciates your
support for the project

Response to Comment ST1-3

Thank you for your comment. RT appreciates your
support for the project. RT looks forward to continued
coordination with the Department of Transportation.

Response to Comment ST1-4

RT looks forward to continued cooperation with the
Department of Transportation to ensure design of all
crossing of the State Highway System right-of-way are
designed to accommodate future highway structural
change and enhancements. RT will contact the
Department of Transportation to obtain the required
encroachment permit well in advance of activities to be
conducted within the State Highway right-of-way.
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M. Smith
22652008
Page 2

require an encroachmenl permil from Caltrans. Please contacl us for assistance well
before encroachment pernits will be needed.

e i Tahle E5-6, Impact TRAN-4 on page B5-28, the Interstare 5 southbound Richards
Boulevard aff-ramp iz listed under the surmmury of impacts. Proposed mitigaliom
meludus an additional shared left turm lans at the terminus of the ramp. The City off
Sacraments is i the garly stages of developing a project that will substantially modily
the Richards Boulevard Interchange. Interim ramp impeovements associdted with Lhat
project include restriping that is similar Lo that proposed by the above mitigation. RT
may wianl ;o reference the City’s project in the FEIR rather than histing a separate
mitigation for the DNA projest,

« O opage 348, please clarity what year is assumed for planned improvements.

«  Tahle 3.7-1, states under 2014 No-Projeer conditions, that the -5 Southbound oft-
rump and Richards Boulevand intersection will operate at Level of Service {LO3) B in
the AM Peak Hour. This is a far bettor service level than what we have seen in
Sucramento City envivonmental documents for major development prajects such as
Township 9 amed the Railyacds. Presently this interseetion is operating at LOS E,
When the Township 9 praject is built our, the LOS is forecast to fall to F conditions in
20013, Similar service levels are expected on other ramps and atreets in the immediate
viginity, We found additional discrepancies in the DEIR regarding 1.08 fre other
frecway segments and inferehange ramps and intersections. Howewyr, we donot find
these diserepancies o be significantly linked 1o the DNA LR project. Wo are thus
not requesting that the figures be correeted in the FEIR, but are noting that we do ot
concur with the LOS figures used in the DEIR [ state highway facilities.

L0 wou hiave any questions about these comments please conact e at (9161 274-0614, or
Gabriel Corley at (16} 274-0611.

Sincerely,
.Ip’ L
N E LA

DAWN CHESER, Chicf
CHTice of Transpertation Flanming—South

ce Bl Clearinghouse

ULamis fugere b MoBiy aoeas Catorua

Response to Comment ST1-5

A mitigation measure proposed in the Draft PEIR is
similar to one proposed by the City of Sacramento for
the I-5 southbound Richards Boulevard off-ramp. The
City of Sacramento is considering a range of options for
improvements to the I-5 interchange at Richards
Boulevard. RT will coordinate with the City of
Sacramento to further consider and refine mitigations
measures at this location during future project-level
engineering and environmental review.

Response to Comment ST1-6

Future highway improvements are assumed to be
completed by the year 2027.

Response to Comment ST1-7

The commenter notes that while they do not necessarily
concur with intersection levels of service results at a few
locations, they are not requesting revisions because
such discrepancies are not significantly linked to the
DNA project. RT will coordinate with the Department of
Transportation and the City of Sacramento during future
project-level engineering and environmental review of
the project to refine levels of service along Richards
Boulevard. At that time, consideration will be given to the
latest baseline project information, including the
Township 9 project and the Railyards project.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
BOS VAN NESS AVESLE
SAN FRANCISCD, CA §6103-3596

January 25, 2008

Mr. Don Smith

Sacramento Regional Transit District
P.O. Box 2110

Sacramento, CA 95812-2110

RE: Downtown/Natomas/Airport Connector, SCH# 2001112093

Dear Mr, Smith:

As the state agency responsible for rail safety within California and a Responsible Party
under CEQA for the subject project, we have the following concerns:

o Mixed-flow alignment in South Natomas facilitaies lefi-tumn access into and out
of driveways along Truxel Road. It is our experience that a large percentage of
light rail vehicle (LRV) incidents occur when vehicles tumn left in fromt of
LRV's. One of possible mitigating measures to consider would be to utilize
raised medians along Truxel Road to limit, right-in, right-out, automobile and
bicycle turning movements in front of trains.

© Having the LRV tracks cross to and from the center of Truxel Road/Natomas
Bivd at New Market Drive, East Commerce Parkway, and other locations could
create Skewed at-grade rail crossings with increased safety concems. We
recommend that these alignments must be reviewed by CPUC staff as soon as
possible to assess any safety impacts. Locations that have potential safety
concerns may require grade separations, which will impact funding for the
project should be analyzed within the environmental document.

o The impact on Level of Service (LOS) must be analyzed with its impact to rail
safety. In most cases, an unsatisfactory LOS or queuing problem is an
inconvenience to motorists; in the proximity of an at-grade rail crossing, itis a
serious safety concern, and should not be casually accepted through a Statement
of Overriding Considerations

o Trespassing resulting from the lack of vandal resistant fencing or other
appropriate barriers in the Alkali and Mansion Flats areas. Discouraging
trespassers by channeling pedestrians to safe and legal crossings should be
addressed throughout the alignment.

Please address in writing the above safety concerns for this project and contact us in
order to schedule on-site diagnostic meetings as per the requirements of Section 10 of
General Order 164-D.

Letter ST2. Public Utilities Commission

Response to Comment ST2-1

Operational concerns regarding the alignment options
considered in the Draft PEIR for Truxel Road in South
Natomas will be subject to further evaluation and
refinement during future project-level engineering and
environmental review.

Response to Comment ST2-2

In regards to the skewed at-grade rail crossings
potentially proposed at several locations, as described in
the Draft PEIR, these alignments will be subject to
further evaluation and refinement during future project-
level engineering and environmental review. At that time,
RT will coordinate review of the alignment by CPUC staff
as soon as possible because locations with safety
concerns requiring grade separations would impact
funding for the project.

Response to Comment ST2-3

Unsatisfactory level of service in the proximity of an at-
grade rail crossing may indicate a safety concern. As
such, unsatisfactory levels of service should be analyzed
with respect to safety. RT will coordinate with the CPUC
during future project-level engineering and
environmental review to assess safety issues that may
occur as a result of unsatisfactory levels of service at at-
grade rail crossing within the DNA project area.
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Mr. D. Smith
January 25, 2008
Page Two

If you have any questions in this matter, please call Dave Stewart, Utilities Engineer, at
(916) 324-7134.

b 4l

Kevin Boles

Environmental Specialist

Rail Crossings Engineering Section
Consumer Protection and Safety Division

cc: Terrel Anderson, Union Pacific Railroad
ce: Rufus Francis, SRTD Director of Safety

Response to Comment ST2-4

Appropriate barriers and proper channelization of
pedestrian crossings will be considered during future
project-level engineering and environmental review of
the DNA project.

Response to Comment ST2-5

Comment noted. Responses to all comments received
during the public comment period will be published in
writing as part of the Final PEIR. In addition, please refer
to responses to Comments ST2-1 through ST2-4. RT will
coordinate with the PUC per the requirements of Section
10 of General Order 164-D during future project-level
engineering and environmental review.
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February 23, 2008

Mr. Dan Smilh

Sacramehtn Regional Transit District
P.O. Box 2110

Sacraments, GA 95812-2110

SUBJEC]: Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for the
DowntownMatomasitinpon (DNA) Corridar

Daar Mr. 2mith:

Fhank you for the oppurtunity for the California Department of Goneral Services (DGS)
to convey commants on the Drait Program Environmental Impact Report {PEIR) far the
Downtown'MalurmasiAlrport Comidor in the City and Gounty of Sacrameants.

The DGS is interested in Lhe PEIR because the DGS owns 17.32 acras at

344 Morth 77 Sireed, al the intersection of North 7" Bireel and Richards Boulevard. This
site iz adjacent o the anlicipated first phase of the DNA projedt ((he Project) which
wouid ran irorm dowmown Sacramento along 7™ Street to Richards Boulevard, and also
across the streel from one of the 14 dight rail stations 1o be constructed as 2 pant of the
ovarall Project. The California Department of General Services, Office of Biate
Pubilishing, State Printing Plant (8PP) provides printing and communication salutlans for
State, federal, coundy and city agencies, and is housadl in 373 460 grosy sguare foot in
two buildings on this property. The DGS has had a vested Interest as a land owner it
this arca for gver 0 years, and has always seen this as a signiticant Stale-owned
praperty, going back as far as 1953 when the SPP was constructed at the site.

The OGS appreciates thal construction of tha Projest would help to promote incresged
urban densities around the ransil stalion to be built at Richards Boulevard and

Morh 77 Strest. The DGS considers this beneficial because it wouk] promote the
eoanamis vitality of the area and fulfill the community vision of Transit Orented
Davelopment. Two szsumptions regarding the 2PP sile have besn ussd in the
development of the PEIR. The first, to which the DG5S has committed, includss dhe OGS
granting a future easeman to allow for North 7" Street to be widened to four lanes, an
getion that would resull in partiel dermolition of the SPP. The second assumplion, on
which the DGS has not had any detziled discussions, includes the extension of Bannon
Straet though the SPP aits parallal to Richards Boulevard to MNorth 79 Streal

EUILDING GREEMN - BUTNG SHREEM - WORKING GREEH

Letter ST3. Department of General
Services

Response to Comment ST3-1

The DNA PEIR assumes that the City will widen North
7th Street consistent with SACOG's Metropolitan
Transportation Plan; however, we have remained
uncertain as to the actual roadway configuration that
could occur. The analysis does include an extension of
the existing easterly terminus of Bannon Street that
connects with 7th Street. However, alignment options
would be determined by the City of Sacramento and
could potentially run south of the State Printing Plant.
Detailed responses to the commenter's general
concerns are provided below in responses to Comments
ST3-2 through ST3-5.
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HSSET PUAMKING & THERHCER

NeER. GALARE LINIINLEE

February 25, 2008

As a pruperty owner adjecent to the Project site, the DES is concerned with the effect
the Project's many years of consiruction would have on tha area immediately
sumrsunding the SPP, the impact that a potential shonage of parking in the area could
have on the SPP site, the effecls thal incieased trafflc would bring to the neighborhood,
and the possible safety wsuas that could result with the establishment of new light rail
sigtions and parking aréas.

Construction aclivities on this first phase of the Project are anticipated to last up lo three
yaars, with substantial wark planned ta the roads in the Richarde neighborhood,
incliding utiliey relocation, which would be the most intensive along Nerth 7% Street and
Richards Boulevard. This would significantly impact access for the businesses along
Richards Boulevard, potentially including access inlerrugtion lo the State Printing Plant
by itz employees and customers, The SPP operates thrae shifla per day. For six
months of the year, crews run on Saturday and Sunday, as well. Approdmately 480
employees work at the SPP. Most SPP amployess commute in their own vehicles and
there is na close public parking. During shifl changes, 405 employees artlve at and
{aave the SPP parking lol af the same time. Construction coudd cause perindic Bocking
of SPP driveways, and lead to congestion, unexpected traffic delays, and lost
productivity. Access to 320 employee spaces during shift changes is critical fo the
operation of the prasses and bindery equipment.

The project anticipztes supplying a 400-spaca Park-and-Ride lot for the Richards
Boulavard Slation. Ovarflow parking at the Park-and-Ride 1ot could cause an incraased
demand on already limited on-streat parking in the areq, and the potential for llegal
parking could gecur, including those who might bry te illegally park at the State Printing
Plant property, f domand greatly exceads supply.

The traffic coming to and from this new station would result in traffic increases on some
roadways in the suraunding neighborhood, including some intersection impacts related
o increascs In delay dua to new al-grade rail crossings. Additionally, by 2014, should
the proposed project be in place, the Richards Bouleverd { -5 southbaund ramyp
interseston woulkd degrade from gperating at & Level of Servies LOS “C" during the PM
peak hour to 3 LOS "D during PM paak hour.

Lastly, the DGS is concerned about any safety and securily issues that might arise from
the operation of the new station &t Richards Boulevard and Narth 71 Strest and the
accompanying Park-and-Ride ot

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Pregram Environmental
Impack Report.  The D653 has a continuad commitment 10 the State Printing Flant ste
and wg hope he irformation we have shered 1o usefud to you. If you have any
questions, about the concerns expressed by the DGE in this letter, piease contact me at
{916} 376-1805.

Sincerely, o
74
I;. .,
d_-‘){

Sle 3751238 P.ECED

Response to Comment ST3-2

The DNA PEIR describes a potential three-year
construction schedule for the entire project. Figure 4.20-
1 shows a two-year construction schedule for the project
south of the American River, but the duration of MOS-1
construction is expected to be less than one year.
Although general impacts regarding traffic and
accessibility are described in the DNA PEIR (see, for
example, Chapter 3.0, Transportation and Circulation,
and Section 4.2, Land Use), RT encourages the
commenter to participate in the upcoming MOS-1 review
process. Starting in early summer of 2008, RT will begin
more detailed design of the MOS-1 project and project-
level environmental analysis. Specific information on
access improvements and the construction schedule will
be developed to a greater level of detail than described
in the DNA PEIR.

Response to Comment ST3-3

At this time, RT has not committed to supplying
dedicated Park-and-Ride facilities as part of MOS-1. If
provided, a Park-and-Ride lot would be an interim facility
to be used until the DNA line is extended across the
American River. The full DNA project does not include a
Park-and-Ride lot near the Richards Boulevard station.
RT's decision to include Park-and-Ride facilities near this
interim end-of-line station will be made as part of the
next phase for the MOS-1 project, scheduled to begin in
early summer, 2008.

ﬁf ey Miller

TATAL F.E3
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Response to Comment ST3-4

The DNA PEIR describes anticipated traffic impacts and potential mitigation measures in Chapter 3.0, using both a near-term (2014) and
long-term (2027) planning horizon. Secondary land use consequences relating to traffic impacts are described in Section 3.9 (Parking
Impacts) and Section 4.2 (Land Use). These impacts are described in the context of the other (substantial) planned roadway improvements
in the area, including the Richards Boulevard interchange modifications.

Response to Comment ST3-5

Safety and security impacts are described in Section 4.10, Public Safety and Security, of the PEIR. In addition, please see responses to
Comments 141-4 and ST2-4.



CI1-1

Page | of 1

Don Smith - Fwed: DNA Praject DEIR

From: "hiang Allen” < Dalleni@dtyafsacramento_org-
T < DEnilth&wart.camns

Date: AT 2008 S:14 AM

Subject:  wad: DHA Project CCIR

Hare you go! Mot much huh?

== Dana Allen 2026/ 2008 2238 PM 220

Kim

The City of Sacramento's Parks and Recrestion Dept wauld Tke o submit the following cormmants on the BEIR
for the DNA Project, Other deparinents within the City have already submitted their commizrts. So T assuime
Ly Froe coversd Lheir respective depariiment’s (noenests,

Page 4.5-8. The City of Sacramenty Departrnent of Parks and Recreation operates/maintains the following
facilities: South Natomas Communiby Center, Netomas Baseball Complex, Creakside Oake Park Site, and the
Morth Matomas Regienal Marde Pleose coordinate with DPR, Park Planning and Development Services during the
clesian phase of Ui brecks and Lhe park and ride stations, access to these fadiities during the construction of
the tracks and stations, replanting plans, and e long t2rn replacemant of recreation property.

Thank you,

Dana Allen, Senkr Planner

Ciky of Sacramento

Departrent of Farks and Recreation
A5 T Strest, Sbh Flonr

Sacramanta, CA G5E14

{916) B08-2752

T{916) BO5-8266

tile: £ CATemp XPGroWise' 47 C529DEBRTADMIN1 06961621 1CCABTWGWI00001 ...  2/27/2008

Letter CI1. City of Sacramento,
Department of Parks and Recreation

Response to Comment Cl1-1

The DNA PEIR describes potential effects on the listed
facilities in Section 4.9, Parklands. As each stage of the
DNA project (e.g., MOS-1) is advanced to the detailed
design phase, RT will conduct extensive outreach with
the public and affected agencies such as City Parks.
Outreach, as well as the associated environmental
review process, will address the issues raised by the
commenter and how potential impacts can be mitigated
during the design process and during construction.
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Fahruary &5, 2008

Eresamento Regianal Mransit
Al Do Smith

PO, Box 2110

Saeramants, CA B5812-2110

Dhaesr Mr. Smith,

Thank you for previding the nppertunity o reviow the Croveeral rery Meatnarees Almpart Corridar Drall
Program Environmaenta! fmpact Report. the City of Bacrarento's Daparmment of Trapsportalion
(DOT) has the following commenis

]

. Page £8 12- RT recommen

Page ES-5 - Mejor Mow Davelspment tha 5" dash. 3™ sentenoe; The groject, approved by
tne Sacramenlo City Courcil in Decamber 2007, . .. ard |9st eenfanca in same -, last
sentence:  Ligit rail stations are identfied in the Plan. . Trangportation Faciyy and on 7
Strest soulh of Monih B Stresl; and .

Fage ES-11 - ES 2.1 Alignment, 1" paragraph, 2 saidence. Modifieg santence 22 follows:
Fleading wesl . . wauls then 'wop nodlh skesg on the east side of tha intsrmodal sile wes!
sige v o proposso sxtensicn of 8™ Steet o the relosated Sacramenls Valley Shatinn
(pail of the futurs Intermcdal Faciliy),

. PegeES 1. 2™ caragrap, Santinuing sedk- cast, the loop

. Page ES 11, Locaiion of the seeund trask along = Street on the axisling Golc Line. This
a1 From this dogumentil

irmue has bean conlrovensia witn ihe Federal Courhouse .n_Iht: i !
i ot clear how BT i planning 1© construct the seaond sot of racks. Perhags his issue wil
need to be fully discussed in the project level EIR as BT procseds with MOE1,

s it e Gty establizh 8 Residental Permill Parking Zones in
rigighuorhaods arcund new lranst stations (e Soul and Norlh Malomas). Imaact TRAN
17 and page 3-20. BT shcuid als0 incude 8 fair shars sost Lo the clty © oreats and ops@T
th parking pragranm: for hese neighborhoos.

. Page ES-27, buliet 3 |ast sentercs: changa tres-avel 1o six o eighllevel pardag

atrusturs.

Letter CI2. City of Sacramento,
Department of Transportation

Response to Comment Cl2-1

PEIR text (p. ES-5) has been modified as recommended.
Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final PEIR.

Response to Comment Cl2-2

PEIR text (p. ES-11) has been modified as
recommended. Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final
PEIR.

Response to Comment Cl2-3

PEIR text (p. ES-11) has been modified as
recommended. Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final
PEIR.

Response to Comment Cl2-4

Refer to the responses to Comment letter FE1 from the
Federal GSA.



Response to Comment Cl2-5

The parking needs and arrangements including park-and-ride facilities, residential permit parking zones around new stations, and cost of
operating those programs will be analyzed in future project-level environmental documents.

Response to Comment Cl2-6

PEIR text (p. ES-27) has been modified as recommended. Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final PEIR.



CIZ-7

CIZ-8

CIZ-%

CIZ2-10

CIZ-11

CI2-12

CI2-13

CIz2-14

CI2-15

Clz2-18

CI2-17

CI2-18

—ir

_ Singerely,

DNA DEIR
Fabruary 25, 2002

7. Pagas 3 78 & 3C- Table ESE: Impacts Tran-&, &, 19, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15 does not identify
the intersecticns. heed tz corrsct (pos. E329, & 32 and 3-54 through 3-82)

3. Paga 1-10, 1% bullet 2° sentance; Madify as folloves: A& Light rail stiations s ara idanliflad . .

L adigcant to the proposed Sacrameanic Intermadal Iransportation: Facility and an " 8treat
adacant to he residential developrant and the community facilties developrent,

9. Page 1-11, 2" paragrapn, 17 senience: erike E = tuction and " Alsnin
2004, the Clty .. replaca with approved = concept design for .. 0

10, Page 2-1, 2.2 Alignment, 1% sentencs, modify as fllows: The slignment. . seeon rack,
Lz Ura rorth and parallel to the sxisling Gold Lins.

11. Page 2-2, 1° paraorsph, 1 sentence: add: and improvements afier the word platforn, as

foliows: 1 should be natad . . the station pletform and mgravemants, with s Sity of

Sacramanlo o pay for the ramaining consfractinn.

12 Paga 2-2, 2'" paragraph, Continuing-aess aast, the loop
13, Page 7-8, Table 2.3-1 #2 Under Slation Location, \West of 5 Straot between 5 & H Street,

14 Pags 2-8, Tab's 2.3-1, #8 & § - shoud this not 2ay ga uthwest corner as opposed o
south east corner

15. Page 2-12, - 2.7 Project Phasing, 37 paragraph: Descripticn of MOS 1 cmergensy by-nass
ig noi clear e emergency courtholuse oy-pass descorbed aboyve"), no defindion is
provided and i needs 1o e corrected,

16, Page 346G, paragraph 2, 2™ santanss, ARGO arena looaied in Nerdy (ol South) Natomas
Geanaral Comiments:

Desartrrent of 1 anaportstion (207 has imited comments basod on the assumpion that 2s each
phose iz cluser to imzlementation a project level EiR will be prupared.

QOT iz under the Aesumpdon that severat design optlans { 7" Strest and Trixal for ciample -
mled Sov, median, side ) ars y=t o ba dacidsd, subsegusnt evalualion {project speciiic EIR:
wold zelenning the preferred opticn. Specific information is nol provides sech as where he line
crosses o exclusive ROW, median, mxed flow, sle. Agan, DOT assumes tis informiaticn il

come in subseouenl svaluation or coversd by somes saparaie document in the filua?
A

AT will be sbla 1o provide mare awanlngful comments as more catails become availanle. Just 85

an FY], Garder Highway wideaing is in our Trangporiation Programming Gude (TRG) and ihe
Sacrarnants Area Counui of Governmeni {SADOGE ! Melrzpolitan Trengporation Plen (MTF],
elgvsiing Morthgais i nol

(ptesioe

ENNe LOTDiEn

t'_../duju: Flannar

Response to Comment Cl2-7

PEIR text (p. ES-29 and ES-30) has been modified as
recommended. Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final
PEIR.

Response to Comment ClI2-8

PEIR text (p. 1-10) has been modified as recommended.
Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final PEIR.

Response to Comment Cl2-9

PEIR text (p. 1-11) has been modified as recommended.
Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final PEIR.

Response to Comment ClI2-10

PEIR text (p. 2-1) has been modified as recommended.
Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final PEIR.

Response to Comment Cl2-11

PEIR text (p. 2-2) has been modified as recommended.
Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final PEIR.

Response to Comment Cl2-12

PEIR text (p. 2-2) has been modified as recommended.
Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final PEIR.
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Response to Comment Cl2-13

PEIR text (p. 2-8) has been modified as recommended. Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final PEIR.

Response to Comment Cl2-14

The response is based on the assumption that the commenter meant number 10 instead of number 8 in Table 2.3-1 on page 2-8 of the
Draft PEIR. As such, PEIR text (p. 2-8) has been modified as recommended. Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final PEIR.

Response to Comment Cl2-15

The description of the emergency courthouse by-pass referenced as "described above" on page 2-12 of the Draft PEIR is provided in a
footnote on a previous page (page 2-2).

Page 2-12: "This alignment is the same as the emergency courthouse by-pass described above, and would remain in service with full
implementation of the DNA project for periods when use of the by-pass is requested by the U.S. District Court."

However, in response to the comment that the definition is not clear, an additional brief description of the emergency courthouse by-pass
has been added to the text on page 2-12 (see Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final PEIR).

Response to Comment Cl2-16

PEIR text (p. 3-46) has been modified as recommended. Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final PEIR.

Response to Comment Cl2-17

Project-level engineering and environmental review will be conducted for each phase of the DNA project. Specific information, such as
ROW, median, mixed flow, etc, will be determined at that time. The City of Sacramento, Department of Transportation is correct to assume
they will have a future opportunity to comment on specific project-level engineering.

Response to Comment Cl2-18

Elevating Northgate Boulevard is not listed in Appendix E, Project List, of SACOG's 2006 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) for 2027.
As such, PEIR text [p. 3-51 and 5-19 (Figure 5.4-2)] has been modified as recommended. Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final PEIR.
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Febwuary 23, 2008

Dan Smith, Scnder Planmer
Sacramienio Repional Transit District
PO Box 2110

Sacrmento, CA 958122110

Fax: 91634228853

Subject: Draft Prowmam Dnvironmenal Impact Report (PEIR) for the Downtown/Natomas/Alrper Corridaor
Dear Mr. Smith:

City of Sacramento. Mlanning Departmens, Division of Long-Fange Planning has reviewsd the PEIR for the
Thyvwntow MaomassAdrpart Conrider, This Telver seta Rorth ece comiments on the PEIR.

1. Bridge over the American Kiver

The PEIR mentions a bridge crossing over the American River [pgs 2-2, $.4-15), specilicanlly indicating
thart the bridge will include bievele, pedestrian and fransic facilitics, Howewer, it makes no mention of
whether the bridge will inelude lanes Tor automabile wallie. We cequest that the PEIR state RT7s position,
cither far, againsl, or neuteal, on the inclusion of awomohile traffie onthis bridge.

3

2. Fopulation and Employment Projections

L the intriduction, the PEIR partially justifies the necd for the DNA Comider by ciring the high projected
population growth bath in the newly developing areas o North and South Natveas and throughom the City
and County ¢l Sucracnente. “Heeanse the area 15 being wrbanized hayond projeetions, it provides the
ppparunity to incorporale fransil ol on-peing land development plans W reduce the dependency on
comvenlinal single=0ccupant suto trave™ (g 1-91,

Heowever, the population prejestions vsed in the PEIR understare their esse, gz lhey are below the
piojections resulting from the 2030 Geeeral Tlan. As part of the General Plan, a Prefareed Land Use
[Yagrom hwos been crested with the gouls of channelling hoesing and emplipment groeath inte idend fed
“ppartanity Arcas™ wilhin the cily and minimizing the amaunt of “greenfield”™ growth outside the current

Letter CI3. City of Sacramento,
Division of Long-Range Planning

Response to Comment CI3-1

The Locally Preferred Alternative for the DNA alignment
adopted by the Regional Transit Board in December
2003, only includes a transit bridge and facilities for
pedestrians and bicycles (the latter would be
constructed/funded by others). Any further consideration
for an automobile bridge would need to be included in
other future environmental analysis.

Response to Comment CI3-2

While using the City of Sacramento General Plan
development forecast could potentially strengthen the
case for the DNA project, the land use forecasts used
were based on SACOG's 2006 Metropolitan
Transportation Plan (MTP) for 2027 for purposes of
keeping the Draft PEIR analysis consistent with a
separate Federal process.
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city Limits. Dy designating higher densities of honsing and employment in urhan infill areas, the city has
projected higher rules of grewth than wowld have been possible withoul the (Feneral Plan,

The population projections made m the PRIR difler from the pojections of the 2030 Ceneral Plan in the
following respects;

- Citywida, the FEIR projects that the total dwelling unils in 2027 will he 240034, with 418,251 jobs
in the gily (pz. 1-9% The 2030 Geneval Plan projects 264,455 dwelling units and 442,687 jobs,

- To Korth and South Hatemas, the PEIR projects that the pepulaiion swill riss From HL300 in 20405 w
113000 in 2027 (pg. 1-61. While the 2050 General Plan has a slightly lower 2005 progection of
6,332, It projects a panch higher inencase by 120,378 by 2027,

We helieve thal lkese population, housing, and emplovment projeclions would strengrhen the case for
{mvestments in light il in the TINA cortidor and should be incorporated inie the fnal ETR.
11 you have any questions, please call me s your convenivnee 4l (916) R08-3894.

Rincerely,

Rabert Cummingharm
Arsistant Planner

L Carad Shearly, Planming Direclor
Taun 'ace, Tong Fange Mlamming Manager
Jimn MeDonald, Scndor Planner
Tom Buford, Senior Planoer
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January &, 2008

Mr. Don Smith, Senior Planner
Sacramento Regional Transit Distnict
P.O. Box 2110

Sacramento, CA 95812-2110

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REFORT FOR
THE DOWNTOWNNATOMAS/AIRPORT CORRIDOR

Dear Mr. Smith:

The Sacramento County Department of Teansporation has received the Drafi Environmental Impact
Report for this project and appreciates the opportunily 1o review this document. We have the following
COmmenis;
col-1 *  Be sure (o continue to coordinate alignment and station locations in the unincorporated Couniy with
both the Metro Air Park development and the Airpon Master Plan.

Table 6 in the Executive Summary Section identifies intersections impacts and mitigation measures

.
Bt but it is not elear which intersections are being identified. Please clarify.
As this project proceeds, please continue 1o include the Sacramento County Department of Transportation
CO1-3 in any future technical advisory committee meetings. We appreciate the opporiunity to paricipalte in this
process,
Sincerely,

Maitthew Damrow
Senior Transportation Engineer
Depanment of Transportation

MGD:mgd
e Dan Shoeman, DOT
Dwean Blank, DOT
Jaskamal Singh, DOT
] “Leading the Way to Greater Mobility™

Design & Planning: 906 G Street, Suite 510, Sacramento. CA 935110 . Phone: 816.87 16591 . Fax: B16-874-TE31
Dperations & Maintenarce: 4100 Traffic Way, Sacramento, CA 95827 . Fhone: $16-875-5123 . Fax 9168755363

DOT WWw sacdol.oom

iy

Letter CO1. County of Sacramento,
Department of Transportation

Response to Comment CO1-1

Comment noted. RT will continue to coordinate
alignment and station locations in the unincorporated
County with both the Metro Air Park development and
Airport Master Plan.

Response to Comment CO1-2

PEIR text (Table ES-6) has been modified as
recommended. Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final
PEIR.

Response to Comment CO1-3

Comment noted. RT will continue to include the
Sacramento County Department of Transportation in
future technical advisory committee meetings.
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County Executive Sacramento International Airport
Terry Schutten Mathor Airport
Executive Airport
Franklin Field
Sacramento County
Alrport System
. Hardy Acree, Directar of Airports County of Sacramento

Co4-1

February 5, 2008

Don Smith

Senior Planner

P.O. Box 2110

Sacramento, CA 95812-2110

Subject: Comments on Downtown /Matomas/Airpoert Corridor Draft Environmental
Impact Report — December 2007

Dear Mr. Smith:

This letter conveys the comments of the Sacramento County Airport System (SCAS) in
response to the Draft EIR issued by your office on December 28, 2007. For ease of un-
derstanding and reference, we've noted the page number and cut and pasted the ex-
cerpt on which we are providing comment.

* On Page ES-12 and Page 2-7, the alignment is discussed from Del Paso road all the
way through Metro Air Park and onto Airport Property. The final sentence notes:

* . After crossing under Awialion Boulevard, the alignment would shift to line up with the
central axis of the new terminal building proposed by the Airport fo be built south of the ex-
isting parking lot between Terminais A and B. The end-of-line station is proposed to be in-
corporated into this new building.

Comment: It has yet to be determined where the exact terminus of the line will be. The ex-
act location is dependent upon the actual completion date of the DNA to Airport, future ex-
pansion of the terminal, and security limitations. Options will be presented al the end of the
Preliminary Engineering study curmmently underway between RT and SCAS and will either
include an “into building” option or possibly stations located adjacent to the building or im-
mediately south of the building with a short connecting “breezeway” (less than 500°).
SCAS is committed to having excellent light rail service at Sacramento International Air-
port with a seamless transition to the terminal as close as possible given security limita-
tions and options for future expansion of the terminal.

* Page 3-17, 342, and 3-42 discuss Ground Access and Ridership Estimates and in-
cludes the following:

In order to develop an airport passenger ground access model, a delailed survey of air-
passengers was made. In January 2002, a total of 785 deparing passengers were sur-
veyad. The sample of passengers was drawn from a representative sample of departing

6900 Airpart Boulevard & Sacramento, California 95837 » phone (916) 874-0719 » fax (#16) 8740636
WWW_SACCOUNLY. DAL & WWW.Sacairports. org

Letter CO4. Sacramento County
Airport System

Response to Comment CO4-1

The project description in the Draft PEIR reflects certain
assumptions about the light rail alignment and the
location of the terminus at the Airport. These
assumptions will be revisited as the project moves into
more detailed engineering and environmental studies. At
that time, RT will coordinate with SCAS to ensure a
seamless transition to the terminal as close as possible
given security limitations and to accommodate the future
expansion needs of the Airport. RT acknowledges that a
greater level of effort is required because of SCAS's
Terminal Modernization Project and RT appreciates the
support given by SCAS to the Preliminary Engineering
study currently underway between the two agencies.
This coordination and the resulting decisions will be
summarized in future project-level environmental
documents.
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DNA Draft EIR Comment Letier
February 3, 2008
Page 2 of 4

flights at all commercial Airport terminals (Terminals A and B and the commuter lerminal)
after screening to ensure that the sampled passengers traveled fo the Airport from a loca-
tion in the RT service area.

Comment: Our Preliminary Engineering Agreement with RT includes the following two ref-
erences to other Airports and discusses transil ridership:

Task 2.2: Assembles Alrport LRT Peer Review Group

Airport LRT extensions havs been bullt in rumercus U.5. cities. Tha masi relevart and
surrent baing in the Bay Area, Portiand, St Louls, and Balimare, Each one has had ks
Jnique challenges and offer different lassons loamed in terms of planning, design,
sonsiruction, cperaions, and sost aliccatians of the transil system anc “elated facilies.
The purposs of tis task is to erable RT and the Counly Akport Systam, at the st of
the alignment dedintion stage. o draw upon the experiences from ihese properties anc
incorpotste ideas into the tota: project cevelopmant.

Cod-2 Task 2.4: Transit Riderahip

LET sandca to SMF will provide an atternative mode of transportation for air passengens
and airport employees. In order to assess the impact that LRT service will have on
transit faciities and parking demand on airpodt property, transil idership data thal was
developed for the DNA Comidor Study will be used in the ACD effort. RT will quantify
riders by Uip purpose as well as identify how many projected riders are airport
employees and how many will be aidine passengers, using transit ridership data from
the DNA Corridor Study.

In addition to the on-Airport surveys conductad in January 2002, SCAS would like RT to
consider the relevant projects and the ridership being expenenced on these systems at
other Airports to better estimate the potential use of light rail as mode of transportation for
Sacramento International Airport Passengers and Employees.

* Page 4.10-4, includes the following:

The presence of light rail is not anticipated to have safely or secunity impacts af the
Sacramento International Airport ...

...No impacts are anticipated af the terminal area bacause the station will be located over
300 feet from the lerminal location. This is consistent with Federal Aviation Administration
requirements that parked vehicles be a minimum of 300 fee! away from terminal opera-
tions.

[ Comment: As noted above, it has yet to be determined where the exact terminus of the
C04-3 line will be. The precise location of the station is dependent upon the actual completion
date of the DMA to Airport, future expansion of the terminal, and security limitations. Op-
tions will be presented at the and of the Praliminary Engineering study currently underway
between RT and SCAS that will allow RT to proceed with its EIR and Airports to proceed
with its Terminal Modernization Program. During Final Engineering of the light rail line,
SCAS and RT will need to meet with TSA and work to determine the exact location of the

Response to Comment CO4-2

As part of the next phase of the DNA project, RT is
preparing a Transition Study that will include a re-
evaluation of ridership forecasts and other cost-benefit
metrics relating to the full build-out of the DNA project,
including an update to the 2002 Airport passenger
survey. At that time, RT will consider including relevant
projects and the ridership being experienced on these
systems at other airports to better estimate the potential
use of light rail of a mode of transportation for
Sacramento International Airport passengers and
employees.



Response to Comment CO4-3

The project description in the Draft PEIR reflects certain assumptions about the light rail alignment and the location of the terminus at the
Airport. These assumptions will be revisited as the project moves into more detailed engineering and environmental studies. At that time,
RT will coordinate with SCAS to ensure a seamless transition to the terminal as close as possible given security limitations and to
accommodate the future expansion needs of the Airport. RT acknowledges that a greater level of effort is required because of SCAS's
Terminal Modernization Project and RT appreciates the support given by SCAS to the Preliminary Engineering study currently underway
between the two agencies. This coordination and the resulting decisions will be summarized in future project-level environmental
documents. Safety and security will be an important consideration during future project-level engineering and environmental review of
subsequent stages of the project, as has been the case during the current Preliminary Engineering study associated with the Terminal
Modernization Project.
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CO4-8

DNA Draft EIR Comment Letter
February 5, 2008
Page 3 of 4

station and how it and its operations can work within the Airports expansion plans and the
TSA security regulations that are in place at that time.

Page 4.20-6 Staging Areas notes the following:

Beyond the ARCO Arena, fwo additional siles have been identified for staging: the Meiro
Air Park maintanance facility site, and the Alrport, at the area south of Crossfield Drive at
the location of the old detention lagoons that have now been filled. The Airport site is des-
fgnated in the Proposed Airport Master Plan improvemants (Long-Term) as commercial
and where a future optional station could be consiructed when development ocouwrs. These
sites would be occupied for 30 months of the 36-month construction period for the DNA

profect in this area.

Comment; The “detention lagoons® are still in use and have not “now been filled®, Further,
the exact location of the staging area for construction of the Light Rail line on Airport will
need to be determined a few months prior to actual construction. The Airport cannot
commit o designating this site for a staging area until firm dates for construction are es-
tablished and SCAS has the opportunity to review this site as a potential staging area con-
sistent with other uses, projects, etc.

Page 4.22-3 notes the following:

Sacramento International Airport. An update to the Airport's Master Flan is cumrently
underway. It is expected that medium-term construction projects in the vicinity of
planned DNA improvements would likely include expansion of airport terminals, although
several other small-scale facility improvements are also lkely (Febbo, 2002).

Comment: This statement was correct al the time. Subsequently, the Airport Master Plan
project description was completed and approved by the Board of Supervisors in 2004. The
Environmental Impact Report to satisfy CEQA was completed and approved by the Board
of Supervisors in 2007, A faderal Environmental Assessment to salisfy NEPA is antici-
pated to be complete in March 2008. SCAS has proceeded with a more detailed Terminal
Modernization Program te replace existing Terminal B. SCAS is working closely with RT
staff on Preliminary Engineering of the on-Airport portion of the light rail line so that is con-
sistent with the design criteria of the new terminal.

The following pages; Appendix 5-11, 5-23 (Figure 5.4-5 Alternative 3: Truxel LRT
Alignment), Appendix 5-25, Appendix 5-29, Appendix 5-31, Page 5-34, Appendix 5-36,
Appendix 5-40, and Appendix 5-45 depict a preferred option that places the light rail sta-
tion on the far eastern extreme of the terminal envelope (east of existing Terminal A).

Comment; The SCAS and RT have proceeded with Preliminary Engineering for the on-
Airport portion of the DNA line. Attached to this comment letter are the three remaining op-
tions for the on-Airport Light Rail Alignment. These figures include an LPA, RT-2, and RT-
4. SCAS requests that thesa exhibits be incorporated in the Final EIR and that references
and exhibits that depict the station placament to the eastarn extreme of the terminal enve-
lope (east of Terminal A) be eliminated. RT's Engineering Department has CADD files and

Response to Comment CO4-4

Construction staging areas will be determined during
future project-level engineering and environmental
review, at which time the SCAS will have the opportunity
to review the proposed staging area at the Airport. PEIR
text (p. 4.20-6) has been modified as recommended.
Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final PEIR.

Response to Comment CO4-5

Comment noted. RT appreciates SCAS cooperation on
Preliminary Engineering of the on-Airport portion of the
DNA project alignment. PEIR text (p. 4.22-3) has been
modified as recommended. Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of
the Final PEIR.

Response to Comment CO4-6

Comment noted. The project description in the Draft
PEIR reflects certain assumptions about the light rail
alignment and the location of future stations, including
the project's terminus at the Airport. These assumptions
will be revisited during future project-level design and
engineering. Because this is a program-level
environmental review, RT believes that the conceptual
alignment presented in the PEIR is sufficient to
adequately characterize impacts to the environment at a
level appropriate for a programmatic analysis. Therefore,
it is not necessary to amend the program-level EIR to
reflect the exact configuration of the DNA project
terminus at the Airport, which at this time remains
undetermined.
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DNA Draft EIR Comment Letter

February 5, 2008
Page 4 of 4

PDF exhibits for these three options that are baing developed in the SCAS/RT on-Airport
Preliminary Engineering study.

Thank you for the opportunity comment on the Draft Program EIR. Questions may be
directed to me at the telephone number and e-mail address listed below.

Sincerely,

John Febbo
Senior Airport Planner
916-874-0775

febboj@saccounty.net

Attachments:
1) Airport Light Rail Alignment Options LPA
2) Airport Light Rail Alignment Options RT-2
3) Airport Light Rail Alignment Options RT-4

cc:  Lisa J. Stanton, Acting Airport Chief Administrative Officer
Leonard Takayama, Deputy Director of Special Projects
Glen Rickelton, Airport Manager, Planning, Environmental, and Noise
Greg Rowe, Senior Environmental Analyst
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Municipal Services Agency

Department of Regional Parks
Gary Kukkola, Director

C0O5-1

County of Sacramento

February 21, 2008 FEB 25 m

Sacramento Regional Transit District
Attn. Don Smith, Senior Planner

PO Box 2110

Sacramento, California 95812-2110

Subject: Comments on RT DNA PEIR
Dear Mr. Smith:

Thank you for the opportunity to review RT's Downtown/Natomas/Airport Corridor
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). Regional Parks supports the extension of
public transit to serve all of the County’s citizens. The DNA crossing of the American River
will, however, have impacts on the American River Parkway that must be avoided or
mitigated to the extent possible through the ETR process and through ongoing project
coordination between RT, the County, and other stakeholders.

Our understanding is that the Program EIR is being used to generally address the overall
DNA project. The first phase to be constructed is south of Richards Boulevard. Detailed
environmental analysis and subsequent California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documents will be prepared for each phase as it
progresses. Regional Parks is most interested in the phase that will cross the American
River Parkway, which is not sufficiently well defined to be analyzed at a project level of
detail at this time. The comments in this letter are focused on the program’s impacts with
the assumption that we will have a later opportunity to comment on a future document
fully disclosing the impacts of a Parkway crossing.

Regional Parks requests that the Program EIR and subsequent environmental documents
fully assess and mitigate any incompatibilities with both the adopted 1985 American River
Parkway Plan (ARPP) and the proposed 2006 ARPP, as well as assessing and mitigating
the physical impacts of the project on the Parkway and its users. We believe project
impacts can be mitigated more fully than is proposed in the Draft PEIR. Purchasing land
within the American River Parkway would be an appropriate mitigation for any residual
impacts that cannot be mitigated at the site of the crossing.

3711 Branch Conter Rond » Sacramento, Califurnia 55827 « phone (916) 875-6061 « fax (916) BT5-6060 « www saccounty. net

Terry Schutten. County Exscutiva
Paul J. Hahn, Agency Administrator

Letter CO5. County of Sacramento,
Department of Regional Parks

Response to Comment CO5-1

The commenter is correct in that the PEIR is being used
to generally address the overall DNA project, and that
Sacramento County Regional Parks will have a later
opportunity to comment on a future document fully
disclosing the impacts of a Parkway crossing. Specific
responses to Sacramento County Regional Parks'
general comments are provided below.
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Co5-2

CO3-3

CO5-4

CO5-5

Co5-6

CO5-7

CO5-8

COs-2

CO5-10

Specific comments on the PEIR are listed below.

Throughout the document, please refer to our department as “Sacramento County
Regional Parks.”

Page 4.2-5 paragraph 2 lists the land uses between the levees of the American River
and should include the American River Parkway.

Page 4.2-15 quotes a policy from the proposed 2006 ARPF but does not specifically
address the DNA program’s compatibility with the currently adopted 1985 ARPP.
The current ARPP policy 7.11 indicates that expanding existing bridges is preferred
to building new bridges in the Parkway, but that new bridges “shall be designed and
located in such a manner as to result in the least impact to the parkway
environment.”  Policy 5.7 provides specific means to reduce the adverse visual
intrusion of new structures in the Parkway. The DNA program should be prepared
to demonstrate consistency with these policies until such time as the updated ARPP
is adopted.

Policy 3.1 in the 2006 ARPP refers to the need to minimize impacts of developing
new facilities and mitigating those impacts that remain. Policy 7.22 addresses
means to minimize visual impacts of structures. Policies 8.18 and 8.19 address
bridge crossings specifically and acknowledge the proposed crossing location. Policy
10.4 discusses the DNA project in the context of the Discovery Park Area Plan.

Page 4.9-4 Site No. 44 is 4,600 acres in total (not 426 acres). Site No. 48 is a County
facility that is used for interpretive farm programs.

Page 4.9-12 (1= paragraph under “DNA Project Impacts”) states that no constructive
use impacts will occur. However, in the immediate vicinity of the American River
Parkway crossing. the project will have constructive use impacts (e.g. will reduce
the usability of the park for recreation) due to noise and visual impacts. The
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Section 4(f) guidelines (23 CFR 771.135)
deferred to by the Federal Transit Administration indicate that constructive use
occurs when a neise increase interferes with “enjoyment of an urban park where
gerenity and quiet are significant attributes.”

Page 4.9-13 (Operational Impacts, PARK-2)—Despite the statement that all of the
area (exclusive of piers and abutments) underlying the bridge would be available for
public use, constructively this area is lost to recreation as the natural values that
attract visitors to the park will not be available under the bridge.

Page 4.10-3 lists protection of transit patrons as a significance criterion for public
safety impacts. This should be broadened to include all members of the public,
including American River Parkway visitors.

Page 4.11-16 notes that visual impacts of grade separations, including the bridge
aver the American River Parkway, will remain significant after the implementation
of the proposed mitigation measures. These impacts could be further reduced by
purchasing and improving nearby land to incorporate into the Parkway. Properly
done, this could achieve the objectives of the Department of Transportation Act

Response to Comment CO5-2

Comment noted. PEIR text throughout the document has
been modified as recommended. Refer to Chapter 4,
Errata, of the Final PEIR.

Response to Comment CO5-3

PEIR text (p. 4.2-5, paragraph two) has been modified
as recommended. Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of the
Final PEIR.

Response to Comment CO5-4

The analysis of land use impacts in Section 4.2 and the
analysis of parkland impacts in Section 4.9 make a
specific determination of consistency with the draft 2006
American River Parkway Plan. Impact LU-1 in the DNA
PEIR states that the DNA project is compatible with the
Sacramento County General Plan, which incorporates
the 1985 American River Parkway Plan, but the
commenter is correct in that the determination of
consistency with the existing ARPP is not described on a
policy-by-policy basis. The analysis of consistency with
the policies identified by the commenter is provided
below.

With regard to Policy 7.11, RT examined the alternative
of constructing a new transit crossing both upstream and
downstream of the existing |-5 river crossing. The
preferred option (upstream) was carried forward for
detailed consideration in the PEIR. The upstream transit
crossing would be physically separated from the existing
bridge because of Caltrans' plans to widen I-5 to
accommodate HOV lanes. Impacts of the upstream



crossing are summarized in Table 5.4-8, and include impacts to parklands, biological resources, and visual resources. RT has determined
that the level of impacts between the I-5 and Truxel river crossings is generally comparable, but that the Truxel crossing has greater transit
benefits (primarily because of reduced travel time). While acknowledging that Policy 7.11 prefers the use of existing transit crossings, the
analysis in the PEIR effectively demonstrates that the DNA project is not inconsistent with the policy.

With regard to Policy 5.7, the specific means to reduce adverse visual effects will be addressed in the subsequent project-level design and
environmental review process. RT expects that the specific requirements in Policy 5.7 (e.g., materials and colors) would be addressed
during the design workshops required by Mitigation Measure MPARK-1. To enhance consistency, the specific language of Policy 5.7 has
been added to MPARK-1, beginning on page 4.9-14 of the PEIR. Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final PEIR.

Response to Comment CO5-5

The PEIR's general acknowledgement of ARPP consistency is based on the draft 2006 ARPP. Additional information regarding
consistency with the 1985 ARPP is described in the above response. During the planning process, RT followed the development of the
2006 ARPP. RT believes that the DNA project is consistent with Policy 3.1 and Policy 7.22; minimizing and mitigating impacts will be
formally considered during the detailed design and environmental review phase consistent with the feasible mitigation options described in
Mitigation Measures MPARK-1 and MPARK-2. The DNA project is consistent with Policies 8.18, 8.19, and 10.4.

Response to Comment CO5-6

PEIR text (p. 4.9-4) has been modified as recommended. Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final PEIR.

Response to Comment CO5-7

As the commenter states, constructive use is defined in the federal regulations at 23 CRF 771.135. Subsection (p)(1)(iii) describes
constructive use as occurring when "...the project's proximity impacts are so severe that the protected activities, features, or attributes that
qualify the resource for protection under section 4(f) are substantially impaired.” RT believes that no constructive use will occur because
the project's impacts would not result in a substantial impairment. The commenter quotes a portion of the "constructive use" definitions;
however, a separate subsection states that a constructive use does not occur when the projected operational noise levels of a transit
project do not exceed the applicable FTA noise criteria (Subsection (p)(5)(ii)). As described in Section 4.13 (Noise and Vibration), noise
levels at the Parkway crossing are expected to be within FTA noise criteria with the implementation of Mitigation Measure MNOI-1.

Resolution of this issue is the responsibility of FTA when federal action is taken. At this time, no federal action is anticipated and therefore
FTA cannot make a determination under Section 4(f). Federal action is anticipated at the time the American River bridge crossing is
advanced to the detailed design and environmental review phase of that segment of the DNA project. At that time, RT expects that the
greater level of design information will allow a much more accurate characterization of construction and operational impacts, including

3-32



more detailed noise analysis. It is possible that, based on that more detailed analysis, FTA could make a determination that constructive
use impacts will occur, and that additional mitigation is required to meet Section 4(f) requirements. Although that determination is several
years away, RT is committed to continuing its ongoing discussions with Regional Parks and other stakeholders regarding potential impacts
and mitigation options.

Response to Comment CO5-8

Please refer to response to Comment CO5-7.

Response to Comment CO5-9

PEIR text (p. 4.10-3) has been modified as recommended. Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final PEIR.

Response to Comment CO5-10

RT agrees that purchase and enhancement of nearby land is a feasible option to mitigate visual and other indirect impacts (and direct
impacts) of the DNA project. RT is in the process of examining this option with Sacramento County Regional Parks staff and other
stakeholders. The specific and final determination of consistency with Section 4(f) will be made by FTA during the subsequent project-level
evaluation of the river crossing (assuming federal participation in that phase of the project).
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CO5-10

C05-11

Co5-12

C05-13

CO5-14

CO5-15

CO5-16

Section 4(f), which requires RT to “minimize harm” to the Parkway. Replacement of
land of comparable value and function is an appropriate mitigation approach under
4(f) according to the 2005 FHWA Section 4(f) Policy Paper.

Page 4.14-9 refers to “A permanent maintenance right-of-way under the guideway
[that] would be kept free of vegetation.” This description differs from t'halt in
Chapter 4.9. Pages 4.9-12 and 4.9-13 indicate that every area oxcopt the bndga
piers would remain open for recreation. The third paragraph under “operational
impacts” on page 4.9-13 refers to the “"possible loss” of vegetation by shading. It
should add that this is in addition to the certain loss of vegetation that is
deliberately removed or suppressed under the guideway.

Page 4.14-10 indicates that one or more cofferdams will be constructed in the
American River Parkway. The general size, timing, operation, dewatering methods,
and decommissioning of these structures should be more fully described, either in
this section ar in a construction methods section of the project description, in order
to allow the reader to better understand the nature of the impacts associated with
these structures.

Page 4.19-2 first sentence of the last paragraph describes a Ilmdplajn_ terrace
“qutside the American River Parkway.” This should be corrected to say within the
Parkway.

Section 4.21 should identify the 4(f) and B(f) approval processes as they relate to
construction of the American River Parkway erossing.

In chapter 5 it is not clear how the impacts of the alternatives differ from thoselof
the proposed project, nor is an overall environmentally superior alternative
identified as is required by Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines. The
introduction to the EIR identifies as a project objective to “provide environmental
benefits in the corridor” in the context of air quality improvements assumed to occur
with improved transit availability. The alternatives analysis should compare air
quality and other impacts of all alternatives to indicate to what degree they meet
this objective. There is much discussion of alternatives considered and rejected, and
it is assumed that the remaining alternatives provide a reasonable range as
required by CEQA.

Appendix B contains letters from County Parks and the County Parks Commission
requesting the analysis and mitigation of the impacts of illegal encampment under
the new Parkway croasing and of increased, unmonitored access and use of the
Parkway. It is not clear if or where this was addressed in the PEIR.

Response to Comment CO5-11

The commenter correctly notes an inconsistency
between Section 4.9 (Parklands) and Section 4.14
(Biological Resources). Section 4.9 is correct -
vegetation will be reestablished under the bridge
following construction. RT expects that all existing
vegetation will be removed during construction, and that
additional impacts from shading are likely to occur.
Revegetation under the bridge will take place consistent
with RT's maintenance needs, with specific procedures
to be established during the design phase in consultation
with Regional Parks and other stakeholders. Mitigation
for vegetation impacts will occur consistent with
Mitigation Measures MPARK-2 and MBIO-1. PEIR text
(p. 4.14-9) has been modified as recommended. Refer to
Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final PEIR.

Response to Comment CO5-12

The general size, timing, operation, dewatering methods,
and decommissioning of the cofferdams is not known at
this time, but will be described in future, project-level
environmental review. Future project-level design and
engineering will provide an opportunity to further
evaluate and refine the mitigation measures for the
cofferdams.

Response to Comment CO5-13

PEIR text (p. 4.19-2) has been modified as
recommended. Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final
PEIR.




Response to Comment CO5-14

Thank you again for this opportunity to comment. Regional Parks will continue to work

with RT to ensure that the impacts of this important project to the American River PEIR text (Table 4.21-1, p. 4.21-4) in Section 4.21 has

ERSewy b A C e been modified as recommended to include the 4(f) and

Sincerely, 6(f) approval processes. Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of
the Final PEIR.

Gary Kukkola
Director

Response to Comment CO5-15

The PEIR contains a statement (p. 5-34) identifying the
environmentally superior alternative pursuant to Section
15126.6(e)(2). RT decided to postpone this statement
until publication of the Final PEIR, which is allowed
under CEQA. The PEIR contains a table that compares
the alternatives to the Proposed Action (Table 5.5-1, p.
5-35). Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final PEIR.

Response to Comment CO5-16

The DNA PEIR includes a mitigation measure (MPARK-
1) that describes a process to consider multiple issues
related to bridge design, construction, and mitigation. It
is RT's expectation that questions regarding illegal
encampment under the proposed bridge will be
addressed during implementation of MPARK-1. As a
result of this comment/response process, Mitigation
Measure MPARK-1 has been updated to be more
specific (see Response to Comment CO5-4 above).
Additional language has been added to MPARK-1,
beginning on page 4.9-14 of the PEIR, to ensure that the
issue of illegal encampments has been addressed. Refer
to Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final PEIR.
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CIg-2

CIE-3

Sacramento Regional Transit District
Post Office Box 2110

Sacramento, CA 985812-2110
Subject: Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for the
Downtown/Matomas/Airport Corridor

SMACQMD # 200200452

e 4 L
Dear Mg Smith:

Thank you for submitting the Program Environmental Impact Report for the
Downtown/Natomas/Airport Corridor to the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District (District). District comments follow.

The Construction Impact Analysis section on page 4.12-8 indicates that the Districts
Roadway Construction Model version 5.1 was used to estimate short term impacts of the
DMNA project construction south of the American River. A copy of the model run should
ba included in the Final Program EIR to substantiate the 87 Ibs/day stated.

The final paragraph introducing the Short-Term Mitigation for the DNA Project- MOS-1
indicates that for construction of the DNA project north of the American River, the
contractor would be maore likely to have access to equipment that meets Tier 4 amission
standards. While this is possible, turnover of construction equipment is very siow and it
is unlikely that any contractor would exclusively use Tier 4 equipment within the
timeframe of this project. The District suggests that the construction mitigation
caontained in this document should apply to the entire project and not just MOS-1. The
Construction Mitigation Plan submitted to the District at the time of construction of the
various segments of the DNA Line will determine the level of compliance of the
equipment fleet proposed at the time with the District’s requirements so there is no real
disadvantage to applying these measures to the entire project

Thi first two bullets under Shor-Term Mitigation measures on page 4.12-18 have
significantly abbreviated the District's recommended language. We request that the
standard language from the District’s protocol be used in its entirety as stated here.

Category 1: Reducing NOx emissions from off-road diesel powened equipment

The project shall provide a plan for approval by the lead agency and SMACMD
demonstrating that the heavy-duty (> 50 horsepower) off-road vehicles to be used in the
construction project, including owned, leased and subcontractor vehicles, will achieve a
project wide Neet-average 20 percent NOx reduction and 45 percent particulate reduction
compared to the most recent CARB flest average at time of construction; and

The project representative shall submit the lead agency and SMAQMD a comprehensive
inventory of all off-road construction equipment, equal lo or grealer than 50 horsepower,

that will be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours during any portion of the construction
project. The inventory shall include the horsepower rating, engine production year, anr'

TTT 12th Street, 3rd Flaor | Sacramenta, CA 95814-1908
S16/BT4-4B00 916/874-9899 fax
waww. adrgruality.ong

Letter CO6. Sacramento Metropolitan
Air Quality Management District

Response to Comment CO6-1

As recommended, a copy of the Roadway Construction
Model (version 5.1) run, substantiating the maximum
estimated NOX emissions (87 Ibs/day) short-term
construction impact presented on page 4.12-8 of the
PEIR, has been included in the Final Program EIR
(Appendix F). Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final
PEIR.

Response to Comment CO6-2

PEIR text (p. 4.12-17 and 4.12-18) has been modified as
recommended. Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final
PEIR.

Response to Comment CO6-3

PEIR text (p. 4.12-18) has been modified as
recommended. Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final
PEIR.
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CIg-3

CIg-4

CI&-5

hours of use or fuel throughput for each piece of equipment. The inventory shall
be updated and submitted monthly throughout the duration of the project, except that an
inventory shall not be required for any 30-day period in which no construction activity
occurs. Al least 48 hours prior to the use of subject heavy-duty off-road equipment, the
project representative shall provide SMAQMD with the anticipated construction timeline
including start date, and name and phone number of the project manager and on-site
i,

and:
Category 2: Controling visible emissions from off-road diessl powered equipment
The project shall ansure that emissions from all off-road diesel powered equipment used on
the project site do not excead 40 percent apacity for mare than three minutes in any one
hour. Any aguipment found to exceed 40 percent opacity (or Ringelmann 2.0) shall be
repaired immediately, and [DERA, City of x, SMACQMD, eic.] shall be notified within 48
hours of identification of non-comgpliant equipment. A visual survey of all in-operalion
equipment shall be made at least weekly, and a monthly summary of the visual survey
results shall be submitted throughout the duration of the project, except that the monthiy
summanry shall not be required for any 30-day period in which no construction activity
occurs. The monthly summary shall include the quantity and type of vehicles surveyed as
wall as the dales of each survey. The SMAQMD andior other officials may conduct periodic
site inspections to determine wmpllanee Nothing in this section shall supercede other
SMAQMD or state rules or regulations.

Mitigation measure 1 under “Equipment” on page 4.12-19 requires the use of ultra-low
sulfur fuel. Since June 2008, only ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel can be sold in California.
This makes this mitigation measure, as well as a portion of mitigation measure 1 under
“Administrative”, superfluous and we recommend removal.

The Special Mitigation Regarding the Use of Diesel Equipment on page 4.20-14 is not
totally consistent with the Short-Term Mitigation (Construction) beginning on page 4.12-
18 and continuing on page 4.12-19. The former contains a mitigation measure
pertaining to particulate filters while the later does not. If there is a need to repeat these
mitigation measures, they should be consistent. Additionally, the particulate filter
mitigation measure should be revised to read:

2. Level 3 Diesel Particulale Fillers will be usad on all off-road diesel eguipment for

which the ARB has verified specific conlral technalogy. For a listing of ARB verified

control technologies, please see hitp:/www.arb.ca. govidieseliverdewiviicvt. him.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have any questions, please feel free to
contact me at 916.874.4882 or RMaerz@airquality org .

Sh{wew
e B /:u:{

Ron Maertz
Land Use / Mobile Source Division

C: Larmry Robinson, SMAQMD

Response to Comment CO6-4

PEIR text (p. 4.12-19) has been modified as
recommended. Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final
PEIR.

Response to Comment CO6-5

PEIR text (p. 4.12-19 and 4.20-14) has been modified as
recommended. Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final
PEIR.




February 26, 2008

Mr. Michael R. Wiley, General Manager & CEO
Sacramento Regional Trausit District

P.O. Box 2110

Sacramento, CA 95812-2110

Dear Mr. Wiley:

Thee stall of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments has reviewed the
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (DPEIR) for the Dewntown-
Matomas-Airport (DNA) Corridor and is hereby submitting the following
COMmments,

1) SACOG spplauds the Sacramento Regional Transil District (SRTD) for
launching the DNA transitional analysis initialive 1o explore cosl reduction
options for the project and recommends that the Final Program Environmental
Impact (FPEIR) explicitly describe the modifications to the alignment,
operations and rail technology being comsidered ithrough this elfort in 2 manner
that makes these documents intermally consistent. Preliminary SACOG analysis
suggesis possible opportunities for cost reductions and acceleraied project
delivery thuough using lighter rail wechnologics. Additional cost savings amd
operational efficiencies may be possible through connecting the DNA line to the
starier rail line between downtown Sacramento and West Sacramenio versus the
prevailing concept of connecling the DNA line (o the Gold Line.

2) Please consider mentioning in the FPEIR project description that the
Metropolitan Transportation Plan for 2035 (MTP2035) identifics the Truxel
crossing as a bridge that also supports automobile travel. The DPEIR identifies
the bridge as only a transit, pedestrian and bicycle crossing while the MTP2035
has described the crossing as also supporting automobile travel since e initial
release of the MTP project list in June 2007. The absence of an SRTD comment
in opposition o the all-modal concept for the proposed Truxel Bridge during
cither of the two 45-day MTP comment perivds in 2007 (July — Seplember and
November - December) nor during the associated EIR comment period in 2007
(November - December) encourages SACOG that an all-modal crossing can
continue 10 be investigated through advence plunning and project-level
environmental analysis.

SACOG suggests that reconciling the DPEIR project definition of the Truxel
crossing with the MTP2035 definition occur through subsequent advance
planning and project level environmental analyses. SACOG is optimistic that
successful intra-agency collaborations will corclude in recommendations W

Letter OAL. Sacramento Area Council
of Governments

Response to Comment OAl1-1

The alternative of connecting the proposed streetcar line
as the first phase of the DNA line has been considered
by Regional Transit staff. A streetcar connection to the
Richards Boulevard area may have potential cost
savings. However, streetcar service would not meet the
purpose and needs for the DNA extension.

Streetcars are slower and make more stops. Streetcars
may be more effective on a short run verses a 13 mile
service, the goal of the DNA line to the airport. It may be
possible to built the first phase of the DNA extension as
a streetcar operation, however, streetcar civil and track
elements are not constructed to the standards of light
rail. A streetcar service might have some short term
savings, but it would ultimately cost more to build, then
remove as the infrastructure would need to meet light rail
standards. The infrastructure might be built to light rail
standards with a streetcar vehicle, but at that point the
existing Gold Line extension would be cost effective
without the need to purchase additional vehicles.

Response to Comment OA1-2

The Locally Preferred Alternative for the DNA alignment,
adopted by the Regional Transit Board in December
2003, only includes a transit bridge and facilities for
pedestrians and bicycles. Any further consideration for
an automobile bridge would need to be included in other
future environmental analysis.
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CI4-1

Mr. Michael R. Wiley
February 26, 2008
Page 2

inform potential amendments to the American River Parkway Plan and the 2012 MTP update.
Furthermore, SACOG remains committed to seeing that each of the concems identified by
community stakeholders regarding the inchusion of auto traffic on the river crossing are fully
considered through the advance planning and project level environmental analysis cfforts.

SACOG"'s MTP2035 and associated EIR analyscs identify significant regional benefit to a multi-
modal Truxel (transit‘automobile/bicycle/pedestrian) crossing of the American River. The key
benefits of an all-modal crossing include:

Serving local trips to Blueprint opportunity areas. The crossing provides needed
autoftransivbicycle/pedestrian connections between Downtown Sacramento and South
MNatomas. Bascd on existing development and planned growth in these arcas, the new vehicle
crossing would be fully utilized by local inps, i.e. trips to and from these communities. This
allows these local trips 1o get off the already crowded [-5 freeway crossing and augmenis the
planned Northgate'SR 160 improvements that alone cannot adequately serve the projected
local trip demand between the two sides of the river.

Congestion relief on the frecway system. By allowing local tafic (i.c. trips originating
and ending in locations very near the new crossings) o use local streets 1o make their trips,
the freeway system is less congested and can better serve the longer trips (eg: inler-regional
goods movement).

Complement to planned transit iovestments. Providing auto capacity augments and is
needed in addition (o the aggressive ransit improvements planned for the river crossing.
Transit has a significant role in handling future demands in the DNA corridor (light rail
extension to the Airpert, combined with more lecal bus service). However, even with robust
transil service, a significant share of travel in the comridor will continue to be by aulomobile.
Ewven for those who use transit regularly, some portions of trips are made using aulomobiles.
Mot addressing the severe auto congestion along the [-5 crossing will result in reduction of
the overall market of travelers in this comdor, and will make the areas less anractive for
future residents, workers, and employers anticipated in infill opportunity areas, such as the
Railyards, Township 9 and Natomas. SACOG modeling suggests thal including vehicle lanes
to the proposed Truxel Bridge resulls in approximately 2 1 percent decrease in total light rail
boardings from a bridge that is limited to rail, bicycle and pedestrian travel. This modest
reduction in total light rail boardings is countered by the benefils an all-modal bridge offers
for expanded travel chuices. Flexibility of ravel options are critical 1o providing the region
with a balanced transportation system that can accommedate the projected growth and
increased demand by 2035 given our constrained physical infrastructure.

System redundancy and flexibility in respoading to area-wide disasters ar major
incidents on roadways will be improved by having additional auto crossings. The 2005
Hurricune Katrina flood disaster brought 1o light Sacramento’s vulnerable levees and ranked
our region as a national concemn for serious fMooding. Thinty five percent of our region’s
population, or more than 720,000 people, lived inside a 200-year Moodplain in 2005, The



CI4-2

CI4-3

Mr. Michael R. Wiley
February 26, 2008
Page 3

confluence of two rivers with significant Mood nsk - the American and the Sacramento - is of
particular concern because these rivers surround two perimeters of Sacramento’s central
business district {CBD), West Sacramento and Natomas. In the context of federal guidance
on transportation safety and security planning needs, SACOG conducted a comparative
analysis of river crossings in peer river city CBDs and concluded that Sacramento has fewer
river crossings than any of the peer river citics and the most constrained evacuation roules
from Downtown Sacramento are to the nonh (where currently only I-5, Jibboom and SR 160

provide crossings).

3) SACOG appreciates SRTD's commitment in the DNA ransitional analysis project scope
{1/15/08) to incorporate data and findings from the MTP2035 in the future planning efforts for
the DNA project. Updating the data used for futurc DNA planning efforts is important because
the DPEIR references pre-Blueprint land use projections and roadway and transil networks that
have been updated. As future planning and environmental analysis for the DNA corridor is
prepared, SACOG weleomes the opportunity to work with SRTD to apply the most current
modeling tools and land use projections along with future assumptions about roadway and transit
networks in a manner thal is consistent with the MTP2035.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DPEIR. Please contact me if you have any
questions on these comments. SACOG looks forward to working in partnership with SRTD

during the subsequent DNA planning and envi al cfforts on this important regional
investment.

Sincerely,

Mike McKeever

Excculive Director
MM:MC:ts

cc:  RoseMary Covington, Sacramento Regional Transit District
Paul Marx, Sacramento Regional Transit District

S:Progects 07050 202-MTP Planing'Wiley Lir 2.26-08 Fimal dog

Response to Comment OA1-3

Comment noted.
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LCl-3

SAVE THE
AMERICAN

SAVE THE AMERICAN RIVER ASSOCIATION, INC.
P.0. BOX 277638 - SACRAMENTO, CA 95827-7638 - (916) 387-1763

Warren V. Truitt

February 22, 2008

FEB 25 2008
Sacramento Regional Transit District

Attn: Don Smith

P.O. Box 2110

Sacramento, CA 95812-2110

Re: Downtown/Natomas/Airport Corridor Draft Program Environmental Impact Report

Mr. Smith:

These are the comments of the Save the American River Association (SARA} in response to the
Downtown/ Matemas/ Airport Corridor Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR).
SARA was instrumental in the creation of the American River Parkway and continues to work
to protect the Parkway today.

The proposed extension of light rail to Natomas and the Sacramento Airport would require a
bridge across the American River and Parkway. It is our view that bridges across the Parkway
have adverse effects upon the Parkway. These include short-term and long-term loss of
riparian habitat, visual intrusion, and in the case of light rail, noise. The Parkway is, first and
foremost, a naturalistic area around the river. The presence of a light rail bridge would
substantially degrade the naturalistic character of the Parkway in the vicinity of the bridge.

SARA Pdr!‘icipatgd in the Update Citizens Adwisory Committee (UCAC) updating the
American River Parkway Plan (ARPF). The draft EIR notes that the ARPF includes provision
for a light rail bridge. This was discussed at length at the UCAC, It was generally agreed at
that time that the benefits of mass transit were sufficient to warrant acceptance of the bridge
across the Parkway, even though it would adversely affect the Parkway.

Recently, there has been discussion in the Sacramento community concerning whether the
Natomas and Airport extensions of light rail are the best way to improve mass transit (see for
examplf “Does 1.i.ght Rail to Airport Make Financial Sense?”, editorial, Sacramento Bee,
11/10/2007). SARA has not taken a position on this issue. However, we strongly urge that the
decision makers consider the adverse effects of a light rail bridge across the American River
Parkway as they decide whether to proceed with the Natomas and Airport extension of light
rail.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.
an:;t\?lv. ! /
3 ’ K - -
s .

President, SARA

Letter LC1. Save the American River
Association

Response to Comment LC1-1

The DNA PEIR describes the effects of the project on
the American River Parkway in terms of riparian habitat
(see Section 4.14, Biological Resources), visual intrusion
(see Section 4.11, Visual and Aesthetic Resources), and
other types of impacts, and acknowledges that there will
be significant adverse effects.

Response to Comment LC1-2

RT also participated in the Parkway Plan update process
as an interested stakeholder, and agrees with the
comment.

Response to Comment LC1-3

On December 15, 2003, the RT Board of Directors
selected the Truxel Road corridor as its Locally Preferred
Alternative (LPA) for the DNA project. This decision was
based on an Alternatives Analysis process - the AA
Report is provided as Appendix A of the Draft PEIR.
Compared to the other alternatives, the Truxel Road
corridor was determined to provide the greatest
transportation benefit to transit users in the corridor and
in the region. In summary, these benefits include: (1)
higher ridership, (2) greater connectivity, (3) supportive
of Transit-Oriented Development, (4) consistency with
land use plans, (5) improved corridor mobility, (6) greater
transit accessibility, (7) greater cost effectiveness, and
(8) increased chance of attracting federal funding.
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Letter LC2. North Natomas
B NORTH NATOMAS TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT ASSCCIATION Transportation Management

1930 Dell Paso Rood, Suite 121 | Socromani, CA 73834 | P (18] 419-9935 | F [916) 419-0055

Assoclation
February 25, 2008
Response to Comment LC2-1
Thank you for your comment. RT appreciates your
Sacramento Regional Transit support for the project.
Chairperson Roberta McGlashan
Board of Directors
1400 29" Street
Sacramento, CA 95814 .-
Dear Chairperson McGlashan,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DRAFT Program EIR for the DNA
Line. Our board members and 1 have atended RT's outreach meetings introducing the
DRAFT EIR and have studied the document. We are pleased with RT’s plans 1o continue
to go forward with the Locally Preferred Altemative of Truxel Road.

LCz-1 We also look forward to the construction and implementation of the first phase of
development on the DNA Line - MOS [ to Richards Boulevard, and we applaud RT's
staff for taking the initiative and charging forward.

Executive Director

Ce: RT Board of Directors, North Natomas TMA Board of Directors
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NATOMAS COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION

3281 TRUNEL ROAD, SUITE 27, SACRAMENTO, CA, 95833

20 February 2008

Don Smith

Senior Planner

Sacramento Regional Transit District
P.O. Box 2110

Sacramento, CA 95812

Subject: Comments on DNA Program Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Smith,

Attached please find the Natomas Community Association’s comments on the subject
document. If you have any questions, please contact Ken Stevenson, Board Member,
at 916-201-1905, or at ) st a

Sincerely,

Linn Hom
NCA President

Enclosures (1)

Letter LC3. Natomas Community
Association
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LC3-1

LC3-2

LC3-3

LC3-4

LC3-5

COMMENTS OF THE NATOMAS COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION
ON THE DOWNTOWN-NATOMAS-AIRPORT (DNA)
PROGRAM ENMVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (PEIR)
FEBRUARY 25, 2008

Executive Summary

1. Page ES-1. Is it accurate to state that the purpese of the document is “to support
a determination that the appropriate means of implementing transit improvements
along the DNA corridor is to construct a light rail system on the Truxel alignment?”
This suggests a bias in favor of that alternative. Shouldn’t the purpose of the
document be to fairly present the impacts, both positive and negative, of the
project alternatives?

2. Page ES-5. Itis inaccurate to state, “development activities [in North Natomas]
have not slowed down.” There has, in fact, been a severs downturn in
development activities over the last year or two. In fact, at least two residential
projects (including the large Natomas Meadows project) have ceased sales even
though model homes had been complated. A large percentage of the retail and
commercial space remains vacant, and there are many empty, foreclosed homes.
Activities over the next few years may come to a complete standstill as a result of
restrictions imposed by FEMA due to flooding dangers.

3. Page ES-8 states that the DNA project would reduce vehicle-miles traveled by
approximately one percent as compared to future conditions. This is inconsistent
with data in Table 4.12-3, which shows a reduction (excluding RT VMT) from
73,998,203 VMT to 73,980,971 VMT. This is a reduction of 0.02 percent, which
cannot accurately be described as “approximately one percent.” The reduction is
so miniscule that it cannot be fairly characterized as even a "small benefit." The
DMA project should be characterized as having no impact on air quality, as the
effects of this tiny reduction in VMT on air quality would be of no consequence.

4. Page ES-11 describes the alignment as including certain specific design options,
whereas other sections of the report indicate that design options have not yet
been chosen. See comment 2.1 for further discussion of this issue.

5.  Section ES 4.2.2. Itis inaccurate to characterize the impacts on congestion that
would result from the project as “minimal.” This discussion focuses on traffic
wvalumes, but what are of more significance are travel times, The project would
increase intersection delay times even if it did not increase traffic volumes. At
many of the busiest intersections along Truxel, peak hour delay times would
increase by 50 percent or mora. While some intersections in the study area are
identified that would experience decreased delay times, these tend to be the less-
busy intersections, and the delay reductions would be slight. There also appear ta
be no offsetting reductions in traffic on |-5, as Table 3.6-1 shows, for each
segment listed, the exact same AM peak hour travel times with or without the

Response to Comment LC3-1

The purpose of the document is clearly stated in the first
paragraph on page ES-1 of the Draft PEIR:

“This document is the environmental analysis of the
Downtown-Natomas-Airport (DNA) project. It is a
program-level analysis of the entire project - focused
documents will be prepared for each individual segment
as those projects are advanced to subsequent stages of
project development. As a programmatic document, this
analysis addresses the general environmental impacts of
the DNA project as a whole based upon the general
alignment adopted by the Sacramento Regional Transit
District in 2003 (i.e., the Truxel alignment). Further
analysis and final decisions on the exact alignment (e.g.,
side of the street, separate guideway, mixed-flow traffic)
and exact design (e.g., architectural elements) will be
made in conjunction with the more focused
environmental documents to come.”

In addition, Chapter 5.0, Alternatives, of the Draft PEIR
was prepared in accordance with CEQA Guidelines
[Section 15126(d)], which require that an EIR identify a
range of reasonable alternatives that would “feasibly
attain most of the basic objectives of the project but
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
effects of the project.” Chapter 5.0 describes the
screening process and subsequent identification and
evaluation of alternatives.

Furthermore, the text the commenter cites as the
“purpose of the document” is actually presented as RT's
intended use of the document in the fourth paragraph, on
page ES-1,
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“RT's intended use of this document is to support a determination that the appropriate means of implementing transit improvements along
the DNA Corridor is to construct a light rail system on the Truxel alignment. This document also will be used to support preparation of
project-level environmental documents.”

Response to Comment LC3-2

Comment noted. PEIR text (p. ES-5) has been modified as recommended. Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final PEIR.

Response to Comment LC3-3

PEIR text (p. ES-8) has been modified as recommended. Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final PEIR.

Response to Comment LC3-4

The project description in the Draft PEIR reflects certain assumptions about the light rail alignment and the location of future stations.
These assumptions were necessary in order to assess, at a program-level, the potential impacts of the DNA project. These assumptions
will be revisited during future project-level engineering and environmental review.

Response to Comment LC3-5

The transportation analysis was conducted in accordance with City of Sacramento procedures. As such, the DNA project's environmental
impacts were measured by the City's standards of significance. According to the City's adopted standards of significance, a project can
increase intersection delay times without triggering a significant impact if the significance criteria are not met. The transportation analysis
on page 3-54 of the Draft PEIR acknowledges intersections that would have significant traffic impacts requiring mitigation.
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LC3-7

LC3-8

LC3-2

project. It would be inaccurate to characterize the impacts as anything other than
significant and negative. See comments under Section 3.0 for a further discussion
of this issue, including a discussion of proposed mitigation measures.

5. Section ES 9. It is inaccurate to describe the community as providing “strong
support” for the project. Prior to the RT board selecting the locally preferred
alternative, there was a strong effort in the community in opposition to the LPA
selected (light rail on Truxel). Owver 3,500 signatures were gathered in opposition
to this alternative. Comments on the project at public meetings were
overwhelmingly negative. The Natomas Community Association has taken a
position formally opposing light rail on Truxel, which stands to this day.

1.0 Introduction

1.1 Page 1-12. The highest concentrations of transit-dependent and minority people,
and households without vehicles, are predominantly located in the downtown area.
A large portion of this population is located closer to existing light-rail lines than it
would be to the DNA line. It is misleading to include this population in the data
describing the characteristics of the population to be served by the DNA line. Only
those people and households for whom the DNA would provide the closest service
should be counted. It is also inaccurate to use 2000 census data for these
calculations, as this data is out-of-date, and does not accurately reflect the
characteristics of the current population, or the population that will live in the area
in 2027. See comments 4.6 through 4.8 for a further discussion of this issue.

1.2 Section 1.4-5. The report incorrectly states that 7 of 60 intersections will be at
LOS F in 2027. The correct numbers (from Tables 3.8-6, 7, and 8) are 3
intersections in the AM peak and 4 intersections in the PM peak without the
project. With the project, the numbers increase to 5 in the AM peak and & in the
PM peak. The report should make clear that the DNA project would actually
increase intersection congestion, not improve it, as is currently inferred (the
information in the chapter is clearly intended to justify the project).

e

2.1 Section 2.1 states that the final alignment in South Natomas has not yet been
selected, yet the project description in Section 2.2 contradicts this by stating that
the mixed-flow alignment would be used (a semi-exclusive median option is the
other possibility). Table 3.8-7 also indicates 2 or 3 options for various
intersections, suggesting the choice of alignments is still under consideration. The
same comment applies to the Truxel Road/Gateway Park Bhvd, intersection, where
three options are listed in the table, but Section 2.2 specifies one particular option
will be used. If the alignment choices have already been made, then the table
should be revised to reflect only the chosen options; otherwise, the wording of
Section 2.2 should be revised to darify that alignment choices have not yet been
made.

’ Ci ;

Response to Comment LC3-6

It is acknowledged that the Natomas Community
Association and others have, over time, expressed
opposition to the DNA alignment on Truxel. PEIR text (p.
ES-26) has been modified as recommended. Refer to
Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final PEIR.

Response to Comment LC3-7

Comment noted. The DNA project would be an
extension of the existing Gold Line light rail service.
Portions of the population that are currently served by
light rail would also benefit from the expansion of light
rail services and should be considered part of the
population served by the DNA project. Therefore, this
portion of the population should be included in the data
describing the potential ridership for the DNA project.
While we recognize the changing population
characteristics in the Natomas area, the 2000 Census is
the most current Census data available. Using Census
data provides an adequate and consistent method of
analyzing socioeconomic and population characteristics.

Response to Comment LC3-8

Comment noted. Some intersections in the study area
would experience decreased delay times with the
project, while other intersection would experience
increased delay times. The transportation analysis on
page 3-54 of the DPEIR acknowledges intersections that
would have significant traffic impacts requiring mitigation.
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Response to Comment LC3-9

The project description in the Draft Program EIR reflects certain assumptions about the light rail alignment and the location of future
stations. These assumptions were necessary in order to assess, at a program-level, the potential impacts of the DNA project. These
assumptions will be revisited during future project-level engineering and environmental review.
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Section 3.6 compares Project to No Project altematives for numerous calculations.
Howevwer, the assumptions made for the No Project alternative make it an
implausible alternative, and create the impression that the design of the Mo Project
alternative was biased to favor the Project alternative.

The No Project alternative (as described in Table 5.4-2) is the same as the No Build
alternative detailed in the DMA Final Alternatives Analysis (AA) Report. The AA
report also studied a similar bus-based alternative called the “Baseline/TSM" (TSM)
madel, which the Federal Transit Administration requires to be studied as part of
the AA process. According to the AA report, the TSM model is intended to
demonstrate what transit improvements could be made short of building the
project.

The TSM alternative as described in the AA report consists of two trunk bus routes
between the airport and downtown: one direct route along the fresway, and ong
fallowing roughly the DNA alignment along Truxel. Several local circulator, or
feeder, bus routes were added to connect neighborhoods to the trunk routes.
Existing routes connecting to areas outside the corridor were adjusted to connect
to one of the trunk routes. The trunk routes would run at intervals of 30 minutes
{freeway) and 15 minutes (Truxel), both peak and off-peak hours, providing
headways equal to light rail. There would be 3 park-and-ride lots. As depicted in
the AA report, the TSM model appears to represent a genuine attempt to design a
model providing seérvice as comparable as possible to the proposed light-rail service
without constructing the line,

Howewver, in the PEIR, the No Project model is used for comparative purposes
instead of the TSM model. According to the AA report, the No Project (No Build)
model utilizes the same bus routes as the TSM model, but includes two major
differences which would severely damage its competitiveness with the Project
alternative:

« There are no park-and-ride lots provided. This would severely harm ridership as
indicated by the fact that about 40% of DNA ridership from Natomas is
projected to drive to DNA (Table 3.6-10: 3,630 of 8,990 Natomas station
boardings arrive by car), with the majerity of those utilizing the park-and-ride
lots’ 2,260 spaces.

« Instead of the TSM model's 30-minute and 15-minute trunk route headways,
the No Project model assumes 60-minute headways, peak and non-peak hours,
on both trunk routes. Sixty-minute headways would represent a diminishment
of the service than is currently being provided on the existing routes (RT route
11 and Yolobus route 42) serving the area, which is widely considered
inadequate even under current conditions. At the same time, the headways of
the feeder routes would remain the same as in the TSM model, 15 or 30
minutes. This appears to be a model (frequent feeder service to an infrequent
trunk route) that would have little likelihood of ever being seriously considered
for implementation. |t presumes that riders would take a local bus to a transfer
point, and then have to wait up to almost one hour for the “trunk route” bus to
appear.

Response to Comment LC3-10

The No-Project Alternative presented in the Draft PEIR
was based on the future transportation projects listed in
SACOG's 2006 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP)
for 2027. The DNA LRT line was deleted from the transit
network and the fixed route bus network was modified to
include minimal trunkline bus service from North and
South Natomas to Downtown. Downtown to Airport
point-to-point bus service was added, with 30-minute
headways in both directions. No new park-and-ride lots
or transit centers were included in the no-project
alternative. The No-Project Alternative is reasonable as
a future no-build alternative used to comply with CEQA
requirements for comparison purposes.
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LC3-12

LC3-13

LC3-14

LC3-15

32

33

34

3.5

3.6

It is hard to imagine any sound basis for creating a model such as the Mo Project
miodel. It creates the appearance of having been structured to be non-competitive
with the light-rail alternative. Because of the many comparisons made in the report
between the Project and No Project alternatives, it is critically important that the
models allow fair comparisons to be made. The Mo Project model should be
modified 5o that it presents a realistic model of an alternative transit system.

Section 3.6.7 states “... ARCO Arena located in South Matomas ..." This should
read North Natomas.

To allow a fair evaluation of the benefits the project would provide, Tables 3.8-1
and 3.8-3 should additionally show volume and LOS data for the 2027 Project
condition.

Section 3.8.2, Traffic Volumes, includes the statement that “[v]iewed on a regional
basis, the DNA project would result in a decrease in total regionwide vehicle-miles
of travel compared to future no-project conditions, resulting in a beneficial
impact.” While this statement may be technically true, the reduction in VMT would
be so miniscule as to have no measurable impact on vehicle emissions or
congestion. According to Table 4.12-3, the reduction in vehicle-miles would be
about 0.02 percent (or equal to removing 1 in 5,000 vehicles from the roads).
The statement should be modified to make clear the project would have no
meaningful impact on regionwide vehicle-miles of travel. Warding similar to that in
Section 4.17.3.1, *[t]he difference ... between the alternatives is too small to
serve as a reliable discriminator,” could be used.

The report should provide the data shown in Tables 3.8-6, 7, and 8 (LOS and delay
time) after mitigation for each intersection for which mitigation measures are
specified in Section 3.8.3. This information is needed to support the assertions
that the mitigation measures would reduce the impacts to less than a significant
level, which seem guestionable (see following comment).

The calculations of post-mitigation intersection delay times should be reviewed and
verified, to support the report’s conclusions that mitigation measures would reduce
congestion increases resulting from the project to less-than-significant levels.
Although, as noted in the prior comment, this data is not currently in the repaort,
we obtained post-mitigation delay time calculations for several intersections from
the project’s traffic consultants. Our review of this data raised two concemns
about its accuracy.
+=  The reductions in delay resulting from the mitigation measures appear 1o be
larger than could reasonably be expected, based on the generally minor nature
of the mitigation measures. The measures included for Natomas intersections
include adding right-turn lanes, implementing right-turn overlap phasing (i.e.,
adding green right-turn arrows to signals), and road modifications to allow
“free” right turns. All these measures would directly affect only right-turning
traffic, not through or left-turning traffic, which suffer the longest delays. Yet
the claimed reductions in delay are substantial. To cite two examples, at

Response to Comment LC3-11

PEIR text (p. 3-46) has been modified as recommended.
Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final PEIR.

Response to Comment LC3-12

Table 3.8-1 of the Draft PEIR shows year 2005 daily
volumes and year 2027 No-Project daily volumes on I-5
and 1-80 in the DNA corridor. Table 3.8-1 also shows
2005 and 2027 levels of service. Table 3.8-3 shows year
2005 daily volumes and year 2027 no-project daily
volumes on surface streets in the DNA corridor. Table
3.8-3 does not show levels of service. Please refer to
Table 3.8-5 for year 2027 volumes on surface streets
with the project. This table also presents an evaluation of
the negative or positive percent difference from year
2027 no-project conditions.

Response to Comment LC3-13

Although the 17,232 reduction in VMT is a “small benefit”
on a regional scale, assuming that the resulting benefit is
primarily focused on the roadways in the DNA corridor,
the reduction would then be viewed as a sizable benefit
to the Natomas area.

Response to Comment LC3-14

Level of service and delay after implementation of
mitigation measures, while included in the technical
report, was omitted from the tables and text so as to not
suggest a degree of specificity inappropriate for a
program-level EIR. Future project-level engineering and
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environmental review will provide an opportunity to further evaluate the DNA project's potential impacts on traffic and circulation and to
refine mitigation measures for these impacts.

Response to Comment LC3-15

The commenter does not provide evidence, such as technical analysis, to show that the reduction in delay shown on the calculation data
worksheets with the proposed mitigation measures is implausible. Furthermore, implementation of right-turn overlap phasing and the
addition of right turn lanes would not only directly affect right turning traffic, but would reduce delay and time needed to serve right turns
providing additional time within the cycle length to serve other movements, thereby reducing the delay of non-right turn movements.

Study area intersections were evaluated in accordance with Highway Capacity Manual 2000 techniques and impacts were determined in
accordance with City of Sacramento standards of significance utilizing appropriate data analysis tools, such as TRAFFIX software.

The calculation sheets depict the intersection configuration at the Truxel Road and Gateway Park intersection that existed at the time the
peak hour volume counts were collected. The commenter correctly notes this intersection has been improved to include a triple left turn
lane on the northbound approach and on the westbound approach subsequent to collection of count data. Future project-level design and
engineering will provide an opportunity to further evaluate and refine mitigation measures for this intersection.
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LC3-17

LC3-18

3.7
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3.8
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3.9

Truxel/San Juan, the report proposed adding one right-turn lane to the existing
21 approach lanes, and overlap phasing in all directions (MTRAN-6 and 7). This
is claimed to result in AM peak-hour delays of 76.3 sec. (no project, Table 3.8-
6) to 110.1 sec. (with non-mitigated project, Table 3.8-8) to 38.8 sec (with
mitigated project). It seems implausible that the mitigation measures could
reduce the average delay with the project to about half of what they would be
without the project. For the Truxel/Gateway Park intersection, the data show
average PM peak-hour delays of 45.4 sec. (no project, Table 3.8-7) to 76.6
sac. (with non-mitigated project, Table 3.8-8) to 40.0 sec (with mitigated
praject). In the case of the latter intersection, the only recommended
mitigation is to modify one right-turn lane to allow “free” right turns (i.e., turns
allowed without stopping or yielding). This is at an intersection with 24
approach lanes (actually 25 lanes, see following comment). It simply defies
belief that this very minor change could reduce average delays by nearly haif.

« Incorrect lane configurations were used for the Truxel/Gateway Park LOS
calculations, so the results are most likely erroneous. The calculations assumed
a northbound lane configuration of 2/4/1 (left/through/right), but it is actually
3/3/2. For westbound traffic, 2/2/1 was assumed, but it is actually 3/1/1.
This also impacts the feasibility of the proposed mitigation measure, as there
are currently 2 northbound right-turn lanes instead of the 1 lane assumed.

Comment: The Truxel Road/Gateway Park Blvd. intersection carries the highest
volume of traffic of any intersection in the City of Sacramento. It is currently also
one of the most congested intersections in the city, with long delays frequently
accurring, and traffic backed up for long distances on each of the approaches.
Table 3.8-3 shows that traffic volumes will grow by about 30 percent by 2027,
which will make existing congestion levels substantially worse, even without the
project. Table 3.8-8 shows that if an at-grade alignment option is chosen, average
peak hour delays would increase by 51 to 110 percent over what they would be
without the project.

This is clearly intolerable. The report describes a third option, grade separation of
the tracks (for example, tracks on a bridge over Gateway Park), which would
greatly reduce the increases in delay times. Grade separations have been
employed along the Folsom line at Power Inn Road, Watt Ave., and Sunrise Blvd.,
because they were necessary to maintain acceptable traffic flow at adjacent
intersections. A grade separation would be needed as much at Gateway Park as at
any of these other intersections. This is the only option that should be considered
at this location.

Section 3.9 does not state whether the parking that currently exists along the east
side of Truxel Road in South Natomas would be eliminated. If that is the case, this
impact should be listed (the semi-exclusive median right-of-way option would seem
likely to have this impact).

Section 3.9.3 should state the total number of spaces the analysis determined
were needed in both South and North Natomas, to provide a measure of the extent
of the shortage of park-and-ride spaces.

Response to Comment LC3-16

Grade separation at the intersection of Truxel Road and
Gateway Park would reduce queuing and delay as
compared to an at-grade crossing. Future project-level
design and engineering will provide an opportunity to
further evaluate and refine mitigation measures for this
intersection.

Response to Comment LC3-17

As noted in Chapter 3.0, Section 3.9 of the Draft PEIR,
two types of parking effects were considered: (1)
increases in parking demand in and around transit
stations and (2) reductions in parking demand, primarily
in Downtown, due to enhanced transit service provided
by the DNA project. The decision to eliminate parking
that currently exists on Truxel Road would be made
during future project-level design and engineering.

Response to Comment LC3-18

Please refer to Chapter 3.0, Table 3.9-1 in the Draft
PEIR, which shows 2,250 total parking spaces would be
required at the proposed park-and-ride lots in the South
and North Natomas area to accommodate the parking
demand generated by the DNA project.
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LC3-20

LC3-21

LC3-22

LC3-23

LC3-24

LC3-25

3.10 Does the use of the 1.15 average vehicle occupancy factor consider the impact of
the HOV lanes to be built on 1-80 and I-57 It is generally assumed that higher
AVO's result when HOV lanes are built, and the report’s projections assume these
improvements have been put in place.

4.0 Environmental Setting and Environmental Consequences

4.1 Figures 4.2-2, 3, and 4 do not depict existing land uses, as indicated by their titles.
They appear to instead depict current land use designations (i.e., much of the land
for which developed uses are indicated is currently undeveloped).

4.2 Section 4.4.2 states “... Natomas Assodation ..." Should read Natomas
Community Association.

4.3 Section 4.4.3, DNA Project Impacts. It would be helpful if the following paragraphs
included subheadings to clarify which neighborhoods the comments apply to.

4.4 For the area south of the river, the section states that children walking to two area
schools would not hawve to cross rail tracks. This information should be added for
other neighborhoods (how many schools are located in each area, and whether or
not children walking to school would have to cross the tracks).

4.5 Section 4.5.2 states the DNA study area is projected to grow 3% per year between
2000 and 2027, vs. 1% for the city and 2% for the county. This conflicts with
section 1.4.1, which cites figures of 2%, 1.1%, and 1.3%, respectively (although
for the slightly different timeframe of 2000 to 2025).

4.6 Section 4.5.2 cdtes numerous demographic characteristics of the study area's
population. However, the data used is based on 2000 Census data, and therefore
excludes a substantial portion of the current population; specifically, new North
Natomas residents. As a result, the population data in the report reflects no more
than two-thirds of the study area's current population, and even less of the
projected 2027 population.

Table 4.5-1 shows a 2000 population of 60,425 in the DMA study area, and Table
1.4-1 shows North and South Natomas to represent over two-thirds of this
population (41,223). The latter table also shows that by 20035, the Natomas
population had grown to 70,300, an increase of nearly 30,000 (or over 70
percent). The growth in Natomas' population alone represents an increase in study
area population of nearly 50 percent by 2005, and very likely more than that
today. Furthermore, it is likely that the new population, consisting mainly of new
North Natomas residents, has significantly different demegraphic characteristics
{higher income, less transit-dependence) than that of the older population,

The study should utilize more current population data as available, to provide a
more accurate description of the study area population. If more current data is not
available, the report should disclose this law. As the report states, “An

Response to Comment LC3-19

The vehicle occupancy rate of 1.15 is a reasonable
assumption for vehicle trips in a corridor containing HOV
lanes on the freeway.

Response to Comment LC3-20

Figures 4.2-1, 4.2-2, 4.2-3, and 4.2-4 depict existing land
use designations, rather than the actual land uses. PEIR
text (p. 4.2-3, 4.2-7, 4.2-9, and 4.2-11) has been
modified as recommended. Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of
the Final PEIR.

Response to Comment LC3-21

PEIR text (p. 4.4-9) has been modified as
recommended. Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final
PEIR.

Response to Comment LC3-22

Comment noted. The discussion of DNA project impacts
on community resources, beginning on page 4.4-12,
follows the alignment from south to north, which is
consistent with the format of impact evaluation
throughout the Draft PEIR.

Response to Comment LC3-23

Please refer to Figure 4.4-2, Community Facilities in the
DNA Study Area, of the Draft PEIR, which shows all
community facilities within and potentially impacted by
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the DNA project. As stated on Page 4.4-13, “Two elementary schools are located in the area; however, children walking to these schools
would not be required to cross the rail lines to get to school. Other community facilities identified in Figure 4.4-2 would not be impacted by
implementation of the DNA project.” Furthermore, please refer to Section 4.10, Public Safety and Security, page 4.10-6, of the Draft PEIR
for an evaluation of child safety at Natomas High School and Inderkum High School.

Response to Comment LC3-24

The projected growth shown in Section 4.5.2, Table 4.5-1 is correct. PEIR text (p. 1-9) has been modified as recommended. Refer to
Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final PEIR.

Response to Comment LC3-25

Comment noted. While we recognize the changing population characteristics in the Natomas area, the 2000 Census is the most current
Census data available. Using Census data provides an adequate and consistent method of analyzing socioeconomic and population
characteristics.

3-53



LC3-25
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4.7

4.8

4.9

understanding of the demographic characteristics of the DNA study area ... is
necessary to assess potential socioeconomic and fiscal impacts of implementing
the DNA project.” Without accurate data, the understanding will be skewed.

The study area also includes, in the downtown area, a sizable area that is already
served by light-rail lines (the Watt and Folsom lines). Populations residing in these
areas would presumably be more likely to access the system via existing stations
than any new stations built as part of the DNA project (see figures 4.7-1 and 2).
It seems inappropriate to include this population in a description of the population
to be served by the DNA line. The population data should be recalculated to
exclude the population living in these areas.

Section 4.7, Emvironmental Justice. The comments above relating to the accuracy
of demographic data also apply to this section. Data cited in Table 4.7-1 are likely
to be out-of-date for the reasons cited above. Also, Table 4.7-2 shows that the
population in “households without vehicles" is concentrated almost entirely in
census tracts located south of the river, and as noted above, many of these tracts
are located nearer to existing light-rail lines than they are to DNA, and should
probably be excluded from descriptions of the population to be served by the DNA
jine. If the table used more accurate data, it would likely show a smaller transit-
dependant population.

Section 4.10, Public Safety and Security. Comment on the safety of locating light
rail within the Truxel Road right-of-way in South Matomas:

The locally preferred alternative selected by the RT board, light rail on a Truxel
Road alignment in South Natomas, poses inherent dangers to public safety that
could have been avoided by selecting an alternative using bus and/or an alternate
alignment.

According to the report, two alignment options are being considered for this
segment of the line:
« Running a single track in the median of Truxel Road (semi-exclusive alignment),

or
« Running double tracks in Truxel Road's two left lanes, with both trains and
wehicles sharing the lanes (mixed-flow alignment).

The second option is of particular concern. Left-turn pockets would remain
between the two tracks, so drivers would have to cross both sets of tracks to
make left turns. This is a very unusual arrangement. Normally, the only place light-
rail trains and cars would be found sharing lanes is in downtown areas, where higher
levels of congestion and slower vehicle speeds are common. They are seldom, if
ever, found in suburban locations.

Mixed-flow alignments are the most dangerous of six types of light-rail alignments.
The Transportation Research Board studied the alignment safety issue in TCRP

Report 17, integration of Light Rail Transit into City Streets, and found that *[light
rail vehicle] accidents in shared rights-of-way account for the largest proportion of

Response to Comment LC3-26

Please refer to response to Comment LC3-7.

Response to Comment LC3-27

Please refer to the responses to Natomas Community
Association Comments LC3-7 and LC3-25.

Response to Comment LC3-28

While no specific design option for light rail operations on
Truxel Road have been selected, a potential range of
options, including mixed flow, were included for
evaluation at the program-level. Future project-level
design and engineering will provide an opportunity to
further evaluate and refine track alignments along Truxel
Road.
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each surveyed system's accidents [92%], even though this type of alignment
constitutes the smallest proportion of route miles [319%].” In Sacramento, the
study found that 85 percent of accidents occurred on this type of right-of-way,
although it represented only 26 percent of mileage. They reported the worst
section of the Sacramento system is on 12" Street, a one-way street with cars and
trains sharing the same travel lane (although it represented only 7% of system
mileage, 57% of the system's accidents occurred on 12" St.). With vehicles
turning in both directions on Truxel {a 2-way street), and two sets of tracks with
vehicles waiting between them to tumn, it's easy to imagine Truxel having a worse
safety record.

To quote the report: “Thus, from a safety perspective, the amount of exclusive ...
or sami-exclusive ... rights-of-way on separate alignments ... should be
encouraged. These rights-of-way maximize speed, capacity, and reliability while
alse minimizing interferences and conflicts with metor vehicles and pedestrians.
Where physical or cost considerations require operation in shared rights-of-way,
the amount of physical separation from motor vehicles and pedestrians should be
maximized. Safety considerations, therefore, suggest the following sequence of
route alignment choices in order of desirability ...." It then ranked “operation in
mixed traffic® dead last (6 of 6). Making matters worse is the fact that the types
of physical separation suggested (i.e., curbs or fencing) would, for the most part,
not be possible for the double-track option along Truxel.

The first option (tracks in a semi-exclusive median) is also problematical. It would
allow for only a single track for a distance of nearly 2 miles, meaning northbound
and southbound trains would share the same track, so one train passing an
opposing train would be impossible, and running times would likely be lengthened
(whenewver one train had to wait for an opposing train to pass). Because 4 through
lanes and turn lanes would be retained in addition to the additional space that
would be required for the tracks (at intersections), either the elimination of bike
and/or parking lanes, or the narrowing of vehicle lanes, would be required in order
to stay within the current narrow right-of-way. While turning vehicles would still
need to cross over tracks, the potential for vehicle/train conflicts would be
reduced.

If light-rail is built along Truxe! through Scuth Natomas, avoidable accidents,
injuries, and possibly even deaths will result, because RT's board chose not to make
public safety its top concern, and rejected the safer alternatives that were
available.

4.10 Section 4.10.3, Accidents subsection. The text states that local experience
suggests mixed-flow rights-of-way can be expected to have an accident rate of
about double that of semi-exclusive rights-of-way (0.30 accidents per crossing per
year vs. 0.16), and references to Table 4. 10-1., However, based on the data in the
table, this is an erroneous statement. The table actually compares high-speed to
low-speed (above or below 55 km/h) rights-of-way, and does not differentiate
between alignment types (mixed-flow, semi-exclusive, or exclusive).

Response to Comment LC3-29

The commenter refers to Table 4.10-1 and disagrees
with the degree to which mixed flow operations accident
rates are higher than for other alignment types. The
commenter correctly notes that Table 4.10-1
summarizes accident experiences at LRT crossings
above 55 kilometers per hour and at LRT crossings
below 55 kilometers per hour, or about 34 miles per
hour. As indicated in the table headings, both above 55
km/h data and below 55 km/h data include semi-
exclusive ROW, however, above 55 km/h data includes
"Separate ROW" while the below 55 km/h data includes
"Non-Exclusive ROW including...Mixed Flow Operation."
The commenter suggests that mixed flow operations
have an accident rate per mile 16 times that of other
alignment types, however, no analysis, such as a
technical analysis is provided to support calculation of
the "16 times" number.

Even though the commenter disagrees with how much
mixed flow operations accident rates are higher than for
other alignment types, the conclusions of the analysis do
not change. The Draft PEIR states there is potential
accident risk represented by mixed-flow operations
where trains operate in the same travel lanes as
automobiles, including the approximately 2 miles on
Truxel Road (Impact SS-2). The section states this is a
potentially  significant impact because RT has
experienced higher accident rates where the light rail
operations are in mixed flow conditions (please refer to
page 4.10-4 of the Draft PEIR). The section concludes
that when operated as a mixed-flow system, as in the
case for the DNA project, the potential for accidents is
considered an unavoidable impact (please refer to page
4.10-6).
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Regional Transit, and other cities such as Los Angeles, Houston and others, have been operating light rail in two-way traffic for years
without issue. However, the more detailed environmental analysis to be conducted with the next phases of development will identify any
potential significant environmental impact that may occur with a light rail operation in a two-way street.
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LC3-29

LC3-30

LC3-31

LC3-32

LC3-33

In fact, data in the report cited above (TCRP Report 17) suggest an accident rate
much higher for mixed-flow operations in Sacramento compared 10 exclusive or
semi-exclusive rights-af-way. As previously noted, the report states that mixed-
flow operations accounted for 85 percent of accidents but represented only 26
percent of system miles. This suggests that mixed-flow operations have an
accident rate per-mile 16 times that of other alignment types. This ratio would be
more consistent with the nationwide data cited in the TCRP report.

it is useful to include data comparing accident rates for the different alignment
types in the report, but this data should be reviewed and revised to ensure its
accuracy.

Section 4.10.3, Mitigation Measures subsection. It would be useful to specify
which intersections, or types of intersection, would be equipped with crossing
gates, based on the various alignment options described (semi-exclusive side, semi-
exclusive median, mixed-flow, etc.), as opposed to signals without crossing gates.

e
g

4,12 Section 4.13, Noise and Vibration, does not but should address the impact of train
horns or station announcements on adjacent residents.

4.13 Table 4.20-1 cites the number of people currently living within 300 feet of the
alignment. This number is not relevant, and the table should instead cite the
number of people projected to be living within 300 feet of the alignment at the
time construction occurs.

5.0 Alternatives
5.1 Table 5.4-1 cites a project travel time from downtown to the airport of 29
minutes. This is misleading, as it appears to be the best time possible. Table 3.6-

1 shows a travel time of 43 minutes during the AM peak, significantly longer. It
would be more accurate to provide the full range of projected travel times.

Response to Comment LC3-30

Specific details regarding crossing gate design, including
a list of which intersections will include crossing gates,
will be determined during future project-level design and
engineering.

Response to Comment LC3-31

As described on page 4.13-2 of the Draft PEIR, the noise
and vibration impact evaluation was conducted in
accordance with the general assessment methods for
both noise and vibration (FTA, 1995). RT's Resolution
N0.97-03-2805 establishes the policy for rail transit noise
mitigation based on the Federal Transit Administration
noise impact criteria. This policy requires that calculated
noise levels be increased by 1 dBA to ensure that noise
levels projected to be very near the criteria for “impact”
will be subject to mitigation. Furthermore, as stated on
page 4.13-8, these criteria apply to all rail projects as
well as fixed facilities, such as storage and maintenance
yards, passenger stations and terminals, parking
facilities and substations. As such, the evaluation of
noise and vibration impacts resulting from the operation
of the DNA project includes potential impacts associated
with operations at station locations.

Response to Comment LC3-32

Describing specific points in time to analyze impacts has
been a challenge for this multi-stage project. As stated in
Section 4.1, impacts are generally evaluated relative to
“existing conditions” except for some resources in which
a more time-specific analysis is used (e.g., 2014 and
2027 analysis of transportation impacts). The accuracy
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of the analysis relative to existing conditions is expected to be very high for developed areas such as South Natomas and areas of near-
term construction (i.e., MOS-1), but lower in developing areas such as portions of North Natomas. The analysis, however, will be updated
during future project-level environmental review.

Response to Comment LC3-33

The commenter is correct that Table 5.4-1 and Table 3.6-1 in the Draft PEIR are different. Table 5.4-1 is a comparison of transit in-vehicle
time to make a trip from the Sacramento Valley Station to the Sacramento International Airport using the Truxel route. Table 3.6-1 is a
comparison between modes of average total trip travel time, including walk time, wait time, transfer time, etc. Times in Table 3.6-1 include
not just the in-vehicle time to make the trip included in Table 5.4-1, but also the time spent walking to transit, transferring, and waiting. As a
result, Table 5.4-1 and Table 3.6-1 cannot be compared directly for analysis because Table 3.6-1 does not specify mode of transit travel,
route choice, or trip distance between the transit alternatives. For example in Table 3.6-1, under the no-project alternative, a transit trip
from the Sacramento Valley Station to the Sacramento International Airport is by bus via Interstate 5. In contrast, in Table 5.4-1 the same
transit trip between the Sacramento Valley Station and the Sacramento International Airport is made using the Truxel route.
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1AW OFFICES OF
GREGORY DL THATCH
prifesh ot

e A

B R ]

Mr. Dan Smith

Sacramenro Repional Transil st
PO, Box 2110

Sacramanto, Cal lomia 95812-21140

Re: Drafl TIR for

Downow n-Matomus- Aimort Light Rail Line

Drear Mr. Smith:

This office represents Commeree Station LLC and Matomas Towne Corter LLC,
wha are the developers of the Commence Station Project in the Morth Natemas ares of the
City of Sacramenta,

The Commerce Station Project i a high gualite offics, relail, hospitality and
rasidential developinen. on an spprovimately 1R0.5 acre site situntsd cast of lnterstate
5T lighway 99, north of Del Paso Road, and west of East Commerce Way in the North
Iatomas Comanunity Plan arca of the City. 1t will irclude a 2006 acre regional shopping
center and 1338 acres of mixed uses such g5 offies, retail, suppor: retail, hosaitality and
high density residential uscs.

Dievelopment of the Commerce Stalion Project was based upon the preferred
alignment lor the new Downtown-MNatomas-Airport Bght rail line project (the "DNA
Linc"y examined in the Diraft EIR.  The mixed wses und high residential densities
prepose] for the Commerce Seation Project werz designed to take adventage of the
benefits crezied by the DNA Line and the fulure light sl staion a0 Cleh Center Drve
and Dast Commerce Way, Consequently, our clienls strongly support the DNA Lire in
itz proposed location, =nd do not wanl the slipmmaent moved 1o aoy of the allernative
locations examined in the Draft BIR.  As we are certain yon know, the prelerrsd
aliynment for the DNA Line was incorporated into the North Natomas Community Plan
many years g and has been one of the foundations npon which all development in the
North MNatomas Aren was based. ke mexed] uses aad high densities in the Commerce
Starien Projecl were hasel upon the cxpectation that the DNA Line wonld be construcred
m the preferred alipnment, and the Comuerce Slation Praject kas been oricated o best
accommaodate that aligament.

Bazed upon the foregoing, please be advised that our client: do nal support the
Alternadve described in the Draft EIR as the "1-5 Aliynment".  The 1-3 Alignment. would

WARHM TN, I R
EY

Letter LC4. Law Offices of
Gregory D. Thatch

Response to Comment LC4-1

Thank you for your comment. RT appreciates your
support for the DNA project and the LPA.
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Mr. Doz Smith

Sacramenin Regional Transit Disircl
Mureh 4, 2008

Page 2 ol 2

provide litle benefit to the North Natomas community, as it would be m a location
immeﬂiat&]y acjacent Lo the Teeway thal was rejeeled by the North MNalomas Commumily
Flan many years aga. Snch a location would not provids easy access 1o shopping, oMices
or residenccs situated in North Malemas, The North Mawmas Community Tan was
created 1o integeare the lizht rail line ioto the very fabric of the community and the Jand
uscs found in the area. Those land uses were designed to both benefit the DNA Line and
1o be served by il, Buclding (he DNA Lince along the freeway for ils entive length (hrough
bath Soutk und North Natomas would render those efforis ussless.

Thanic you Sor the apportunity to comment an the Draft TTR and the altemnative

alipniments examined for the DNA Line. We urpe Bepdonal Trunsit o approve the DMNA
Linc in the preferred slignment examinad in the Draft EIR.

Wery lruly yours,

LAW OFFICES OF
CREGORY D THATCH

/W B e

MICHAEL DEVEREAITX
| 5INE
[632d coe
ce: Brad Ross, Commerce Station LLC



CI5-1

CI5-2

CI5-3

CI5-4

CI5-5

ECOS

EMYIROHMENTAL
*CQUNCIL®
OF JACRAMENTD

909 121k Streel. Suite 100 = Socramento. CA 75814+ [(?15] 492-

February 24, 2008

Chair MacGlashan and Members of the Board
Sacramento Regional Transit Administrative Offices
1400 28th Street

Sacramento, CA 95816

Re: Comments on DPEIR, Downtown MNatomas Airport Corridor
Dear RT Board, Mr. Wiley and Staff:

ECOS supports clean air public transit to the airport, while recognizing that express bus
sarvice from downtown makes a lot more sense than a much slower, multi-stop trip
through Richards Boulevard, South Natomas, and Morth Matomas. We also support
clean air public transit to South and North Natomas and believe bus transit service is
urgently needed there. The fundamental issue is whether, given limited transit funding,
investments in the Downtown Matomas Airport (DMA) light rail route make more sense
than in other corridors that will have greater ridership or than more cost-effective
investments with immediate benefits in the DNA corridor.

The proposal to bring forward future sales tax revenues for an immediate construction
project for a one-mile portion of this corridor strikes us as a less intelligent investment in
transit and a risky strategy for gaining state and federal support. Our Measure A sales
tax revenue is one of the few sources of operating funds available to Regicnal Transit.
We urge the board to use caution and think carefully before committing those funds
toward building part of a DNA light rail system, first described to the Board by staff in
December, 2007.

We have reviewed the current environmental document circulated by Regional Transit
on the proposed project find a number of unanswered questions that are detailed in our
attached comments on the DPEIR. We urge you to re-circulate this document with
more information about public safety, biological resources and cumulative
impacts/growth inducement issues. The PEIR also must be much more specific about
mitigation measures and cost of mitigation measures anticipated if it is to be a
foundation for applications for state and federal funding to support project development
in this comidor. We do not think the project is consistent with federal guidance
(attached).

We also concur with comments prepared by Ken Stevenson for the Natomas
Community Assoclation which we have reviewed in draft form and incorporate by
reference. These comments point out that:

Letter LC5. Environmental Council
of Sacramento

Response to Comment LC5-1

On December 15, 2003, the RT Board of Directors
selected the Truxel Road corridor as its Locally Preferred
Alternative (LPA) for the DNA project. This decision was
based on an Alternatives Analysis process - the AA
Report is provided as Appendix A of the Draft PEIR.
Compared to the other alternatives, the Truxel Road
corridor was determined to provide the greatest
transportation benefit to transit users in the corridor and
in the region. In summary, these benefits include: (1)
higher ridership, (2) greater connectivity, (3) supportive
of Transit-Oriented Development, (4) consistency with
land use plans, (5) improved corridor mobility, (6) greater
transit accessibility, (7) greater cost effectiveness, and
(8) increased chance of attracting federal funding. RT is
committed to providing transit service to the airport and,
as a result of an extensive Alternatives Analysis process,
selected light rail along the Truxel corridor as its Locally
Preferred Alternative. During the Alternatives Analysis,
express bus service from the Airport to downtown, that
excluded North and South Natomas population and
employment areas, was not considered as an option.

Regional Transit is aware of the need to provide more
transit service for the North Natomas area in general.
However, funding constraints caused by a reduction of
federal and state funds resulted in a reduction in bus
service in 2008. The Transit Master Plan update work
program that is underway will seek ways to improve
service throughout the region. One task requires the
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consultant team to review overall service to see if efficiencies can be found that can be used to provide additional service for areas that are
under served. Another task will seek new funding sources for short and long term solutions.

Response to Comment LC5-2

The New Measure A (2009-2039) identifies the Downtown-Natomas-Airport light rail project as one of five transit capital improvements
eligible for funding. Funding for the transit capital improvement projects represent 3.75 percent of Measure A and 20 percent of developer
fees. These funds cannot be used for transit operations.

Response to Comment LC5-3

Safety and security, biological, and cumulative impacts are described in Section 4.10, Public Safety and Security, Section 4.14, Biological
Resources, and Section 4.22, Cumulative and Growth-Inducing Impacts, respectively. Because this is a program-level environmental
review, RT believes that the analysis presented in the PEIR is sufficient to adequately characterize impacts to the environment at a level
appropriate for a programmatic analysis. The project description in the Draft PEIR reflects certain assumptions about the light rail
alignment and the resulting environmental impacts. These assumptions will be refined during future project-level engineering and
environmental review. In addition, please refer to response to Comment CI5-4.

Response to Comment LC5-4

The guidance transmitted by this commenter lays out the Federal Transit Administration's approach to evaluating projects for Section 5309
New Starts and Small Starts funding in FY2009. FTA also uses the evaluation criteria in this guidance when evaluating projects for
approval into the Preliminary Engineering phase of project development. RT is not seeking FTA approval of the DNA project at this time,
and does not intend to seek New Starts or Small Starts funding for MOS-1. In the event that RT decides to seek New Starts funding for
future phases of the DNA project, it will make every effort to comply with the rules and guidance in place at the time.

Response to Comment LC5-5

Please refer to the responses to the Natomas Community Association comment letter LC3.



CI5-5
CI5-&

CIS-7

CI5-8

CI5-%

CI5-10

CI5-11

1

= DMA provides no discemible air quality (or greanhouse gas emissions)
banefits bacause it only reduces vehicle miles driven by 0.02 percent.

DMA does not reduce |-5 peak hour drive times at all

. DMA increases intersection delay times substantially all along
Trmel. For example Truxel/Gateway Park delay times increase by 51 1o 110
percent (in 2027) over what they'd be without the project.

I creates totally unnecessary safely hazards in South Nalomas by using the
most dangarous type of alignment: having irains and cars
share the same lanes. This alignment typa has an accident rate 16x greatar than
otivar alignment types, based on Sacramanto experience. This could have been
avoided with the selection of one of the other alternatives.

. The project is uniikely to succeed because it will not quality for
essential faderal funding (due 1o high costsilow ridership. and no
local funds o operate it). Yet RT continues to waste time and money
purswing it

There are bus-based alternatives that could be gat fundad, would
cost much less ko bulld and operate, and could begin to provide an adequate level
of service in a relatively short timeframe. The DNA
alernatives analysis raport (also on the DNA websile) included one such system
(called TSM) that would cost 15% of light rail's cost lo pul in place, and hall as
much to operate, yet would still provide frequent service (15 minute intervals, paak
and off peak), which is equal to light rail's. As long as RT pursuas light rail, they ane
nofl making progress on putting something achievable like this in place serving
Matomas residents. North Natomas curmently has only one bus line that goes
directly to downtown, and it is woefully inadequate (route 11; infraquent service
weekday daytimes, and no service evenings or weekends). FTA is placing a great
emphasis now on cost-effectiveness and is supportive of effective, low-cost
projects.” (Sievenson letter to RT, February, 2007)

In reviewing the DPEIR, we examined Appendix E, which lists the
consulting costs for the preparation of the document. We have inquired
about the comparable cost of other public agency environmental review,
including the Airport Master Plan Update and the SAFCA North Natomas
Levee Improvement Project. Our brief inquiry suggests that the Regional
Transit Board should ask the same question and examine in depth what
has been spent on DNA planning and environmental review, as well as
what has been leamed. In reviewing this document, we have identified
some very big missing pieces. Hopefully, the work has been done on
these pieces, but they just didn’t make it into the document.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

Graham Brownstein, Executive Director

Response to Comment LC5-6 through LC5-10

Please refer to the responses to the Natomas
Community Association comment letter LC3.

Response to Comment LC5-11

The consultant contracts and fees listed in the Appendix
E of the Draft PEIR cover planning and environmental
work conducted between 2002 and 2008. They include
the Alternatives Analysis phase, conducted under
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) regulations and
guidelines, which evaluated a full range of transit mode
and alignment alternatives and led to the Locally
Preferred Alternative decision in 2003. They also
include efforts to prepare a Draft Environmental Impact
Statement with FTA, later suspended, as well as the
preparation of this Program-level EIR. The Draft PEIR
is, of necessity, a summary of the work performed to
date and focuses on the impacts of the Locally Preferred
Alternative at a programmatic level. As the project
advances through more detailed project-level studies,
more focused engineering and design will be performed
along with more detailed environmental and traffic
analyses, leading to project refinements and specific
mitigation commitments.
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Comments of the Environmenial Council of Sacramento

ECOS DNA DPEIR COMMENTS

RT s intended use of this document is 1o support a determination that the appropriate means
of implemeniing transit improvements along the DNA Corridor is 1 construct a light rail
system on the Truxel alignment. This document also will be used 1o support preparation of
project-bevel environmental documents. As deseribed in the CEQA Guidelines (Section
I.SIGE: a program-level documeni can be incorporated into future projeci-level documents

. innd: a basis for determining whether subsequent phases may have significant
eavironmental effects;

+ Help address regional influences, secondary effects, cumulative impacis, broad
alternatives, and other clements that apply o the program as a whole: and

+ Focus the subsequent evaluation on pew effects that had not been considered before

During future, project-level analysis of cach phase, there is likely o be substantial
participation by federal agencics. RT assumes that onc or meore future phases may be

subject 1o the Naticnal Environmental Policy Act, with the Federal Transit Adminisiration as
the federal lead agency and with addiional panicipation by other federal agencies with
regulatory suthority over the DNA project. Ai this time, there is no federal action on the
project. and ke PEIR is mtended only o meet RT's obligations under CEQA." (FEIR, 1-1)

1) Chapter 1. Population and Employment Growth. The PEIR relies on population
estimates from SACOG, which has been using inflated population estimates not
based on current California Department of Finance projections.

Assembly Bill 1259 (2007), has been chaptered and states that the Depariment of Finance
population projections released in July 2007 show that its previous population projection
for the SACOG area was gverstated by 30%. The relevant part of AB 1259 reads as
follows:

"SECTION 1. Section 65584,7 is added w0 the Government Code, to read:"

"65584.7. () The Legislature finds and declares all of the following:

(1) Accurate and current data to estimate housing needs is necessary (o ensure
that state, regional, and local agencies plan effectively.
(2) The Depanmeni of Finangg, which is charged with providing demographic
data to aid effective state and local planning and pohc_',.rmak'mg. released updated
population projections for the state on
(3) The updated projections released by the I‘Jcpamu:nt of Finance represent a
decline of over 30 pereent from the prier projection in the near-lerm population
growth for the arca within the regional jurisdiction of the Sacramento Area

ouncil of Governments.”

The bill goes on to authorize the Department of Finance to adjust its housing need
projections for SACOG.

In light of this new information, it appears that RTs projections of population and
housing needs which it relies on to justify the DMNA project are overstited and outdated,

February 24, 2008 ]

Response to Comment LC5-12

The commenter states that Regional Transit's
projections of population and housing needs are
overstated and outdated. Section 1.4.1, Population and
Employment Growth, in Chapter 1 of the Draft PEIR
uses population estimates from SACOG's 2006 MTP for
2027. At the time of preparing the DPEIR this was the
most current approved land use forecast. The final draft
of the updated Metropolitan Transportation Plan for 2035
and the accompanying EIR will go to the SACOG Board
of Directors in March 2008 for their approval. Until this
date, the MTP for 2027 is still the currently adopted plan.

Assembly Bill (AB) 1259, passed into law on October 19,
2007, provides a one-time re-issuance of the Regional
Housing Needs Determination for the SACOG region.
AB 1259 only notes the near-term (2013) projections are
high. The Assembly Bill does not imply that the long-
term (2027) projections used to analyze the future DNA
project are high. Chapter 3.0, Section 3.2 of the Draft
PEIR states near-term travel demand forecasts were
developed by running a Year 2014 model only for the
analysis of MOS-1. The purpose of the 2014 model is to
provide a more meaningful analysis of near-term impacts
associated with the operation of the likely first phase of
the DNA project (Downtown to Richards Boulevard). The
Year 2014 land use database was based on linear
interpolation between existing land use and Year 2027
long-range land use forecasts for the SACMET region
outside of the DNA study area. Within the DNA study
area, the land use for some zones was modified to
reflect known large projects near the proposed DNA
alignment. This methodology is a reasonable method for
a near-term transit and traffic analysis. The project-level
environmental review required for future phases of the
DNA project will allow for further analysis utilizing current
population estimates at that time.



CIs-12

CI5-13

CI5-14

Comments of the Environmental Council of Sacramento

and must be revised downward 10 reflect the updated Department of Finance data
released July 9, 2007, The DPEIR for DNA should not be certified until the RT revises
its popularion and housing need projections based on the July 9, 2007, Depariment af
Finance projections for the SACOG area.

2) Chapter 4-22 Cumulative and Growth Inducing Impacts

a. The DPEIR is out of date with respect to the Airport Master Plan (refers 1o personal
communication, 2002), which was adopted in 2007,

b. Mischaracterizes growth inducement in the corridor between the City and the Airport,
claiming that there are no growth inducing impacts. A section specifically on Greenbriar,
a Greenficld development proposed to be annexed to the City of Sacramento, argues that
since the station would be dependent on developer funding and the approval of the
development, it is not proposed for the project and the growth inducing impacts of the
station do not occur within the DNA project.

To wit: "Growth-mducing impacs would result from swarions being constructed on the Greenbriar site. |
the Greenbriar development project is approved, then the optional, developer-funded station could be built
w serve the development. For the discussion of growth-inducing cffects, it is imponant to sote that RT
would ot construct a siation on the Greenbriar site and that developer funding is based on suthomizsiion o
develop the property, which currently does not exist. No station is proposed for the farmland st this time,
and therefore no growth-inducing impacts would eceur, IF the City and County choose 1o allow
development in the area currently under consideration in the Joint Vision process and the Greenbriar
proposal. ihen the enviroamental impacts of development 1o the farmland would be evaluated as part of that
decision-making process.” (. 8, Chaplcr 4-22)

This is not a credible argument. Both the General Management at Regional
Transit and the Executive Director of SACOG have actively promoted and
advocated publicly for the City of Sacramento and the Sacramento Local
Agency Formation Commission to allow development of the Greenbriar project.
They have gone so far as o say that hundreds off millions of dollars of federal
transportation capital funding (that is the federal approval of capital assistance
to the construction of the DNA line) are dependent on the land use project being
approved. They have said that the density of land use in the project is essential
to make the DMA light rail line feasible. Please review the amached letters.

The City of Sacramento, in its application to LAFCo to annex the Greenbriar
area outside its City limits, clearly identified the DNA line as a primary reason
whyy the Greenbriar project should be accelerated and annexed to the City prior
to the Joint Vision Planning process ( the local process for considering future
development in the North Natomas arca of the County) and the General Plan
update. The City of Sacramento Resolution adopting the final EIR for
annexation of Greenbriar states in numerous locations that one of the project’s
primary objectives is the success of the DNA light rail line. {Resolution 2008-
053, January 29, 2008)
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Response to Comment LC5-13

Please refer to response to Comment CO4-5. In
addition, PEIR text (p. 4.20-6) has been modified as
recommended. Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final
PEIR.

Response to Comment LC5-14

With regard to the Greenbriar project, the analysis in the
Draft PEIR focuses on an optional station - there is no
potential to induce growth if no station is present. The
station is developer-funded, and therefore the DNA
project itself is only growth-inducing to the extent the
Greenbriar project is approved and built. RT believes this
analysis to be correct.

RT acknowledges, however, that it has been a strong
advocate for the Greenbriar project. In particular, RT has
supported increased densities within walking distance of
the optional station. Any increase in ridership enhances
the DNA project's feasibility, and demonstrating
feasibility is critical to securing the federal funds that will
enable the construction of the full DNA project. In this
manner, development of the Greenbriar project can help
induce the construction of the DNA project especially if
the developer provides high densities near the station.

Although RT hopes that its advocacy has helped secure
Greenbriar's approval by the City and LAFCO, it doubts
that this will substantially influence the actual
construction of the Greenbriar project. Market forces -
the demand for new housing and the availability (and
relative price) of other housing options in the
Sacramento region - will be the primary driver inducing
the construction of the Greenbriar project. The DNA
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project, with its developer-funded station, may be perceived as an amenity that influences the decision to construct the Greenbriar project,
but that influence is likely to be small relative to broader market forces and other regulatory barriers. To the extent that DNA helps to
induce the construction of the Greenbriar project, the environmental effects of the induced growth are described in the Greenbriar EIR,
certified by the City of Sacramento on January 29, 2008.
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CI5-18
CI5-17

Cls-12

CI5-1%

CI5-20

Comments of the Environmental Council of Sacramento

Finally, federal approval will have to be obtained for any facility that is part a
federal transportation project. The developer-funded light rail station cannot be
exempt from this federal approval. The PEIR must include assessment of the
growth inducing impacis associated with the Greenbriar station since it is
unlikely the third segment of the DNA line would be built without the
development, according te RT and SACOG., Alse, because it cannot be utilized
without federal design and construction approval (even though no direct federal
funding would be invelved in the construction of the station itsell), it will have
to conform to all federal guidelines and requirements.

¢. Public safety impacts not addressed and not mitigated.

The Federal Transit Administration requires a safety and security plan. This DPEIR fails
to identify and mitigate public safety impacis consistent with these requirements.
[“Number C 5200.1A 12-05-02 U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit
Administration S&EE]IAWH&QEMEELEL&H ] Therearca
number of safety and security issues that the DPEIR does not address and that are
corridor level issues. The DPEIR should fully address public safety issues and also the
impact on RT's insurance or self-insurance requirements to offset added liability.

Specifically we are concerned with the fact that the DPEIR ignores the significant flood
hazard in the MOS scgment and the Natomas Basin, the safety issues involved in
crossing a half mile of river Noodplain near the confluence of the Sacramento and
American Rivers, and the impact of the airport overflight zone on two proposed light rail
siations. The DPEIR should also consider the impact of the growth induced by the rail
line on the flood levels in the basin (from increased surface runofT), as well as the access
and time required for emergency evacuation. The DPEIR should be re-circulated to fully
address these issues.

We are attaching documents related (o these safety issues.

Flood Risk. (California Department of Water Resources, A California Challenge
Flooding in the Central Valley, October 15, 2007; Army Corp of Engineers,
MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD, SUBJECT: Summary of the Natomas Basin 3%
Ewvent Sereening Level Levee Centification Analysis, January 11, 2008)

Alrport Overflight Zone. Attached letters from Mr. Pachl and Mr. Ross to City of
Sacramento regarding light rail station in overflight zone, CLUP and CLUP override.

The DPEIR is silent on the Metro Airpark light rail station. The Metro Airpark project
was approved with a light rail station in the overflight zone. No override of the
Comprehensive Land Use Plan was done at that time (that we are aware of). The Metro
Airpark project document refers to construction of the light rail station by Regional
Transit in accordance with its Master Plan. The DPEIR does not address the safety issues
of the location within the overflight zone for this light rail station.

With regard to the Greenbriar LRT station, as noted above, the PDEIR erroncously
dismisses the safety concerns as a land use decision w0 be addressed by the City in the
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Response to Comment LC5-15

A discussion of the flood risk in Sacramento is provided
on Pages 4.18-5 and 4.18-6 in Section 4.18, Water
Resources, of the Draft PEIR. As stated in the Draft
PEIR, the DNA project area in downtown Sacramento is
designated by the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA) as Zone X, an area protected from the
base flood by the construction of a levee, dike, or other
structural measure. Therefore, the area is not considered
at risk for significant flood hazard as designated by
FEMA.

In the Natomas Basin, the US Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) is moving forward with a Zone AR designation.
As defined by FEMA, Zone AR designates a Special
Flood Hazard Area formerly protected from the one
percent annual chance of flood by a flood control system
that was subsequently decertified and indicates that the
former control system is being restored to provide
protection from the one percent annual chance or
greater flood. On September 27, 2007, FEMA denied an
application from the City of Sacramento to designate the
Natomas Basin Zone A-99, which denotes an area to be
protected from one percent annual chance of flood by a
Federal flood protection system under construction. The
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency is working with
the City of Sacramento and the USACE to expedite work
on the Natomas levee system. SAFCA has numerous
projects under construction and in-planning in the
Natomas area. The Draft PEIR acknowledges the
USACE's recent decertification of the Natomas levee
system on page 4.18-6:

"Recent local and federal studies; however, revealed
that much more of the Natomas levee system is in need
of repair, including erosion protection, seepage



protection, and increased levee height. As a result of these studies, the USACE recently withdrew its endorsement of the Natomas levee
system. SAFCA is prioritizing work efforts for areas and levees that are at higher risk to the 100-year flood event, but all levee improvement
projects are being designed to the 200-year protection specifications."

The Draft PEIR is the first-tier of environmental review for the DNA project. The second phase of the DNA project, which includes the
planned river crossing into South Natomas, is tentatively scheduled to commence planning in late 2010. The project-level environmental
review required at that time will provide an opportunity to reassess the level of flood risk in the Natomas Basin and incorporate the
conditions into project design.

Pages 4.18-8 and 4.18-9 of the Draft PEIR acknowledge the DNA project's potential impacts to American River hydrology and flood
management:

"Because of the importance of conveying flood flows through the American River system with minimum obstructions, scoping
comments indicated the need to carefully consider how the proposed transit improvements on the DNA Corridor would affect American
River hydrology or would otherwise interfere with flood management efforts. In response to this concern, several meetings were
convened by SAFCA with local flood management specialists to advise the DNA study team of design objectives."

As a result of coordination with local flood management specialists, SAFCA provided recommendations to RT in a letter dated November
8, 2002. SAFCA's recommendations were incorporated into the program-level environmental review as described on page 4.18-9 of the
Draft PEIR and included the consideration of the following hydrologic impacts:

e Change in floodway capacity (e.g., the ability of the river to safely convey major flood flows within the levee system) caused by
placement of piers, abutments, or rock-covered banks (riprap), or by project-related changes in vegetation types;

e The ability of flood control structures and other infrastructure to safely withstand the impacts of a flood event;

o The ability of local, state, and federal flood management entities to safely and thoroughly inspect, maintain and operate the flood
control infrastructure at all times of the year and under all weather conditions, including flood events; and

Specifically with regard to floodway capacity, SAFCA recommended the ability to bypass flows of up to 210,000 cubic feet per second (cfs)
with negligible impairment. Subsequent to these recommendations, the conceptual bridge design options were evaluated using HEC-RAS,
a hydrologic software application, for their impact on water surface elevation to the extent predictable at the current level of project
development.

Response to Comment LC5-16

The project description in the Draft PEIR reflects certain assumptions about the light rail alignment and the location of future stations.
These assumptions will be revisited as the project moves into more detailed engineering and environmental studies. At that time, RT will
coordinate with local governments to ensure consistency with local comprehensive plans, and with the Sacramento County Airports
System and the Federal Aviation Administration to ensure compatibility with flight safety rules and regulations. This coordination and
resulting decisions will be summarized in future project-level CEQA documents.
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Response to Comment LC5-17

Growth-inducing impacts are described in 4.22.4 of the Draft PEIR. The analysis focuses on the potential contribution of the DNA project to
urban development in several areas (e.g., Railyards and Richards Boulevard) in the context of planned future land uses. Because the
presence of transit stations may make nearby areas more accessible and this more attractive for development, the DNA line may help to
shape the future land use patterns, but it is unlikely to stimulate more development in the Sacramento region. As described in Section
4.22.4 of the DNA PEIR, the general effects of growth that might be stimulated by the DNA project are those described in the EIRs for
existing and planned developments. Therefore, additional analysis of the potential impacts of the DNA project on flood levels in the basin,
as a result of increased surface runoff, is not necessary because the project does not induce growth beyond that which is analyzed in the
Draft PEIR and the EIRs for existing and planned developments.

Response to Comment LC5-18

Safety and security impacts are described in Section 4.10, Public Safety and Security, of the Draft PEIR. Growth-inducing impacts are
described in 4.22.4. The analysis focuses on the potential contribution of the DNA project to urban development in several areas (e.g.,
Railyards and Richards Boulevard) in the context of planned future land uses. Because the presence of transit stations may make nearby
areas more accessible and this more attractive for development, the DNA line may help to shape the future land use patterns, but it is
unlikely to stimulate more development in the Sacramento region. As described in Section 4.22.4 of the Draft PEIR, the general effects of
growth that might be stimulated by the DNA project are those described in the EIRs for existing and planned developments, including
public safety.

Response to Comment LC5-19

A discussion of the flood risk in Sacramento is provided on Pages 4.18-5 and 4.18-6 in Section 4.18, Water Resources, of the Draft PEIR.
As stated in the Draft PEIR, the DNA project area in downtown Sacramento is designated by the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) as Zone X, an area protected from the base flood by the construction of a levee, dike, or other structural measure. Therefore, the
area is not considered at risk for significant flood hazard as designated by FEMA.

In the Natomas Basin, the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is moving forward with a Zone AR designation. As defined by FEMA,
Zone AR designates a Special Flood Hazard Area formerly protected from the one percent annual chance of flood by a flood control
system that was subsequently decertified and indicates that the former control system is being restored to provide protection from the one
percent annual chance or greater flood. On September 27, 2007, FEMA denied an application from the City of Sacramento to designate
the Natomas Basin Zone A-99, which denotes an area to be protected from one percent annual chance of flood by a Federal flood
protection system under construction. The Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency is working with the City of Sacramento and the USACE
to expedite work on the Natomas levee system. SAFCA has numerous projects under construction and in-planning in the Natomas area.
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The Draft PEIR acknowledges the USACE's recent decertification of the Natomas levee system on page 4.18-6:

"Recent local and federal studies; however, revealed that much more of the Natomas levee system is in need of repair, including
erosion protection, seepage protection, and increased levee height. As a result of these studies, the USACE recently withdrew its
endorsement of the Natomas levee system. SAFCA is prioritizing work efforts for areas and levees that are at higher risk to the 100-
year flood event, but all levee improvement projects are being designed to the 200-year protection specifications."

The Draft PEIR is the first-tier of environmental review for the DNA project. The second phase of the DNA project, which includes the
planned river crossing into South Natomas, is tentatively scheduled to commence planning in late 2010. The project-level environmental
review required at that time will provide an opportunity to reassess the level of flood risk in the Natomas Basin and incorporate the
conditions into project design.

Pages 4.18-8 and 4.18-9 of the Draft PEIR acknowledge the DNA project's potential impacts to American River hydrology and flood
management:

"Because of the importance of conveying flood flows through the American River system with minimum obstructions, scoping
comments indicated the need to carefully consider how the proposed transit improvements on the DNA Corridor would affect American
River hydrology or would otherwise interfere with flood management efforts. In response to this concern, several meetings were
convened by SAFCA with local flood management specialists to advise the DNA study team of design objectives."

As a result of coordination with local flood management specialists, SAFCA provided recommendations to RT in a letter dated November
8, 2002. SAFCA's recommendations were incorporated into the program-level environmental review as described on page 4.18-9 of the
Draft PEIR and included the consideration of the following hydrologic impacts:

¢ Change in floodway capacity (e.g., the ability of the river to safely convey major flood flows within the levee system) caused by
placement of piers, abutments, or rock-covered banks (riprap), or by project-related changes in vegetation types;

e The ability of flood control structures and other infrastructure to safely withstand the impacts of a flood event;

o The ability of local, state, and federal flood management entities to safely and thoroughly inspect, maintain and operate the flood
control infrastructure at all times of the year and under all weather conditions, including flood events; and

Specifically with regard to floodway capacity, SAFCA recommended the ability to bypass flows of up to 210,000 cubic feet per second (cfs)
with negligible impairment. Subsequent to these recommendations, the conceptual bridge design options were evaluated using HEC-RAS,
a hydrologic software application, for their impact on water surface elevation to the extent predictable at the current level of project
development.



Response to Comment LC5-20

The project description in the Draft PEIR reflects certain assumptions about the light rail alignment and the location of future stations.
These assumptions will be revisited as the project moves into more detailed engineering and environmental studies. At that time, RT will
coordinate with local governments to ensure consistency with local comprehensive plans, and with the Sacramento County Airports
System and the Federal Aviation Administration to ensure compatibility with flight safety rules and regulations. This coordination and
resulting decisions will be summarized in future project-level CEQA documents.
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CI5-20

CI5-21

CI5-22

CI5-23

CI5-24

Comments of the Environmental Council of Sacramento

approval of the Greenbriar project. Attached are letiers to the City on that project
approval addressing the failure of the City to adequately assess and mitigate, and
challenging the CLUP override. In addition, we do not believe that RT can avoid CEQA
review and mitigation for a ransit stop in the overflight zone.

Mixed Flow Lane Safety Impacts. Both Truxel Road and 7" Sircet present safety
challenges that are not adequately addressed in the DPEIR. Mixed flow in the middle of
a two way street poses major challenges for passenger safety as well as vehicle conflicis.
The PEIR simply ignores these issues. Opponents have claimed that the segment on
Truxel in South Matomas is not feasible due to these conflicts. The PEIR does not make
the case that these impacts are fully assessed and mitigated.

It is also not clear what the flood risk is to the 7" Street alignment, particularly where it
passes under the underpass.

Hydrologic impacts. The impact assessment and mitigation are deferred for
impacts on the American River water surface elevation. The PEIR at 4-22.5
states:

+ For projects in the lower reaches of the American River with the potential 1o
substantially affiect the water surface elevation in the American River (¢.g., by placing
new piers or berms in the floodplain), hydralogic studies shall be conducted to address
potential changes in a quantitative manner. Project proponents shall conduct these studies
in consultation with SAFCA, the Reclamation Board, and other appropriate flood contral
officials, (page 8 of chapter 4-22)

We do not think it is appropriate (o defer this analysis 1o a later project stage. Impacts
should be known and mitigation understood before the program EIR is centified.

Biological Impacts

In general the DPEIR lacks specificity on both the impacts and the mitigation to be
required.

We are panticularly concerned that the direct and cumulative impacts of this project on
the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP) and the operating program and
conservation strategy of the Natomas Basin Conservancy. Thesc impacts are nol analyzed
and not mitigated. As stated earlier, growth inducement at Greenbriar, and potentially
growth inducement al other ncarby sites that are not part of the NBHCP permit area, is a
significant impact. While the DPEIR refers to this as yet unauthorized urbanization as
“identified for future conversion to urban uses™ (4.14.2) the fact is that the City has a
binding agreement with state and federal wildlife regulatory agencies limiting that
conversion. As noted above, RT is inducing this development with the promise of a light
rail line to the site.

The effectiveness of the NBHCP Operating Conservation program is explicitly premised

on the City's commitment to limit development to 17,500 acres (8,050 acres within the
City's Permit Area, 7,464 acres in Sutter County, and 1,986 acres in Metro Air Park. The
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Response to Comment LC5-21

Regional Transit, and other cities such as Los Angeles,
Houston and others, have been operating light rail in
two-way traffic for years without issue. However, the
more detailed environmental analysis to be conducted
with the next phases of development will identify any
potential significant environmental impact that may occur
with a light rail operation in a two-way street.

Response to Comment LC5-22

The description of potential flooding in the Downtown
(MOS-1) project area is described in Section 4.18.2 of
the Draft PEIR. The area has been determined to be
protected from flood impacts by the presence of regional
flood control facilities. Also see additional information in
Response CI5-15, which describes continuing efforts to
protect the Sacramento area from catastrophic flooding.
Specific engineering details regarding drainage in the 7th
Street undercrossing area will be addressed during the
detailed project-level design phase for MOS-1.

Response to Comment LC5-23

The project description in the Draft PEIR reflects certain
assumptions about the light rail alignment and the
resulting environmental impacts. These assumptions will
be refined during future project-level engineering and
environmental review. Because this is a program-level
environmental review, RT believes that the analysis
presented in the PEIR is sufficient to adequately
characterize impacts to the environment at a level
appropriate for a programmatic analysis. Detailed
assessment of the hydrologic impacts to the American
River water surface elevation will be conducted during
future project-level environmental review of that phase of
the DNA project.
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Response to Comment LC5-24

The DNA PEIR discusses the Natomas Basin HCP in Section 4.14.1 and acknowledges potential effects on 7.4 acres of habitat in the
Greenbriar area that is - as the commenter correctly notes - outside of the HCP boundary for covered activities (Impacts BIO-9, BIO-10,
and BIO-11). The conclusion that the impacts would be less than significant (with Mitigation Measures consistent with the HCP) is based
on the small amount of the impacted area relative to the remaining about of agricultural habitat in the Natomas Basin and the ability to use
compensatory mitigation, such as habitat acquisition (either through the HCP or independently).

At this time, RT believes that this analysis is adequate and that no additional analysis is necessary to determine potential conflicts with the
Natomas Basin HCP. In addition, RT believes that it is unlikely that additional analysis will be necessary during future, project-level design
and environmental review, and it is possible that specific implementation of the mitigation measures may be unnecessary. Even if the
Greenbriar project is not developed (which would obviate the need for the mitigation measures), further improvements to Metro Air Park
are likely to include the extension of Meister Way across the Greenbriar property to connect to the new SR-99 overcrossing into North
Natomas (MTP Project SAC23810).

With regard to growth inducement, please refer to the response to Comment C15-14.



CI5-24

Comments of the Environmental Council of Sacramento

NBHCP, EIR/EIS, and other decisive documents rely upon the assumption that the rest
of the Basin will remain in agriculture and continue to provide habitat values for
threatened Giant Garter Snake (GGS) and Swainson's Hawk (SWH), without
conservation and/or agriculture casements in place. The Federal District Court, in an
opinion by Judge David Levi, construed the effect of these provisions in its decision
upholding the 2003 NBHCP, September 8, 2005, as follows:

"__.the Service and thosc secking an ITP (Incidemtal Take Permit) in the future
will face an uphill battle if they attempt 10 argue that additional development in
the Basin beyond 17,500 acres will not result in jeopardy,” pointing out that the
HCP, Biological Opinion, Findings, and EIR/EIS are predicated on the
assumption that development will be limited to 17,500 acres and the most of the
remaining lands will remain in agriculture during the $0-year Permit Term.

(pg. 30, fimt 13, of the Opinion),

Al pg. 22 fint 10, of the Opinion, the Coun states that:

" ..while plaintiffs contend that future development will vitiale the NBHCP, it is
more likely that, if future development in the [Sacramento] County will have this
effect, the Secretary will decline to issue ITPs for development in [Sacramento]
County or will insist on mitigation that may be considerably greater than required
by the NBHCP.”

The City in the Natomas Basin Habital Conservation Plan and in the Implementation
Agreement that it signed with the wildlife regulatory agencies agreed 1o do an effects
analysis and fully mitigate for all impacts on the NBHCP and the operating program of
the Natomas Basin Conservancy for any future development in the Basin. The City has
not achieved agreement with the wildlife regulatory agencies aboul those effects and
mitigations for the Greenbriar project. To quote from the wildlife agencies® letier:

“The Effecis Analysis and proposed conservation sirategy in the DEIR were created with
little input from the Wildlife Agencies and have not been evaluated by the Wildlife
Agencies to determine their consistency with Federal and State Endangered Species Act
requirements or their effects on the efficacy of the NBHCP.” and

“Future development in the basin will require a new conservation strategy that is
developed with input and review from the Wildlife Agencies, to address these impacts.™

[US FWS and CDFG September 5, 2006 lenter entitled “Comments on the City of
Sacramento's July 2006, Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Greenbriar
Development Project, Sacramento County, Califomnia™]

DMA would have a significant impact on biological resources if it “conflicts with the
adopted long-term wildlife or habitat conservation goals of affected parks, wildlife
refuges, or approved habitat conservation plans.™ (4.14.3) The DPEIR lacks substantial
evidence that it would not conflict with the NBHCP,

February 24, 2008 5



CI5-25

CIs-26

CI5-27

CI5-28

Comments of the Environmental Couneil of Sacramento

American River Parkway. ECOS continues to be very concerned about the destruction
of scarce remaining riparian habitat and wetlands in the American River Parkway as a
consequence of this project, and specifically the bridge structure.

The DPEIR claims that disturbance of 2 acres of Swainson's Hawk foraging habitat
during construction would be less than significant. We think this is a significant impact.
In addition to the nesting pair identified in the DPEIR on the Sacramento River west bank
at the confuence, there is at least one known nesting site just east of the project site. The
DPEIR relies on data gathered in August 2002 but the Department of Fish and Game has
up 1o date nesting site maps. The DPEIR fails to identify nesting sites within one mile
that would be affected by construction activity and loss of foraging.

Nor do we accept the DPEIR conclusion that “the loss of riverbed and stireamside
vegetation resulting from project construction is not expected (o jeopardize the survival
and recovery of listed fish species or adversely modify critical habitat for these species
(Impact BIO 8). As a result, this impact would be less than significant.” The critical
location of this project and the fragile condition of threatened and endangered aquatic life
in the Sacramento and American Rivers suggest that the impacts would be significant.
There is no evidence that the regulatory agencies consider the project impacts to be less
than significant.

Likewise, the DPEIR is deficient in not consulting with and disclosing what Fish and
Wildlife and Fish and Game assessment of the impacts of the crossing of Lone Tree
Canal on Giant Garter Snake will be. Again, this is not just an issue of “take” but also an
issuc of the interference or conflict with an existing habitat plan and the connectivity
between habitat preserves that are mitigating for impacts of prior development in the
Basin.

Mitigation. The Mitigation program is replete with vague and “deferred
mitigation,” contrary to the California Environmental Quality Act. The mitigation
program must be of sufficient detail to permit full identification of the costs of mitigation
to be included in the project funding. This DPEIR does not provide the information
necessary 1o understand what mitigation measures will be needed and what the costs will
be.

Additional unspecified mitigation measures. The DPEIR refers in numerous places to
additional mitigation as required by various regulatory agencies. It does not disclose 1o
the public what impacts and whai mitigation will be.

Tree planting (MBIOT). One kind of deferred mitigation is any use of fees to mitigate.
For example in the case of the tree mitigation, payment of a fee to the County is not
adequale mitigation since the county program cannot be relied upon to complete the
mitigation. One of the barriers to effective mitigation for tree loss is that land suitable for
planting replacement trees is very difficult to acquire. RT's mitigation for tree loss
should occur as part of its project and be conducted to ensure replacement trees survive.
The site for mitigation should be secured prior to the initiation of the project.
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Response to Comment LC5-25

Table 4.14-1 in the Draft PEIR identifies 1.949 acres of
ruderal/grassland habitat within a 100-foot construction
corridor in the American River Parkway, and the
accompanying text identifies this as an impact to
Swainson's hawk foraging habitat (Impact BIO-2).
Although this acreage would be lost during construction,
most of it would become available again following the
completion of construction activities and restoration of
the disturbed areas. Other nearby foraging areas are
available nearby (see ruderal/grassland areas in Figure
4.14-3). For these reasons, RT believes that the impacts
to foraging habitat within the American River Parkway
would be less-than-significant.

In addition to foraging habitat within the American River
Parkway, the Draft PEIR discusses the loss of 7.4 acres
of agricultural land on the Greenbriar property - also
Swainson's hawk foraging habitat. See Response to
Comment CI5-24 with regard to habitat impacts on the
Greenbriar property.

Nesting impacts also are discussed in Section 4.14,
Biological Resources, of the Draft PEIR. Although Impact
BIO-3 discusses potential impacts to nesting hawks in
the American River Parkway, the corresponding
mitigation measure (MBIO-3) was intended to apply to all
portions of the DNA project. RT agrees with the
commenter that there are many other Swainson's hawk
nests in the general project area, including several that
are likely to occur within a mile of the construction area -
45 active Swainson's hawk nesting territories were
identified in the Natomas Basin Conservancy's 2006
Annual Survey Results. PEIR text (p. 4.14-15) has been
modified as recommended to make MBIO-3 more
inclusive. Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final PEIR.



Response to Comment LC5-26

Impacts to aquatic habitat and species are described as Impacts BIO-6 (direct mortality of special-status fish), BIO-7 (loss of shaded
riverine aquatic habitat), and BIO-8 (loss of critical habitat). The conclusion of Impact BIO-8 is based on the conclusions of Impacts BIO-6
and BIO-7 - direct mortality can be avoided and minimized by the specific construction processes described in MBIO-6, and loss of shaded
riverine aquatic habitat can be compensated by the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures described in MBIO-7 (and MBIO-1).
RT believes that the impacts and feasible mitigation measures are appropriately described. Because of the programmatic nature of the
analysis, regulatory permit applications are premature. Additional agency consultation will occur at the time the river crossing is carried
forward for detailed project-level design and construction.

Response to Comment LC5-27

As described above, detailed agency consultation will occur during the project-level design phase. RT agrees that restricting giant garter
snake movement along a critical migration corridor would be a significant impact (please refer to Impact BIO-10 on page 4.14-14 of the
Draft PEIR), and has proposed mitigation measures to ensure that project design will maintain the corridor (please refer to MBIO-10 on
page 4.14-16). RT believes that this is an adequate characterization of potential impacts, including feasible mitigation. In addition, please
refer to response to Comment CI5-24 regarding the Natomas Basin HCP.

Response to Comment LC5-28

RT does not believe that the Draft PEIR contains vague and deferred mitigation. The document effectively analyzes potential impacts to
the degree possible given that only conceptual design information is available (appropriate for a Programmatic EIR) and proposes specific
mitigation measures to avoid, minimize, or otherwise mitigate the impacts (if possible) to a less-than-significant level. The commenter
specifically refers to Mitigation Measure MBIO-7. With regard to tree planting, MBIO-7 refers back to MBIO-1. Neither MBIO-1 nor MBIO-7
discusses paying tree mitigation fees to the County. MBIO-1 states that RT must compensate for the permanent loss of riparian forest by
restoring the equivalent functional habitat value (to be determined during project-level evaluation following detailed design) within the
American River Parkway. MBIO-1 further states that mitigation should occur on the Urrutia property (if available) or on other nearby sites
that are suitable for restoration (“Category 2" sites). In addition, these requirements are only to be followed after the detailed design effort
“route[s] the DNA project to avoid as much riparian forest and willow-cottonwood scrub as possible (page 4.14-14).”

At this time, RT is actively working with the County of Sacramento, the City of Sacramento, and the Sacramento Area Flood Control
Agency to explore options to participate in the Urrutia property acquisition. This is well in advance of when this activity would typically occur
- the final calculation of the affected area and habitat value cannot occur until detailed project-level design information is available -
because RT desires to be proactive in confirming its mitigation program in order to facilitate the implementation of the DNA project.



Downtowﬁ' Downtown/Natomas/Airport Corridor Project Letter I11. Nico Forte

&nNatomas__, Draft Program Environmental Impact Report

h‘::'g;laﬁi.!:n“? 'rt""u‘?_i‘ "
)17 e e comment card Response to Comment [1-1

Environmental Impact

Please provide your comments on the Downtown/Natomas/Airport Corridor Draft Program Environmental Impact Thank you for Y_Our comment. RT appreciates your
Report (PEIR) below for inclusion and consideration in the Final PEIR. Alf comments must be submitted no later support for the project.

than Tuesday, February 26, 2008 by 5:00 p.m. Include additional pages as needed.
Deg SACAT:
[ fogt, yeaol svei Ve (orsilor DS /ﬂmfm,.
bt Aepo it T ;‘-C;ff-l,r Jujjn-?"_}ﬁ, Epdencive] W=
e otk ouit sevuce..
Wownsy Vans Jrogpony nil (ausl dpel s S
be cbot teven I beliere F 1o vibl for ¥ boky

de *—?LM""‘_I of tael et bl aca it wecef
b cploct of wedl ol Ve guolily of (ke Yol

T ._.a,'”. ey (=0 a-"“l':-ii‘.‘rg&q.rés ww.p{-:.-_*; ,5,.._,_‘.} v‘iS ;fla_,.g_

f{*uv"i- o] gﬂuﬂ’am% the oldprtunty b i emwngydh:

submitted By: DUE: Tuesday, February 26, 2008 by 5:00 p.m.

/ﬂf‘ . }@ You may submit written comments to the
Name: 1] f;"’ comment table this evening or to the address
below by mail, fax or e-mail:

¥3 $f, #
Address:{ 73( & S Mr. Don Smith

: Senior Planner
j,u,_fc,%..q'{-_{ LA 5B Sacramento Regional Transit District
P.O.Box 2110
Sacramento, CA 95812-2110

Phone Number: vi-Y.all

Phone:916-556-0506 | Fax: 916-444-2156

E-mail: Aice *B""}f e ,:? sl Coem, dsmith@sacrt.com

3-77



o

vJ7 Regional Transit

Downitawn'Matomas/Airport Transit Al crnatives Stdy
iz Public Oooreazn
660 | Srreetsuite 244
Sac-amenc, A G584

RT Board of Directars

lkoterty MacGlashany, BT Coair

Sreve Cohn, BT Wice Cliir

Ragar Dickinson. KT Board Merber
Lauren Hammond. BT S=ard Mamber
Par Humrz, BT Soard Murmber

Andy Marin, BT Goard Mamber

Dan ™ ;
Bannic Panael BT Bozed Muermber
Do Saneder, K1 Board Mormbar
Jowriees Shalby, AT Board Momber
Ry Tretheway, BT Board Meaember

Mike WWizy, BT lreerim C{__eneral Manzgor O

Ao

ERTELRTED

R ¢ B S KR

T T 8 Y Y P | e T 1 Y P 1 8 R 188
1 [
| N o -
[ECTT | MR o
— e R
A s WS
Vo= =z - P
bl
- i

A > qo W,
k" ! i (s
e, L
L o - i a
ks . gh—
R
i W, b ¥ i
s ¥ % ey
= _\.rl%m-rmla-\rh-n -
i1_ 'E = EmgEgpy e
I D LA G et ks
}: f R | b Llﬂlzmw-r:d:a .
"! 1 s 4 P e R
i Tl s e
“B{OE|EAE SALI03EG BUIpUIng L L : & pm
58 508 U peaLawn|dw) o o1 pewedee S 12lodd 2apus g - 8 : L WL
‘puEdxa 01 SARUNNEY AW SEUCIER BLA SE JOpLLICT) = g e N
sl ulnosy A3ges pue Anggou ascadw) oo paudissp TTRL A e kA
FUraq 2 JopLUGY Y] Y1 U] Suswaacadil s suddu LR o - 3 o
CULBILIDRE Su Al SEE SULwoUE 153050) B J0 AUC BaSS LB i H
| JOpLUOTy ':‘E"'NCI} 30 NG PRI B P UAOTUAAG T Tt ] {l'} L e L e -:_\l" 2
3 L Loy il
CSTUURAER] YILOR PUE INOG 0 sAIUREILGD 311 pue B et i PO A A
Lk Mg 4 e
ualy 13alou 4 wadoEmpsy PIEARITeg SPUELERY B3 A e P
[epouLRY euoi@sy pUB Wedopaap spaudpey sunany 2 T £l
Ein3s Oy [BUGHELLEIL| MUDLRIZEG 201 0 UM LMop - e
LWCLY ERUSAND JOPILIDD NSUESL |1l Ly Dopeds-f| DI-g | ag) = i
walody gHq Jo vondidsag
—— . Rl il
OUEL) ARy | D e Sl Qg T gy Lamnund U0 ey g 08 SRS TN S pavog 1y 3 BpoLd ag omp AL SUEULLG T

wanay uads cea aun e pmdenae o e PUsILIED e puT 0L DHT-TIESE WD MIuaURoes |7 ¥og O UMW U]
Ty CLMERT MR |PLAOESY DRUSLIRIING SL3 oF (il A pasyuegis 20 dB3 SISIILUDY LILIA potiod Juaasoo A g sy Suung

Mg Lu‘E,JEmd I Ly U spuBLILLIG Ty JELESO] FILLG g | LD MO

Letter 12. Ray Dale

Response to Comment 12-1

Thank you for your comment. RT appreciates your

support for the project.
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Dan Smith - Re: Comments on DNA

From: Dan Smith
Ta: cmazzaEsurewest. net
Subject: Re: Comments an DNA

Thank you for your comments on the Dika PEIR.

22 cpmazzEsurewest. nets 2/20/2008 8:18 P ===
Dear wr. Smith,

The OMA Corridar Projecl 15 a bad idea far the Matamas Community.  Before RT
destrove the community, it would better serve by improving existing service,

The BMA line would only increase cangestion along Truxel Road.

Regards,

Chris Mazzarella

1565 Danica Way
Sacramento, CA 95833
{9163 923-3613

about:blank

Fage 1 of 1

2721/2008

Letter 3. Chris Mazzarella

Response to Comment [3-1

On December 15, 2003, the RT Board of Directors
selected the Truxel Road corridor as its Locally Preferred
Alternative (LPA) for the DNA project. This decision was
based on an Alternatives Analysis process - the AA
Report is provided as Appendix A of the Draft PEIR.
Compared to the other alternatives, the Truxel Road
corridor was determined to provide the greatest
transportation benefit to transit users in the corridor and
in the region. In summary, these benefits include: (1)
higher ridership, (2) greater connectivity, (3) supportive
of Transit-Oriented Development, (4) consistency with
land use plans, (5) improved corridor mobility, (6) greater
transit accessibility, (7) greater cost effectiveness, and
(8) increased chance of attracting federal funding.

The Transit Master Plan update work program that is
underway will seek ways to improve service throughout
the region. One task requires the consultant team to
review overall service to see if efficiencies can be found
that can be used o provide additional service for areas
that are under served. Another task will seek new
funding sources for short and long term solutions.

Response to Comment [3-2

Some intersections in the study area would experience
decreased delay times with the project, while other
intersection would experience increased delay times.
The transportation analysis on page 3-54 of the Draft
PEIR acknowledges intersections that would have
significant traffic impacts requiring mitigation.
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Sacramento Regional Transit District
Atin: Don Smith, P.O. Box 2110
Sacramento, CA 95812-2110

Dear Don Smith & Board of Directors,

Thank you for sending out the flyer inviting the residents of Natomas to voice our opinions.

| live two blocks from Truxel in South Natomas and as both a resident and an e_xperienaod Realtor [
have very strong opinions about how light rail will affect the home values in this area.

Running light rail across the park and up Truxel in South Natomas will destroy our community.

This is an established residential community with homes that have two and three car garages. We are
five minutes 1o downtown and those who need or prefer to take public transportation can take the bus.
Adding another bridge across the park will also have a negative impact on the park where we go 1o
have picnics, ride bikes and enjoy the river.

It is not difficult to see the negative impact that light rail has had on Arden Way b}' Del Paso Blvd.,l
or how light rail has effected the home values along Folsom Blvd. It is loud and dirty and would bring
people into our neighborhood that don't live here and have no reason to be here.

1 understand that having a light rail system run from downtown out to the airport is a necessary
improvement and giving downtown residents a quick and easy way to get to North Natomas and take
advantage of the shopping centers in this area is also important to the local economy.

My recommendation is to run light rail up Northgate Blvd. from downtown. Light rail already crosses
the river there and meets Northgate before it hits Del Paso. There would be no need for an additional
bridge over the park since Northgate runs over the American River Parkway. Northgate peeds
revitalization, there are commercial properties all along it that are in need of more business and have
space in front of them that could be used for the light rail system with a choice of vacant lots that could
be purchased for parking. The residential properties along Northgate are for the most part older hu:lmes
many of whom have one car garages and whose owners and tenants would be more I:.kei?« 1o use light
rail 1o get 1o work and go shopping. These homes do not sit directly in the path of the train so they
would not need to be moved. By running the train up Northgate it would actually increase the value of
the homes in that area, making them more desirable to those people who are thinking of purchasing
older homes downtown. These people normally are happy to buy a smaller older home in a more
convenient spot in order to have downtown access and will usually remodel their homes, thus
improving an area that has fallen into disrepair and developed a poor reputation.

From Northgate it would be easy to run across 80 to N. Market or N Freeway Blvd. over to Truxel and
along the proposed route. 1 believe this would be 8 much more cost effective and useful route.

I hope you will consider the points | have addressed and change your route.

Sincerely, Eve Abrahams

Letter 14. Eve Abrahams

Response to Comment 14-1

Regarding concerns that the light rail will destroy the
community of South Natomas, Supervisor Dickenson,
who was on the Regional Transit Board when the initial
light rail line was constructed in 1987, told a story at our
February 11, 2008 Open House meeting about how
some of the neighbors in the vicinity of the light rail line
and 39th street were concerned about the station being
located near their homes. Regional Transit responded by
removing the station from the system plans. A couple of
years after light rail service began, the same people who
opposed the station were asking RT to reconsider and
build a station. The station was eventually built and there
have been no complaints.

With regard to property values, the factor that has the
most direct effect on this is proximity to light rail. Work
undertaken by David Boyce and Arthur Nelson, or
Professors Robert Cervero and John Landis, as reported
at the Transportation Research Board in 1995 or as
published in the “Urban Land” magazine in 2002,
indicates that residential property values increase by
over 25 percent with proximity to light rail transit when
compared with residences further away from transit. This
is a significant and proven economic development effect
of light rail that was borne out in RT's own study of
property values near transit. This study was performed
by Booz-Allen Hamilton.
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Response to Comment 14-2

As described in Section 4.9, page 4.9-12, of the Draft PEIR, park users would be temporarily affected by construction activities, including
the movement of heavy equipment on park roads, restricted access, and temporary closure of some park properties, noise, dust, and other
inconveniences associated with the construction of the American River crossing. Construction activities also would degrade the visual
character of the park and disrupt passive activities such as bird watching, hiking, jogging, and use of the archery range. Joggers, walkers,
and bicyclists would need to be rerouted safely around the construction site. These temporary disruptions would impair enjoyment of the
American River Parkway on a temporary basis. However, implementation of Mitigation Measure MPARK-1 (as proposed in Section 4.9,
page 4.9-14) would reduce temporary construction impacts in the American River Parkway and Discovery Park to a less-than-significant
level.

Operational impacts of the DNA project are presented in Section 4.9, page 4.9-13, of the Draft PEIR. Operation of the DNA project would
require that 1.8-acres of the American River Parkway be dedicated as permanent transit right-of-way. However, all of the underlying area
would be available for public use with the exception of the space required for the bridge piers. Additionally, the bridge would not present a
barrier to pedestrians, hikers, bicyclists, or boaters. Park users would be permanently and directly affected by a visual impact and a new
source of noise related to the operation of the trains passing over the American River Parkway. While a bridge would result in a high visual
intrusion into the natural aesthetics of the park, these effects would be limited to a small portion of the park (135 feet on either side of the
bridge alignment) where park users would be exposed to noise levels exceeding the threshold limit of 57 dBA for a potential noise impact.

However, noise control measures would be implemented to ensure that noise levels during operation would not exceed the calculated
levels. These noise control measures are described in detail in Section 4.13, page 4.13-11, and include project design of the aerial
guideway, track turn radius, and track and wheel maintenance.

Response to Comment 14-3

The conditions of the Arden-Del Paso area are not due to the light rail, but rather to prior non-investment in the area. Since the inception of
the light rail, the City has undertaken significant investment in the streets to make it easier for the residents there to take advantage of the
light rail service and more investment is following. Without light rail the street improvements may well have been made elsewhere. Light rail
is far from being loud and dirty, in fact, the light rail system has been accused of being too quiet - posing a risk to pedestrians and bicyclists
who cannot hear the trains approaching until they are too close. RT has worked very hard to develop safety strategies to protect
pedestrians and others along the right-of-way. The light rail also uses electric power, which avoids all of the pollutants out into the air by
cars and trucks.



Response to Comment 14-4

This comment regarding the potential alignment of the DNA project along Northgate Blvd was forwarded to RT by Supervisor Dickenson.
This alignment was studied in 2001, in the original Alternatives Analysis that produced the current LPA along Truxel Rd (included as
Appendix A in the PEIR). In the AA, the Northgate alignment was shown to reduce the construction costs only fractionally because the river
crossing would have to be rebuilt. The operating costs of the Northgate alignment would have been higher, the distance to the airport
would have been longer, and the line would have served far fewer business and apartment residences. Thus, the line's cost-effectiveness
would have been much reduced. As it is, the Truxel Road alignment will serve many businesses, schools, the public library, and several
apartment developments that would no be served by keeping the light rail in industrial areas.

As far as potential taking of property is concerned, RT is operating under the direction of their Board of Directors, including the instruction
not to take any residential property to facilitate this project. The alignment along Truxel Road is therefore specifically designed to avoid the
taking of residential properties.
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Tremaine & Associates, Inc.

TREMAINE & ASSOCIATES, IHNC.
B59 Bgillwater Road, Suite 1

Weat Sacramento, CTA 95605

{916] 176-0656 Voice; (918} 376-0676 Fax
www.Tremaine . us

February 22, 2008

Don Smith

Sacramento Regional Transit District
P.O. Box 2110

Sacramento, CA 95812-2110

Re: Comments on Drafi Programmatic EIR for the DNA Project
Dear Mr, Smith:

| have reviewed the cultural resources section of the draft PEIR and have some
concems. In scanning through Table 4.8-1, [ see documentation for only two
known prehistoric sites, listed as protohistoric village sites. TREMAINE served as
the archacological firm during construction of the light rail segment from Folsom
to Sacramento. We found a site situated three 1o ten feet below the current street
level, at the intersection of 6™ and H streets. We are still in the process of writing
up our findings, so the firm that conducted your study would not have been aware
of it, except through word of mouth. At any rate, this site consisted of a large
semi-subterranean ceremonial structure with the earthen walls and floor matting
still preserved. In addition, several burials and cremations were found within the
walls and outside the structure. The site would have been situated on the east
shore of historic Sutter’s Lake. The artifacts suggest the site is about 500 years old.

Further, recently. we identified a buried site during the construction of the new
City Hall building at 10™ and | streets. only a few blocks away. It was buried ten
1o 22 feet below the surface. It was very old, in comparison, representing
occupation during the first half of the Holocene, between 10,000 and 6,000 years
ago. This site contained many artifacts suggestive of various activities, for
instance, bone fish hooks, stone net weights, dart points (for atlatl or spear rather
than bow), multi-purpose cobble core tools, bone awls used in basketry, stone
bowls, stone pestles, as well as human remains.

The point of this is that the area of sensitivity is probably broader than suggested
in the EIR section. It should encompass more than just where known sites are
plotied. The entire confluence of the Sacramento and American rivers is very
sensitive for archacological sites. Given the many flood events that occurred prior
to levee building, most of these sites are buried and thus, would not be found
during a pedestrian survey. It is my opinion that the potential to impact sites is
very high. In addition, the ethnographic village of Momol is said to be located
somewhere south of the American River. In sudying the existing topography, [
believe I know where it is, but cannot confirm as it is beneath roadway and built

Letter 15. Kim Tremaine

Response to Comment 15-1

Thank you for your comment. This information will be
very useful during project-level engineering and
environmental review of MOS-1 to evaluate potential
cultural impacts and refine mitigation measures. In
addition, based on this information and RT's recent
experience with the Amtrak-Folsom extension in the
Downtown area, Mitigation Measure MCUL-7 has been
revised to include mandatory construction monitoring in
sensitive areas by trained professionals (PEIR text (p.
4.8-12) has been modified. Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of
the Final PEIR). Based on the analysis in the PEIR and
the information provided by the commenter, RT believes
these sensitive areas to include all areas south of the
American River and the river crossing itself. With regard
to other areas, however, the revised mitigation measure
is not specific about which areas require monitoring.
Focused, project-level analyses will be performed for
each stage of the DNA project. Each project-level CEQA
document will update the analysis and recommend
mitigation measures that apply Mitigation Measure
MCUL-7 to other project areas.
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areas. The preferred alternative would bisect this location. Further. the
ethnographic village of Pusune is located on the north side of the American River
near its confluence with the Sacramento River. Its exact location is not known.
The sensitivity, especially on adjacent both sides of the Ameérican River is very
strong.

With this in mind, | believe the mitigation measure specified in the Draft PEIR is
inadequate. It is not sufficient to require the construction contractor 1o coNact an
archaeologist should resources be discovered. Construction crew do not have
skilled eves for spotting site constituents. Furthermore, while some “training™
may be provided them. construetion folks are engaged in conducting their own
work. [f there isn’t someone fully devoted to examining spoils and trench profiles,
a site could easily be cut through and damaged without their noticing, Thus, 10
ensure protection of these potential resources, archaeological monitoring should be
required in sensitive zones. In other places, where sensitivity for resources is
probably much lower, for instance, where the prefemed alternative crosses historic
Fisherman's Lake in the Natomas area, archaeological spot-checking might be
more appropriate rather then full time monitoring.

ol then

Kim Tremaine, Ph.C., RPA
Principal
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James Morgan

9459 Adcosta Way
Sacramento, CA 95827
February 24, 2008

Sacramento Regional Transit District

Attn: Don Smith

P.0. Box 2110

Sacramento, CA 95812-2110
Re: Downtown/Matomas/ Airport Corridor Draft Program Environmental Impact Report

Mr. Smith:
Thiese are my comments in response 1o the Downtown/Natomas/ Airport Corridor Druft
Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

The proposed extension of light rail 10 Malomas and the Sacramento Airport would
require a bridge across the American River and Parkway that would have adverse effects upon
the Parkway. These include short term and long term loss of riparian habitat and recrestional
arens as noted in the draft EIR. In addition, adverse effects of visual intrusion and noise would
occur that are NOT noted in the draft EIR. The Parkway is first and foremost a naturalistic open
space area around the river. The presence of a light rail bridge would significantly degrade the
naturalistic character of the Parkway in the vicinity of the bridge. Moise from passing trains will
carry a substantial distance, and further degrade the naturalistic character of the Parkway.

The drafi EIR is particularly deficient in failing to identify growth-inducing impacts of
the proposed light rail extension. Besides passive impacts of improved transportation, Regional
Transit and the local governments have policies fostering “transit oriented development.”™ This
includes very high-density housing, gencrally of 20 or 30 dwelling units per acre and up, and
high density mixed use. As an example, at the Butterfield station, there are efforts underway (o
convert the existing park-and-ride lot 1o high-density housing. These changes woubd have
significant impacts upon the existing communitics in Natomas. In addition, the Natomas area is
a deep food plain. In a moderately large stomm, a levee break along the American or Sacramento
Rivers could result in flooding up to 20 fect deep. Inducing more growth in Nstomas would pat
more people at risk of calasirophic flooding,

Thank you for your consideration of these commenis.

Sincerely,

James Morgan

Letter 16. James Morgan

Response to Comment 16-1

The DNA project's adverse effects of visual intrusion and
noise in the American River Parkway are acknowledged
in the Draft PEIR in Sections 4.11 and 4.13. As stated on
page 4.9-13 of the Draft PEIR, "Additionally, park users
would be permanently and directly affected by a visual
impact and a new source of noise related to the
operation of the trains passing over the American River
Parkway (refer to Section 4.13, Noise and Vibration, and
Section 4.11, Visual and Aesthetic Resources)."”

While a bridge would result in a high visual intrusion into
the natural aesthetics of the park, these effects would be
limited to a small portion of the park (135 feet on either
side of the bridge alignment) where park users would be
exposed to noise levels exceeding the threshold limit of
57 dBA for a potential noise impact. However, noise
control measures would be implemented to ensure that
noise levels during operation would not exceed the
calculated levels. These noise control measures are
described in detail in the Draft PEIR, Section 4.13, page
4.13-11, and include project design of the aerial
guideway, track turn radius, and track and wheel
maintenance.

Response to Comment 16-2

Growth-inducing impacts are described in 4.22.4. The
analysis focuses on the potential contribution of the DNA
project to urban development in several areas (e.g.,
Railyards and Richards Boulevard) in the context of
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planned future land uses. The commenter correctly notes that the analysis does not specifically include a discussion of transit-oriented
development (TOD), which is provided in this response.

Regional Transit generally supports the concept of transit-oriented development, which includes increased housing densities and mixed
use in the vicinity of transit stations. More people living within walking distance of a transit station can increase ridership, and reduce
parking requirements, which may enhance the cost-effectiveness of the transit project. Through its Transit for Livable Communities (TLC)
program, RT has participated in several redevelopment projects that have incorporated TOD principles. These have included the 65"
Street Station area revitalization project (together with CSU Sacramento), and efforts are underway to participate in TOD projects near the
Butterfield and Meadowview stations. In the DNA corridor to date, RT has participated in the planning of the Township 9 project on
Richards Boulevard, and has commented extensively on various development proposals in North Natomas (e.g., Promenade) to
encourage the maintenance of residential densities and other transit-supportive land uses. In addition, RT has supported the approval of
the Greenbriar project (please refer to response to Comment CI5-14). It should be noted, however, that land use planning and regulation
falls under the purview of local jurisdictions and that RT's role is strictly advisory.

RT will continue to support TOD in the DNA corridor. Opportunities to encourage more concentrated development where there is
substantial redevelopment (e.g., Railyards and Richards Boulevard) or on undeveloped land (e.g., Greenbriar and limited areas of North
Natomas). South Natomas is less likely to be affected because of its mature, developed character.

Because the presence of transit stations may make nearby areas more accessible and thus more attractive for development, the DNA line
may help to shape the future land use patterns, but it is unlikely to stimulate more development in the Sacramento region. As described in
Section 4.22.4 of the DNA PEIR, the general effects of growth that might be stimulated by the DNA project are those described in the EIRs
for existing and planned developments. The encouragement of transit-oriented development might alter the previously described impacts
because densities could be higher than expected at the time the EIRs were certified. At this time, specific effects of higher-than-expected
housing densities cannot be determined because no specific TOD projects are underway. Specific effects would be examined on a case-
by-case basis as the City considers individual development projects.

Response to Comment 16-3

In the Natomas Basin, the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is moving forward with a Zone AR designation. As defined by FEMA,
Zone AR designates a Special Flood Hazard Area formerly protected from the one percent annual chance of flood by a flood control
system that was subsequently decertified and indicates that the former control system is being restored to provide protection from the one
percent annual chance or greater flood. The Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency is working with the City of Sacramento and the
USACE to expedite work on the Natomas levee system. SAFCA has numerous projects under construction and in-planning in the Natomas
area. The Draft PEIR acknowledges the USACE's recent decertification of the Natomas levee system on page 4.18-6:

"Recent local and federal studies; however, revealed that much more of the Natomas levee system is in need of repair, including
erosion protection, seepage protection, and increased levee height. As a result of these studies, the USACE recently withdrew its
endorsement of the Natomas levee system. SAFCA is prioritizing work efforts for areas and levees that are at higher risk to the 100-
year flood event, but all levee improvement projects are being designed to the 200-year protection specifications."
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The Draft PEIR is the first-tier of environmental review for the DNA project. The future project-level environmental review required for the

individual phases of the DNA project will provide an opportunity to reassess the level of flood risk in the Natomas Basin and incorporate the
conditions into project design.

In addition, please see response to Comment 16-2.
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Pebraary 23, 2008

Suoramento Begion:| Transit Dismict
Astenticn: Don Smith

1.3 Bhowe 21710

Sacparaento, Oa 8aR12-2110

Rex  UDzall Prodect TIR for DosntowndMatemas/Airpurt Cosridor
Tlear Wi Smmirh:

Tavlor & Wilsy represents Dpus West Corporafion with sespect io Thais seaparty
ko as The Promenade, Jocaled au the comer of Truxe! Rooud and Galeway Park
Boulevard, ‘The purpese of this leter is w0 provide comments or the Dratt Progron
Envizonmental lmpact Report ([PPELR) for e Downlown™Matomeas/Airport Corricor
[“Project™). hpecifically, as discussed inomore detadl below, our concern relases o the
lack uf WK 1 incorporating a Park-and-Ride fadility i Worth Natormas ncar DAL

Paga E5-12 oof the DPETR notes that he Project has tewer Vark-and-Hide parking
cpaces than deseribed in the TINA ridership forecasting model Ihe DIPEIR also notes
that despite a projecled inerease in parking demand within Sacramento, “physical
comstrainls” of availuble properly have lmited the number of feasible parking spaces.
The DPEIR dentifios bweo polenlially sipnificant impacks associoted with inadequate
lies: fmmpact Tran-17 {p. TE-31) and Impact Com-1 (p FS-32) Both
v sigmificemt irpucts fo surrourding relghbornoods due fo parking

Pars-and-Tods fac
nlicate potentis
overflow,

additionally, the TPELR sizles on page 526, “Tamitations oo the samber of
parking spaces [has] a disect relationship on lransit tiderslup due fo the adual Perk-
ard-Ride demand excocding available space in the Richards [Beulevard| area”  The
DITELR further notes on page 343 that the Project’s Tower TParkeand=Ride availabilily in
e Soutn Natumas area will not adversely affect overall lransil ridership where the
parking “spill over” demand 15 satisticd in North Nalomas next Io T-810.

Letter 17. James B. Wiley

Response to Comment 17-1

MOS-1 does not include park-and-ride spaces north of
the end of the line station at Richards. Financial
constraints currently preclude RT from adding such
parking and operating a shuttle service as part of the
MOS-1 project.
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3, Dom Sinith
February 25, A

Pape 2

despite o statcd necd for parking. current plans foe MOS-1 do oo
include any Park-and-Rice lacililies in North Natomas next to TR0 Rether, parking is
Tirniteed 1o 2 ot “mear the Richares Boulevard stabon west of the intersection of Nosth B
amad Sorth 77 Streets”  (po BS-14) This limited parking cortainly will not relicve any
“gpillover” and would result in ineveased costs i implementing Lhe mitigation of
careving ot rking, enforcamnent progrims in the arca. Furthemmore, based on the
dizlrict’s analysis, such imited periking may result in decreased ridership in the MO5-1
zopmmenk, thereby inhibiting revenue gencration.

| lawover,

Tiir Lhese reasuns, the Saczamento Regional Transic District should incor porate
irto M{5-1 the development ol the Pack-and-Fide Iot at the corner of Traxel Road and
Cazoway Park Boulevard (350 spacey already designated on the Opus Sleg and provide
shitttle service from that Jot to the Richands Boulevacd light eail stop, thereby relieving
Lhe parking shorlage, diminishing the impaces of overllow parking, establishing fransit
commute patteens lor the future and maintaining the maximwm ridership forecasied for
(e MOS-1 seament, Beoefit would also derfve fram the fact that the lob would nok be
semporary, bl a long-term purchase incorporated into the eventual capansion of the
corridor inlo De North Watomas area. Lastly, the Fark-and-Ride fadlity proposed for
dais corner has alveady undergone CEOA meview as part of The Promenadce project and
is therefore easily meneporated into the carrent MOS-T segunent.

Thank wou o the opporfunity tu provide our conunenls on the TIFPREIE, Pleaze
foel [ree 1o call it you have any guestions or need (uriner information regarding vur
comnments,

Vers Truly Yours,
P
farmes B, Wilew
Cer Dlike Wiley

Freo Arncdd
Tom Schaal
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February 26, 2008

Sacramento Regional Transit District
Attn. Don Smith

P.O. Box 2110

Sacramento, CA 95812-2110

Subject: Draft Program Environmental Impact Repont for the
Downtown/Natomas Airport Corridor

Dear Mr. Smith
Thanks for the cpportunity to make comments.

We have reviewed the EIR, and find that it could be strengthened by
additional discussion of the environmental impacts related to bicycling
and bicyclists. We provide several recommendations to mitigate the
impacts to bicyclists of the proposed development, and to capitalize on
opportunities that are presented by the new light rail line. We also
note there is missing information regarding bikeways.

There are a number of issues that are not addressed in the Draft
Program Environmental Impact Report. These issues represent both
opportunities to improve bicycle and pedestrian circulation and
increase bicycle use as well as negative impacts affecting bicycle use.
Improvements in bicycle pedestrian circulation will result in air quality
benefits and reductions in greenhouse gas emissions.

We recommend updating the Bike and Trail Facility map shown in
Figure 3.2.1. The map does not show the following:

the Two Rivers Trail on the south bank of the American River

the bike path on the west side of the 1-5 corridor between Del
Paso Reoad and San Juan Road

the bike path on the west edge of the Natomas Crossing
development

the Ueda Parkway trail (though this trail may be just outside the
study area)

Letter 18. Walt Seifert

Response to Comment 18-1

The purpose of the Draft PEIR is to disclose
environmental impacts in accordance with CEQA law.
While RT and the project are supportive of bicycle and
pedestrian transportation, the document is not intended
as a mechanism to identify and explore means to
improve bicycle and pedestrian circulation in general.
Rather, it measures the effects of the project, as
proposed, on bicycle and pedestrian circulation, among
many other issues. Impacts are determined based upon
the standards of significance described in the document
(please refer to the bicycle circulation standards of
significance on pages 3-88 and 3-89 of the Draft PEIR).
While other effects, both negative and positive, may
occur, they are not the focus of this analysis. PEIR text
(p. 3-3, Figure 3.2-1) has been modified as
recommended. Refer to Chapter 4, Errata, of the Final
PEIR.
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Connection to the Two Rivers Trail. Usage of the Two Rivers Trail on
the south bank of the American River will increase when it is extended
to the east of Hwy 160 and as the Downtown Railyards and Richard
Blvd. areas develop. Connections and disruptions to the Two Rivers
Trail need to be considered in all planning for the DNA line.

Overcrossing of 1-80. Virtually all local freeways provide limited
numbers of bicycle and pedestrian crossings, either via the road
network of via separate bike/ped crossings. The crossings tend to be
widely separated. Many of the crossings that do exist are freeway
interchanges that are extremaly daunting for cyclists and pedestrians
because of merges with high speed on and off ramps. The Truxel
Road interchange is a prime example. Because of this, bike/ped
access should be included with the structure that will be built for the
DNA crossing of 1-80.

Access from other side of I-5. The DNA line roughly parallels I-5 on
the freeway’'s east and north sides. 1-5 creates a barrier for bicycle
and pedestrian access to the light rail stations for those living, working
or otherwise traveling to and from the other side of the freeway.

Park and ride lots. Park and ride lots increase vehicular traffic in light
rail station vicinities and complicate bicycle and pedestrian access to
stations. The additional vehicular traffic adds to air pollution and
greenhouse gases. As proposed, half of the 14 DNA line stations
would have park and ride lots, with a total of 2.260 spaces. It's not
clear what the costs of these spaces are, but it's likely that it would be
maore than $5M for construction, plus there would be additional
ongoing operational costs for maintenance and security. If automobile
parking is supplied, and we recommend that it not be, there should be
a charge for parking that recovers all costs including opportunity costs.

Park and ride lots are inconsistent with the notion of transit oriented
development and the recommendations of RT's own Transit for Livable
Communities efforts. There is evidence that park and ride lots
decrease, rather than increase, light rail ndership. “Village centers,”
dense, active uses around light rail stations provide the most round-
the-clock ridership. RT's provision of free storage for cars in park and
ride lots does not produce the same level of ridership in the long run
nor is it as cost-effective as more active uses. Moreover, Regional
Transit is not, or at least we believe it should not be, in the parking
business.

Trails/paths in the light rail corridor. Anywhere there are relatively
uninterrupted rights of way, there may be opportunities for mufti-use

Response to Comment [8-2

The proposed bridge over the American River would
accommodate light rail vehicles, pedestrians, and
bicyclists, as discussed in Chapter 2.0, Project
Description, of the Draft PEIR. Connections would be
provided to pedestrian and bicycle facilities along the
American River in South Natomas and in the Richards
Blvd. Area. Details of such connections will be
determined during future project-level design and
engineering.

Response to Comment 18-3

As evaluated in the PEIR, the DNA project does not
include bicycle and pedestrian facilities on the proposed
[-80 overcrossing. On-street bicycle lanes and sidewalks
are provided on the adjacent Truxel Road overcrossing.
The inclusion of bicycle and pedestrian facilities on the
new overcrossing would add significant cost to
implementation of the DNA project. However, details of
the 1-80 overcrossing will be determined during future-
project level design and engineering.

Response to Comment [8-4

The DNA project does not affect bicycle and pedestrian
access routes across I-5. Within the City of Sacramento,
all new and reconstructed street overcrossings of I-5 will
include both bicycle and pedestrian facilities.



Response to Comment 18-5

Park-and-ride lots are a critical element of the DNA project. RT is supportive of transit-oriented development adjacent to stations; however,
many people who travel in the Sacramento area do not live in areas with pedestrian, bicycle, or transit access to the DNA project. As a
result, without park-and-ride access, it is estimated that the majority of these potential transit riders would choose not to ride transit. As
shown in Table 3.6-10 of the Draft PEIR, it is estimated that about 25.8 percent of weekday boardings will drive to use transit. At this time,
RT does not charge for parking at its stations. A parking charge would decrease transit ridership and could result in unwanted commuter
parking in adjacent residential, commercial, and industrial areas.

Response to Comment 18-6

Most of the right-of-way for the project is in or adjacent to City streets, where pedestrian facilities and bikeways are often provided.
Exclusive right-of-way for the project is limited. As noted in the response to Comment 18-2, the proposed bridge over the American River
would accommodate light rail vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists. The short section of exclusive right-of-way between East Commerce
Way and SR 99 is close to proposed City streets with pedestrian and bicycle facilities. Future project-level design and engineering will
provide an opportunity for further consideration of additional pedestrian and bicycle facilities.
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trails or bike paths. Rivers, creeks, canals, freeways and rail corridors
all provide such opportunities.

Crossing of tracks. For safety and economic reasons, the number of
track crossings is often minimized. However, widely separated
crossings are a deterrent to bicycle and pedestrian travel. Well-
designed, safe, non-vehicular crossings of tracks should be
considered wherever possible so as not to impede bicycle and
pedestrian circulation.

The Draft Program Environmental Impact Report does not identify any
bicycle impacts. We believe this represents a failure to recognize all
the impacts that will be created by the construction and operation of
the DNA line.

The Transportation and Circulation section uses city of Sacramento
measures which define a bicycle impact as significant if it would:

1. hinder or eliminate an existing bikeway, or interfere with bikeway
implementation

2. result in unsafe conditions for bicyclists including unsafe
bicycle/pedestrian or bicycle/motor vehicle conflicts.

While these standards cover many bicycle impacts, they by no means
cover all significant impacts and we do not accept the standards as
fully comprehensive, For example, bicycle travel quite commonly
occurs on streets that aren't bikeways. A hindrance to or elimination of
an existing (or planned) street may also be a significant bicycle impact.
Nonetheless, even applying these standards it is clear that a light rail
line with nearly 13 miles of right of way, some of it exclusive and “semi-
exclusive,” will have a significant impact on bicycling.

Light rail tracks in the street create a safety hazard for bicyclists.
Bicycle tires get caught in the track gaps and cause falls. Steel rails
are also slippery, extraordinarily slippery when wet, and can cause
falls if not crossed with mindful extra caution by bicyclists. A number
of our members have suffered falls and injuries, including a broken leg,
as a result of encounters with tracks.

Light rail tracks are a new barrier. The long light rail corridor will hinder
through travel by bicyclists and pedestrians and limit the number of
crossing points. The tracks will interfere with bikeway implementation
and will affect street design. Proposed developments such as
Greenbriar already have had their street layouts influenced by light rail.
Planned street alignments in Greenbriar deviate from the optimal grid

Response to Comment [8-7

The closure of any major streets or access points in
order to minimize at-grade crossings is not anticipated
as a result of the DNA project. Similarly, the DNA
project provides adequate and safe pedestrian and
bicycle circulation. Specific details regarding crossings
will be determined during future project-level design and
engineering.

Response to Comment 18-8

As noted in the response to Comment [8-1, the analysis
in the Draft PEIR is based on the standards of
significance, adopted by the Sacramento City Council.
While the project may have other effects on bicycle and
pedestrian circulation, significant impacts for CEQA
purposes are based solely on the significance criteria.

Because the DNA project will operate in or adjacent to
City streets through much of its length, it is not
anticipated to substantially hinder bicycle travel. In other
words, the light rail line will not result in extensive
"barriers." The project does not propose to close any
major streets or access points. The North Natomas
Community Plan was developed with an extensive
bikeway and pedestrian plan that incorporates the light
rail corridor. The grid pattern of streets within the
Greenbriar project was planned independently of the
DNA project. These effects on bicycle and pedestrian
travel do not constitute a significant CEQA impact when
evaluated in accordance with the significance criteria.

Light rail tracks in public streets are a common
occurrence in Sacramento, and are one of many things
bicyclists must be aware of, including buses,
automobiles, trucks, parked cars, debris, and potholes.
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Regarding the commenter's recommendations:

Bikeways in light rail right-of-way - please refer to response to Comment 18-6

Bikeway / pedestrian access on crossings - please refer to responses to comments 18-2 and 18-3. The crossing of SR 99 is
adjacent to the planned Meister Way crossing, which will include both pedestrian and bicycle facilities.

Access to light rail stations - specific details regarding station design will be determined during future project-level design and
engineering.

Provide track flange fillers - Flangeway fillers to meet bicycle and ADA requirements will be used where paved track is located
throughout the DNA extension. This technology that is available, reduces, but does not eliminate the possibility of tires being
caught next to rails. Signs are provided throughout the system to warn bicycle and motorcycle riders of potential hazards when
crossing tracks.

Eliminate park-and-ride lots - please refer to response to Comment 18-5

Improve access across I-5 - please refer to response to Comment 18-4
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pattern, at least in part, because of the DNA line right of way and
efforts to minimize track crossings.

The light rail vehicles themselves are a new source of conflict and
potential collision with cyclists and pedestrians.

As mentioned, park and ride lots at light rail stations increase vehicular
traffic in station vicinities and complicate bicycle and pedestrian
access to stations.

As mitigation for these impacts, and in order to capitalize on the
opportunities mentioned above, we recommend the following:

include bikeways in the light rail right of way where possible

include bike/pedestrian access with all bridges and
overcrossings, such as the crossings of |1-80 and Hwy 99 and the
American River bridge.

optimize bicycle access to light rails stations, including shor-
cuts and connections to Class | bike paths

provide track flange fillers where bicyclists will be crossing the
tracks

gliminate park and ride lots, or minimize the number and size of
the lots and always institute a charge for parking

improve bicycle and pedestrian access across |-5

SABA is an award winning nonprofit organization with more than 1.400
members. We represent bicyclists. Our aim is more and safer trips by
bike. We're working for a future in which bicycling for everyday
transportation is common because it is safe, convenient and desirable.
Bicycling is the healthiest, cleanest, cheapest, quietest, most energy
efficient and least congesting form of transportation.

Yours truly,

Walt Seifert
Executive Director
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Don Smith - Program Comments on the Project DEIR

— e e

From: "Reed Benet” <reedmbenet@worldnet.att.net>
To: <dsmith@sacrt.coms=

Date: 2/26/2008 12:10 PM

Subject: Program Comments on the Project DEIR

Hello Mr. Smith:

Thank you for giving me the opportunity 1o submit my commenis on the Project DEIR via email, given that the
mailing deadline for comments is today. Please confirm your receipt of this email.

As for my comments:
Dear RT Board:

Thank you for the opportunity 10 comment last night at the public hearing regarding the proposed Downtown-
NMatomas-Airport (DMA) light rail line. | recognize that such was not an allowed time for me to ask questions, but
given Director Cohn's subsaquent comments to mine, it bacame clear to me thal there has been NO
consideration made by RT staff, let alone the Board, to the Yolo County Short Line right-of-way (YCSL ROW) as
potentially providing & faster to fruition, quicker travel time, more enviranmentally friendly, and perhaps
significantly cheaper alternalive route from downtown fo the airport. As further confirmation of this, | do know for a
fact that no one has made even preliminary contact with YCSL in this regard.

This is worrisome for a number of reasons:

L 1. | know that YCSL would bs amenable 1o discussions.
2. While a YCSL ROW route wouldn't serve the vision of providing rail to intermediate siops in Natomas, it
isn't very clear, particularly given DNA's estimated significant cost, that even DNA provides Natomas the
best transportation options intra-Natomas/Morth Sacramento or from these locations to downtown or the

|irport,

3. MNote that Yolo County Board of Supervisors is considenng a commercial and industrial center in Elkhom,
50 an YCSL ROW could have a significant intermadiate destination/point of trip ongination purpose that
could also potentially have a significant effect on transit use and utility.

4. SacRT's failure to look just across the river suggests a certain border myopia. | encourage the
consideration and adherence to the “Regional® part of SacRT's tite. Furthermore, | SacRT contact
SACOG, although | know from having talked to some people there that the YCSL ROW is also not on their
radar scraen.

5. Looking at YCSL on the map, where it seems potentially easily connectible to downtown via rail and where
it runs today within two miles of the airport, and comparing this potential route to the proposed DNA route,
makes an YCSL ROW saem like a common sense and obvious alternative. And while there may be other
disqualifying issues. my point isn't that there won't be such issues. But rather my point is that, particularly
given DNA's estimated significant cost, the lack of a process to see if there are disqualifying issues is

E disturbing.

6. Since there is general dissatisfaction with Nalomas sprawl, this sprawl being in significant government and
private funds absorbing flood plain, the not perhaps entirely invalid points being mada that DNA might be &
solution locking for a problem, and that DNA might be either growth inducing or growth “green-washing,” a
failura to cansider YCSL could be considered by at least the conspiracy theorists as troublesome, let alone
public expenditure budget hawks like mysalf that might look upon this all as a failure perhaps in staff
competence and a direct or indirect failure of the Board's fidicuiary responsibility, or at the least probably
an unwelcome late surprise,

7. Director Cohn may be right, or he may be wrong, that an YCSL ROW will require two bridges. But nat
knowing definitively in any case is exactly the problem. Furtharmore, the point of an YCSL ROW is that as
a heavy-rail alternative, it may be able to utilize the Amtrak bridge, thus making an Elkhom located bridge

2/26/2008

Letter 19. Reed M. Benet

Response to Comment [19-1

Comment noted. Please see response to Comment 19-
10.

Response to Comment [9-2

Comment noted. Please see response to Comment 19-
10.

Response to Comment 19-3

On December 15, 2003, the RT Board of Directors
selected the Truxel Road corridor as its Locally Preferred
Alternative (LPA) for the DNA project. This decision was
based on an Alternatives Analysis process - the AA
Report is provided as Appendix A of the Draft PEIR.
Compared to the other alternatives, the Truxel Road
corridor was determined to provide the greatest
transportation benefit to transit users in the corridor and
in the region. In summary, these benefits include: (1)
higher ridership, (2) greater connectivity, (3) supportive
of Transit-Oriented Development, (4) consistency with
land use plans, (5) improved corridor mobility, (6) greater
transit accessibility, (7) greater cost effectiveness, and
(8) increased chance of attracting federal funding.
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Page 2 of 2
Response to Comment 19-10

to cross the Sacramento River near the airport comparable in costs lo the proposed American River bridge

for DMA. And as a grade separated bus rapid transit route, it could utilize the Elkhomn |-5 bridge, thus H R :
potentially eli:i:ahng all bridge costs and significant environmental considerations. Still, though, the bigger The A_lternatlves Analys_ls ConQUCted in 2001 fOI’ the DNA
issues, | think, is what's the comparable cost of the entire DNA project (proposed at $750+M, although | |me dld not fuIIy examine usmg the YO|0 County ShOI’t
can't imagine that such an eslimate ever proves right) versus the costs, with all it already-knowns, of a X X . -
- I T T Line right of way and tracks, but this was in part because
H live COstS an ST, and pernaps on BN is approprna I .
E the m:gnitu:be afs::ngﬁmm and environmental effect of the proposed DNA effort, of the way the analysis was conducted. All reasonable
i | D s I PYesol FIENY T Hos b AU ot o Sk e RS A alternatives were collected, and a “fatal flaw"
: weakness that it is questionable whether the proposed DNA solution. whatever is its East side of the assessment was conducted, including conversation with
I5-1 Sacramento River nght-of-way, is the bast

the public, on the various alternatives. Due to the

i which | baliave ired to be answered in the Project DEIR . .
il Nk s s TR e e generally lower cost of some commuter rail alternatives,

s \hiin e VI, FRCNV ckim N on o of1 Wwtomt s RIS commuter rail was considered among the 27 basic
I3-10 2. Ifso, what disqualified it? : ' : ' .
L 3. IFnot, why wasn't YCSL considered? options in the alternatives analysis. However, given the
I9-11 4. Does a Project DEIR require a consideration of all reasonable altarnatives? . .. . . .
F 5. Ifthe YCSL ROW is a reasonable altemnative, what are the implications for the DNA and the Project DEIR basic _VISI_On and mISSIOD behind the_ Alternatlve_s
e of the process having missed it? : _ Analysis, including supporting the formation of transit-
%) CSoukd et o sk SEvSMMANSSEN: K A Aol S MY SO WERISINY ol St oriented communities and service to the region as a
Thank you for your consideration. | am certainly available for questions or further clarification lo the above. whole, the actual YCSL alignment had too many fatal
Sincersiy, flaws to be considered viable by comparison with the
Reed M. Benet (Signed electronicaly) "No build" or the "Transportation System Management"
iy sy il alternatives.

Davis, Calfornia 95616
e The issues with using the YCSL alignment and tracks
are many, beginning with the beauty of the countryside
along the alignment. Except for a few neighborhoods in
Yolo County, the majority of the alignment runs through
countryside. As such, there would be no stops between
West Sacramento and the airport from which to pick up
any passengers, which would result in lower ridership

numbers than the DNA project.

There is an existing crossing over the river, but it would
have to be modified to accommodate any additional
traffic. A modified bridge would face all of the objections
of the bridge proposed for the DNA project. There are
plans to re-align the freight tracks in the Railyards, but
this will make the tracks more usable for daily freight
operations. While commuter rail operations do take place
on freight track in other parts of the country, it is usually
file:/ /C:\Temp\XPGrpWise\47C401C2RTAdmin100169616211CC1B1\GW]00001....  2/26/2008



at the cost of ceding precedence to the freight operation. Thus, if the freight train is within its agreed upon "operating window", even if it is
ten minutes late or running slow, the passenger train must wait for the tracks to clear. This would eliminate the possibility of an airport
service adhering to schedule with any regularity. Adding tracks to allow for joint operation would require rebuilding the bridge over the river
or building a new bridge which would incur all of the costs and environmental concerns as the proposed DNA bridge.

The YCSL right-of-way runs through sensitive ecology along a significant stretch of the alignment, making reconstruction of the track,
which is a necessity for efficient operation, very expensive. The YCSL right-of-way has only one track for a considerable distance toward
the airport, so a second track would be required to accommodate rail service to the airport. Finally, the track is a functioning freight track.
This puts it under the oversight of the Federal Railroad Administration, which sets standards for such things as rail car strength, safety,
operation and other parameters. RT would have to become an operating railroad, in addition to a public transportation agency, with
railroad as well as light rail infrastructure. The ongoing operational and capital costs of such an evolution make the ridership to and from
the airport uneconomical, potentially jeopardizing competitiveness for eventual Federal grant funds.

Response to Comment 19-11

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), Consideration and Discussion of Alternatives to the Proposed Project, states:

"An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain
most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and
evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must
consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public participation. An
EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are infeasible.”

As described in response to Comment [9-10, the 2001 Alternatives Analysis included all reasonable alternatives and a “fatal flaw"
assessment was conducted, including conversation with the public, on the various alternatives. Given the basic vision and mission behind
the Alternatives Analysis, including supporting the formation of transit-oriented communities and service to the region as a whole, the
actual YCSL alignment had too many fatal flaws to be considered viable by comparison with the "No build" or the "Transportation System
Management" alternatives. These fatal flaws are described in response to Comment 19-10.

Response to Comment 19-12

As explained in the responses to Comments 19-10 and 19-11, because the YCSL is not a reasonable alternative to the DNA project, there
are no implications for the DNA project or the Program EIR as a result of the YCSL's omission from the 2001 Alternatives Analysis.
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Format

Comment #
Category

Comment

&1 C2/26/08 kenmayes @comeast. net Individual Waelbeite &1

The DI4A FEIR doss not address the life cycle (JH smizzions that come directly from materialz to be used in construction, operation

or maintenance of the facilities. Practically every purchase that iz to be made requires importation of GEH Grich materials to CA since
the State has chosen to limit production of same. It also dismisses the release of more that 50,000 met tons of C02 in the construction
process. Further, there is no reference to the need to prowide additional power to the project ata time when SMUD is required to
climinate szzentialy all of itz foszil fuel generating capacity (thus DINA haz power coly between 10:004AM to 2:00FM orwhen the
wind blows unless it is over 50 mph.) Further, there iz no mention of having to retrofit all of the buses or purchase new ones o
climinate the uses of CING. Further, it is incomprehensible that the energy from reduction in public W¥MT balances the snergy needed
by the project even thought we recognize that the PEIR omitted any refersnce to system requirements for fuel and power. This is
clearly a situation that where the numbers were forced to eliminate the need for an A G review. Further, it i= clear that the carbon
balace that is produced by the sarly segments of the project will never be offset in the lifetime of the project. Farther, there was no
mention of eliminating the purchase of any vehicle or material that contained any derivative from foesil fuels or required any fogsil
fuel derivates in the future like p based plastics fabrics lubricants, fuels, water procfing agents or asphaltic material. ABE32
forbids the emport of CO2 emissions outside of CA 50 the projects must offset the entire COR cycle cost for everything that is
purchazed outside of the Sate such as vehicles, cement, metals for constuc tion o heavy machinery and/or equipment. The AG
requires that all tranzpertation projects use less snergy after completion that before they are built and all comstruction smiszions ars
required to be offsst. The PEIR indicates that thiz is not the case. DINA must comment on the fact that it iz being used az an enabler 1o
build thousands of new structures that will smit million of tons of addicnal 3HGe in the near term while burdening the taxpayer with
billions of dellars in bond payments when the project revenues won't swen pay for the projected operating and maintenace expenses.

Letter 110. Ken Mayes

Response to Comment 110-1

Comment noted. The Draft PEIR was prepared to meet
CEQA requirements for analysis of a project at the
program-level. Currently, CEQA does not require life
cycle assessments of greenhouse gas emissions nor
does it specifically require mitigation of greenhouse gas
emissions. Senate Bill (SB) 97 requires the Office of
Planning and Research to prepare, develop, and submit
guidelines for the feasible mitigation of greenhouse gas
emissions or the effects of greenhouse gas emissions by
July 1, 2009. Therefore, these guidelines are not yet
applicable to the DNA project. It is possible that GHG
mitigation measures developed under SB 97 may apply
to future project-level analyses. Therefore, GHG
emissions and GHG mitigation measures may be
addressed at the time the project-level analyses are
prepared.
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1555 Danica Way
Sacramento, CA 93833
February 23, 2008

=
Don Smith FEB 25 2009
Sacramento Regional Transit District
P.0. Box 2110
Sacramento, CA 95812-2110

Subject: Comments on the Downtown-Natomas-Airport Draft PEIR
Diar Mr. Smith:

As a 12+ year resident of South Matomas, | recently reviewed the draft PEIR for the DNA
project. [ have several comments and questions about various aspects of the analysis.

1. The document is not written in a manner that facilitates public understanding of the
project’s impacts or that encourages the public to comment on them.

I must express my dismay about the format and organization of the EIR analysis itself. | am
employved as a senior editor for an environmental consulting firm in Sacramento. (Please note
that | am writing this comment letter as an individual South Natomas resident, and not on behal f
of my employer.) For the past 8 years | have served as a technical editor on EIRs, joint
CEQA/NEPA analyses, and other large planning documents, such as county general plans. As a
result, | am perhaps more accustomed to planning lingo and the format of CEQA documents than
the average private citizen. That said, | found the presentation of the analysis in the DNA PEIR
(particularly in the impacts sections in Chapters 3 and 4) difficult to follow. As a result, I have to
question the adequacy of this document under CEQA.

My specific objections and suggestions are described below.

Poor EIR Organization

In Chapter 3 the discussion of impacts jumped back and forth between MOS-1 and the full DNA
project by topic area. Furthermore, in Chapters 3 and 4 it was difficult for me to determine
exactly what each impact and mitigation measure would be: The PEIR buries the impact and
mitigation measure numbers, identifying them only incidentally (in parentheses) at the end of
each discussion. All in all, it was a challenge to determine the actual effects of the project, both
hefore and after implementation of mitigation.

Section 15121(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states, “An EIR is an informational document
which will inform public agency decision-makers and the pubfic generaily of the significant
environmental effect of a project,...” [emphasis added). If an EIR is written and organized in

Letter [11. Julie Nichols

Response to Comment 111-1

RT agrees that an EIR must be prepared in a manner
that facilitates public understanding of a project and its
impacts, and this need is reinforced by the CEQA
Guidelines. RT disagrees, however, that the DNA PEIR
is difficult to understand. Other than general guidance
about the contents of an EIR, the CEQA Guidelines do
not mandate any particular format in which the
information is presented. Although the commenter states
that she is used to seeing information presented in a
particular systematic manner (e.g., numbering of impacts
at the beginning of each impact discussion), the use of
other formats, such as the more narrative format used in
the DNA PEIR, does not imply that the document is
inadequate. With regard to the traffic analysis (Chapter
3.0), RT chose to group the analysis by subtopic (i.e.,
transit, traffic, and parking) rather than by segment
because it believed that format to be more reader-
friendly.
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Daon Smith

Sacramento Regional Transit District
February 23, 2008

Page 2

such a way that a professional who edits EIRs for a living is having trouble understanding i, it
seems reasonable to conclude that the general public would have even more difficulty.

1 could find no description in the draft PEIR of how members of the public could comment on
the document. Although it is theoretically possible that this was an honest oversight on the part
of RT"s consultants (and the project newsletter | received in the mail did include this
information), this strikes me as too important a piece of information to be left out of the EIR. 1
have often seen such information presented in Chapter | of an EIR. Why was it not presented
there in the DNA PEIR?

How the EIR Shoul ]

Based on my experience editing EIRs, 1 know that it is possible to present this analysis in a
format that would be easier to read. For example, to ensure that members of the public could
discemn the impacts of the project, Chapters 3 and 4 should have presented impact and mitigation
measure numbers at the beginning (not the end) of each discussion, in a format that would make
them casy to locate (e.g., boldface). A brief summary of the impact should have accompanied
each impact number. Chapter 3 also might have been easier to understand if all MOS-1 impacis
(regardless of topic area) had been discussed first, then all impacts of the full DNA project.

2. The traffic analysis, in particular, nceds better explanation of the numbers cited and
assertions made.

Insufficient Explanations

The Transporiation and Circulation chapter presents a set of tables designed, 1 suppose, to
convinee readers that traffic levels are expected to be so bad by 2027 that the light rail line—
even through South Natomas on Truxel—could do nothing but improve conditions. However,
there is little 1o no explanation of coneepts that seem to make no sense; again, this merely serves
to confuse the reader. For example, Table 3.8-3 states, without attribution, that average daily
{Future No-Project) traffic levels along four roadway segments between Garden Highway and I-
80 are forecast to increase by 20-100% between 2005 and 2027. South Natomas in this area is
already built our. | have the following questions about this table:

{a) How did RT determine that traffic between Garden Highway and West El Camino Avenue
will increase by 100% by 20277 This seems like a very large increase for an area that is not
a new-development area.

Response to Comment 111-2

Information about the agency and public comment
processes and deadlines were provided extensively in
the Notice of Availability, Newsletter, and in other
forums. Although this information is sometimes provided
in the body of an EIR itself, it is not required by CEQA.

Response to Comment 111-3

RT agrees that an EIR must be prepared in a manner
that facilitates public understanding of a project and its
impacts, and this need is reinforced by the CEQA
Guidelines. RT disagrees, however, that the DNA PEIR
is difficult to understand. Other than general guidance
about the contents of an EIR, the CEQA Guidelines do
not mandate any particular format in which the
information is presented. Although the commenter states
that she is used to seeing information presented in a
particular systematic manner (e.g., numbering of impacts
at the beginning of each impact discussion), the use of
other formats, such as the more narrative format used in
the DNA PEIR, does not imply that the document is
inadequate. With regard to the traffic analysis (Chapter
3.0), RT chose to group the analysis by subtopic (i.e.,
transit, traffic, and parking) rather than by segment
because it believed that format to be more reader-
friendly.

Response to Comment [11-4

As described in Chapter 3.0, of the Draft PEIR, traffic
volumes in existing developed areas were determined
using the travel forecasting methodology. Future traffic
conditions were determined using the Sacramento
Metropolitan Travel Demand Model (SACMET).
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Don Smith

Sacramento Regional Transit District
February 23, 2008

Page 3

{b) A fooinote explains that the “2005" ADT for West El Camino—Pebblewood (18,000 ADT)
is actually 2006} ADT. The same approach was taken in several segments of Truxel in
North Natomas. Why was a different year used for ADT in these roadway segments than in
the others?

Poor Attribution

The attribution of statements made in the Transportation and Circulation chapter is poor.
Although the beginning of the chapter very generally cites the DNA Corridor Travel Forecasting
Analysis Technical Report and the DNA Corvidor Traffic and Transportarion Technical Report,
there are very few citations within the rest of the chapter, requiring the reader to pore through
each report in its entirety to find the attribution for blanket statements.

For example, the first full paragraph of page 3-40 states: “For the DNA project, 35.6 percent of
all work trips to Downtown Sacramento from the DNA Corridor were forecasted to use transit
{Table 3.6-4). In the DNA Corridor, the proportion of commuters that would choose transit is 5.2
percent for the DNA project.” Please provide some clarification as follows:

(a) | was unable to find atiribution for these statements; please indicate their precise location in
the documeni(s) of origin.

(b) The juxtaposition of the two sentences quoted (which identify 35.6 percent of work trips
and 5.2 percent of commuters, respectively, as using transit) is confusing. Please explain
how these numbers were derived and why they are so different.

3. Traffic impacts on South Natomas would be unacceptable, and not all of the identified
mitigation may be feasible as identified in the draft PEIR.

Despite the fact that the project would no longer involve acquisition of residences on the cast
gide of Truxel Road, it still would affect residents who live there, as well as others who live near
Truxel. | cite in particular Impact TRAN-16 (elimination of median lefi-turn access at some local
streets and driveways in South Matomas), identified as significant and unaveidable; and Impaect
TRAN-17 (potential for transil users parking in neighborhoods or on commercial sites). Also, as
deseribed below, the EIR's traffic mitigation is inadequate, and other traffic-related impacts
could result.

Impact TRAN-16/Mitigation Measure MTRAN-16

(a) The EIR states that the mixed-flow design “would still impact two or three local
intersections, as well as driveways at 14 single-family residences.” Based on the format of

Response to Comment 111-5

The footnote in the table indicates segments for which
only year 2000 data was available. Locations without the
footnote used 2005 data.

Response to Comment 111-6

Please refer to Chapter 3.0, page 40, of the Draft PEIR,
where the first paragraph contains the following
statement:

"For the DNA project, 35.6 percent of all work trips to
Downtown Sacramento from the DNA Corridor were
forecasted to use transit (Table 3.6-4). In the DNA
Corridor, the proportion of commuters that would choose
transit is 5.2 percent for the DNA project.”

The commenter is correct that attribution of the origin
statements is not always identified. However, for the
given example, Table 3.6-4 is referenced and identifies
35.6 percent of all work trips with an origin in the DNA
corridor and a destination in the Downtown corridor use
public transit for the project scenario (see figure 3.5-2 for
boundaries of regional transit corridors). Table 3.6-4
also identifies 5.2 percent of all work trips originating in
the DNA corridor use public transit for the project
scenario. The 35.6 percent applies only to work trips
from DNA corridor to the Downtown corridor. The 5.2
percent applies to work trips from the DNA corridor to
any destination in the region (Downtown corridor, DNA/I-
5 corridor, Watt/I-80 corridor, Folsom/US50 corridor,
South Line corridor, and West Sacramento corridor).
The values presented in Table 3.6-4 were produced
using the Sacramento Metropolitan Travel Demand
Model (SACMET).
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Response to Comment 111-7

Please refer to Chapter 3.0, page 40, of the Draft PEIR, where the first paragraph contains the following statement:

"For the DNA project, 35.6 percent of all work trips to Downtown Sacramento from the DNA Corridor were forecasted to use transit
(Table 3.6-4). In the DNA Corridor, the proportion of commuters that would choose transit is 5.2 percent for the DNA project."

The commenter is correct that attribution of the origin statements is not always identified. However, for the given example, Table 3.6-4 is
referenced and identifies 35.6 percent of all work trips with an origin in the DNA corridor and a destination in the Downtown corridor use
public transit for the project scenario (see figure 3.5-2 for boundaries of regional transit corridors). Table 3.6-4 also identifies 5.2 percent of
all work trips originating in the DNA corridor use public transit for the project scenario. The 35.6 percent applies only to work trips from
DNA corridor to the Downtown corridor. The 5.2 percent applies to work trips from the DNA corridor to any destination in the region
(Downtown corridor, DNA/I-5 corridor, Watt/I-80 corridor, Folsom/US50 corridor, South Line corridor, and West Sacramento corridor). The
values presented in Table 3.6-4 were produced using the Sacramento Metropolitan Travel Demand Model (SACMET).

Response to Comment 111-8

Due to the programmatic nature of the document, the text was written so as to not suggest a degree of specificity that does not exist.
Depending on the design option and details regarding alignment developed in subsequent design phases of the project, there could be a
range of impacts.
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the EIR, it appears that RT regards the mixed-flow design as a miligation measure (as it is
identified as Mitigation MTRAN-16); how is this “mitigation™?

(b) The EIR fails to identify which two or three local intersections and which 14 single-family
residences would lose median left-turn access. | understand that this is a program level
EIR; however. it appears that RT is already far enough along with its design to be able to
identify “two or three” intersections and *14™ residences that would lose median left-turn
access, so why does RT not identify precisely where such an impact would occur? Is it,
perhaps, because RT knows, based on experience with South Natomas residents who have
opposed light rail on Truxel in the past. that identifying these locations would do nothing
but arouse these residents” ire yet again?

Impact TRAM-17/Mitigation Measure MTRAN-17

The EIR states that the implementation of Mitigation Measure MTRAN-17 would reduce the
impact of spillover parking io0 a less-than-significant level. | beg to differ. RT assumes that
establishing Residential Permit Parking Zones and developing a parking monitoring program on
streets around new transit stations would cause the problem of overflow parking to simply go
away. RT cannot control how diligent the City of Sacramento would be in actually enforcing the
terms of the monitoring program. Currently the City is in a fiscal crisis and is having to lay off
staff. While the City may not be in such dire straits in the future, the question of funding must be
addressed: Unless RT is specifically willing to provide all funds needed by the City to fully
implement parking enforcement and other terms of the monitoring program, it cannot be
assumed that the City will actually be able to go through with the program. As a result, it is
speculative at best—and more likely simply incorrect—to assume that transit users will not opt
to park on neighboring streets, given the insufficient number of park-and-ride spaces for
projected demand.

igation Measyre AN-8

In addition to the problems associated with Impacts TRANS-16 and TRANS-17, Mitigation
Measure MTRAN-3 (page 3-84) is speculative and potentially infeasible. The EIR claims that
implementation of this mitigation (adding a second eastbound lefi-tum lane at the Garden
Highway/Truxel Road intersection) would reduce Impact TRAN-8 to a less-than-significant
level. This mitigation is unduly speculative because it simply assumes the widening of Garden
Highway from two to four lanes. The 2006 Metrapolitan Transporiation Plun may include the
widening of Garden Highway as one of its projects, but is this project actually funded? Unless
and until funding is available and Garden Highway is aerually widened, Mitigation Measure
MTRAN-8 is infeasible and thus cannot reduce the impact on the Garden Highway/Truxel Road
intersection,

Response to Comment 111-9

Due to the programmatic nature of the document, the
text was written so as to not suggest a degree of
specificity that does not exist. Depending on the design
option and details regarding alignment developed in
subsequent design phases of the project, there could be
a range of impacts.

Response to Comment 111-10

The Draft PEIR notes that the City of Sacramento
currently has a program for establishing Residential
Permit Parking Zones and that the City recommended
that it be replicated in neighborhoods around new transit
stations. The program is initiated by residents in the
neighborhood by submitting a letter to the City indicating
an interest in residential permit parking and involves
several steps including drawing tentative boundaries,
conducting parking occupancy surveys, and hearings
and action by the City Council.

The Draft PEIR additionally notes that, to expedite the
process, RT could conduct on-street parking occupancy
surveys for an area within a quarter mile around each
station both before and after the startup of DNA transit
service. As such, the City would be prepared to assist
residents in expediting the residential parking permit
process. Specific details regarding parking mitigation
would be developed in subsequent project-level phases
of the project.

Response to Comment 111-11

The commenter asserts Mitigation Measure MTRAN-8 is
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infeasible because it relies on the completion of an MTP project (widening Garden Highway) that might not be implemented. RT disagrees
with this assertion. The MTP - a regionally adopted program of transportation improvements - provides a reasonably foreseeable future
condition by which to evaluate the DNA project's traffic impacts. MTP projects are not speculative; even if specific funding is not confirmed
and detailed design efforts are not underway (the Garden Highway project has an anticipated completion year of 2025). Because the DNA
project will continue to be subject to detailed project-level environmental review as each phase is implemented, new information regarding
the future setting for traffic conditions (such as changes in the list of MTP projects) will continue to be considered.

3-105



Don Smith

Sacramento Regional Transit District
February 23, 2008

Page 5

Ot tial Tr: -Related Impact

Among the stated objectives of the project is to “provide environmental benefits in the Corridor.™

I fail to see how extending light rail down Truxel Road within South Natomas will provide net
environmental henefits 1o, rather than simply impacts on, the neighborhood. Besides the impacts
already identified in the Traffic and Transponation chapter, traffic on Truxel will back up behind
idling trains operating in mixed flow, and motorists on signalized side streets (¢.g., Pebblewood
Drive) will wait longer periods as signal lights are preempted by passing trains. Also, what about
traffic impacis associated with the motorists who would park at the park-and-ride lots at Truxel
near San Juan Road, at Truxel and Pebblestone Way, and in the large parking structure at Truxel
and West El Camino Avenue? These impacts should be quantified as well.

With the resulting increase in the number of motorists on Truxel Road, and increased idling for
longer periods as motorists wail behind trains, air quality could be locally degraded and traffic
delays could result both on Truxel and on side streets. Does the analysis of air quality impacts in
Section 4.12 include the emissions generated as a result of this increase in idling? (It should.)

4. The RT board should reject the Truxel alignment and instead affirm the Hybrid
Alignment Alternative.

Despite the criticisms expressed in my preceding comments, [ do support the overall concept of
extending light rail 1o Sacramento International Airport, as | know how much Natomas has
grown in the years | have lived in this area. [ also support the implementation of the MOS-]
segment of the line, However, the project as proposed is unacceptable once the line ventures past
Richards Boulevard, across the American River and into South Natomas via Truxel Road.

1 support the adoption of the Hybrid Alignment Alternative instead of the proposed project.
Therefore, [ must pose two related questions, discussed further below:

(a) Why did RT have a change of heart about the hybrid alignment?

(b) Why not provide benefits to the ensire RT commidor through adoption of the Hybrid
Alignment Altemnative?

W id RT Have 3 Change of Heart about the Hybrid Ali ent?

One of the display boards presented at the February 9, 2008, public open house for the PEIR
indicated that the hybrid alignment was initially regarded as RT s preferred alternative in the
1980s, before the Truxel alignment. Development in the vicinity of Truxel in South Natomas had
already proceeded by that time (indeed, my house, on a cul-de-sac that backs up to the east side
of Truxel, was built in 1984). Yet in December 2003, when the RT board selected the locally
prefierred alternative, the hybrid (i.e., [-5/Truxel) alignment was officially rejected in favor of the

Response to Comment [11-12

Please refer to Chapter 3.0, Table 3.6-8 of the Draft
PEIR, which shows there is a high demand for an
improved transit system in the DNA corridor. By
providing light rail alternative, residents and employees
in the DNA corridor will benefit from use of a transit
service with competitive travel times (please refer to
Chapter 3.0, Table 3.6-1 of the Draft PEIR). Because of
the demand for transit service, RT expects regional
environmental benefits in terms of reduced traffic
congestion and improved air quality. RT recognizes,
however, that providing this regional benefit will result in
some localized adverse impacts. For example, please
refer to the discussion of adverse traffic impacts in
Section 3.8.2, adverse parking impacts in Section 3.9.3,
adverse community impacts in Section 4.4.3, and
adverse air quality impacts in Section 4.12.3. The Draft
PEIR fully discloses potential adverse effects and
provides a determination as to whether the effects can
be mitigated (or not) to a less-than-significant level.

Response to Comment [11-13

Yes, the analysis of air quality impacts in Section 4.12.3
evaluates the effects of increased idling. Specifically, the
analysis describes how changes in traffic congestion
would result in changes in the concentration of carbon
monoxide at the study intersections. These results are
shown in Table 4.12-5 (1-hour concentrations) and Table
4.12-6 (8-hour concentrations) of the Draft PEIR.
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Response to Comment [11-14

On December 15, 2003, the RT Board of Directors selected the Truxel Road corridor as its Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) for the DNA
project. This decision was based on an Alternatives Analysis process - the AA Report is provided as Appendix A of the Draft PEIR.
Compared to the other alternatives, the Truxel Road corridor was determined to provide the greatest transportation benefit to transit users
in the corridor and in the region. In summary, these benefits include: (1) higher ridership, (2) greater connectivity, (3) supportive of Transit-
Oriented Development, (4) consistency with land use plans, (5) improved corridor mobility, (6) greater transit accessibility, (7) greater cost
effectiveness, and (8) increased chance of attracting federal funding. RT is committed to providing transit service to the airport and, as a
result of an extensive Alternatives Analysis process, selected light rail along the Truxel corridor as its Locally Preferred Alternative.

Response to Comment [11-15

On December 15, 2003, the RT Board of Directors selected the Truxel Road corridor as its Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) for the DNA
project. This decision was based on an Alternatives Analysis process - the AA Report is provided as Appendix A of the Draft PEIR.
Compared to the other alternatives, the Truxel Road corridor was determined to provide the greatest transportation benefit to transit users
in the corridor and in the region. In summary, these benefits include: (1) higher ridership, (2) greater connectivity, (3) supportive of Transit-
Oriented Development, (4) consistency with land use plans, (5) improved corridor mobility, (6) greater transit accessibility, (7) greater cost
effectiveness, and (8) increased chance of attracting federal funding. RT is committed to providing transit service to the airport and, as a
result of an extensive Alternatives Analysis process, selected light rail along the Truxel corridor as its Locally Preferred Alternative.

Response to Comment 111-16

On December 15, 2003, the RT Board of Directors selected the Truxel Road corridor as its Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) for the DNA
project. This decision was based on an Alternatives Analysis process - the AA Report is provided as Appendix A of the Draft PEIR.
Compared to the other alternatives, the Truxel Road corridor was determined to provide the greatest transportation benefit to transit users
in the corridor and in the region. In summary, these benefits include: (1) higher ridership, (2) greater connectivity, (3) supportive of Transit-
Oriented Development, (4) consistency with land use plans, (5) improved corridor mobility, (6) greater transit accessibility, (7) greater cost
effectiveness, and (8) increased chance of attracting federal funding. RT is committed to providing transit service to the airport and, as a
result of an extensive Alternatives Analysis process, selected light rail along the Truxel corridor as its Locally Preferred Alternative.
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Truxel alignment, and no amount of argument by South Natomas residents could sway the board
members, whose minds appeared to have been made up long before that time.

It seems to me that, as a policy matter, routing preference should be given to avoiding already
developed areas (such as Truxel in South Natomas) at the outset of a project; the RT board has
had that opportunity for many years with the hybrid alignment, but rejected it anyway. Even if
RT is unwilling to resurrect the hybrid alignment, | believe that this PEIR should at least explain
why RT is so wedded to the Truxel alignment despite the obvious land use problems. Please
clarify for the record: What were RT's reasons for changing its mind about the hybrid alignment
back in 1991 and thereafter supporting the Truxel alignment instead?

Alignment Alternative?

If, as expressed in its objectives for the DNA project, RT truly seeks to provide environmental
benefits in the Corridor, it should seek to provide such benefits in the entire Comidor—not just
areas of new development. The businesses on the west side of -3 in South Natomas would
benefit from adding light rail under the Hybrid Alignment Alternative; however, the residents
along Truxel would not benefit from light rail under the proposed project—or, if they would
benefit, any such benefit would be negated by the traffic and potential air quality impacts with
which they would have to deal every day.

Given that there is precedent for the hybrid alignment, why not support it now, when doing so
will avoid significant impacts on the one part of the project area that was developed without light
rail factored in? It may be that the hybrid alignment would cost RT a bit more, but South
Natomas residents shouldn't have to pay the nonmonetary price just to save RT some money—
particularly considering how expensive the line is already projected to be,

Unlike Truxel Road in South Natomas, Truxel in Morth Natomas is wide enough to
accommodate transit (given that areas of right-of-way have already been set aside), and it would
be appropriate for light rail to serve the Natomas Marketplace, Arco Arena, and the many other
shopping areas and businesses along Truxel in North Natomas. This goal could still be met if the
Hybrid Alignment Aliernative were implemented, without resulting in the adverse impacts on
South Natomas residents that would result under the proposed project. Therefore, [ urge you to
reject the proposed project and instead adopt the Hybrid Alignment Altemative. Thank you.

Sincerely yours,

4 |'l.|'l'

Julie Nichols

Response to Comment [11-17

On December 15, 2003, the RT Board of Directors
selected the Truxel Road corridor as its Locally Preferred
Alternative (LPA) for the DNA project. This decision was
based on an Alternatives Analysis process - the AA
Report is provided as Appendix A of the Draft PEIR.
Compared to the other alternatives, the Truxel Road
corridor was determined to provide the greatest
transportation benefit to transit users in the corridor and
in the region. In summary, these benefits include: (1)
higher ridership, (2) greater connectivity, (3) supportive
of Transit-Oriented Development, (4) consistency with
land use plans, (5) improved corridor mobility, (6) greater
transit accessibility, (7) greater cost effectiveness, and
(8) increased chance of attracting federal funding. RT is
committed to providing transit service to the airport and,
as a result of an extensive Alternatives Analysis process,
selected light rail along the Truxel corridor as its Locally
Preferred Alternative.
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Don Smith - Re: Comments on DNA

From: Don Smith
To: linnhom@winfirst.com
Date: 2/21/2008 7:07 AM

Subject: Re: Comments on DNA

Thank you for your comments on the DNA PEIR.

»»> <linnhom®winfirst.com> 2/20/2008 8:14 PM >>>
The DNA line going up Truxel Road is a bad idea. The alignment would be better
serve the community going along [-5.

Thank you,

Linn Hom

1565 Danica Way
Sacramento, Ca 95833
(916) 923-3613

file: / /C:\Temp\XPGrpWise\47BD233CRTAmMIN100169616211CABD1\GWI00001. ...

Page 1 of 1

2/21/2008

Letter [12. Linn Hom

Response to Comment 112-1

On December 15, 2003, the RT Board of Directors
selected the Truxel Road corridor as its Locally Preferred
Alternative (LPA) for the DNA project. This decision was
based on an Alternatives Analysis process - the AA
Report is provided as Appendix A of the Draft PEIR.
Compared to the other alternatives, the Truxel Road
corridor was determined to provide the greatest
transportation benefit to transit users in the corridor and
in the region. In summary, these benefits include: (1)
higher ridership, (2) greater connectivity, (3) supportive
of Transit-Oriented Development, (4) consistency with
land use plans, (5) improved corridor mobility, (6) greater
transit accessibility, (7) greater cost effectiveness, and
(8) increased chance of attracting federal funding.
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Letter 113. jgoralka@hotmail.com

Response to Comment 113-1

Thank you for your comment. RT appreciates your

support for the project.
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Letter 116. Richard Wilkens.

Response to Comment 116-1

Thank you for your comment. RT appreciates your

support for the project.
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Letter [17. Sara Provancha

Response to Comment 117-1

The Draft PEIR assumes a 2027 completion date for the
DNA project. However, the actual completion date may
vary depending on funding and the planning process. RT
is committed to completing the DNA project as quickly as
possible, however, at this time there is no set completion
date.
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Letter 118. Roger McCardle

* R Response to Comment [18-1
gl o g = B |53
i g 2‘ g & E % E The Draft PEIR provides a section on Capital and
Operation and Maintenance Costs (Table 2.8-2), and on
B otk faciae T T T memites Whaes Y s sneme et | Passenger Trips (Section 3.6.2 and 3.6.3). Regarding
sieiziols P e s e et |16 the operational costs: the report indicates that without
fori s het i s el o, ] the DNA investment, overall system costs would be

$60.3 million per year for light rail, $119 million for bus,
for a total of $179.3 million. With the DNA project, overall
system costs would be: $74.9 million for light rail, $120.8
million for bus, for a total of $195.6 million. The benefit
that can be attributed to the cost may be defined in
boardings. The Draft PEIR, Section 3.6.3 states: "Transit
ridership is often measured by the number of weekday
passenger boardings on standard buses and trains.
Looking at the year 2027, the total average weekday
light rail boardings (without the DNA project) are
projected to increase from 44,000 in 2005 to 91,970
under the no-project condition. This is due to expected
growth in population and employment in the service
area. With the DNA project, total average weekday
transit boardings in 2027 are estimated at 111,850, an
increase of nearly 20,000 boardings per weekday. This
equates to 100,000 boardings per week, 400,000
boardings per month and over 5,000,000 boardings per
year. RT and the Federal Transit Administration (the
agency that oversees a significant part of the funding for
the project) have stringent criteria that must to be met in
order to qualify and be awarded funding. The DNA
project is, and will be, competing with other similar
project in the nation for funding. Each project is required
to rate well in cost-effectiveness to be considered. In
addition, RT will only build the service if it can be
operated and maintained with the rest of the system.

3-113



Letier

1]
3§
(=]

i

|

Formai

Commeni #

Calegory

Commenl

ET]

Q21808 Jarod Banigued

7SS Highweay 16, #1
Wioodland, CASETTE
E30-085-R0 28

Debors hube niquedi@steg

Individual

Wiz bsite 34-7

Howe abo if we exkend1he line indo Woodiznd?

I1%-1

Letter 119. Jarrod Baniqued

Response to Comment 119-1

How to expand transit service to Elk Grove and other
areas is a focal point of the Transit Master Plan update.
Woodland and West Sacramento are not within Regional
Transit's service area and would require joint planning
with the agencies involved. Providing an aggressive
transit system to accommodate project growth in the
Sacramento region will require the development of new
financial resources to construct and operate the system.
Federal and state funding has been reduced in recent
years. At this time, Regional Transit receives 1/6th of a
cent from local sales taxes to fund the operation of the
existing system. Existing funding will not allow RT to
expand the system beyond the construction of the South
Line Phase 2 project.

We are working on the second phase of the South Line
from the existing Meadowview Station to Cosumnes
River College. This project is planned to open for
service in 2010 - 2011. The third phase of that project
would extend light rail further south into the City of Elk
Grove. RT in conjunction with The Cities of West
Sacramento and Sacramento, and Yolo County
Transportation District have completed a feasibility study
for a streetcar extension between the two cities.
Construction and operation of the streetcar service is
contingent on identifying funding as well.
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Letter 120. Brandon Stepp

Response to Comment 120-1

Thank you for your comment. RT appreciates your
support for the project.
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hout - efinely ot compeiiie. Alternative (LPA) for the DNA project. This decision was

based on an Alternatives Analysis process - the AA
Report is provided as Appendix A of the Draft PEIR.
Compared to the other alternatives, the Truxel Road
corridor was determined to provide the greatest
transportation benefit to transit users in the corridor and
in the region. In summary, these benefits include: (1)
higher ridership, (2) greater connectivity, (3) supportive
of Transit-Oriented Development, (4) consistency with
land use plans, (5) improved corridor mobility, (6) greater
transit accessibility, (7) greater cost effectiveness, and
(8) increased chance of attracting federal funding.
Regional Transit is very sensitive to the issue of crime
and, in response, security personnel and equipment are
provided at stations, on vehicles and are on call if
needed. In addition, security lighting is designed into
stations, and active land uses are promoted near stops
and stations. Regional Transit contracts with the City of
Sacramento and Sacramento County for policing. The
District employs Transit Officers as well as private
security for station areas and on-board surveillance. In
addition, please refer to Section 4.10, Public Safety and
Security, for a discussion of the potential safety impacts
of the DNA project.
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The EIR must describe witatl 1he 2 fied of constrodting 2nd
aperatingibe lineonihe red of the system is.

Will the lire require reducing bus senvice furher dus 1o1he
capilal and o perating cost of the il line? Raillines ane
ALY S mone expensive than buses, and for airpon senvice
{not kocaltrans il 52 rvice) ane a ppropriate only forexpress lines
between the 2irport 2nd really major reffic 2nees - which buses
on HOW lanes cando 2s well or befler in our 2rea. Look 21 how
San Diego runs 1heir airpor-dowriown shut kes fore good
Esample.
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Letter 122. Michael Brady

Response to Comment 122-1

The Draft PEIR provides a section on Capital and
Operation and Maintenance Costs (Table 2.8-2), and on
Passenger Trips (Section 3.6.2 and 3.6.3). Regarding
the operational costs: The report indicates that without
the DNA investment, overall system costs would be
$60.3 million per year for light rail, $119 million for bus,
for a total of $179.3 million. With the DNA project, overall
system costs would be: $74.9 million for light rail, $120.8
million for bus, for a total of $195.6 million. The benefit
that can be attributed to the cost may be defined in
boardings. The DNA PEIR, Section 3.6.3 states: "Transit
ridership is often measured by the number of weekday
passenger boardings on standard buses and trains.
Looking at the year 2027, the total average weekday
light rail boardings (without the DNA project) are
projected to increase from 44,000 in 2005 to 91,970
under the no-project condition. This is due to expected
growth in population and employment in the service
area. With the DNA project, total average weekday
transit boardings in 2027 are estimated at 111,850, an
increase of nearly 20,000 boardings per weekday. This
equates to 100,000 boardings per week, 400,000
boardings per month and over 5,000,000 boardings per
year. RT and the Federal Transit Administration (the
agency that oversees a significant part of the funding for
the project) have stringent criteria that must to be met in
order to qualify and be awarded funding. The DNA
project is, and will be, competing with other similar
project in the nation for funding. Each project is required
to rate well in cost-effectiveness to be considered. In
addition, RT will only build the service if it can be
operated and maintained with the rest of the system.
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Response to Comment 122-2

The Draft PEIR provides a section on Capital and Operation and Maintenance Costs (Table 2.8-2), and on Passenger Trips (Section 3.6.2
and 3.6.3). Regarding the operational costs: The report indicates that without the DNA investment (Baseline), overall system costs would
be $60.3 million per year for light rail, $119 million for bus, for a total of $179.3 million (2006%$). With the DNA project, overall system costs
would be: $74.9 million for light rail, $120.8 million for bus, for a total of $195.6 million (2006$). The benefit that can be attributed to the
cost may be defined in boardings. The Draft PEIR, Section 3.6.3 (page 3-40) states: "Transit ridership is often measured by the number of
weekday passenger boardings on standard buses and trains. Looking at the year 2027, the total average weekday light rail boardings
(without the DNA project) are projected to increase from 44,000 in 2005 to 91,970 [we are already over 50,000 in 2008] under the no-
project condition. This is due to expected growth in population and employment in the service area. With the DNA project, total average
weekday transit boardings in 2027 are estimated at 111,850, an increase of nearly 20,000 boardings per weekday. This equates to
100,000 boardings per week, 400,000 boardings per month and over 5,000,000 boardings per year. Regional Transit and the Federal
Transit Administration (the agency that oversees a significant part of the funding for the project) have stringent criteria that must to be met
in order to qualify and be awarded funding. The DNA project is, and will be, competing with other similar project in the nation for funding.
Each project is required to rate well in cost-effectiveness to be considered. In addition, Regional Transit will only build the service if it can
be operated and maintained with the rest of the system.
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e ioht Thank you for your comment. RT appreciates your

support for the project.
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Information added to database.
Response to Comment 124-2

On December 15, 2003, the RT Board of Directors
selected the Truxel Road corridor as its Locally Preferred
Alternative (LPA) for the DNA project. This decision was

22 Iwoubdssalibe 0 espress my opinion anthe curent e, | based on an Alternatives Analysis process - the AA
1hink 1ha1 your planshows 2n extems I:ackofjudgl_nem_. is 1242 j . .
el et b kS Report is provided as Appendix A of the Draft PEIR.
. ;32;33;:";:;;::;',;‘.::‘;2;.W‘a.m@m Compared to the other alternatives, the Truxel Road
fa:m:e’*r.’?“ne:‘:d“ir;‘““iéuhﬁ!b};:?ﬁ s corridor was determined to provide the greatest
shuttke. |c2nial ES*H’“—D[NS‘E‘S it ke ride for T i . - - - -
WOULD | WANT TO GET O PUBLIC TRANST WITH GOD f[ransportat.lon benefit to transit users in the qorrldor and
BODY ODOR??7? in the region. In summary, these benefits include: (1)

higher ridership, (2) greater connectivity, (3) supportive
of Transit-Oriented Development, (4) consistency with
land use plans, (5) improved corridor mobility, (6) greater
transit accessibility, (7) greater cost effectiveness, and
(8) increased chance of attracting federal funding.

Response to Comment 124-3

The DNA Alternatives Analysis has had many public
workshops, open houses and public meetings where
people have had opportunity to speak and share input on
the project. The Draft EIR was scoped through such a
public meeting process as well. When the Project EIR is
initiated on the DNA MOS-1 project from 7th Street to
Richards Boulevard, a public meeting will help to
establish the parameters of that study as well. In
addition, please see response to Comment 124-2.
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1fyoufeel you must provide it for low income, think again.
Persons needing subsidized housing wiould not bea ble1o
affordairirawe . Ifthey can, then maybe 1heir income should
be rewisied. |will bewaiching 1his very cossly. | personaily
plzniofight you allibe way. |wil 2o getas many people
involeed 25 possible 1o fight fl. | will begin with my group, 1he
RPtA2nd bra nchow. | will ook ino legelchennets o sop
1his 25,

Why don't you just run it past 1he 15 instead of right throughour
reighborboods? Areyou being paid off by 1he =ail
esizblishments ennowe?? There is 2bsolely no doubl 1hat
1he fr2rsi will kwer propery velues. Soshead, 1y 10 2gue
withmeanihis one. Just ok 211he blight in2ll1heaees that
1he fr2rsil curenly goes. There is absoluely nothing 1hat the
1rarsil canoffer ihet would make me wan 1o 1rade my
neighborhood in i's current condition fior 1he condifion i would

be in 2fier fransil was instalied. o

124-4

124-5

Response to Comment 124-4

Response to Comment 124-5

Comment noted. Please see responses to Comments
124-2 and 124-3.

Comment noted. Please see responses to Comments
124-2, 124-3, and 14-1.
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Shame on RTH The bus rouke 1o 2 scheduled event canlt
accommodade within its normal schedule. T his is dueothe 11
raue nol having service oniheweekend.

] I25-1

Letter 125. Anthony Bibb.

Response to Comment 125-1

Comment noted. Regional Transit is aware of the need
to provide more transit service for the North Natomas
area in general. However, funding constraints caused by
a reduction of federal and state funds resulted in a
reduction in bus service in 2008. The Transit Master
Plan update work program that is underway will seek
ways to improve service throughout the region. One
task requires the consultant team to review overall
service to see if efficiencies can be found that can be
used o provide additional service for areas that are
under served. Another task will seek new funding
sources for short and long term solutions. The Transit
Master Plan update will examine transit development
scenarios that will include expanded service, including
bus, BRT, streetcar, light rail and other options.
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Letter [26. Sabas Chois
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Ll bl Il Ll s How to expand transit service to Elk Grove and other

areas is a focal point of the Transit Master Plan update.
Woodland and West Sacramento are not within Regional
Transit's service area and would require joint planning
with the agencies involved. Providing an aggressive
transit system to accommodate project growth in the
Sacramento region will require the development of new
financial resources to construct and operate the system.
Federal and state funding has been reduced in recent
years. At this time, Regional Transit receives 1/6th of a
cent from local sales taxes to fund the operation of the
existing system. Existing funding will not allow RT to
expand the system beyond the construction of the South
Line Phase 2 project.

We are working on the second phase of the South Line
from the existing Meadowview Station to Cosumnes
River College. This project is planned to open for
service in 2010 - 2011. The third phase of that project
would extend light rail further south into the City of Elk
Grove. RT in conjunction with The Cities of West
Sacramento and Sacramento, and Yolo County
Transportation District have completed a feasibility study
for a streetcar extension between the two cities.
Construction and operation of the streetcar service is
contingent on identifying funding as well.
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In the leng run, it would be worth it to spend a littke more to
hawe the DNA light rail built aleng |-5 which will alleviate traffic
aangestion. San Diego (next to freeway) and San Fancisco
[underground) does not experience congestion like the light
rail system in Sacramento,

Truxel Road is a quiet, narrow street building a lightrail there
wolld make it 2 taffic nighmare! Ther is going to be more
noise forfor the homes, especially since | live nght on the

comeraf Truxel Road . Are there any plans for sound barriers? i

| alea rides my bike to Discovery Park on Truxel. It would be
totally unsafe to hawe the lightrail geing down Truxel Roead
there every 10-15 minutes.

Besides, wha's gaing to lug their luggages on the light rail to
the airport? Will here be bell hops? If | were flying inta
Sacraments, | want to get to my hotel or mesting downtown
asap, not stopping through the neighborhoods in Natomas,

158-1

158-2

158-5

158-4

Letter 158. Beverley Louie

Response to Comment 158-1

On December 15, 2003, the RT Board of Directors
selected the Truxel Road corridor as its Locally Preferred
Alternative (LPA) for the DNA project. This decision was
based on an Alternatives Analysis process - the AA
Report is provided as Appendix A of the Draft PEIR.
Compared to the other alternatives, the Truxel Road
corridor was determined to provide the greatest
transportation benefit to transit users in the corridor and
in the region. In summary, these benefits include: (1)
higher ridership, (2) greater connectivity, (3) supportive
of Transit-Oriented Development, (4) consistency with
land use plans, (5) improved corridor mobility, (6) greater
transit accessibility, (7) greater cost effectiveness, and
(8) increased chance of attracting federal funding.

Response to Comment 158-2

As stated on page 4.13-10 and 4.13-11 of the Draft
PEIR,

"In South Natomas, noise levels at first-row residences
would increase by approximately 1 dBA over existing
noise levels due to the operation of the DNA project. At
receivers along Truxel Road, project noise levels would
be lower than the impact criteria.”

The operation of the DNA project along Truxel Road
does not result in a significant noise impact based on the
FTA noise impact criteria used as the significance
criteria in the PEIR. Please refer Section 4.13, Noise and
Vibration for a discussion of all potential noise impacts of
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the DNA project (Figure 4.13-4 through 4.13-7 show existing and post-project noise levels at noise-sensitive areas along the alignment in
South Natomas). In addition, future project-level engineering and environmental review will provide an opportunity to further evaluate, and
mitigate if necessary, potential noise impacts along Truxel Road.

Response to Comment [58-3

Most of the right-of-way for the project is in or adjacent to City streets, where pedestrian facilities and bikeways are often provided. Light
rail tracks in public streets are a common occurrence in Sacramento, and are one of many things bicyclists must be aware of, including
buses, automobiles, trucks, parked cars, debris, and potholes. Please refer to Section 4.10, Public Safety and Security, of the Draft PEIR
for a discussion of all potential safety impacts of the DNA project.

Response to Comment 158-4

On December 15, 2003, the RT Board of Directors selected the Truxel Road corridor as its Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) for the DNA
project. This decision was based on an Alternatives Analysis process - the AA Report is provided as Appendix A of the Draft PEIR.
Compared to the other alternatives, the Truxel Road corridor was determined to provide the greatest transportation benefit to transit users
in the corridor and in the region. In summary, these benefits include: (1) higher ridership, (2) greater connectivity, (3) supportive of Transit-
Oriented Development, (4) consistency with land use plans, (5) improved corridor mobility, (6) greater transit accessibility, (7) greater cost
effectiveness, and (8) increased chance of attracting federal funding. Details regarding service and operation of the DNA project will be
determined during future project-level engineering and environmental review.
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Page 1 of 1

Don Smith - promo & DNA

From: “Von Aspern. David™ <VonAspernD@saccounty.net>
To: «mwiley@sacrt.com>

Date: 2/26/2008 12:11 PM

Subject: promo & DNA

CONGRATULATIONS!, Mr. General Manager
This turned out axactly as | hoped it would
While | have your attention;

Although on the following topic | am in thé mincrity on the Board of the Natomas Community Association: please
know that | fully support the DNA line. The sooner it's buill. the better. The only thing that | would implare RT to
do is to build a grade separation at Truxel/Matomas Marketplace/Gateway Park Blvd.

If it's not too late to do any good, please forward this mema of support of DNA to the appropriate RT staff.
Ressdence. if you need it for DMA iracking purposes: 3009 Funston Dr. Sacto, CA 95833 cell # 591-2679

David L.. Von Aspem

Senior Environmental Specialist
Sacramento County Env. Mngt. Dept.,
Water Protection Division

8473 Jackson Road, Suite 230
Sacramento, CA 935826

direct ph. 916-875-8467; fax 875-8513

email: VonAspernDi@saccounty.net

COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO EMAIL DISCLAIMER:

This email and any attachments therets may contain private, confidencial, and
privileged material for the sole use of the intended recipient. Any review.
copying, or distribution of this email (or any attachments thersto) by other
shan the County of Sacramento or the intended recipient is strictly prohibited.

If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender immediately
and permansntly delete the original and any copies of this email and any
atcachments thereto.

file:/ /C:ATemp' XPGrpWise\47C40850RTAImin100169616211CC20147C40850RT...  2/26/2008

Letter 159. David Von Aspern

Response to Comment 159-1

Thank you for your comment. RT appreciates your
support for the project. Details of the DNA project
alignment will be determined during project-level
engineering and design, including potential grade
separation at Truxel/Natomas Marketplace/Gateway
Park Blvd.
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Response to Comment 133-1

Regional Transit is working with Caltrans to identify
resources to provide additional interim bus service for
the routes affected by the I-5 rehabilitation project.
Additional service may include extended hours and more
frequency of service. At this time no additional
resources have been identified.

Regional Transit is aware of the need to provide more
transit service for the North Natomas area in general.
However, funding constraints caused by a reduction of
federal and state funds resulted in a reduction in bus
service in 2008. The Transit Master Plan update work
program that is underway will seek ways to improve
service throughout the region. One task requires the
consultant team to review overall service to see if
efficiencies can be found that can be used to provide
additional service for areas that are under served.
Another task will seek new funding sources for short and
long term solutions. The Transit Master Plan update will
examine transit development scenarios that will include
expanded service, including bus, BRT, streetcar, light rail
and other options.
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Response to Comment 133-2

Financial constraints preclude RT from crossing the river
as part of MOS-1.

Response to Comment 134-1

In the Alternatives Analysis phase, RT considered
potential changes to bus service and bus stop locations
in Natomas and the entire the DNA corridor. Bus and
LRT service will complement each other, offering an
integrated system
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Response to Comment 135-1

Thank you for your comment. RT appreciates your
support for the project.

Response to Comment 135-2

Thank you for your comment. RT appreciates your
support for the project.

Response to Comment 135-3

How to expand transit service to ElIk Grove and other
areas is a focal point of the Transit Master Plan update.
Woodland and West Sacramento are not within Regional
Transit's service area and would require joint planning
with the agencies involved. Providing an aggressive
transit system to accommodate project growth in the
Sacramento region will require the development of new
financial resources to construct and operate the system.
Federal and state funding has been reduced in recent
years. At this time, Regional Transit receives 1/6th of a
cent from local sales taxes to fund the operation of the
existing system. Existing funding will not allow RT to
expand the system beyond the construction of the South
Line Phase 2 project.

We are working on the second phase of the South Line
from the existing Meadowview Station to Cosumnes
River College. This project is planned to open for
service in 2010 - 2011. The third phase of that project
would extend light rail further south into the City of Elk
Grove. RT in conjunction with The Cities of West
Sacramento and Sacramento, and Yolo County
Transportation District has completed a feasibility study
for a streetcar extension between the two cities.
Construction and operation of the streetcar service is
contingent on identifying funding as well.
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Response to Comment 138-1

Thank you for your comment. RT appreciates your
support for the project

Response to Comment 139-1

Thank you for your comment. RT appreciates your
support for the project. In addition, please refer to
response to Comment 133-1.

Response to Comment 140-1

Comment noted. All comments submitted to RT during
the public comment period will be responded to in the
Final PEIR by RT's DNA project team.

Response to Comment 140-2

Comment noted. Please refer to the PEIR for a

discussion of all potential impacts associated with the
DNA project.

Response to Comment 140-3

For a full description of all project alternatives
considered, please refer to the Alternatives Analysis
included as Appendix A in the PEIR.
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Response to Comment 140-4

The commenter reports hearing that there will be an increase in traffic in the Natomas area. As the population in the region grows, traffic
levels can be expected to increase. Transit ridership will also increase. Table 3.6-8 of Chapter 3.0 in the Draft PEIR shows average
weekday transit boardings are forecasted to increase from 139,740 in 2005 to more than 258,900 by 2027 under the future no-project
condition. This significant increase in transit ridership is attributed to the expected population and employment growth in the service area
as well as the availability of new lines. With implementation of the DNA project, average weekday transit boardings are expected to
increase by more than 19,700 compared to the future no-project condition. This significant increase in transit ridership is attributed directly
to improvements to the transit system included in the DNA project.

Response to Comment 140-5

As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, page 2-7, of the PEIR, the DNA project alignment does serve the residents of North
Natomas:

“After crossing Del Paso Road, the alignment would proceed north along Natomas Boulevard (north of Del Paso Road, Truxel Road
changes name to Natomas Boulevard). At New Market Drive, the alignment would turn northwest and proceed in the median around
the Natomas Town Center Education Complex toward the Natomas Town Center. West of the Town Center, the alignment would
again turn north and follow East Commerce Parkway in a semi-exclusive right-of-way adjacent to the east side of the roadway. At the
intersection of Club Center Drive and East Commerce Parkway, the alignment would cross East Commerce Parkway at-grade and
enter an exclusive transit right-of-way to reach SR 99 at the proposed Meister Way overcrossing.”
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Response to Comment 140-6

As far as potential taking of property is concerned, RT is
operating under the direction of their Board of Directors,
including the instruction not to take any residential
property to facilitate this project. The alignment along
Truxel Road is therefore specifically designed to avoid
the taking of residential properties. Please refer to
Chapter 3.0, Transportation and Circulation, and Section
4.6, Property Acquisition and Displacement, of the Draft
PEIR for a complete discussion of DNA project impacts.

Response to Comment 140-7

The Northgate alignment was studied in 2001, in the
original Alternatives Analysis (included as Appendix A of
the PEIR) that produced the current LPA along Truxel
Rd. In the AA, the Northgate alignment was shown to
reduce the construction costs only fractionally because
the river crossing would have to be rebuilt. The operating
costs of the Northgate alignment would have been
higher, the distance to the airport would have been
longer, and the line would have served far fewer
business and apartment residences. Thus, the line's
cost-effectiveness would have been much reduced. As it
is, the Truxel Road alignment will serve many
businesses, schools, the public library, and several
apartment developments that would no be served by
keeping the light rail in industrial areas.

Response to Comment 140-8

Comment noted. The next phases of the project,
including the alignment along Truxel, will require
additional environmental review and engineering. Each
of the phases will be subject to additional public review
and comment. More detailed information on these
phases will be provided as it becomes available.
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My first guestion is, the PFhase 1 to Richards
Boulevard, they're pulling out of the federal process, I
understand, because it's rather lengthy. But once they get
back inte it, will they be able to include the costs spent on
Phase 1 to Richards Boulevard?

The other thing is the scheduling of the process.
They talk about shortening it. Do they have any idea how
much they'll be able to shorten it? BAnd the traffic that
will be caused on Truxel in Natomas, right now we have four
lanes. My understanding is that they want to make a median
to make it pretty and to put the stations there. Will that
cut the traffic lanes to just two, one going each way, which
will encumber the whole process. How many stops do they

anticipate? They mentioned four up there. How many will

they actually plan? And have they considered the crime
slement that will be there at the stops? I notice there's

quite a bit on 12th Street. When you're going in, there's a
lot of vagrancy, pecple standing arocund probably for the
shelter or just the communication; I don't know. But that
ssems to be a problem. Will these srtations or the stops,
whatever they have -- I'm assuming they're going to have a

closed shelter. Are they

How many people will it seat?
planning on any wWay of a pathway to have any parking or is
that not included in any of the process? 1 didn't see

anything.

DIAMOND REPORTERS 7
1107 Second Street, Suite 210
Sacramento, California 95814

Response to Comment 141-1

RT hopes that its investment in MOS-1 will count as local
match toward a Federal grant for subsequent phases,
but this is not assured.

Response to Comment 141-2

RT expects to be ready to start construction on MOS-1 in
2009. If RT had pursued Federal New Starts funding, it
is unlikely that construction could have started for
another three or four years, and possibly longer.

Response to Comment 141-3

The project description in the Draft PEIR reflects certain
assumptions about the light rail alignment and the
location of future stations. While no specific design
option for light rail operations on Truxel Road have been
selected, a potential range of options, including mixed
flow, were included for evaluation at the program-level
(please refer to Chapter 3.0, Transportation and
Circulation, of the Draft PEIR). Future project-level
engineering and environmental review will provide an
opportunity to further evaluate and refine track
alignments along Truxel Road.

Response to Comment 141-4

Increased crime has been raised as an issue during
open house meetings on the project. The perception of
crime has been a concern in Sacramento, and in other
cities with light rail systems. There are several studies
that document the impact rail stations have on
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neighborhood crime. Plano (1993) investigated crime rates before and after the opening of light rail stations on the Baltimore Metro. Of
these stations investigated, none were linked to an increase in crime. In a similar study, Poister (1996) examined the increase of crime
before and after the opening of two stations in the Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority (MARTA). As with Plano (1993), no
significant relationship linking crime and rail transit was identified. (Sources: Plano, S.L. 1993, “Transit Generated Crime: Perception vs.
Reality...” Public Transit: Current Research in Planning, Marketing, Operations and Technology.; poister. T.H. 1996, “Transit Related
Crimes in Suburban Areas”, Journal of Urban Affairs.)

Those studies have found that crime at light rail stations generally reflects or parallels the level crime in the surrounding neighborhood. An
example where light rail and RT Police have had a positive impact is (in 2007), a County Sheriff, assigned to Regional Transit stopped and
searched a young man on the way to a nearby high school. The officer found a gun in the boy's backpack. He was on his way to the
school with the intent to use it. A tragedy was averted by the additional policing of the area. Regional Transit is very sensitive to the issue
of crime and, in response, security personnel and equipment are provided at stations, on vehicles and are on call if needed. In addition,
security lighting is designed into stations, and active land uses are promoted near stops and stations. Regional Transit contracts with the
City of Sacramento and Sacramento County for policing. The District employs Transit Officers as well as private security for station areas
and on-board surveillance.

They will be modern transit stations which typically have lighting, seating, landscaping, fare vending machines, security cameras,
information kiosk, and bicycle parking. Seating areas are typically open. The amount of seating varies at each station. Newer stations
may be viewed along the existing system. Pathways will likely be city sidewalks and bicycle lanes. Some of the stations may have park
and ride facilities. The first leg, MOS-1 is envisioned to have parking in the North 7th Street/Richards Boulevard area. Details on these
facilities will be clarified in the next phase of study.
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And do they -- what do they anticipate the cost in
ridership is going to cost? Will they still offer monthly
passes as they do now to get all the way to the airport?

I know there's frequent travelers who are curicus about that.

I had one more, so let me think. I know there was
something else, but that's okay. I'll just go ahead and let
her == Sandy, I might come back and just say "Hey, add this.*”
{This concludes the public comments of

Ms, Carranco.)
MS. ALSTON: Barbara -- B-a-r-b-a-r-a == Alston =--
A=l-s-t-0-N.

My comment is that I'm greatly distressed that the
current plan right now is hawving the Light Rail system come
down Truxel Road. Because I live in South Natomas, and I
think it's wrong when there's an alternative where they can
go along the freeway, I-3, and have a shuttle system and
multi-level garages instead of having it disrupt a whole

neighborhood just to accommodate people I think in North
Natomas.
Thank you.
{This concludes the public comments of Ms. Alston.)
MR. TATSCH: First name is James -- J-a-m-e-3;
Tatsch -- T-a=-t-s-c-h. So T-a-t-s-c-h.
In the future, I'd like the session to end where as

a group we can ask questions so we can, as members of the

DIAMOHND REPORTERS B
1107 Second Street, Suite 210
Sacramento, California 95814

Response to Comment 141-5

RT's travel demand forecasts assume that existing fare
policies (including passes) will apply to the DNA project.
Although it is assumed that fare levels will be adjusted
for inflation, the average fixed route fare does not
change in real terms.

Response to Comment 142-1

On December 15, 2003, the RT Board of Directors
selected the Truxel Road corridor as its Locally Preferred
Alternative (LPA) for the DNA project. This decision was
based on an Alternatives Analysis process - the AA
Report is provided as Appendix A of the Draft PEIR.
Compared to the other alternatives, the Truxel Road
corridor was determined to provide the greatest
transportation benefit to transit users in the corridor and
in the region. In summary, these benefits include: (1)
higher ridership, (2) greater connectivity, (3) supportive
of Transit-Oriented Development, (4) consistency with
land use plans, (5) improved corridor mobility, (6) greater
transit accessibility, (7) greater cost effectiveness, and
(8) increased chance of attracting federal funding.

Response to Comment 143-1

The DNA Alternatives Analysis has had many public
workshops, open houses and public meetings where
people have had opportunity to speak and share input on
the project. There have been approximately 300
meetings including: 128 Public Meetings (scoping,
briefings, Technical Review Panel, Community Review
Panel, presentations to neighborhood associations, etc.);
122 Agency Meetings; and 49 Stakeholder Meetings.
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audience, hear what issues are concerning others rather than
breaking up into small groups and mot being able to hear
everything.

{(This concludes the public comments of Mr. Tatsch.)

{The public comment period was concluded at

12:00 p.m.)

===l =——

DIAMOND REPORTERS 5

1107 Second Street, Suite 210
Sacramente, California 95814
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PUBLIC COMMENT

MONDAY, FEBRUARY 11, 2008, 5:30 p.m. to 7:36 p.m.
===00==—
MR. TRUITT: My name is Brooks Truitt. T-r-u=-i-t-t.
The 16th Street Station needs to have its name
changed because it's really a junction. I'd call it the
16th Street Junctieon. That would give it a certain, what do
they say, cache or distinction, and it alsoc would sort of
effect the idea that the Light Rail does, you know, go in
And so, Folsom comes in

different directions. you know,

there, then change trains south. And that's my point; take
it or leave it.

(This concludes the public comments of Mr. Truitt.)

MS. LUHMAN: Linda Luhman. L-i-n-d-a, L=u-h-m-a-n.
And I -= I live in Natomas.

Anyway, I live in Matomas, and I'm in favor of this
route and would appreciate it being implemented as fast as
possible so that we have access ta the airport.

The other reason I'm here was to speak to people
about the fact that although I liwve in Hatomas between I-5
and I-80, I have no way to get to the airport except by
paying $20 to take an pirporter one way and then another one
or to take a taxi at great

pack, 540 round trip per person,

expense, @r to leave my car in expensive parking. And I

would really appreciate it if RT or other shuttle bus of some

DIAMOND REPORTERS 2
1107 Second Street, Suite 210
Sacramente, California 95814

Response to Comment 144-1

Consultation with the RT Engineering Department finds
that it may not be appropriate to call the station a
“junction”. The term "junction” in rail parlance refers to
the place where the tracks meet (i.e. the switches), much
in the way freeways meet ("Junction I-5 1 mile ahead").
It does not refer to the station itself. Other rail transit
systems use the term "transfer station" for the place at
which passengers can transfer from one line to another.
See for example both "MacArthur BART Station" and
"Grand Central Station" are called transfer stations. RT
follows that convention. However, we could better
highlight the transfer station term in our signage and
graphics, both at the station and in printed materials.

Response to Comment 145-1

Thank you for your comment. RT appreciates your
support for the project.

Response to Comment 145-2

Regional Transit is aware of the need to provide more
transit service for the North Natomas area in general and
from Natomas to the airport. However, funding
constraints caused by a reduction of federal and state
funds resulted in a reduction in bus service in 2008. The
Transit Master Plan update work program that is
underway will seek ways to improve service throughout
the region. One task requires the consultant team to
review overall service to see if efficiencies can be found
that can be used o provide additional service for areas
that are under served. Another task will seek new
funding sources for short and long term solutions. The
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Transit Master Plan update will examine transit development scenarios that will include expanded service, including bus, BRT, streetcar,
light rail and other options. Implementation of the DNA project would provide Natomas residents with a convenient, inexpensive, and
reliable mode of transportation to the airport.
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sort could at least go through our neighborhood in Natomas
and pick people up at least maybe once or twice a day or as
possible so that I have access to the airpert. 1 love to
travel, and I would take a great many more trips if I had
access reasonably priced to the alrport. I have a friend who
lives in Davis, and she can take the Yolo bus over for

7% cents, which seems unfair to me that it costs me S50 much
and I'm much closer to the airport.

Also, all international travelers coming here have
no access for the Sacramento Transit. And for me to take the
volo bus would mean backtracking downtown to an unsafe part
of town with my suitcase hoping to catch a bus, to then come
pack all the way again which would put me at a risk at
catching a plane on time, as well, as I said, being in an
unsafe area waiting around, a female with a suitcase.

S0 I would appreciate anything that can be done to
assist in providing access to people of Hatomas to the
airport with the RT Transit, even once or twice a day would
be wonderful, you know, as S0o0n as possible.

Thank you very much.

(This concludes the public comments of Ms. Luhman.)
MR. FISHEL: My name is James Fishel -- F-i-s=-h-e-1.
1 have several guestions. One, why can't we build
from the airport coming back to Matomas at the same time

wa're building the 7th Street? Wouldn't it save the cost

DIAMOND REFORTERS 3
1107 Second Street, Suite 210
Sacramento, California 95814

Response to Comment 146-1

Financial constraints preclude RT from building light rail
north of Richards until additional local funding is
identified. RT also hopes to secure Federal funding for
subsequent phases. The Federal funding process is
complicated and will require additional time to complete.
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since there's no residential and all those are empty plains

anyway? It would cut down the cost, I think.

Two, 1 see that we're puilding in a major area, and
one of them is Arco Arena. And I'm thinking why are we
building in Arco Arena? Because the Kings are still there.
If the Kings ever move, what good is going to Arco Arena?
Okay. And a lot of that Light Rail is there for all those
pusinesses and Arce Arena. So if the Kings move, then Arco
Arena is no longer geing to be there, and that just takes
that whole Light Rail.

And another thing, why we can't build along the I-5
Freeway which wouldn't cut through the residentials or Truxel
or anything like that but still have stops at each one of
those roads where pecople can walk from those businesses or to
the Light Rail and still be a straight shot to the airport
with no stops for residents and cut down traffic stoplights
and everything else.

That's my comments.

{This concludes the public comments of Mr. Fishel.)
last name

MR. YAMAMURA: Whitney -- W-h-i-t-n-e-y;

is Yamamura --= Y=a-m-a-m-u-r-a. And I work at American River
College, WNatomas Center.

So we have about 3,700 students in the fall semester
already. We already have overflow parking when we startc the

semester. And as the community grows, we're going to have

DIAMOND REFORTERS 4
1107 Second Street, Suite 210
Sacramento, California 95814

Response to Comment 146-2

At this time, there are no definite plans for the
Sacramento Kings to move from their current location at
ARCO Arena. The residential and commercial/office
development in the area around ARCO Arena and in
North Natomas is not dependent upon the Sacramento
Kings remaining at ARCO Arena. Furthermore, the exact
alignment of this phase of the DNA project will be
determined  during future  project-level  design,
engineering, and environmental review, which will

provide an opportunity to adjust the alignment at ARCO
Arena, if necessary.

Response to Comment 146-3

On December 15, 2003, the RT Board of Directors
selected the Truxel Road corridor as its Locally Preferred
Alternative (LPA) for the DNA project. This decision was
based on an Alternatives Analysis process - the AA
Report is provided as Appendix A of the Draft PEIR.
Compared to the other alternatives, the Truxel Road
corridor was determined to provide the greatest
transportation benefit to transit users in the corridor and
in the region. In summary, these benefits include: (1)
higher ridership, (2) greater connectivity, (3) supportive
of Transit-Oriented Development, (4) consistency with
land use plans, (5) improved corridor mobility, (6) greater
transit accessibility, (7) greater cost effectiveness, and
(8) increased chance of attracting federal funding.
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more students. 50 in terms of parking, right now we only

have ascess by vehicle for our students. And we probably
have fewer South Natomas students than we might get just in
terms of potential transportation difficulties that they
might have. 5o the Light Rail would assist us in getting our
students to campus in an anvironmentally sensitive way, and
it would also help us connect more strongly with the
community in terms of providing higher education te Morth and
South Hatomas.

Thanks.

{This concludes the public comments of

Mr. Yamamura.]

MR. SEYMAM: Richard Seyman —-- S-e-y-m-a-n.

What I would like to see is a map or other data
which weuld show the densities all aleng the proposed
route -- the housing densities where there is the kind of
densities that there's supposed to be that are needed for
tranait to be effective and where there's not, and I don't
see that up here. And they may have that, but it's not there
right now. Sc in order to assess how much sense this makes
or not, I think that's a crucial part.

I've driven the route. I've seen that there's
apartments in cartain places. Obviously we did the whole
council thing about Greenbriar, but there is nothing there

right now. 3o that's my -- that's my number one sort of

DIAMOND REPORTERS 5
1107 Second Street, Suite 210
cacramento, Califernia 95814

Response to Comment 147-1

Thank you for your comment. RT appreciates your
support for the project.

Response to Comment 148-1

Section 3.3, Methodology, beginning on page 3-16 of the
Draft PEIR, describes the methodology used to generate
the data to evaluate the DNA project, including ridership.
The available database for population, households,
employment, and other social/economic information are
defined at a traffic analysis zone (TAZ) level based on
SACOG's 2006 MTP projections. Housing densities are
not defined nor used as an input to the SACMET travel
forecast model; rather, the SACMET model uses a
cross-classification scheme relating persons, workers,
income, and auto ownership for determining travel
behavior. Because the geographic area represented by
each TAZ may include open space such as parks, golf
courses and undeveloped areas; a map reflecting
housing densities could misrepresent the land use data
in the travel mode. As such, no geographic density
graphics were created for the DNA modeling efforts.

Response to Comment 148-2

The analysis in the DNA project PEIR is based on the
2006 MTP, which did not include development in
Greenbriar area. Furthermore, because a station is not
proposed in the Greenbriar area in the PEIR, for the

purposes of the PEIR, the DNA project is independent of
the Greenbriar project.

3-143



I48-3

tn s W N

@ -~ ;

11
12
13
14
15
1&
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

concern -- or that's what's on the top of my head.

So thank you wvery much.

(Mr. Seyman later returned and added to his

public comments.)

MR. SEYMAN: Since I work in newly -- kind of part
of the Environmental Council of Sacramento, I think the huge
concern, which you can't tell from loocking at these images
gver here, is that that bridge going nicely across all the
trees is whether it has only a Light Rail and some bicycles
on it or whether there are cars and autos on it. And it's
not clear from SACOG's 2033 Transportation Master Plan that
there's a commitment that there won't be any cars and buses
going across it. BAnd my belief is as long as that's net
clear and that there's this uncertainty that that might end
up being a car bridge, there's just going to be bleody hell
to pay before that bridge for Light Rail or anything else
will ever be built. 5o I think regardless -— I mean I know
Roger Dickinson says over his dead body, but that's just one
person. So we need to have a lot more commitment that that's
only what we're talking about before it's actually going to
happen.

Thanks.

{(This concludes the public comments of Mr. Seyman.)

MR. WHEELER: My name is Farrell Wheeler. And the

spelling is F-a-r-r-e-1=1; last name is Wheeler --

DIAMOND REPORTERS 6
1107 Second Street, Suite 210
Sacramento, California 95814

Response to Comment 148-3

The Locally Preferred Alternative for the DNA alignment,
adopted by the Regional Transit Board in December
2003, only includes a transit bridge and facilities for
pedestrians and bicycles. Any further consideration for

an automobile bridge would need to be included in other
future environmental analysis.
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W-h-e-e-l-e-r. My residence is just off of Truxel Road on

1748 Teralba Way. So my street intersects with the street
that they're proposing Lhat this Light Rail will come down,
and that's one of my major issues.

T've lived in the area for about 12, 13 years,
semething like that, and -- my wife and 1 as well. And what
I see regarding traffic in the area, this system == this
Light Rail spur will not improve traffic in any way, shape,
or form; in fact, it will make it worse. That is my major
ijssue with this project. Truxel Road at that location --
that segment of Truxel Road is much narrower than it is on
the other side of Interstate B0 going north, and as a result,
the traffic that we're seeing there today, which is huge,
will just be exacerbated, that is -- and, again, it's my
major issue.

The other piece of it for me is that I feel that our
property values will be affected adversely based on what I've
geen of the Light Rail stations in the area. The one that
stands out, although they do claim it will be repaired
somatime scon, is the Light Rail station at the intersection
of Del Paso Boulevard and Arden Way. I'm wearing a shirt
that says "Ho Light Rail on Truxel,™ and I'm doing that
pecause three and a half years ago when they proposed the
original programs, there were a coalition of neighbors and I

got together and we put together this opposition to the

DIAMOND REPORTERS 7
1107 Second Street, Suite 210
Sacramento, California 95814

Response to Comment 149-1

Comment noted. Some intersections in the study area
would experience decreased delay times with the
project, while other intersection would experience
increased delay times. The transportation analysis on
page 3-54 of the Draft PEIR acknowledges intersections
that would have significant traffic impacts requiring
mitigation.

While no specific design option for light rail operations on
Truxel Road have been selected, a potential range of
options, including mixed flow, were included for
evaluation at the program-level. Future project-level
design and engineering will provide an opportunity to

further evaluate and refine track alignments along Truxel
Road.

Response to Comment 149-2

With regard to property values, the factor that has the
most direct effect on this is proximity to light rail. Work
undertaken by David Boyce and Arthur Nelson, or
Professors Robert Cervero and John Landis, as reported
at the Transportation Research Board in 1995 or as
published in the "Urban Land" magazine in 2002,
indicates that residential property values increase by
over 25 percent with proximity to light rail transit when
compared with residences further away from transit. This
is a significant and proven economic development effect
of light rail that was borne out in RT's own study of
property values near transit. This study was performed
by Booz-Allen Hamilton.

In addition, the conditions of the Arden-Del Paso area
are not due to the light rail, but rather to prior non-
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investment in the area. Since the inception of the light rail, the City has undertaken significant investment in the streets to make it easier for
the residents there to take advantage of the light rail service and more investment is following. Without light rail the street improvements
may well have been made elsewhere.
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project based on what we felt would happen to our
neighbarhood.

I guess that's pretty much it. I am not happy with
this narrow Truxel Road being adversely affected by this
Light Rail coming down the —-- the possibility of the Scuth
Hatomas area being skirted by the entire project was an
option at one point, and we're hoping that it would have been
utilized. But for whatever reason, they've continued to
focus on it going down Truxel Road, and I am totally and
completely cpposed to that happening.

So that's my statement.

{This concludes the public comments of Mr. Wheeler.)

{The public comment period was concluded at

7:36 p.m.)

- 0=

DIAMOND REPORTERS B
1107 Second Street, Suite 210
Sacramento, California 95814

Response to Comment 149-3

On December 15, 2003, the RT Board of Directors
selected the Truxel Road corridor as its Locally Preferred
Alternative (LPA) for the DNA project. This decision was
based on an Alternatives Analysis process - the AA
Report is provided as Appendix A of the Draft PEIR.
Compared to the other alternatives, the Truxel Road
corridor was determined to provide the greatest
transportation benefit to transit users in the corridor and
in the region. In summary, these benefits include: (1)
higher ridership, (2) greater connectivity, (3) supportive
of Transit-Oriented Development, (4) consistency with
land use plans, (5) improved corridor mobility, (6) greater
transit accessibility, (7) greater cost effectiveness, and
(8) increased chance of attracting federal funding.
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do hereby certify that the foregoing 8 pages comprise a Eull,
true and correct transcription of the public comments taken
in the hereinbefore-entitled matter.

pated this 13th day of February, 2008, at Sacramento,

california.

¥ o AP )
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3-148



LC4-1

SACRAMENTO REGIONAL TRANSIT DISTRICT
BOARD MEETING

DRAFT EIR FOR DNA PROJECT

1400 29th Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
Monday, February 25, 2008

6:00 P.M.

Reported by: JILL R. MCLEOD, CSR #10071
DIAMOND COURT REPORTERS
1107 2nd Street, Suite 210
Sacramento, CA 95814
(916 ) 498-9288

DIAMOND COURT REFORTERS (916) 498-9288

RT Board Meeting
February 25, 2008

3-149



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

M5. BROOKS: Public Hearing Item Number 15. Draft
programmatic environmental impact report for the
Downtown-MNatomas-Airport project presented by Rose Mary
Covington.

MS. MACGLASHAW: I might add, while this is setting up,
I have s=even reguests to speak on this item. If anyone else
wizhes to speak on this item, who isn't =igned up; I
encourage you to fill out the form now and turn it into the
clerk, please.

MS. COVINGTON: Okay. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman,
Members of the Board. You recall that on December the 28th,
we released the draft Environmental Impact Report to the
general public to begin garnering comments.

We approached you on January l4th and we then proceeded
to have meetings with the Technical Advisory Committee and
the Citizens Advisory Committee. Both of those meetings were
very successful, although not as well attended as we would
have liked.

We went from there to having two open houses. One at
the high schoecl in Natomas and the other at Continental
Plaza, along the route of MOS-1.

Both of those meetings were very well attended. We had
about 110 people at the meeting and we had an open format,
which allowed them to give us their comments while they were

talking to some of the people who actually worked on the

DIAMOND COURT REPORTERS (916) 498-9288
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document, where they were able to answer their guestions.

We tock comments through a court reporter and in writing
at the public meetings and those comments will become part of
the public record for the process.

We alsc received a lot of media coverage as a result of
those meetings. I think we were covered by all of the
televizion stations and we got coverage in the newspaper.

Tonight we are having a formal public hearing on the
project. The formal comments close on February 26th, which
gives us over two months of comments, more than is required
by the public hearing regulations.

After the public hearing is over and all the comments
are received tomorrow, we will be spending time responding to
the comments and beginning to give those comments back to you
for your approval of the draft Environmental Impact Report,
which we expect to bring to you at your April 2lst meeting,
I'm sorry, April 28th meeting.

A couple things you should know is that we have done
this in compliance with CEQA, and we will be giving you
comments so you can give your formal review and approval of
the EIR and the EIR reflects the independent judgment of this
project.

In going to the next slide, it reaffirms your choice for
the preferred alternative, and it, in the formal process,

completes the first tier of the environmental review., You

DIAMOND COURT REPORTERS (916) 498-5288
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will recall that we will do the final Environmental Impact
Report on MOS-1, when we go through the transitional
analysis, which we alsoc expect to begin in April.

That is all I have to say to get us started and I think
now we are ready to accept comments. Thank you.

MS. MACGLASHAN: Before we take public comments, are
there any questions by Board members? We did have an
overview of the draft EIR at our last meeting. Any comments
of staff at this time? Then I will start with the public
comments. The first person signed up to speak is Leoma Lee,
followed by Walt Seifert. Leoma Lee?

MS. LEE: Just trying to get a little closer, so you
guys can see me and I can see you. I have a few guestions
regarding the trip from Downtown out to the airport.

Are there going to be more buses going to be cut in
order to pay for the price of the rail going out there for
the RT, for the Light Rail station?

MS. MACGLASHAN: Just go ahead and ask your gquestions.

MS. LEE: Then do we have an approximate date that the
system would be up and running going out to the airport and
out to Arco Arena? And are the cutoffs already covered or
will it affect drivers or bus lines or the RT continuance as
far as getting the south side set up as well as the trip out
to the airport?

And my last question is, if they are not going to cut

DIAMOND COURT REFORTERS (916) 498-9288

Response to Comment 137-1

Regarding the comment about cuts to bus service, RT is
looking at several phases to build the DNA project all the
way to the airport. The first phase is called MOS-1. It will
be developed and under construction and operational by
2010. That service would not involve any bus cuts to
build and operate. Beyond the MOS-1, to cross the river
and build as far as we can to the airport, will in fact
require additional local support and local funding to
accomplish that. It's our expectation that we will pursue
capital dollars, the cost of building from the federal
government, following the federal regulations to qualify
for federal funding to construct it. One of the
requirements to qualify for federal funding is that the
overall level of bus service cannot be reduced to pay the
operating costs. As a result of this requirement, RT
would not be looking at any reduction in bus service
because it is prohibited under federal regulations.

Response to Comment 137-2

RT is planning to have the MOS-1 operational in 2010.
Beyond the timeline for MOS-1, it is conceivable that
operation, possibly as far as to the airport, could begin
as early as 2017.

Regarding the costs covered, please refer to response to
Comment 58-1. Because the costs beyond MOS-1 are
not covered, In order to get beyond the MOS-1, or from
Richards, it will require an additional level of local
support. RT has sufficient funding and capital dollars to
extend MOS-1, and has incorporated the expected
operating costs, which are very minor, for MOS-1 into
future financial projections. Beyond MOS-1, the majority
of the DNA project cost, is currently not covered and will

3-152



in fact require additional local support to accomplish that. Additional funding could potentially come from a sales tax or some other local
support or other local source; as well as, from state and federal funding.

Response to Comment 137-3

In the Alternatives Analysis phase, RT considered potential changes to bus service and bus stop locations in Natomas and the entire the
DNA corridor. Bus and LRT service will complement each other, offering an integrated system.

3-153



1373

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

lines, will more lines be put out there in order to make the
connections for those trips?

MS. MACGLASHAN: Does that conclude your guestions?

MS. LEE: Those are my questions.

MS. MACGLASHAN: Okay. Normally we don't respond to EIR
comments in the hearing itself, but I think your questions
seem to be not related so much to the environmental document
as to the operations, and I think those are questions that
maybe Mr. Wiley might be prepared to answer.

MR. WILEY: Regarding the first question, having to do
with bus cuts, ultimately -- well, we are looking at several
phases to build a Light Rail line all the way to the airport.
The first phase we call MO5-1. It will be developed and
under construction and operational by 2010. That service
would not involwve any bus cuts to build and operate.

Beyond the M0OS5-1, to cross the river and build as far as
we can to the airport will in fact require additional local
support and local funding to accomplish that. It's our
expectation that we will pursue capital dollars, the cost of
building from the federal government, in pursuing under the
federal regulations to qualify for federal funding to
construct it.

One of the requirements that will have to be met in
accomplishing that is actually you cannot reduce your overall

level of bus service to pay the operating costs and still

DIAMOND COURT REPORTERS (916) 498-9288
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qualify for federal funding to build an extension to the
airport, so ultimately, no, we would not be looking at any
reduction in bus service because in fact you're prohibited
from doing that under federal regulations.

MS. LEE: OQOkay.

MR. WILEY: The dates regarding service. As I
indicated, M0OS-1, we are looking at an operational date in
2010.

MS. LEE: OCkay.

MR. WILEY: Beyond that strategy, that we have presented
to the Board, would allow us to be operational, conceivably
as far as to the airport, as early as 2017.

MS. LEE: Okay.

MR. WILEY: Regarding the costs covered, I already
indicated that in order to get beyond the MO5-1, or from
Richards, it will reguire an additional level of local
support, so no, the costs beyond that are not covered. The
costs to extend MOS-1, we have sufficient funding and capital
dollars to build that and we have incorporated the expected
operating costs, which is wvery, wvery minor for that minimal
extension in our future financial projections, but beyond
that, which is the lion share of the cost, is currently not
covered and will in fact require additional local support to
accomplish that.

MS. LEE: S0 we are talking sales tax or state income

DIAMOND COURT REFORTERS (916) 498-9288
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tax or is part coming from federal and part of it coming from
the State?

MR. WILEY: I think you can answer that by saying yes.
Whether it's sales tax or some other local support, some
other local source, certainly all of the above with regard to
state and federal funding. Absolutely.

MS. LEE: Ckay. Thank you for your time.

MS. MACGLASHAN: The next speaker is Walt Seifert,
followed by Mike Barnbaum.

MR. SEIFERT: My name is Walt Seifert. I am an
executive director of the Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates.
And I do plan to make written comments tomorrow, but it's so
much nicer to see you all in persen. And I do want to
emphasize a few things.

It's wonderful the DMA line is going to include access
for bicyclists and pedestrians a bridge owver the American
River. As we have said, we would like to see that access
sooner rather than later but we appreciate the fiscal
constraints.

We would like RT to consider taking advantage of some
other crossings, specifically the crossing by I-80, which I
don't believe right now includes bicycle/pedestrian
provisions, and it's very close to the Truxel interchange,
which is a very problematic interchange for cyclists to

cross. The I-80 crossing will also be right close to Natomas

DIAMOND COURT REFORTERS (916) 498-9288

Response to Comment 136-1

Thank you for your comment. RT appreciates your
support for the project.

Response to Comment 136-2

Please refer to response to SABA Comment 18-3.
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High School so there is another way of getting to the high
school.

The draft EIR says that there is no bicycle impact from
construction of the DNA line and we disagree with that. We
think there are impacts. There is a new barrier with Light
Rail right-of-way. There is a new hazard, which are the
tracks themselves and there iz a new conflict with the Light
Rail wvehicles, s0 we think there is mitigations for all of
those impacts and we think there is -- those mitigations are
feasible and if they are implemented, they will result in
more pecple cycling and more people using transit, so we look
forward to this happening. Thank you.

MS. MACGLASHAM: Thank you, Walt. The next speaker is
Mike Barnbaum followed by William Lowell.

MR. BARNBAUM: Good evening. My name is Mike Barnbaum.
I wanted to address you on four key points. Horthern
California, Sacramento in particular, is home to the third
busiest intercity rail corridors in the nation. One in
particular serves a population that has very poor airport
access.

With the addition of the DNA line to Sacramento
Internaticonal Rirport, passengers from comminities between
Bakersfield and Stockton, including locations like Hanford or
Merced, will be able to seamlessly transfer with the transfer

program to the DNA line and have ease of airport access that

DIAMOND COURT REFORTERS (916) 498-9288

Response to Comment 136-3

Please refer to response to SABA Comment 18-8.

Response to Comment 150-1

Thank you for your comment. RT appreciates your
support for the project.
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they don't have today. That is a key reason that this
corridor needs to be built.

Keep in mind, the second point is that there are going
to be some major traffic impacts, as I was looking back at a
zlide from a previous Board meeting, in the Natomas area, and
getting the word out about the construction there to all of
the various news outlets, and communications through them is
going to be very important to let people know what their
alternatives are, regardless of what their mode of travel is,
bus, auto, walking or biking during construction.

A third point, and I was talking about this with
Director Tretheway at Inderkum High School. I do suppeort an
extension of Route 11 to the Sacramento International Airport
in the interim, but with the financial situation as it is
now, I would like to at least take some baby step approaches
to that, at least get that route extended to Elkhorn Blvd.
first within the next two years with an extension to the
airport in the next four years.

I think it's important. As I have heard from cne person
cut there in the disability community, before the BART line
went to the SFO airport, SFO built ridership through bus
lines and I think that is key, particularly for the Natomas
community .

And last but not least, I don't know if many of you

heard about this today. I heard it from Kelly Brothers

DIAMOND COURT REFORTERS (916) 498-9288

Response to Comment 150-2

Comment noted. Some intersections in the study area
would experience decreased delay times with the
project, while other intersection would experience
increased delay times. The transportation analysis on
page 3-54 of the Draft PEIR acknowledges intersections
that would have significant traffic impacts requiring
mitigation.

Construction impacts would be mitigated by the use of
best practices and, more importantly, avoidance of
impacts to the extent possible through well-designed
options. In addition, a Construction Mitigation Plan will
be developed that would be a key measure for off-setting
the construction impacts of the DNA project. As part of
the Construction Mitigation Plan, a Communications
Plan, including a public information element, will be
developed and implemented by a public information
manager  with responsibility  for maintaining
communication with affected residents and the local
government. The contractor will be responsible for
staffing the public information personnel and ensuring
implementation of all public involvement activities.
Please refer to Section 4.20, Construction Impacts, of
the Draft PEIR for a complete description of construction
impacts of the DNA project.

Response to Comment 150-3

Regional Transit is aware of the need to provide more
transit service for the North Natomas area in general and
from Natomas to the airport. However, funding
constraints caused by a reduction of federal and state
funds resulted in a reduction in bus service in 2008. The
Transit Master Plan update work program that is
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underway will seek ways to improve service throughout the region. One task requires the consultant team to review overall service to see
if efficiencies can be found that can be used to provide additional service for areas that are under served. Another task will seek new
funding sources for short and long term solutions. The Transit Master Plan update will examine transit development scenarios that will
include expanded service, including bus, BRT, streetcar, light rail and other options. Implementation of the DNA project would provide
Natomas residents with a convenient, inexpensive, and reliable mode of transportation to the airport.

Response to Comment 150-4

Thank you for your comment.
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around 4:28 this afternoon. Starting June 3rd, US Air will
be flying nonstop from Sacramento to both Charlotte and
Philadelphia, so congratulations on the new nonstop service.
Thank you.

MS. MACGLASHAWN: Thank wou, Mike. I think the next
speaker iz William Lowell, followed by Jim Morgan.

MR. LOWELL: Thank wyou, Madam Chair. William Lowell,
West Sacramento and I was just thinking of a few little
things. MNow maybe what you said previously precludes any
remarks on some of these, but I was curious, since I hadn't
been to the previous meetings, having gone to other meetings
that tock place at the same time, I was wondering about the
funding sources and the effect on the Yolo Bus Routes 42-A
and 42-B, and apparently we are going to solve the flood,
potential flood problem that the federal agency is concerned
about in the Natomas area, and throughout our area.

We need more public rest rooms along the way, especially
if we are going to be having people waiting at various places
and so forth.

And you may have seen a letter I shared with the
legislature a month ago regarding the state budget problem.
Well, I =still say I have the answer, and that is the
Franchise Tax Board needs to hire more administrators and
collect more of that money that they have coming, because we

still -- the State still doesn't get 57 and a half billion a

DIAMOND COURT REFORTERS (916) 498-9288 10

Response to Comment 151-1

RT is planning to build the DNA project in several
phases all the way to the airport. The first phase is called
MOS-1. It will be developed and under construction and
operational by 2010. MOS-1 would not involve any bus
cuts to build and operate. Beyond MOS-1, to cross the
river and build as far as we can to the airport, will in fact
require additional local support and local funding to
accomplish that. It's our expectation that we will pursue
capital dollars, the cost of building from the federal
government, following the federal regulations to qualify
for federal funding to construct it. One of the
requirements to qualify for federal funding is that the
overall level of bus service cannot be reduced to pay the
operating costs. As a result of this requirement, RT
would not be looking at any reduction in bus service
because it is prohibited under federal regulations. Yolo
County Transit District provides Yolobus service for West
Sacramento, Davis, Woodland, and other communities in
Yolo County. RT does not operate the Yolo Bus routes
42-A and 42-B.

Response to Comment 151-2

A discussion of the flood risk in Sacramento is provided
on Pages 4.18-5 and 4.18-6 in Section 4.18, Water
Resources, of the Draft PEIR. As stated in the Draft
PEIR, the DNA project area in downtown Sacramento is
designated by the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA) as Zone X, an area protected from the
base flood by the construction of a levee, dike, or other
structural measure. Therefore, the area is not considered
at risk for significant flood hazard as designated by
FEMA.
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In the Natomas Basin, the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is moving forward with a Zone AR designation. As defined by FEMA,
Zone AR designates a Special Flood Hazard Area formerly protected from the one percent annual chance of flood by a flood control
system that was subsequently decertified and indicates that the former control system is being restored to provide protection from the one
percent annual chance or greater flood. On September 27, 2007, FEMA denied an application from the City of Sacramento to designate
the Natomas Basin Zone A-99, which denotes an area to be protected from one percent annual chance of flood by a Federal flood
protection system under construction. The Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency is working with the City of Sacramento and the USACE
to expedite work on the Natomas levee system. SAFCA has numerous projects under construction and in-planning in the Natomas area.
The Draft PEIR acknowledges the USACE's recent decertification of the Natomas levee system on page 4.18-6:

“Recent local and federal studies; however, revealed that much more of the Natomas levee system is in need of repair, including
erosion protection, seepage protection, and increased levee height. As a result of these studies, the USACE recently withdrew its
endorsement of the Natomas levee system. SAFCA is prioritizing work efforts for areas and levees that are at higher risk to the 100-
year flood event, but all levee improvement projects are being designed to the 200-year protection specifications.”

Response to Comment 151-3

Comment noted. Transit stations typically have lighting, seating, landscaping, fare vending machines, security cameras, information kiosk,
and bicycle parking. Seating areas are typically open. The amount of seating varies at each station. Some of the stations may have park
and ride facilities. However, details regarding these facilities, including the potential inclusion of public restrooms, will be clarified in the
next phase of study.

Response to Comment 151-4

Thank you for your comment. No response from RT is required because the comment is not relevant to the environmental analysis of the
DNA project.
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year because of lack of auditors, and hey, that adds up, and
I worked with those people way back in '62. They wouldn't
let us audit tax returns prepared by the professionals, and
apparently they still don't, and I think that needs
straightening out ASAP, and thank you.

MS. MACGLASHAWN: Thank you. The next speaker is
Jim Morgan.

THE WITHESS: Geood evening and thank you for the
opportunity to address the Board and alsoc to hear from other
members of the public.

I have some written comments which I will submit but I'd
just like to say that this is a strange project. There are a
lot of things that don't guite fit together properly, like
why the big hurry to get the MOS-1 in gear, and why, if there
is not enough demand for mass transit at the airport to even
justify RT sending a bus out there, why are we going to build
a %780 billion rail system to get out there.

Aside from predicticns and projections, I know 30 years
ago the first time gasoline hit the price it has now and
inflation adjusted prices and pecple are saying, "Ch, it's
the end of the automobile;™ and everyone is going to be
taking mass transit and only the rich will have cars and they
will be powered by electricity, and you may have noticed it
didn'"t turn out that way, 50 predictions and projections are

all fine and good, but you better keep your feet in reality

DIAMOND COURT REFORTERS (916) 498-9288 11

Response to Comment 152-1

Comment noted. RT has sufficient funding and capital
dollars to extend MOS-1, and has incorporated the
expected operating costs, which are very minor, for
MOS-1 into future financial projections. RT is planning to
have the MOS-1 operational in 2010. Beyond the
timeline for MOS-1, it is conceivable that operation,
possibly as far as to the airport, could begin as early as
2017.

Regional Transit is aware of the need to provide more
transit service for the North Natomas area in general and
from Natomas to the airport. However, funding
constraints caused by a reduction of federal and state
funds resulted in a reduction in bus service in 2008. The
Transit Master Plan update work program that is
underway will seek ways to improve service throughout
the region. One task requires the consultant team to
review overall service to see if efficiencies can be found
that can be used to provide additional service for areas
that are under served. Another task will seek new
funding sources for short and long term solutions. The
Transit Master Plan update will examine transit
development scenarios that will include expanded
service, including bus, BRT, streetcar, light rail and other
options. Implementation of the DNA project would
provide Natomas residents with a convenient,
inexpensive, and reliable mode of transportation to the
airport.

Response to Comment 152-2

Thank you for your comment.

3-162



152-2

152-3

153-1

153-2

153-3

153-4

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
L2 4

25

and in the here and now.

So I would like to ask one more guestion, which is,
since the Yolo Bus does run a bus out there, which I
understand goes to Downtown, what is their daily ridership on
that bus? Thank you for your attention.

MS. MACGLASHAN: Okay. Thank you. The next speaker is
Eve. And is the last name Abrahams?

MS. ABRAHAMS: Good evening and thank you for inviting
us to express our copinions about this project. I absoclutely
agree with the previous gentleman in that I don't really
understand why you can -- are wanting to do this project that
is going to be sending Light Rail up Truxel, when I am fairly
sure that your ridership from Scuth Matcomas to Downtown is
minimal at this point, and is that going to even be utilized?

This is a very residential community. Most of us hawve
two or three-car garages. In fact, all my neighbors have
three-car garages and I doubt any of them will be utilizing
your service.

I do agree that you need Light Rail to be out to the
airport and there are certain pecple that would take
advantage of that, but it doesn't make sense to me that
you're running an additional bridge over the park, where we
all go to enjoy the river and the bike trail, etc., when you
have a bridge that goes over the American River to Northgate.

If you took Light Rail up Morthgate, you have a

DIAMOND COURT REFORTERS (916) 498-9288 12

Response to Comment 152-3

Yolo County Transit District provides Yolobus service for
West Sacramento, Davis, Woodland, and other
communities in Yolo County. As stated on page 3-14 of
the Draft PEIR, daily ridership on the Yolobus system is
about 3,000 trips. Please contact the Yolo County
Transit District for more information regarding ridership
on the Yolobus system.

Response to Comment 153-1

On December 15, 2003, the RT Board of Directors
selected the Truxel Road corridor as its Locally Preferred
Alternative (LPA) for the DNA project. This decision was
based on an Alternatives Analysis process - the AA
Report is provided as Appendix A of the Draft PEIR.
Compared to the other alternatives, the Truxel Road
corridor was determined to provide the greatest
transportation benefit to transit users in the corridor and
in the region. In summary, these benefits include: (1)
higher ridership, (2) greater connectivity, (3) supportive
of Transit-Oriented Development, (4) consistency with
land use plans, (5) improved corridor mobility, (6) greater
transit accessibility, (7) greater cost effectiveness, and
(8) increased chance of attracting federal funding.

RT routes operating within the study area are listed in
Table 3.2-2 of the Draft PEIR. RT bus routes with stops
in the study area are the 11 Truxel Road, 13 Northgate,
14 Norwood, 86 San Juan/Silver Eagle, 87 Howe, and
88 West ElI Camino. These services connect from some
locations in North or South Natomas to Downtown
Sacramento or to the Arden/Del Paso Station. As shown
in Table 3.6-2 of the Draft PEIR, the DNA project is
expected to generate 15,910 weekday transit trips in the
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DNA Corridor when it is completed in 2027. Regionally, the DNA project would contribute to approximately 179,000 weekday linked trips
and 53 million annual linked trips on the RT system (Table 3.6-2 and Table 3.6-3). For the DNA project, 35.6 percent of all work trips to
Downtown Sacramento from the DNA Corridor were forecasted to use transit (Table 3.6-4).

Response to Comment 153-2

Comment noted. People who use our light rail system pay as much as $4 per day for single-trip tickets, but as little as $2 per day for
weekly or monthly passes. By comparison, driving their cars costs them over 50 cents per mile, not including the cost of parking. So, for
the price of $2 per day, commuters can either go four miles by car, or they can get to and from work, and possibly even do some shopping
or visit the doctor over lunch. RT's goal in building the DNA project is to fulfill a long-standing promise to the people of Sacramento, and
particularly to the residents and businesses in Natomas, by providing a cost-effective, clean, and convenient transportation alternative for
trips to downtown and trips to the airport.

Response to Comment 153-3

Please refer to response to SABA Comment I8-3.

Response to Comment 153-4

The Northgate alignment was studied in 2001, in the original Alternatives Analysis that produced the current LPA along Truxel Rd (included
as Appendix A in the PEIR). In the AA, the Northgate alignment was shown to reduce the construction costs only fractionally because the
river crossing would have to be rebuilt. The operating costs of the Northgate alignment would have been higher, the distance to the airport
would have been longer, and the line would have served far fewer business and apartment residences. Thus, the line's cost-effectiveness
would have been much reduced. As it is, the Truxel Road alignment will serve many businesses, schools, the public library, and several
apartment developments that would no be served by keeping the light rail in industrial areas.

As described in Section 4.9, page 4.9-12, of the Draft PEIR, park users would be temporarily affected by construction activities, including
the movement of heavy equipment on park roads, restricted access, and temporary closure of some park properties, noise, dust, and other
inconveniences associated with the construction of the American River crossing. These temporary disruptions would impair enjoyment of
the American River Parkway on a temporary basis. However, implementation of Mitigation Measure MPARK-1 (as proposed in Section 4.9,
page 4.9-14) would reduce temporary construction impacts in the American River Parkway and Discovery Park to a less-than-significant
level. Operational impacts of the DNA project are presented in Section 4.9, page 4.9-13, of the Draft PEIR. Operation of the DNA project
would require that 1.8-acres of the American River Parkway be dedicated as permanent transit right-of-way. However, all of the underlying
area would be available for public use with the exception of the space required for the bridge piers. Additionally, the bridge would not
present a barrier to pedestrians, hikers, bicyclists, or boaters.
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community that is in total disrepair. 1It's a commercial area
that, excuse me, it's a commercial area that needs
revitalization. Those businesses are in desperate need of
bringing ridership into their community, and money as well.
The homes along Morthgate, not only don't =it directly on
Horthgate so they wouldn't be impacted the way that homes sit
on Truxel would be; but they are the oldest homes with one
and two-car garages. The people in those homes would be much
more likely to use Light Rail to get Downtown or go up
towards the shopping centers in North MNatomas.

Also the housing, I'm a realtor, and the only area where
we haven't seen a drop in the home values is Downtown. Well,
that area along Morthgate is one of the worst areas as far as
the home values and the deterioration, but if we were to have
Light Rail there, it would encourage pecple, who would like
to live Downtown, to buy those older homes and revitalize
that area, so I think that would wvastly improve the Northgate
area. I think it will bring the property values up there
tremendously.

It would be very easy to take it across the bridge,
straight up Horthgate and then go on over to either Morth
Main or North Highway Blwd. to the shopping centers and along
your route., It just makes so much more sense and it would
impact the environment much less. Thank you for your time.

MS. MACGLASHAN: Thank you.

DIAMOND COURT REFORTERS (916) 498-9288 13

In addition, the RT Board of Directors selected the Truxel
Road corridor as its Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA)
for the DNA project because compared to the other
alternatives, the Truxel Road corridor was determined to
provide the greatest transportation benefit to transit
users in the corridor and in the region. In summary,
these benefits include: (1) higher ridership, (2) greater
connectivity, (3) supportive of Transit-Oriented
Development, (4) consistency with land use plans, (5)
improved corridor mobility, (6) greater transit
accessibility, (7) greater cost effectiveness, and (8)
increased chance of attracting federal funding.
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MS. ABRAHAMS: For bearing with me.

MS. MACGLASHAN: The next speaker is Reed Benet. Did I
pronounce that right?

MR. BENET: Perfect. Good job. Thank you. My name is
Beed Benet. Good evening. As my wife reminds me, perhaps
too often, I am perhaps too old to be in a Ph.D program at
the Institute of Transportation Studies, yet I am.

Combine this wonderful education with decades,
particularly in new ideas, start-up business experience, an
MBA and impetus as a budget hock taxpayer, I tend to be wery
skeptical and with perhaps a relatively deep understanding of
some facts.

Thus, regarding the Light Rail to the airport, I hope
that I am not the first to point out to the Board, and I
would be disappointed if staff hasn't fully investigated,
that the Yolo County short line rail line, which runs up the
west side of the Sacramentc Riwver could connect Downtown Sac
to the airport within two miles pretty much teoday. What it
could offer iz a grade separated sco-called heavy rail or bus
rapid transit alternative that would be faster put in place,
faster to travel to the airport, and even with the necessary
dedicative bridge, could safely save up to half a billion
dollars in taxpayer funds.

As I said, the benefit of my public subsidized

education, and hopefully I am making it worthwhile teday, is

DIAMOND COURT REFORTERS (916) 498-9288 14

Response to Comment 154-1

Comment noted. Please see response to Comment 19-
10.

Response to Comment 154-2

As shown in Table 3.6-2 of the Draft PEIR, the DNA
project is expected to generate 15,910 weekday transit
trips in the DNA Corridor when it is completed in 2027.
Regionally, the DNA project would contribute to
approximately 179,000 weekday linked trips and 53
million annual linked trips on the RT system (Table 3.6-2
and Table 3.6-3). For the DNA project, 35.6 percent of all
work trips to Downtown Sacramento from the DNA
Corridor were forecasted to use transit (Table 3.6-4).

People who use our light rail system pay as much as $4
per day for single-trip tickets, but as little as $2 per day
for weekly or monthly passes. By comparison, driving
their cars costs them over 50 cents per mile, not
including the cost of parking. So, for the price of $2 per
day, commuters can either go four miles by car, or they
can get to and from work, and possibly even do some
shopping or visit the doctor over lunch. RT's goal in
building the Downtown-Natomas-Airport line is to fulfill a
long-standing promise to the people of Sacramento, and
particularly to the residents and businesses in Natomas,
by providing a cost-effective, clean, and convenient
transportation alternative for trips to downtown and trips
to the airport.
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that rail only makes sense between areas of high density and
when there are significant numbers of travelers, when the
convenience of speed of rail exceeds that of personal
vehicles.

Furthermore, I urge you to consider that, perhaps
ill-adviszed rail plans can put a stick on a pig in terms of
open space, failure to plan development properly and building
in a flood plain, and as we know now, hundreds of millions of
dollars are being spent because of building in a flood plain,
which is an expensive logic; and finally, speaking of flood
issues, I see people exhibiting a myopia and significant
added expense by planning and creativity, and shall we say,
common sense stopping at the county border, so I urge you to
perhaps ignore, somewhat, the Sacramento part and lock to the
regional part of your purview, soc I welcome any gquestions you
might have and if staff would be interested in talking to me,
I would be glad to do it.

I have put about a thousand hours into this and perhaps
it could be a dissertation, which my wife wishes was done
yesterday, so thank you wery much.

MS. MACGLASHAN: Thank you. The next speaker is
Richard Seyman.

MR. SEYMAN: I am Richard Seyman and I am co-chair for
the Transportation and Air Quality Committee of Environmental

Council of Sacramento, and I just want to say the Board knows

DIAMOND COURT REPORTERS (916) 498-5288
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Response to Comment 154-3

Thank you for your comment.
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probably already, or staff does, that we submitted our
comments and most of you have heard related comments, those
that work on the Council of the Supervisors, but we haven't
been that much of a presence at RT Board hearings, but I want
you to know that seven of cur Board members, including our
upcoming president are here tonight because we share a deep
concern about thisz; this DNA line and this whole concept of
going through Natomas to get to the airport.

I think the only thing I will say, just for the benefit
of the media and the attendees here, is that my concern, as a
transit advocate, is that the trip time is simply not going
to work very well at all, and the problem is that we are
trying to solve some, some positive ideals of getting more
transit, including the Light Rail up to Natomas and getting
to the airport.

I will take off my ECOS hat now and say that as a
person, in locking at this whole thing, the prior speaker is
right on, and I don't know that it has to be heavy rail,
because obviously if you don't have to lay the tracks, you
are going to save a bunch of money, even if you have to put
up the power poles.

I had hoped that we would have a chance for overhead
projection, but I want to say, if any of you have ridden that
Sierra railroad or driven that Yolo County side road, you

will see that it's incredibly more scenic, and what it does
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Response to Comment 155-1

As stated on page 3-35 of the Draft PEIR, transit travel
times for trips within the DNA Corridor and specifically to
Downtown would improve under the DNA project
compared to the future no-project conditions (2027) for
most of the four trip interchanges analyzed (Impact
TRAN-2). Please refer to Section 3.6, Transit Impacts -
Full DNA Project (2027), beginning on page 3-34 of the
Draft PEIR, for a description of the impacts of the DNA
project on drive and transit travel times.

Response to Comment 155-2

Assuming the commenter is referring to the use of the
Yolo County short line rail, please refer to response to
Comment [9-9.

Response to Comment 155-3

Comment noted. Please see response to Comment 19-
10.
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is it brings you right up next to the river, some of the
nicest area of the river, if our project is simply to make a
stellar way to come into town for our wvisitors, and I
continue to say that would be the way to go, and as you
pointed out, almost all the tracks are already laid.

On top of that, it would foster development in an area
that iz much more currently, the reqular residents are more
transit dependent, also an area that needs revitalization and
an area, West Sacramento, Broderick that are wvery, very close
to the Downtown, so that is just -- it's a wild idea. I
realize there has been so many that has gone before me on
this.

The cone thing I want to do before I sit down is extend
my congratulations, and I think I can extend ECOS's as well.
We talked, we met with Mike a number of times. We worked
with him really well in my former work with Para Transit. I
have to say, in large part or in substantial part, why I got
hired were concerns about RT and relations and I think that
Mike played a key role in making that work much more
feasible, to work out some difficult problems.

I was constantly impressed by his great professzionalism,
his ability, with the greatest of decorum, to deal with
situations and circumstances where people came to the table
with good reasons to feel there was some conflict, and so0 I

think it just bodes very well; and the final thing is just I
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know Mike's been, not only part of RT but part of the
Sacramento community and region, and I think that is really
important, because RT is going to play a key role in the
future of this region. I sincerely believe that. Thank you
very much for your time.

MS. MACGLASHAN: Thank you. The next speaker is
Arthur Ketterling, and the final person =igned up is
Randell Hansen.

MR. KETTERLINMG: Thank you. I will be real short. I
just want to say thank you for bringing this up with DNA and
of the Light Rail and we had been needing this for a long
time, a long time. I don't know what the Governments hawve
been doing at all by putting it off, but I am glad we are
basically starting to go forward, and the sooner the better,
and I thank you very much.

M5, MACGLASHAM: Thank you. The final speaker is
Randell Hansen.

ME. HANSEN: Hello. I wasn't able to attend the prior
meetings. I wasn't able to make the one Saturday and I
couldn't get to the place off Richards Blwvd. the other week,
but locking at the route very closely, the concerns I have is
the starting point and ending point as well as one of the
middle points; and that is the starting point, being from
Downtown Sacramento seems to constantly revolve arocund the

Downtown station being relocated along the tracks, which I am

DIAMOND COURT REFORTERS (916) 498-9288
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Response to Comment 156-1

Thank you for your comment. RT appreciates your
support for the project.

Response to Comment 157-1

Comment noted. Whether the existing Downtown rail
station is moved a few hundred feet or so, will not have a
significant effect on the DNA project. Furthermore, the
decision to move the station is independent of the DNA
project and is not included in MOS-1.
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still against, because of the cost of money and the
disconnection between the great Light Rail and Amtrak
connections that are in place, which I have wvery greatly been
taking advantage of ewver since it opened.

The second one iz the middle point of, around Stop
Humber 10, Arco Arena. Is it on the assumption that there is
going to be a new basketball arena right there and not going
to Cal Expo, which is what is reported? If they are geoing to
decide to go elsewhere, whether it's Cal Expo or another part
of the city, another part of the country, wherewer, is that
stop going -- is there going to be something there in that
stop to help have riders?

And then the last, the airport stop, locking at it
closely, it looks like these are run, the way it's drawn
here, and I know there is a master project going on to redo
the airport, like we redo the old terminal building and have
it linked with a new one, but where will the stop be? I was
trying teo lock at that map cleosely and I couldn't see where
any of the buildings are geing to be. Is the stop geing to
be like right directly where the terminals are or is it going
to be on the other side of the parking lot where people are
going to have to snake through hauling luggage?

I have been to Chicago Midway and that is one of the
examples of how not to build rail to the airport. The

San Francisco BART extension to the airport, that is another
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Response to Comment 157-2

At this time, there are no definite plans for the
Sacramento Kings to move from their current location at
ARCO Arena. The residential and commercial/office
development in the area around ARCO Arena and in
North Natomas is not dependent upon the Sacramento
Kings remaining at ARCO Arena. Furthermore, the exact
alignment of this phase of the DNA project will be
determined  during future  project-level  design,
engineering, and environmental review, which will
provide an opportunity to adjust the alignment at ARCO
Arena, if necessary.

Response to Comment 157-3

Please refer to the responses to the Comment Letter
CO4 from the Sacramento County Airport System
(SCAS).
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example of how not to build rail to the airport, and when I
was -- also a friend of mine lives back east, down by Dulles.
He had told me that the transit authority struck down the
Metro project to break off from a segment in Virginia to go
to Dulles Airport and that was going to be 5 billion dollars
and they were hoping to get 900 million for that project, but
Dulles has more than twice the ridership that Sacramento
airport does, and it's -- and also just considering that, I
mean the kind of stuff we are reading in the papers about
Hatomas being on a flood plain, and is there going to be
problems from the Feds about building rail on a flcod plain,
if certain issues aren't dealt with?

S50 I just hope all of that is taken into consideration
before everything is given the green light because a lot of
things look overly optimistic to me, so thanks.

MS. MACGLASHAM: Thank you. This is an information item
only tonight for the Board. The responses will be prepared
to all of the comments that have been given and gquestions
that have been submitted on this draft EIR and those will
become part of the final impact report, which will be coming
back to this Board to be certified.

Yes, Director Tretheway?

MR. TRETHEWAY: I just want to thank staff for putting
on the second workshop. We saw 1t was very well attended and

both workshops were well attended. I know it's a lot of work
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Response to Comment 157-4

A discussion of the flood risk in Sacramento is provided
on Pages 4.18-5 and 4.18-6 in Section 4.18, Water
Resources, of the Draft PEIR. As stated in the Draft
PEIR, the DNA project area in downtown Sacramento is
designated by the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA) as Zone X, an area protected from the
base flood by the construction of a levee, dike, or other
structural measure. Therefore, the area is not considered
at risk for significant flood hazard as designated by
FEMA.

In the Natomas Basin, the US Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) is moving forward with a Zone AR designation.
As defined by FEMA, Zone AR designates a Special
Flood Hazard Area formerly protected from the one
percent annual chance of flood by a flood control system
that was subsequently decertified and indicates that the
former control system is being restored to provide
protection from the one percent annual chance or
greater flood. On September 27, 2007, FEMA denied an
application from the City of Sacramento to designate the
Natomas Basin Zone A-99, which denotes an area to be
protected from one percent annual chance of flood by a
Federal flood protection system under construction. The
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency is working with
the City of Sacramento and the USACE to expedite work
on the Natomas levee system. SAFCA has numerous
projects under construction and in-planning in the
Natomas area. The Draft PEIR acknowledges the
USACE's recent decertification of the Natomas levee
system on page 4.18-6:

“Recent local and federal studies; however, revealed that
much more of the Natomas levee system is in need of
repair, including erosion protection, seepage protection,
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and increased levee height. As a result of these studies, the USACE recently withdrew its endorsement of the Natomas levee system.
SAFCA is prioritizing work efforts for areas and levees that are at higher risk to the 100-year flood event, but all levee improvement
projects are being designed to the 200-year protection specifications.”

The Draft PEIR is the first-tier of environmental review for the DNA project. The second phase of the DNA project, which includes the
planned river crossing into South Natomas, is tentatively scheduled to commence planning in late 2010. The project-level environmental
review required at that time will provide an opportunity to reassess the level of flood risk in the Natomas Basin and incorporate the
conditions into project design.
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for each project. Thank you very much.

MS. MACGLASHAN: Director Cochn?

MR. COHN: The next step iz certification?

MS. MACGLASHAN: First preparation of the final EIR and
then certification.

MR. COHN: I just want to say a couple comments in
response to some of the comments I heard tonight.

The future of whether the existing Downtown rail station
iz moved a few hundred feet or not is not going to have a
gignificant effect on this line. I mean, you're only talking
about whether it should move a few hundred feet and that is
an independent decision about this line.

And if Arco Arena is moved, there will be something else
there and the proposed line goes right through the town
center of Natomas, and of course, the details of where this
will go at the airport are for the future. This is a
program --

MS. MACGLASHAN: I believe it's -- actually it's shown
at the county. The airport is a county airport and there is,
there are diagrams that show where the station —

MR. DICKINSONM: The station would come right up next to
the terminal.

MR. COHM: The other thing I find hard to understand is
how building two bridges across the Sacramento River would be

cheaper than one across the American River, which I heard
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proposed, that we go into Yolo County and then come back into
Sacramento County, and you would be serving very little
population on the way to the airport; as opposed to the
proposed line, which would serve one the fastest growing
areas in the city.

Now; I understand there are people that don't think we
should be going in Matomas, and that is a legitimate argument
to make, but the fact that we are -- there is already a
gizable population, and the airport is growing.

I thank folks for their comments, but I think there is
going to come a time, by the time this thing is built, that
the ridership is going to be there, so I appreciate the
comments though. Thank you.

MS. MACGLASHAM: Okay. Thank you. That concludes this
item and we are ready for the next item.

{The record concluded at 8:05 p.m.)
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) ss.
COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO )

I, JILL R. MCLEQD, Certified Shorthand Reporter of the
State of California, do hereby certify that the foregoing
pages comprize a full, true and correct transcription of my
stenographic notes in the aforementioned case of the

proceedings held on February 25, 2008.

Dated this 17th day of March, 2008.

JILL R. MCLEOD, CSR 10071
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CHAPTER 4.0: ERRATA

4.1 INTRODUCTION

This section includes edits to the Draft PEIR. These modifications are a result of response to
comments received during the public review period, as well as those changes initiated by
the Lead Agency and/or consultants based on their on-going review.

Revisions herein do not result in new significant environmental impacts, do not represent
significant new information, nor do they amend the conclusions of the environmental
analysis. Therefore, recirculation of Draft PEIR pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section
15088.5 is not warranted.

Changes are provided in revision marks with underline for new text and strike-threugh for
deleted text. Text changes are presented in the page order in which they appear in the Draft
PEIR.

4.2 CHANGES AND EDITS TO THE DRAFT PEIR

4.2.1 Table of Contents - Tables

Table 3.9-1 Estimated Parking Demand at Park-and-Ride Lots

Table 4.7-3 Disproportionately High and Adverse Impacts to Low-Income and Minority
Populations

Table 4.14-1 Direct Construction Impacts on Wildlife Habitat in the American River Parkway
(acres) (100-foot-wide swath)

422 Executive Summary

Draft PEIR page ES-2, Section 2.1, is revised as follows:

“The DNA study area, shown on Figure ES-1, extends 12.8 miles from 7th and H
Streets in Downtown Sacramento to the Sacramento International Airport and
includes the communities of Alkali Flat, South Natomas, North Natomas, and Metro
Air Park. Between State Route (SR) 99 and Powerline Road, the study area
traverses the Greenbriar property, which is-under-consideration-foralargeresidential
development the Sacramento Local Agency Formation Commission approved for
annexation into the City of Sacramento in April 2008. The study area was developed
in 2002 to be sufficiently broad to encompass the entire range of alternatives under
consideration at that time. See Chapter 5, Alternatives, for more information. This
study area is also referred to as the “DNA Corridor.”

Draft PEIR page ES-5, top of page, is revised as follows:

“The rate of growth in North Natomas has exceeded City of Sacramento expectations

and-development-activities-have-not-slowed-down, as evidenced by the development

DNA Corridor Draft PEIR 4-1 Errata
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Chapter 4.0: Errata

proposals that continue to be submitted to the City and County, indicating that growth
will continue in the DNA Corridor.”

Draft PEIR page ES-5, sixth tick, is revised as follows:

The Railyards Redevelopment Plan proposes development of the 240-acre Union
Pacific Railroad property. The project, approved by the Sacramento City Council in
December 2007, would consist of 11,000 homes, 1.3 million square feet of retail, and
2.9 million square feet of office space, hotels, restaurants, entertainment venues,
and open space. A lLight rail stations are is identified in the Plan adjacent to the
proposed Sacramento Intermodal Transportation Facility and on 7th Street south of
North B Street; and”

Draft PEIR page ES-8, second bullet, is revised as follows:

“Air Quality Nonattainment Area. The project would be located in a federally
designated nonattainment area for air quality and, therefore, must meet transportation
conformity requirements at the regional and project levels. The DNA project would
provide a small benefit to the region’s air quality by reducing vehicle miles traveled by
approximately ene 0.02 percent as compared to future conditions.”

Draft PEIR page ES-11, Section ES 3.1, first paragraph is revised as follows:

“The alignment would originate at 7th and H Streets, adding a second track parallel to
the existing Gold Line. Heading west on H Street, the DNA line would then loop north
along on the west east side of the intermodal site, west of the proposed extension of
5th Street to the relocated Sacramento Valley Station (part of the future Intermodal
Facility)".”

Draft PEIR page ES-11, Section ES 3.1, second paragraph is revised as follows:

“Continuing nerth east, the loop would then connect to a future extension of F Street
and continue north along 7th Street, operating through the existing 7th Street
undercrossing of the Union Pacific Railroad. From this point north, the alignment
would continue to follow North 7th Street to Richards Boulevard. At North 7th Street
and Richards Boulevard, the alignment would cross Richards Boulevard and turn to
the west to follow a semi-exclusive guideway on the north side of the street.”

Draft PEIR page ES-17, Table ES 1 is revised as follows:

Table ES 1
Capital Costs for DNA Project
(Millions of 2006%)

Final Engineering,
Construction
Construction Right-of- Management, Total
Scenario Costs Vehicles Way Project Reserve Costs
DNA Project 392.9 106.9 68.2 217.3 785.3
MOS-1 20.8 0 5.8 10.8 37.4
Errata 4-2 DNA Corridor Final PEIR
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Chapter 4.0: Errata

Draft PEIR, page ES-26, Section ES 9, is revised as follows:
“Despite—strong—community—supportfor—the—projeet—tThe complexity and financial

investment involved in building it the DNA project will require RT to strategically phase
the construction of the DNA project, hence the development of MOS-1. Significant
development proposals in the Railyards and Richards Boulevard area are poised to
begin construction, all of which anticipate light rail stations adjacent to their
developments. Ideally, these projects along with the DNA line should be implemented
in the same timeframe. In addition, a statewide ballot measure was approved by
voters in November 2006 that will provide RT with additional funds for continuing DNA
project development, but not construction.”

Draft PEIR page ES-27, third bullet, is revised as follows:

“The City of Sacramento has approved the construction of an 810,000-square-foot
office complex on the northeast corner of Richards Boulevard and North 7th Street,
an easy two-to-three minute walking distance from the proposed Richards Boulevard
Station. A three six to eight level parking structure would be built that could also
provide some RT station parking.”

Draft PEIR page ES-27, fifth bullet, is revised as follows:

“In the summer of 2005, the City of Sacramento circulated a Notice of Preparation of
a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the proposed Greenbriar Project. The
Sacramento Local Agency Formation Commission approved Greenbriar for
annexation into the City of Sacramento in April 2008. Should this project proceed
and be built, it will provide RT with potential system users, dedicated property for the
LRT alignment and $2.2 million in developer funds to build a new rail station and
Park-and-Ride lot.”

Draft PEIR, Table ES-6 is revised as follows:

Refer to page ES-28 of the Executive Summary of the Attachment for revised
Table ES-6

4.2.3 Chapter1

Draft PEIR page 1-2, Section 1.2, is revised as follows:

“The DNA study area, shown on Figure 1.2-1, extends 12.8 miles from 7th and H
Streets in Downtown Sacramento to the Sacramento International Airport and
includes the communities of Alkali Flat, South Natomas, North Natomas, and Metro
Air Park. Between State Route (SR) 99 and Powerline Road, the study area
traverses the Greenbriar property, which is under consideration for a large residential
development the Sacramento Local Agency Formation Commission approved for
annexation into the City of Sacramento in April 2008. The study area was developed
in 2002 to be sufficiently broad to encompass the entire range of alternatives under
consideration at that time. See Chapter 5, Alternatives, for more information. This
study area is also referred to as the “DNA Corridor.™
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Draft PEIR page 1-9, first bullet, is revised as follows:

“Population estimates completed for the Corridor indicate that the study area
population will increase at an annual compounded growth rate of 2 3 percent from
2000 to 20257, compared to 1-& percent for the City of Sacramento, and 43 2 percent
for the County of Sacramento.”

Draft PEIR page 1-10, first bullet, is revised as follows:

“The Railyards Redevelopment Plan proposes development of the 240-acre Union
Pacific Railroad property. As proposed, the project would consist of 11,000 homes,
1.3 million square feet of retail, and 2.9 million square feet of office space, hotels,
restaurants, entertainment venues, and open space. A lLight rail stations are is
identified in the Plan adjacent to the proposed Sacramento Intermodal Transportation
Facility and on 7th Street adjacent to the residential development and the community
facilities development. The Railyards Redevelopment Plan was approved by the City
Council in December 2007.”

Draft PEIR page 1-10, fourth bullet, is revised as follows:

“Greenbriar is a proposal to build a new residential and commercial development
project on 577 acres between Metro Air Park and SR 99. The Sacramento Local
Agency Formation Commission approved Greenbriar for annexation into the City of
Sacramento in April 2008. This project would include 3,500 high-, medium-, and low-
density homes; 50 acres of commercial development; and a light rail station at the
southern edge of the development.”

Draft PEIR page 1-11, second paragraph, is revised as follows:

4.2.4

“Also in 2004, the City of Sacramento adepted-plans—for—construction approved a

concept design for ef the new Intermodal Facility within the Railyards to provide
connections for local and express bus and light rail services, intercity buses, the
Capitol Corridor commuter rail, and Amtrak. Currently, the Capitol Corridor passenger
train service provides 32 trains daily between Sacramento and the San Francisco Bay
Area. It is the third busiest Amtrak-provided route in the nation with nearly 1.3 million
annual riders, a figure that has tripled within the past seven years. The Intermodal
Facility incorporates the future DNA light rail alignment and station.”

Chapter 2

Draft PEIR page 2-1, Section 2.2, first paragraph, is revised as follows:

Errata

“The alignment would originate at 7th and H Streets, adding a second track to the
north and parallel to the existing Gold Line. Heading west on H Street, the DNA line
would then loop north along the west side of the proposed extension of 5th Street to
the relocated Sacramento Valley Station (part of the future Intermodal Facility)®. It
should be noted that as part of the relocation of the Sacramento Valley Station, RT
would be responsible for funding construction of one-half of the station platform and
improvements, with the City of Sacramento to pay for the remaining construction.”
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Draft PEIR page 2-2, second paragraph is revised as follows:

“Continuing rerth east, the loop would then connect to a future extension of F Street
and continue north along 7th Street, operating through the existing 7th Street
undercrossing of the Union Pacific Railroad. From this point north, the alignment
would continue to follow North 7th Street to Richards Boulevard. At North 7th Street
and Richards Boulevard, the alignment would cross Richards Boulevard and turn to

the west to follow a semi-exclusive guideway on the north side of the street.”

Draft PEIR page 2-8, Table 2.3-1, #2, #9, and #10, are revised as follows:

Table 2.3-1
Stations Proposed for the DNA Project

Station Location

Park-and-Ride

Stations (Park-and-Ride Lot Location) Spaces
7th and H Streets North side of H Street between 7th and 8th Streets 0
2. Sacramento Valley West of ©n-5th Street between G and H Streets 0
Station (Amtrak)
3. Railyards Along North 7th Street south of North B Street
Richards Boulevard Northwest corner of North 7th Street and Richards Boulevard
at North 7th Street
5. West El Camino Intersection of West EI Camino Avenue and Truxel Road, platform 410
Avenue located south of the intersection
(A parking structure would be built on the southwest corner of West
El Camino Avenue and Truxel Road and assumes acquisition of the
existing shopping center property. Options include either a parking
structure south of the shopping center at Mill Creek Drive or surface
parking lots provided at both locations.)
6. Pebblestone Way Intersection of Pebblestone Way and Truxel Road 140
(Existing shared parking at Natomas Community Center parking lot)
7. San Juan Road Northeast corner of San Juan Road and Truxel Road 200%
(Parking on west side of Truxel Road, north of Vallarta Circle)
8. Gateway Northeast corner of Gateway Park Boulevard and Truxel Road 1,130°
Park/Natomas
Marketplace (Parking would be provided at two sites: at-grade parking at Natomas
Marketplace west of Truxel Road, and at a structured parking facility
at the Promenade at Natomas east of Truxel Road)
9. Arena Boulevard Southeast west corner of Arena Boulevard and Truxel Road 0
10. ARCO Arena (just Southeast west corner of Arena East Entrance Road and Truxel 250
south of the Arena Road, with an optional spur track to serve special events.
entrance)
(Shared parking at Arena parking lot)
11. East Town Center Northwest corner of Natomas Boulevard and Del Paso Road 90
(Shared parking at Park Place Shopping Center)
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Table 2.3-1
Stations Proposed for the DNA Project
Station Location Park-and-Ride
Stations (Park-and-Ride Lot Location) Spaces
12. North Natomas New Market Drive east of Town Center Drive 0
Town Center
13. Club Center Drive/ East Commerce Parkway and Club Center Drive 40
North Village
Center . . .
(Parking at new commercial center, obtained through Irrevocable
Offers of Dedication [IODs])
14. Airport New terminal building proposed by the Airport to be built south of the 0

existing parking lot between Terminals A and B

Optional Stations

15. Sequoia Pacific North of Richards Boulevard along the railroad spur west of Sequoia 0
Boulevard at Pacific Boulevard
Richards Boulevard

16. Commerce Along Commerce Parkway at North Park Drive 0
Parkway

17. Greenbriar Along Meister Way in the Greenbriar development 50°

(Parking at Meister Way adjacent to station)

18. Metro Air Park At the intersection of Metro Air Parkway and Meister Way 250°

(Parking at Meister Way adjacent to station)

19. Airport-South Just south of Crossfield Drive 0

Station

Source: Based on 2006 modeling output.

Notes:

a

b

Two acres of the Sonora Springs development project have been dedicated for a future Park-and-Ride facility
A Condition of Approval for the Promenade at Natomas requires that acreage for surface parking be made available to RT for

350 Park-and-Ride spaces. A parking structure would need to be built to accommodate additional parking.

Park-and-Ride spaces for optional stations were not included in the total Park-and-Ride requirements for each alternative.

Draft PEIR page 2-12, third paragraph is revised as follows:

Errata

“For MOS-1, the alignment would begin at 7th and H Streets running north on 7th
Street to F Street. This alignment is the same as the emergency courthouse by-pass
described-abeve_that would be built along 7th Street to by-pass the loop that passes
by the Federal Courthouse, and would remain in service with full implementation of
the DNA project for periods when use of the by-pass is requested by the U.S. District
Court. North of F Street, the alignment would continue on 7th Street to just north of
the Union Pacific overcrossing. At this point, the alignment would follow North 7th
Street. The construction of a Railyards station under MOS-1 would be deferred to
correspond with development of the Railyards project. At Richards Boulevard, the
alignment would turn west on an exclusive right-of-way on the north side of Richards
Boulevard, ending at a station on Richards Boulevard and North 7th Street. The
MOS-1 alignment is shown on Figure 2.7-1."
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Draft PEIR page 2-17, Table 2.8-1 is revised as follows:

Table 2.8-1
Capital Costs for DNA Project
(Millions of 2006%)

Final Engineering,
Construction
Construction Right-of- Management, Total
Scenario Costs Vehicles Way Project Reserve Costs
DNA Project 392.9 106.9 68.2 217.3 785.3
MOS-1 20.8 0 58 10.8 37.4

425 Chapter 3

Draft PEIR page 3-3, Figure 3.2-1 is revised.
Refer to page 3-3 of Chapter 3.0 of the Attachment for revised Figure 3.2-1

Draft PEIR page 3-46, second paragraph is revised as follows:
“In terms of future ridership potential, a change in arena location to the Downtown
area would most likely cause a net difference and a separate study would need to be
conducted. However, for the purpose of this document, transit ridership was

forecasted with the assumption of ARCO Arena located in Seuth North Natomas.”

Draft PEIR page 3-51, second bullet is revised as follows:

of an—elevatedNorthga vare—a wWidening of Northgate
between Garden Highway and SR 160;”

“Elevating—NorthgateBoulevard-and-wWidening to four lanes Northgate Boulevard
the-roadway between Garden Highway and SR 160;”

Boulevard

Draft PEIR page 3-54 is revised as follows:
“Garden Highway/Truxel Road Intersection During PM Peak Hour

Under future no-project conditions, this the intersection of Garden Highway and
Truxel Road would operate at LOS “E” conditions in the PM peak hour (Table 3.8-8).
The DNA project would increase the average vehicle delay by more than 5 seconds
and result in LOS “F” conditions in the PM peak hour (Table 3.8-8), causing a
worsening of level of service resulting in a potentially significant impact (Impact
TRAN-8).”
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Draft PEIR page 3-81 is revised as follows:

Errata

“Gateway Park Boulevard/Truxel Road Intersection During AM Peak Hour

Under future no-project conditions, this the intersection of Gateway Park Boulevard
and Truxel Road would operate at LOS “C” during the AM peak hour (Table 3.8-6).
The DNA project would increase delay and degrade traffic operations to LOS “D” or
“E” conditions during the AM peak hour (Table 3.8-8), causing a worsening of level of
service (Impact TRAN-9). This would result in a potentially significant impact.

Gateway Park Boulevard/Truxel Road Intersection During PM Peak Hour

Under future no-project conditions, this the intersection of Gateway Park Boulevard
and Truxel Road would operate at LOS “D” during the PM peak hour (Table 3.8-7).
The DNA project would increase the average vehicle delay by more than 5 seconds
and result in LOS “E” condition during the PM peak hour (Table 3.8-8), causing a
worsening of level of service (Impact TRAN-10). This would be a potentially
significant impact.

Natomas Crossing/Truxel Road Intersection During AM Peak Hour

Under future no-project conditions, this the intersection of Natomas Crossing and
Truxel Road would operate at LOS “C” during the AM peak hour (Table 3.8-6). The
DNA project would increase delay and degrade traffic operations to LOS “D”
conditions during the AM peak hour (Table 3.8-6), causing a worsening of level of
service (Impact TRAN-11). This would be a potentially significant impact.

Del Paso/Truxel Road Intersection During AM Peak Hour

Under future no-project conditions, this the intersection of Del Paso Road and Truxel
Road would operate at LOS “C” during the AM peak hour (Table 3.8-6). The DNA
project would increase delay and degrade traffic operations to LOS “D” conditions
during the AM peak hour (Table 3.8-6), causing a worsening of level of service
(Impact TRAN-12). This would be a potentially significant impact.

Gateway Park/Del Paso Intersection During PM Peak Hour

Under future no-project conditions, this the intersection of Gateway Park Boulevard
and Del Paso Road would operate at LOS “D” during the PM peak hour
(Table 3.8-7). The DNA project would increase the average vehicle delay by more
than 5seconds and result in LOS “E” conditions during the PM peak hour
(Table 3.8-7), causing a worsening of level of service (Impact TRAN-13). This would
be a potentially significant impact.

5th/H Intersection During AM Peak Hour

Under future no-project conditions, this the intersection of 5th Street and H Street
would operate at LOS “D” during the AM peak hour (Table 3.8-6). The DNA project
would increase delay and degrade traffic operations to LOS “E” conditions during the
AM peak hour (Table 3.8-6), causing a worsening of level of service (Impact TRAN-
14). This would be a potentially significant impact.”
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Draft PEIR page 3-82 is revised as follows:
“North 7th/Gateway Intersection During PM Peak Hour

Under future no-project conditions, this the intersection of North 7th Street and
Gateway would operate at LOS “C” during the PM peak hour (Table 3.8-7). The DNA
project would increase delay and degrade traffic operations to LOS “D” conditions
during the PM peak hour (Table 3.8-7), causing a worsening of level of service
(Impact TRAN-15). This would be a potentially significant impact.

Draft PEIR page 3-83, Section 3.8.3, is revised as follows:

“Potentially feasible mitigation measures were identified at intersections where
changes in LOS were noted. These mitigation measures typically involve widening of
one or more approaches to an intersection to accommodate additional turning lanes.
In all cases, the proposed mitigation would need to be coordinated with and
authorized by the City of Sacramento. RT will be responsible for implementation
of the mitigation measures pursuant to the terms, conditions, and provisions of a
Project Agreement between RT and the City of Sacramento.”

Draft PEIR page 3-83 is revised as follows:
“Richards Boulevard/I-5 Southbound Ramp During PM Peak Hour (TRAN-4)

Under future (2014) no-project conditions, the Richards Boulevard/I-5 southbound
ramp intersection would operate at LOS “C” during the PM peak hour but would
degrade to LOS “D” with implementation of MOS-1 (Impact TRAN-4). The
southbound approach to this intersection currently has two separate left turn lanes, a
right turn lane, and a shared right turn lane. The impact could be mitigated by
changing the shared right turn lane to a shared left turn lane for the southbound
approach (Mitigation Measure MTRAN-4)._ RT will be responsible for implementation
of Mitigation Measure MTRAN-4 pursuant to the terms, conditions, and provisions of
a Project Agreement between RT and the City of Sacramento. Implementation of
Mitigation Measure MTRAN-4 would improve the flow of traffic through the
intersection and maintain the intersection at LOS C, thus reducing the impact to a
less-than-significant level.”

Draft PEIR page 3-84 is revised as follows:
“San Juan Road/Truxel Road Intersection During AM Peak Hour (TRAN-6)

Under future (2027) no-project conditions, the intersection of Truxel Road and San
Juan Road would operate at LOS “E” during the AM peak hour. The DNA project
would increase delay and degrade traffic operations to LOS “F” conditions during the
AM peak hour. The addition of a second westbound right turn lane plus right turn
overlap phasing on all approaches would mitigate the LOS impact at this intersection
under the DNA project by improving the flow of traffic (Mitigation Measure MTRAN-6
and MTRAN-7). RT will be responsible for implementation of Mitigation Measure
MTRAN-6 pursuant to the terms, conditions, and provisions of a Project Agreement
between RT andthe City of Sacramento. Implementation of Mitigation Measure
MTRAN-6 would reduce Impact TRAN-6 to a less-than-significant level.
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San Juan Road/Truxel Road Intersection During PM Peak Hour (TRAN-7)

Under future no-project conditions, the intersection of Truxel Road and San Juan
Road would operate at LOS “E” during the PM peak hour. The DNA project would
increase delay and degrade traffic operations to LOS “F” conditions during the PM
peak hour. Mitigation would be the same as described above for the AM peak hour.
RT will be responsible for implementation of Mitigation Measure MTRAN-7 pursuant
to the terms, conditions, and provisions of a Project Agreement between RT and the
City of Sacramento. Implementation of Mitigation Measure MTRAN-7 would reduce
Impact TRAN-7 to a less-than-significant level.

Garden Highway/Truxel Road Intersection During PM Peak Hour (TRAN-8)

Under future no-project conditions, this intersection would operate at LOS “E”
conditions in the PM peak hour. The DNA project would increase the average vehicle
delay by more than 5 seconds and result in LOS “F” conditions in the PM peak hour.
The 2006 MTP includes widening of Garden Highway from two to four lanes. It is
assumed that when the Garden Highway is widened, a second eastbound left turn
lane would be added at the intersection with Truxel Road. The additional delay due
to the DNA project would cause an impact that could be mitigated by adding a
westbound right turn lane on Garden Highway, which would improve the flow of
traffic through the intersection (Mitigation Measure MTRAN-8). RT will be responsible
for implementation of Mitigation Measure MTRAN-8 pursuant to the terms,
conditions, and provisions of a Project Agreement between RT andthe City of
Sacramento. Implementation of Mitigation Measure MTRAN-8 would reduce Impact
TRAN-8 to a less-than-significant level.

Gateway Park Boulevard/Truxel Road Intersection During AM Peak
Hour (TRAN-9)

Under future no-project conditions, this intersection would operate at LOS “C” during
the AM peak hour. The DNA project would increase delay and degrade traffic
operations to LOS “D” or “E” conditions during the AM peak hour. To mitigate this
impact, a “free” right turn lane for northbound traffic should be provided by widening
Gateway Park Boulevard (along its southeast side, east of Truxel Road) so that
northbound right turns can turn into their own lane and travel a couple hundred feet
before this added “receiving” lane tapers and vehicles must merge with through
traffic on Gateway Park Boulevard (Mitigation Measures MTRAN-9 and MTRAN-10).
RT will be responsible for implementation of Mitigation Measure MTRAN-9 pursuant
to the terms, conditions, and provisions of a Project Agreement between RT and the
City of Sacramento. Implementation of Mitigation Measure MTRAN-9 would reduce
Impact TRAN-9 to a less-than-significant level.”

Draft PEIR page 3-85 is revised as follows:

Errata

“Gateway Park Boulevard/Truxel Road Intersection During PM Peak
Hour (TRAN-10)

Under future no-project conditions, this intersection would operate at LOS “D” during
the PM peak hour. The DNA project would increase the average vehicle delay by
more than 5 seconds and result in LOS “E” condition during the PM peak hour.
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Mitigation would be the same as described above for the AM peak hour. RT will be
responsible for implementation of Mitigation Measure MTRAN-10 pursuant to the
terms, conditions, and provisions of a Project Agreement between RT and the City of
Sacramento. Implementation of Mitigation Measure MTRAN-10 would reduce Impact
TRAN-10 to a less-than-significant level.

Natomas Crossing/Truxel Road Intersection During AM Peak Hour (TRAN-11)

Under future no-project conditions, this intersection would operate at LOS “C” during
the AM peak hour. The DNA project would increase delay and degrade traffic
operations to LOS “D” conditions during the AM peak hour. A right turn overlap
phasing on the southbound and eastbound approaches would mitigate the impact at
this intersection (Mitigation Measure MTRAN-11). RT will be responsible for
implementation of Mitigation Measure MTRAN-11 pursuant to the terms, conditions,
and provisions of a Project Agreement between RT and the City of Sacramento.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure MTRAN-11 would reduce Impact TRAN-11 to
a less-than-significant level.

Del Paso/Truxel Road Intersection During AM Peak Hour (TRAN-12)

Under future no-project conditions, this intersection would operate at LOS “C” during
the AM peak hour. The DNA project would increase delay and degrade traffic
operations to LOS “D” conditions during the AM peak hour. The LOS impact could be
mitigated by providing a “free” right turn lane for southbound traffic merging into Del
Paso Road (Mitigation Measure MTRAN-12). RT will be responsible for
implementation of Mitigation Measure MTRAN-12 pursuant to the terms, conditions,
and provisions of a Project Agreement between RT and the City of Sacramento.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure MTRAN-12 would reduce Impact TRAN-12 to
a less-than-significant level.

Gateway Park/Del Paso Intersection During PM Peak Hour (TRAN-13)

Under future no-project conditions, this intersection would operate at LOS “D” during
the PM peak hour. The DNA project would increase the average vehicle delay by
more than 5 seconds and result in LOS “E” conditions during the PM peak hour. A
right turn overlap phasing on the northbound approach would mitigate the LOS
impact at this intersection (Mitigation Measure MTRAN-13). RT will be responsible
for _implementation of Mitigation Measure MTRAN-13 pursuant to the terms,
conditions, and provisions of a Project Agreement between RT and the City of
Sacramento. Implementation of Mitigation Measure MTRAN-13 would reduce Impact
TRAN-13 to a less-than-significant level.”

Draft PEIR page 3-86 is revised as follows:
“5th/H Intersection During AM Peak Hour (TRAN-14)

Under future no-project conditions, this intersection would operate at LOS “D” during
the AM peak hour. The DNA project would increase delay and degrade traffic
operations to LOS “E” conditions during the AM peak hour. The southbound
approach to this intersection currently has a separate left turn lane. The LOS impact
could be mitigated by changing the separate left turn lane to a shared left lane for the
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southbound approach (Mitigation Measure MTRAN-14). RT will be responsible for
implementation of Mitigation Measure MTRAN-14 pursuant to the terms, conditions,
and provisions of a Project Agreement between RT and the City of Sacramento.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure MTRAN-14 would reduce Impact TRAN-14 to
a less-than-significant level.

North 7th/Gateway Intersection During PM Peak Hour (TRAN-15)

Under future no-project conditions, this intersection would operate at LOS “C” during
the PM peak hour. The DNA project would increase delay and degrade traffic
operations to LOS “D” conditions during the PM peak hour. The LOS impact of the
DNA project could be mitigated by adding a westbound through lane on Gateway
(Mitigation Measure MTRAN-15). RT will be responsible for implementation
of Mitigation Measure MTRAN-15 pursuant to the terms, conditions, and provisions
of a Project Agreement between RT and the City of Sacramento. Implementation of
Mitigation Measure MTRAN-15 would reduce Impact TRAN-15 to a less-than-
significant level.”

4.2.6 Chapter4
Section 4.2

Draft PEIR, Figures 4.2-1, 4.2-2, 4.2-3, and 4.2-4, pages 4.2-3, 4.2-7, 4.2-9, and 4.2-11,
respectively, are revised.

Refer to pages 4.2-3, 4.2-7, 4.2-9, and 4.2-11 of Section 4.2 of the Attachment for
revised Figures 4.2-1, 4.2-2, 4.2-3, and 4.2-4, respectively

Draft PEIR page 4.2-5, second paragraph, is revised as follows:

“The American River travels through the southern part of the DNA project study area.
It is bordered on both sides by levees that prevent high flows from flooding the
Downtown area (to the south) and South Natomas (to the north). Contained within
the levees is the waterway; and flood channel;_ American River Parkway, which that
includes Discovery Park, bicycle and nature trails, natural areas of riparian
vegetation;; and the adjacent Bannon Slough (which parallels the American River
adjacent to Garden Highway). The south side levee is planned by the County for use
as a multipurpose trail for vehicle maintenance access and non-vehicular park users.
Fhe—Sacramento County Bepartmentof Regional Parks—Reereation—and—Open
Space is responsible for managing and maintaining the majority of this area. Parks
are discussed in more detail in Section 4.9, Parklands.”

Section 4.4

Draft PEIR page 4.4-9, fifth paragraph, is revised as follows:

Errata

“The neighborhoods of North Natomas have undergone considerable growth since
the late 1990s. These neighborhoods are generally characterized by new suburban
development, regional commercial centers, suburban office parks, and ARCO Arena.
Much of the new residential development in the Sacramento area has occurred in
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North Natomas. Multiple active neighborhood associations exist in the area, including
the Natomas Community Association serving both North and South Natomas.”

Section 4.8
Draft PEIR page 4.8-12, mitigation measure MCUL-7, is revised as follows:

“In addition, because of the relative proximity of the DNA Corridor to the prehistoric
and protohistoric village site CA-SAC-26, and the high probability of encountering
archeological resources during construction south of the American River, construction
of the Truxel Road river crossing and the MOS-1 phase of the project has the
potential to affect CA-SAC-26 sensitive resources. For these areas, RT shall
implement the following mitigation measures (MCUL-7).

e Monitoring by a qualified archeologist during construction activity affecting previously
undisturbed soils.

o Coordination with the Native American community for construction monitoring in
sensitive areas.

¢ Installation of proper fencing, signage, and site security to prevent adverse effects or
vandalism to sensitive areas.

Other phases of the DNA project also might warrant a higher level of mitigation than
provided by MCUL-6. RT will consider the application of MCUL-7 to other project
areas during future project-level analyses.”

Section 4.9

Draft PEIR page 4.9-4, Table 4.9-1, is revised as follows:

44 American Along the County/ 120 23 mile (426 4,600-acres total)
River American Parkway (in study | greenbelt/park nature activities and
Parkway* River area) numerous recreational uses and facilities

that support these uses

48 Witter Ranch | North of San Non City/ 26 Unknewn County facility used for
Juan e/o Existing interpretative farm programs
Witter Canal

Draft PEIR page 4.9-14, first bullet, is revised as follows:

e “Sponsor public design workshops with affected stakeholders and interested
members of the public during Preliminary Engineering to encourage context-sensitive
bridge and transit station area design that is consistent with Policy 5.7 of the 1985
American River Parkway Plan:
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Policy 5.7 Structures that are in the Parkway or visible from the Parkway shall be of
design, color, texture and scale that minimizes adverse visual intrusion into the

Parkway.

5.7.1 Structures shall be constructed of naturalistic materials which blend with the
natural environment.

5.7.2 Colors shall be earth tones, or shall blend with the colors of surrounding
vegetation.

5.7.3 Structures may emulate authentic historic design, but shall be unobtrusive.

5.7.4 To the extent possible, structures shall be screened from view by native
landscaping or other naturally occurring features.

5.7.5 Structures shall not include any commercial advertising.

5.7.6 Structures shall be located so that neither they, nor activities associated with
them, cause damage to native plants or wildlife.

5.7.7 Structures shall be located so that neither they, nor activities associated with
them, disrupt the recreational use of the Parkway, and such structures shall be
consistent with the goals and policies of this plan.

5.7.8 Structures shall be of fire resistant construction and designed and located in a
manner such that adequate emergency services and facilities can be provided.”

Draft PEIR page 4.9-19, after third bullet, is revised as follows:

e “Consult with law enforcement staff during the design stage to help ensure that the
bridge does not become an attractive nuisance for illegal activities.”

Draft PEIR page 4.9-19, fourth bullet, is revised as follows:

“In coordination with Sacramento County Bepartment-ef Regional Parks;-Recreation;
and-Open-Space personnel, prepare a plan defining public safety measures to be
implemented during project construction activities within Discovery Park.”

Draft PEIR page 4.9-19, fifth bullet, is revised as follows:
“In coordination with Sacramento County Bepartment-of Regional Parks;-Reereation;

and-Open-Space personnel, prepare a traffic and access management plan that
includes the following provisions:..

Section 4.10
Draft PEIR page 4.10-3, first bullet, is revised as follows:
“Has a greater negative impact on the safety and security of all members of the

public, including transit patrons and American River Parkway visitors, than they
would otherwise experience in public space;”
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Section 4.12
Draft PEIR page 4.12-8, second paragraph, is revised as follows:

“The SMAQMD Roadway Construction Model version 5.1 (screening model) was
used to estimate short-term impacts of DNA project construction south of the
American River (Appendix F). The screening model only allows input for construction
years 2000 through 2010, so it is not applicable to the entire project. Although the
construction phases in the screening model do not exactly match the construction
phasing described in Section 4.20, it was assumed that the default equipment types,
number, and duration contained in the model would be representative of the project.
Emissions were calculated using the following model inputs:

25 months of construction

Construction start year 2010

Project length of 3 miles

Maximum 10-acres disturbed per day
1,000 ft*/day of soil imported

Operation of water trucks for dust control”

Draft PEIR pages 4.12-17 and 4.12-18 are revised as follows:

“Mitigation Measures

Mitigation measures are summarized below for construction and operation of the DNA

project.

Draft PEIR page 4.12-18, first and second bullets, are revised as follows:

“The following mitigation measures, recommended by the SMAQMD, would mitigate
the short-term construction impacts of the DNA project to a less-than-significant level
(Mitigation MAQ-1):

e The project shall provide a plan for approval by the lead agency and te-the
SMAQMD demonstrating that the heavy-duty (>50 horsepower) off-road vehicles
to be used in the -construction project, including owned, leased, and
subcontractor vehicles, will achieve a project-wide fleet average 20 percent NOX
reduction and 45 percent particulate reduction compared to the most recent ARB
fleet average at time of construction-; and the project representative shall submit
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to the lead agency and SMAQMD a comprehensive inventory of all off-road
construction equipment, equal to or greater than 50 horsepower, that will be used
an aggregate of 40 or more hours during any portion of the construction project.
The inventory shall include the horsepower rating, engine production year, and
projected hours of use or fuel throughput for each piece of equipment. The
inventory shall be updated and submitted monthly throughout the duration of the
project, except that an inventory shall not be required for any 30-day period in
which no construction activity occurs. At least 48 hours prior to the use of subject
heavy-duty off-road equipment, the representative shall provide SMAQMD with
the anticipated construction timeline including start date, and nhame and phone
number of the project manager and on-site foreman.

e The project shall ensure that emissions from all off-road diesel powered
equipment used on the project site do not exceed 40 percent opacity for more
than three minutes in any one hour. Any equipment found to exceed 40 percent
opacity (or Ringelmann 2.0) shall be repaired immediately, and [DERA, City of
Sacramento, SMAQMD, etc] shall be notified within 48 hours of identification of
non-compliant equipment. A visual survey of all in-operation equipment shall be
made at least weekly, and a monthly summary of the visual survey results shall
be submitted throughout the duration of the project, except that the monthly
summary shall not be required for any 30-day period in which no_construction
activity_occurs. The monthly summary shall include the gquantity and type of
vehicles surveyed as site inspections to determine compliance. Nothing in this
section shall supersede other SMAQMD or state rules or requlations.”

Draft PEIR page 4.12-19, number one under “Equipment” is revised as follows:

Draft PEIR page 4.12-19, number five under “Equipment” is revised as follows:

“Level 3 Diesel Particulate Filters will be used on all off-road diesel equipment for
which the ARB has verified specific_control technology. A listing of ARB verified
control technologies is available on the ARB website,
http://www.arb.ca.gov/diesel/verdev/vt/cvt.htm.”

Draft PEIR page 4.12-19, number one under “Administrative”, is revised as follows:

Section 4.14
Draft PEIR page 4.14-9, first paragraph, is revised as follows:

“Riparian vegetation would be adversely affected by direct removal of vegetation and
by inhibition of tree regeneration due to shading and obstruction by the elevated
guideway resulting in a potentially significant impact (Impact BIO-1). A—permanent
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Draft PEIR page 4.14-15, second paragraph, is revised as follows:

“As described above, suitable nesting habitat is present within the American River
Parkway, and there is a recorded Swainson’s hawk nest site on the west bank of the
Sacramento River near the mouth of the American River. In addition, there are
numerous Swainson’s hawk nesting territories within the Natomas Basin. To
minimize impacts on Swainson’'s hawk nesting associated with construction
disturbance to a less-than-significant level, the following mitigation measure will be
implemented during all phases of project construction (Mitigation MBIO-3).”

Section 4.19
Draft PEIR page 4.19-2, last paragraph, is revised as follows:

“A broad floodplain terrace is located on the north side of the American River,
outside within the American River Parkway. As shown on Figure 4.19-2, habitats in
this area include dense mature riparian forest, riparian scrub, and ruderal/non-native
grassland habitat. A habitat mitigation area on the north side of the American River
has been established as mitigation for impacts to federally listed valley elderberry
longhorn beetle habitat associated with the USACE levee improvement work along
the Sacramento River. This site contains native trees and shrubs.”

Section 4.20
Draft PEIR page 4.20-6, second paragraph, is revised as follows:

“Staging areas would be required for storing construction materials and staging
contractor operations. The construction staging areas selected are located in areas
that are primarily commercial. For the DNA project area north of the American River, it
is envisioned that the areas designated as parking facilities at stations would be used
for staging areas. These include the West El Camino Avenue Station, San Juan Road
Station, and the ARCO Arena Station. The San Juan Road Station area is located
adjacent to residential development that would need to be screened and protected
from visual and lighting impacts. Beyond the ARCO Arena, two additional sites have
been identified for staging: the Metro Air Park maintenance facility site, and the
Airport, at the area south of Crossfield Drive at-thelocation—of-the—old-detention
lagoons-that-have-now-been-filled. The Airport site is designated in the Proposed
Airport Master Plan Improvements (Long-Term) as commercial and where a future
optional station could be constructed when development occurs. These sites would
be occupied for 30 months of the 36-month construction period for the DNA project in
this area.”

Draft PEIR page 4.20-14, number one under “Equipment” is revised as follows:
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Draft PEIR page 4.20-14, number two under “Equipment” is revised as follows:

“Level 3 Diesel Particulate Filters will be used on all off-road diesel equipment for
which the ARB has verified specific_control technology. A listing of ARB verified
control technologies is available on the ARB website,
http://www.arb.ca.gov/diesel/verdev/vt/cvt.htm.”

Draft PEIR page 4.20-14, number one under “Administrative”, is revised as follows:

Section 4.21

Draft PEIR page 4.21-4, Table 4.21-1, is revised as follows:

Parkland Resources

Section 4(f) of the U.S. Construction of the new Federal Transit Submit Section 4(f) evaluation

Department of bridge would bisect the Administration to Department of the Interior

Transportation Act of 1966 | American River Parkway and agencies with jurisdiction
and directly affect over Section 4(f) property.

Discovery Park.
Timeframe: TBD based on

negotiations with parks
interests regarding satisfactory

mitigation
Section 6(f) of the Land Construction of the new National Park Secretary of Interior must
and Water Conservation bridge would bisect the Service; California approve any conversion of
Act of 1965 American River Parkway State Department of property acquired or
and directly affect Parks and Recreation | developed with assistance
Discovery Park. under this act.

Timeframe: TBD based on
negotiations with parks
interests regarding satisfactory
mitigation

Section 4.22
Draft PEIR page 4.22-3, first bullet, is revised as follows:

“Sacramento International Airport. An—update—to—tThe Airport's Master Plan is

was _completed and approved by the Board of Supervisors in
2004. The accompanying EIR was certified by the Board of Supervisors in 2007. In
addition, a _more detailed Terminal Modernization Program to replace existing
Terminal B, including working with RT on the Preliminary Engineering of the on-

Alrport portlon of the I|qht rall allqnment H—us—e*peeted—that—meémm—te#n—eenstmeﬂen
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4.2.7

Chapter 5

Draft PEIR page 5-19, Figure 5.4-2, is revised.

Refer to page 5-19 of Chapter5.0 of the Attachment for revised Figure 5.4-2

Draft PEIR page 5-35, is revised as follows:

“5.5 COMPARISON OF DNA PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES

Table 5.5-1 compares the environmental consequences associated with the DNA
project and the No-Project, TSM, I-5, Hybrid, and BRT alternatives.”

Refer to page 5-36 of Chapter 5.0 of the Attachment for Table 5.5-1

Draft PEIR page 5-35, is revised as follows:

“5.6 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

In_addition to the discussion and comparison of a proposed project and the project
alternatives, Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that an
“environmentally superior” alternative be selected and the reasons for such selection
be disclosed. In general, the environmentally superior alternative is the one that would
be expected to cause the fewest adverse impacts. However, Section 15126.6(e)(2) of
the State CEQA Guidelines states that in the case the No-Project Alternative is the
environmentally superior _alternative, an environmentally superior development
alternative must be identified.

The determination _of an environmentally superior alternative is based on the
consideration of how the alternative fulfills the project objectives and how the
alternative either reduces significant, unavoidable impacts or substantially reduces
the impacts to the surrounding environment. In consideration of these factors, the 1-5
Alternative is selected as the environmentally superior alternative. The I-5 Alternative
avoids many of the adverse environmental effects that result from construction and
operation of a light rail system in a residential area. Construction and operational
impacts such as increases in traffic, noise, and dust would still occur, but would occur
farther away from sensitive receptors when compared to the proposed DNA project.
All of these impacts would be avoided by adopting the No-Action Alternative. RT is
not proposing to select the environmentally superior alternative because avoiding
residential areas makes the project less feasible. Projections in Chapter 3.0 indicate
that a substantial number of transit patrons will walk to the planned stations along the
Truxel alignment, and access to these potential customers is necessary for project
success.”

DNA Corridor Final PEIR 4-19 Errata

TB072007001SAC/168338/080980006



Chapter 4.0: Errata

4.2.8 Chapter 9

Draft PEIR page 9-3 is revised as follows:

Draft PEIR page 9-6 is revised as follows:

“Sacramento County. 2003b. Personal communication between George Quinday,
Park Maintenance Supervisor, American River Parkway, Sacramento County

Department—of Regional Parks;—Reereation,—and—Open—Space; and Matt Franck,
CH2M HILL. January 24.”

4.2.9 Appendices

Appendix F

Appendix F: Roadway Construction Model (version 5.1) Run
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