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Description/Analysis

Policy Considerations: The following Sacramento 2030 General Plan policies 

support the analysis proposed to be completed by the recommendation:

M 1.3.3(a) Eliminate Gaps – The City shall construct new multi-modal 

crossings of the Sacramento and American Rivers.

Economic Impacts: None.

Environmental Considerations:  

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA):  This activity is not considered a project 

as defined by Section 15378 of the CEQA guidelines. The activity does not 

involve physical construction and has no potential to cause a significant impact 

on the environment (CEQA Section 15061(b)(3)).

Future American River crossing projects will be subject to environmental 

evaluation under CEQA guidelines and federal NEPA requirements. The purpose 

and need statement developed through this study will support the NEPA 

environmental process. The stakeholder and public engagement process also 

fulfills some NEPA outreach requirements.

Sustainability Considerations: The recommended actions support Climate 

Action Plan Measure 2.6 directing the City of Sacramento to strive to remove 

and minimize the effect of natural and man-made barriers and obstacles 

between and within existing neighborhoods, corridors, and centers to ensure 

that the transportation network is continuous.

Other: None. 

Committee/Commission Action: None.

Rationale for Recommendation: Staff has completed the American River 

Crossing Alternatives Study utilizing the professional services contract with Fehr & 

Peers as authorized by Council on February 21, 2012. The Study recommendations 

were developed transparently and objectively with ongoing input from a diverse 

group of dedicated stakeholders. Council support for the Study recommendations 

will allow staff to focus resources to seek additional funding to implement desired 

improvements in the most effective manner.

Financial Considerations:  The recommendations in this report will have no immediate 

financial impacts. Further implementation of the Study recommendations following 
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adoption will require funding that has yet to be identified. Federal, state, and local 

sources will be sought to fund additional feasibility analysis, environmental analysis, 

design, right-of-way acquisition, and construction of any project identified in the Study.

Emerging Small Business Development (ESBD):  The professional services contract 

for the American River Crossing Alternatives Study included an Underutilized 

Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (UDBE) goal of 11.71%. The actually UDBE 

expenditure for this project amounted to 20%.

4 of 194



Background

On February 21, 2012, the City Council authorized staff to enter into a 
professional services agreement with Fehr & Peers to complete the American 
River Crossing Alternatives Study (T15125300). The Study’s main 
component was engaging interested parties in the planning process of the 
study. This was achieved through stakeholder group meetings, a survey 
instrument, and a public open house. The stakeholders represented 
environmental groups, property owners, community groups, neighborhood 
associations, developers, business interests, public transportation agencies, 
fishing advocates, as well as advocates for walking and biking.

The study process began by defining the need and purpose of new or 
improved crossings of the American River. The final Need and Purpose 
Statement was the result of multiple revisions throughout the study process 
with the help of continuous feedback from the stakeholders. The project 
team developed an initial map of all crossing locations that appeared to be 
feasible. Next, a constraints and opportunities analysis was conducted to 
refine the potential crossing locations. The stakeholders were taken on a
field tour along both sides of the American River to observe many of the 
constraints and opportunities and to help visualize the potential crossing 
locations. Evaluation criteria were then developed based on the need and 
purpose statement, public feedback from an online survey, and thoughtful 
consideration from the stakeholders. An alternatives analysis was conducted 
to apply the evaluation criteria to the crossing alternatives relative 
transportation performance, environmental screening, and estimated cost.

While each of the alternatives had merits, Alternatives 2, 3, and 8 stood out 
as being the best candidates to consider for implementation. This conclusion 
was based on the purpose and need statement, alternatives analysis 
findings, and potential funding opportunities.

The summary report describes each of the eight alternatives analyzed as 
well as their relative performance. A brief description of the three 
alternatives that comprise the final recommendation follows:

1. Alternative 2 is a Pedestrian/Bike expansion added to the west side of 
the existing I-5 bridge over the American River. The existing two 
parallel bridges are fixed Caltrans-type concrete box girder bridges 
that would be expanded to provide adequate pedestrian/bike facilities. 
The I-5 bridges are 2,700 feet long with an approach of 800 feet on 
the south end and would need a ramp of 500 feet to tie into the 
existing path along Garden Highway for a total path length of 4,000 
feet on the side of the existing bridge.
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Alternatives 1 and 2 both serve bicyclists and pedestrians in the 
western edge of the study area and are unique in this respect. Only 
Alternative 2, though, provides an all-weather connection across the 
River, which elevated its performance above that of Alternative 1. 
These two alternatives can also be viewed as separate from the other 
alternatives when considering future funding. Active transportation 
modes are attracting greater shares of federal, state, and regional 
transportation funding due to their positive effects on health, air 
quality, Greenhouse Gas (GHG) reduction, energy use, and travel 
choices. Alternative 2 is a candidate for any future funding programs 
dedicated to active transportation because it eliminates a significant 
barrier to bicycle and pedestrian travel between land uses that are 
physically close.

2. Alternative 3 is a multi-modal bridge that includes vehicles, Light Rail 
Train (LRT), bikes, and pedestrians and would have a span of about 
2,300 feet. This alternative differs from the “no project” Regional 
Transit (RT) bridge in that cars and buses are accommodated in two 
mixed-flow lanes (with shoulders) and more generous paths are 
provided for bicyclists and pedestrians on both sides of the bridge.

Alternative 3 had a peer group that consisted of Alternatives 4-6 in 
terms of serving the direct South Natomas and Central City market 
areas. This was a key purpose objective. Since transportation funding 
is competitive, especially at the federal and state level, Alternative 3 
offers a unique combination of benefits across multiple categories
compared to alternatives 4-6. Alternative 3 is centrally located within 
the study area and shares the alignment already selected by RT for the 
Green Line crossing of the River. This central location contributed to 
serving the largest number of people within a half-mile walk and a 
five-minute drive. Alternative 3 proposes to accommodate all modes 
(private vehicles, buses, LRT, bicyclists, and pedestrians). It also 
provides the largest reduction in daily traffic on I-5, and it has the 
largest expansion in emergency vehicle response coverage area. With 
future transportation funds being both competitive and limited, 
Alternative 3 has the best opportunity to secure competitive funds 
because it achieves multiple objectives at the federal, state, regional, 
and local levesl and leverages investments already being planned by 
RT.

3. Alternative 8 includes elevating Northgate Boulevard, connecting it to 
SR-160 with a full access at-grade intersection, and replacing the 
State Route 160 (SR-160) bridges over the American River and the 
American River Parkway. No new lanes are added with this alternative 
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although stakeholders recommended consideration of reducing the 
number of vehicle lanes on SR-160.

Alternatives 7 and 8 are at the eastern edge of the study area and 
both have a variety of merits but serve travel markets beyond just the 
South Natomas to Central City study area. This was revealed in the 
graphical displays of market area served by each alternative. As such, 
these alternatives did not perform as well in the transportation 
analysis compared to Alternative 3-6. Alternative 8, though, has 
separate merits that make it worthy of further consideration. 

According to Caltrans, the existing SR-160 bridge structures over the 
American River require rehabilitation or replacement to bring them up 
to current design requirements. This status qualifies these bridge 
structures for special federal funding. If significant rehabilitation or 
even replacement is required, then it may be possible to create a 
different type of crossing that not only better accommodates bicyclists 
and pedestrians but also improves accessibility by creating a full 
access intersection or interchange between Northgate Boulevard and 
SR-160. Today, access is limited to an eastbound off-ramp from SR-
160 to Northgate Boulevard and a westbound on-ramp from Northgate 
Boulevard/Del Paso Boulevard to SR-160. Alternative 8 not only 
expands accessibility in the Northgate Boulevard, Del Paso Boulevard, 
and SR-160 corridors, it also provides an enhanced bicycle and 
pedestrian crossing of the American River while eliminating safety 
concerns associated with the existing SR-160 bridge structures.

Should Council approve the recommendations contained in this report, the 
next step for staff would be to amend the appropriate local and regional 
plans including, but not limited to, the City of Sacramento General Plan, the 
American River Parkway Plan, and the Metropolitan Transportation Plan. 
Subsequent steps will include developing a conceptual scope of work for 
additional public outreach, alternatives analysis, preliminary engineering, 
environmental analysis, traffic analysis, and an estimate of construction 
costs for each of the three alternatives.
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RESOLUTION NO.

Adopted by the Sacramento City Council

AMERICAN RIVER CROSSING ALTERNATIVES STUDY

BACKGROUND

A. The City Council of Sacramento directed staff to proceed with a planning 
process to study the purpose of new crossings of the American River, 
evaluate what is needed to meet that purpose, and develop alternatives that 
meet the purpose and need.

B. A diverse group of stakeholders was engaged representing environmental 
groups, property owners, community groups, neighborhood associations, 
developers, business interests, public transportation agencies, fishing 
advocates, as well as advocates for walking and biking.

C. A purpose and need statement was developed after multiple revisions 
throughout the study process with the help of continuous feedback from the 
stakeholders.

D. The project team developed an initial map of all crossing locations.

E. A constraints and opportunities analysis was conducted to refine the 
potential crossing locations.

F. Evaluation criteria were developed based on the need and purpose 
statement, public feedback from an online survey, and thoughtful 
consideration from the stakeholders.

G. An alternatives analysis was conducted to apply the evaluation criteria to 
the crossing alternatives relative transportation performance, environmental 
screening, and estimated cost.

H. Alternatives 2, 3, and 8 stood out as being the best candidates to consider 
for implementation based on the purpose and need statement, alternatives 
analysis findings, and potential funding opportunities.

BASED ON THE FACTS SET FORTH IN THE BACKGROUND, THE CITY 
COUNCIL RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. The American River Crossing Alternatives Study Report is accepted 
as the City’s guide for future crossings of the American River 
between I-5 and State Route 160.
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Section 2. The City Manager is directed to amend the appropriate local and 
regional plans to reflect the recommendation of the American River 
Crossing Alternatives Study Report.

Section 3. The City Manager is directed to seek funding to implement the three 
preferred crossing alternatives identified.

Table of Contents:

Exhibit A. Summary Report
Exhibit B. Letters of Support
Exhibit C. Final Technical Report
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INTRODUCTION�
The American River Crossing Alternatives Study was prepared to 
evaluate alternatives for connecting South Natomas and Sacramento’s 
Central City within the study area shown in Figure 1.  The need for an 
additional multi-modal crossing of the American River (and associated 
Parkway) was established in the Sacramento 2030 General Plan, City of 
Sacramento, 2009 and recognized in the Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 2035, Sacramento Area Council 
of Governments, 2012.  Regional Transit (RT) also has plans for a new 
crossing within the study area as part of the Green Line light rail transit 
(LRT) extension to North Natomas and the Airport.  The range of 
alternatives considered in the study are listed below. 
 

x No project – This option presumes the bridge planned by RT 
to serve the Green Line light rail transit (LRT) extention to the 
Airport will be constructed.  This bridge includes a bicycle and 
pedestrian facility but excludes vehicles.  This alternative is also 
included in the American River Parkway Plan 2008, Sacramento 
County, 2008.  

 
x Modifications of existing bridges – These options would be 

focused on enhancing existing crossing opportunities. 
 

x New multi-modal bridge – This option would include one or 
more new multi-modal bridges accessible by pedestrians, 
bicyclists, cars, buses, trucks, and LRT. 
 

 

 
Looking towards downtown from the American River Levee 
 

 
Looking towards South Natomas from from the American River Levee 
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To inform the development and analysis of potential alternatives, the 
study relied on stakeholders and the public as direct participants in the 
study process.  The process started with defining the purpose and need 
for a new crossing, which directly responds to the fundamental 
question of why a new crossing is needed and what objectives it should 
achieve.  The purpose and need statement was refined throughout the 
study based on stakeholder and public input and the final version is 
contained in Figure 2.  This final statement is grounded in community 
values expressed through the General Plan and other adopted plans 
plus input expressed by stakeholders and the public during the 
planning process.   
 
Based on this statement, the clear need for a new crossing stems 
from limited accessibility for all modes between South Natomas 
and the Central City that requires most trips to use Interstate 5 
(I-5) or State Route 160 (SR-160) to complete a trip between these 
locations.  Further, existing facilities do not meet acceptable standards 
for bicycles and pedestrians and the use of state highways for local trips 
contributes to existing peak period congestion.  Constructing a new 
crossing would respond to the need but also be expected to 
accomplish additional objectives listed under the project purpose.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Existing Narrow Sidewalk on SR- 160 (looking towards downtown) 
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PURPOSE AND NEED
FIGURE 2

NEED PURPOSE
The proposed action is needed for the reasons listed below. The proposed action will achieve the following objectives.

1) Limited connectivity across the American River creates a barrier to   
 economic activity, land use development, social exchanges, and access to  
 jobs within the Central City and South Natomas.  The barrier causes longer  
 trip lengths between origins and destinations that are physically close,   
 which discourages walking and bicycling, reduces public health, creates  
 ine!cient transit routing, consumes more fuel, and generates higher levels  
 of air pollutants and Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions due to the reliance  
 on automobiles.

1A) Add bridge capacity across the American River between the Central City
 and South Natomas that serves multiple modes and minimizes the   
 growth in vehicle miles of travel (VMT), air pollutants, and GHG emissions.

1B) Minimize the growth in vehicle tra!c on nearby residential streets caused  
 by trips with either origins or destinations outside of the Central City and  
 South Natomas accessing any new or modi"ed bridge of the American River.

2) Limited connectivity across the American River contributes to peak period  
 travel delays on I-5.

2) Add bridge capacity with the primary function of providing local connectivity  
 between the Central City and South Natomas to reduce the overall reliance of  
 local trips on state facilities.

3) Limited connectivity across the American River contributes to longer 
emergency response times and limits evacuation alternatives.

3) Add bridge capacity that increases options for evacuations and   
 emergency/disaster response for the Central City and South Natomas.

4) Limited connectivity across the American River creates a barrier to 
recreational opportunities within the American River Parkway.

4) Improve recreational access to the American River Parkway as part of any bridge  
 capacity improvements.
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The other key components of the study included a constraints and 
opportunities analysis to identify potential crossing locations.  This was 
followed by an alternatives analysis that evaluated each crossing 
location in terms of modal options, transportation performance, 
environmental impacts, and construction costs.  This information was 
synthesized and reviewed against the need and purpose statement to 
develop the final study recommendations.  Key elements of the study 
are described in this executive summary while the Technical Report and 
the project study website below contain the detailed information 
developed during the study and presented to the stakeholders and the 
public. 
 

http://www.cityofsacramento.org/transportation/planning-
policy/AmericanRiverCrossingStudy.html 

OPPORTUNITIES�AND�CONSTRAINTS�
The opportunities and constraints analysis was designed to avoid or 
minimize potential environmental impacts while also finding the best 
locations for providing a multimodal crossing.  The main constraints 
included the following types. 

 
x Environmental – These constraints include biological (i.e., 

plants, animals, water, and air quality) and cultural resources 
that are regulated by federal, state, and regional agencies. 
 

x Physical – These constraints include natural and man-made 
physical features that would influence the feasibility or cost of 
constructing a new crossing. 
 

x Land Use – These constraints include land uses that have a 
special status or sensitivity that would influence the feasibility 
or cost of constructing a new crossing. The constraints were 
based on the project team’s review of available information and 
input from the stakeholder advisory committee.   

 
Opportunity crossing locations were identified by reviewing the 
constraints, adopted land use and transportation plans, and stakeholder 
input during their September 13, 2012 and October 30, 2012 meetings.  
The Technical Report contains the detailed opportunity and constraints 
analysis while Figure 3 shows the extent of key environmental 
constraints throughout the study area due to the sensitive habitat and 
cultural history of the American River Parkway. 
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However, the entire study area is potentially sensitive
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The mitigation areas contain one or more of the following habitats:
Mixed Riparian Forest, Shaded Riverine Aquatic, Riparian Woodland,
Oak Woodland, Elderberry, Riparian, and Native Grass.
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ALTERNATIVES�DEVELOPMENT�
The opportunities and constraints analysis along with the following 
information helped to narrow the potential opportunities for new or 
modified bridge crossings of the American River to the eight 
alternatives shown in Figure 4. 
 

x Purpose and Need Statement 
x Community Values 
x Stakeholder Input 

 
Each of these items is described in more detail below followed by a 
discussion of the alternatives. 
 

Purpose�and�Need�Statement�
The pupose and need statement in Figure 2 includes specific objectives 
that helped guide the alternatives development.  For example, an 
objective such as ‘reducing the growth in vehicle miles of travel (VMT)’ 
meant that an alternative would need to increase walking and bicycling 
or reduce travel distrances for drivers.  Alternatives in this early 
planning phase were not required to meet all objectives but an 
alternative’s performance did influence the final recommendations in 
this study. 
 

Community�Values��
Community values from adopted plans and expressed by stakeholders 
provided a framework for developing potential alternatives.  Several 
adopted plans are relevant to a new or modified crossing of the 
American River within the study area. 

x Sacramento 2030 General Plan. City of Sacramento, 2009.  
x River District Specific Plan. City of Sacramento, 2011.  
x Sacramento Railyards Specific Plan. Design, Community & 

Environment and City of Sacramento. 2007. 
x The 2010 Sacramento City/County Bikeway Master Plan. County 

of Sacramento and City of Sacramento. 1995.  
x Pedestrian Master Plan. City of Sacramento. 2006. 
x American River Parkway Plan. County of Sacramento. 2008. 
x Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 

Strategy. Sacramento Area Council of Governments. 2012. 
 
Each of these plans includes goals, principles, objectives, or policies that 
reflect community values.  The main values expressed by these policies 
related to a new or modified crossing of the American River are 
summarized below. 
 

x An accessible riverfront that preserves open space, protects the 
natual environment, provides opportunities for recreation, and 
integrates with the Central City environment. 
 

x An efficient, multimodal transportation system that offers 
residents and visitors transportation choices and provides 
efficient access to destinations. 
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Stakeholder�Input�
Stakeholder input on community values and crossing opportunities was 
obtained at multiple meetings.  The stakeholder discussions generally 
reinforced the values already contained in the adopted plans noted 
above although there was a strong desire from multiple stakeholders to 
elevate the importance of environmental protection given the unique 
recreational and habitat resources contained within the American River 
Parkway.  It was also noted, that the American River Parkway Plan 2008 
only contained the No Project alternative described above and that the 
Plan may require an update to allow for other alternatives. 
 
 

 
Comment About Habitat Restoration 

 

 
Comments Related to a New Bridge 
 

Alternatives�Descriptions�
This study considered the No Project alternative plus the eight 
alternatives shown in Figure 4, which offer opportunities to modify 
existing bridges, construct a new bridge, or modify a planned bridge as 
explained below. 
 

x No Project - Regional Transit has proposed a new bridge 
between Truxel Road and Sequoia Boulevard to serve the 
Green Line LRT extension to the Airport. The initial concept for 
this bridge is to have a single set of LRT tracks on one side of 
the bridge and the other side would have a sidewalk and a bi-
directional bike facility. 
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x Alternative 1 widens the Jibboom Street Bridge to provide 
enhanced bicycle and pedestrian facilities that connect into the 
existing Parkway bike network and trails. 

 
x Alternative 2 includes the addition of a bike/pedestrian facility 

adjacent to I-5; the facility will be separated from the freeway 
and will connect into the existing bike network and trails. It will 
also provide an all-weather connection for cyclists. 

 
x Alternative 3 adds vehicles to the No Project Regional Transit 

Green Line bridge and includes bicycle and pedestrian facilities 
on both sides of the bridge that would connect to Parkway 
trails and paths. The proposed alternative for this study does 
not reflect any specific input from Regional Transit.  
 

x Alternative 4 connects into Garden Highway at a “T” 
intersection on the north side and connects into 7th Street on 
the south. This alternative accommodates all modes and 
connects into the existing bike facilities on both sides of the 
river and within the Parkway.   
 

x Alternative 5 connects to West El Camino Avenue on the north 
side and 10th Street on the south side; it also connects to an 
existing bike path as well as to Parkway trails and paths. This 
alternative projected a different distribution of trips during 
initial traffic modeling because of the landing at West El 
Camino; it also provides capacity for all modes. 
 

x Alternative 6 provides an extension of Northgate Boulevard on 
the north side connects into 10th Street on the south side and 
provides capacity for all modes.  Similar to Alternatives 3-5, it 
would also include connections to Parkway trails and paths. 
 

x Alternative 7 connects into Northgate Boulevard on the north 
side and Street W in the River District Specific Plan on the 
south side. This would allow the portion of Northgate 
Boulevard between the Arden Garden Connector and the 
Riverdale Resort access to be closed to vehicles and used as a 
bike/pedestrian facility only. 
 

x Alternative 8 provides an all-weather Northgate Boulevard 
(viaduct structure) that would be out of the flood plain and 
connect to a new SR-160 bridge at grade with full access to 
both directions on SR-160.  This alternative would provide 
capacity for all modes, as well as an all-weather crossing. This 
also presents an opportunity to create a “gateway entrance” 
into the City as recommended by stakeholders. 

 
ALTERNATIVES�ANALYSIS�
The alternatives analysis included a transportation evaluation, 
environmental assessment, and cost estimates.  The transportation 
evaluation compares network performance, accessibility effects, and 
potential traffic impacts to neighborhoods.  Figure 5 summarizes the 
results while the Technical Report contains more detailed information.   
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The transportation analysis revealed that the location of the bridge and 
the modes it accommodates had a substantial effect on the selected 
performance measures shown in Figure 5.  The analysis measures were 
selected in consultation with the stakeholder advisory committee and 
were specifically designed to help evaluate the objectives contained in 
the purpose and need statement (Figure 2).  Hence, there is a direct 
connection between the purpose objectives and the alternative analysis. 
 
The first set of measures focus on accessibility by measuring how many 
people are projected to live or work within ½-mile walk and a 5 minute 
drive.  Figure 6 displays an example of how this type of analysis was 
prepared and shared with the stakeholders (a complete set of analysis 
data and mapping is available in the Technical Report).  Utilization of a 
new bridge is directly related to these measures and high values 
indicate the potential for substantial use.  Alternative 3 scored the 
highest on these measures and the other centrally located alternatives 
also performed well. 
 
The next set of measures included the change in 2035 conditions 
compared to the no project alternative for regional daily vehicle miles 
of travel (VMT), daily traffic volume on I-5, and lane-miles of 
congestion.  Some changes were too small to register especially for the 
bicycle and pedestrian only bridge alternatives given the vehicle focus 
of these measures.  Alternative 4 performed the best for VMT 
reduction, Alternative 3 for volume change on I-5, and Alternative 7 for 
the reduction in lane-miles of congestion. 
 

The last three measures are not directly related but convey information 
that was of importance to stakeholders.  The introduction of vehicles as 
part of the multi-modal bridge alternatives was viewed as potential 
competition for Green Line LRT ridership.  The analysis showed the 
opposite for Alternatives 3-6 as they increased accessibility to the 
Central City and South Natomas, which had small positive effects on 
future ridership.  Alternatives 7 and 8 did show a small negative effect 
on Green Line ridership, but all of the ridership changes were small (i.e., 
less than 3 percent of daily ridership), which is within the margin of 
error for 2035 forecasts.  Alternatives 3-6 also shared positive effects for 
the emergency vehicle response area by increasing the coverage area 
within a 6-minute travel time from the South Natomas Fire Station.  
Alternatives 7 and 8 reduced the coverage area largely due to being at 
the extreme eastern edge of the study area.  Alternative 7 also 
eliminates a portion of Northgate Boulevard, which shrinks the 
potential coverage area, and Alternative 8 creates a full access 
intersection at Northgate Boulevard and SR-160 that would have slower 
speeds, which also effectively reduces the coverage area since it is 
based on travel time.  The final measure was daily traffic volume 
changes on residential neighborhood streets.  All the alternatives are 
projected to increase traffic on residential neighborhood streets in 
South Natomas and the Central City by attracting more trips into these 
areas.  This effect is expected to be greatest for the Alternatives 3-8 
that include vehicles.  The City of Sacramento has a history of 
addressing these types of impacts effectively through neighborhood 
traffic calming programs and that would likely be required as part of 
implementing any of these alternatives. 
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Environmental�Assessment�
In addition to the transportation analysis, a preliminary environmental 
assessment was conducted to gauge the potential level of impact for 
each alternative.  The following areas were identified as potential issue 
areas that should be considered in future environmental analysis. 
 

������
Any bridge that includes new or increased volumes of automobiles or 
LRT would increase noise levels. New bridges that connect near 
residential areas to the north and/or south have the greatest potential 
for substantial impacts (Alternatives 3, 4, 5). Alternative 3 adds both LRT 
and automobile noise near residential areas so would likely generate 
the most noise. Connections that are further away from residential land 
uses would have less effect on those uses, though would still affect 
users of the American River Parkway (Alternatives 6, 7). 
 

�������
New bridges over the American River and through the American River 
Parkway would have substantial visual effects (Alternatives 3, 4, 5, 6, 7) 
for recreational users and for users of the land uses to the north and 
south of the Parkway. Widening or modifying existing infrastructure 
and creating new bicycle and pedestrian connections would cause less 
of an effect, though changes in views, especially from recreational area 
viewpoints (parks and trails), would still occur (Alternatives 1, 2, 8). 
 

�����������
New crossings of the American River and the American River Parkway 
(Alternatives 3, 4, 5, 6, 7) have the potential to result in substantial 

impacts on biological resources. Crossings that would modify existing 
structures (Alternatives 1, 2, 8) have less of a potential for effects, 
though Alternative 8 would require construction of a viaduct along 
Northgate Boulevard adjacent to open space and biological resources. 
 

���������
The entire study area is located adjacent to a waterway and therefore is 
potentially sensitive for cultural resources. Any alternative that causes 
ground disturbance has the potential to impact cultural resources. The 
American River Parkway, in particular, is highly sensitive for prehistoric 
and historic resources. Alternatives requiring the least amount of 
excavation would have the least potential for effects (Alternative1). 
Because there would be limited ground disturbance and the area is 
highly sensitive, the impacts for Alternative 2 would be greater than 
Alternative 1. Alternatives 3-8 have the potential to cause substantial 
effects on cultural resources due to anticipated construction activity. 
 

�����������
Alternatives 3-7 would disrupt recreational land within the American 
River Parkway and would have the greatest adverse effect on 
recreational resources.  Alternative 5 would also affect Ninos Parkway 
and Alternative 4 would affect a proposed park in the River District. 
Alternatives 1 and 2 may require some Parkway land conversion but the 
area would be very small. Alternative 8 would affect bicycle paths, 
connections and access near Northgate Blvd/SR-160 so would have a 
greater effect on recreation than Alternatives 1 and 2.   
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Cost�Estimates�
A final component of the alternatives analysis was to evaluate cost 
estimates for each alternative.  The table below summarizes total 
project costs for 2013 and 2023.  The 2013 estimates is what the bridge 
would cost to design and construct in today’s dollars while the 2023 
estimate includes an escalation factor of 3 percent per year assuming a 
construction year of 2023. 
 

ALTERNATIVE�

TOTAL PROJECT COST�

Year 2013(a)� Year 2023 (a,b)�

1� $10 M� $13 M�

2� $16 M� $21 M�

3 (c)� $54 M� $70 M�

4-7 (c)� $58-$68 M� $74-$86 M�

8� $188 M� $240 M�

Notes: 

(a)  Includes construction cost plus 25% for preliminary engineering 
and construction administration. 

(b)  Includes escalation costs of 3% per year for 10 years. 

(c)  Estimate reflects a 70-foot cross section for two mixed-flow 
lanes, shoulders, and bicycle/pedestrian facilities on both sides of 
the bridge. 

 
Key components of the cost estimates for each alternative are 
described below. 
 

x Alternative 1 consists of a Pedestrian/Bike expansion added to 
both sides of the existing Jibboom Street Bridge over the 
American River.  The existing bridge is a swing-type steel truss 
movable structure that would be expanded on each side to 
provide adequate pedestrian/bike facilities.  The main two 
spans in the middle of the river are the movable spans and a 
pedestrian/bike path that hangs off each side of the bridge 
would need to accommodate the movement.  The Jibboom 
Street bridge is 500 feet long with approaches of 300 and 200 
feet for a total path length of 1,000 feet on each side of the 
existing bridge.   

 
x Alternative 2 is a Pedestrian/Bike expansion added to the west 

side of the existing I-5 bridge over the American River.  The 
existing two parallel bridges are fixed Caltrans-type concrete 
box girder bridges that would be expanded to provide 
adequate pedestrian/bike facilities.  The I-5 bridges are 2,700 
feet long with an approach of 800 feet on the south end and 
would need a ramp of 500 feet to tie into the existing path 
along Garden Highway for a total path length of 4,000 feet on 
the side of the existing bridge. 
 

x Alternative 3 is a multi-modal bridge that includes vehicles, 
LRT, bikes, and pedestrians and would have a span of about 
2,300 feet.  This alternative differs from the “no project” RT 
bridge in that cars and buses are accommodated in two 
mixed-flow lanes (with shoulders) and more generous paths are 
provided for bicyclists and pedestrians on both sides of the 
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bridge.  This estimate is a complete cost of a new bridge that 
would accommodate all of these modes, which would require a 
wider cross-section than proposed for the “no project” bridge. 
 

x Alternatives 4 through 7 are stand-alone two-lane multi-
modal bridges spanning across the Parkway at four locations. 
They include provisions for busses in two mixed-flow lanes, but 
not LRT.  The range of bridge lengths at the four locations are 
2,700 to 3,200 feet.  Alternative 5 has an additional 1,900 feet 
of approach roadway included. 
 

x Alternative 8 includes elevating Northgate Boulevard, 
connecting it to SR-160 with a full access at-grade intersection, 
and replacing the SR-160 bridges over the river and parkway.  
No new lanes are added with this alternative although 
stakeholders recommended consideration of reducing the 
number of vehicle lanes on SR-160. 

 
These cost estimates do not include right-of-way, environmental 
mitigation, or enhanced aesthetic designs, but are a reasonable basis to 
understand the differences between the alternatives.   
 

RECOMMENDATIONS�
While each of the alternatives had merits, Alternatives 2, 3, and 8 
stood out as being the best candidates to consider for 
implementation.  This conclusion is based on the purpose and need 
statement, alternatives analysis findings, and potential funding 
opportunities.   

The following information provides supporting evidence for the 
recommendation. 
 

x Alternatives 1 and 2 serve bicyclists and pedestrians in the 
western edge of the study area and are unique in this respect.  
Only Alternative 2, though, provides an all-weather 
connection across the River, which elevated its 
performance above that of Alternative 1.  These two 
alternatives can also be viewed as separate from the other 
alternatives when considering future funding.  Active 
transportation modes are attracting greater shares of federal, 
state, and regional transportation funding due to their positive 
effects on health, air quality, GHG reduction, energy use, and 
travel choices.  Alternative 2 is a candidate for any future 
funding programs dedicated to active transportation because it 
eliminates a significant barrier to bicycle and pedestrian travel 
between land uses that are physically close. 

 
x Alternative 3 had a peer group that consisted of Alternatives 4-

6 in terms of serving the direct South Natomas and Central City 
market areas.  This was a key purpose objective and Figure 8 
displays how the alternative bridge locations influenced travel 
patterns of those projected to use each bridge.   
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 Since transportation funding is competitive, especially at 
the federal and state level, Alternative 3 offers a unique 
combination of benefits across multiple categories.  First, 
Alternative 3 is centrally located within the study area and 
shares the alignment already selected by RT for the Green Line 
crossing of the River.  This central location contributed to 
serving the largest number of people within a half-mile walk 
and a five-minute drive.  Second, Alternative 3 proposes to 
accommodate all modes (private vehicles, buses, LRT, bicyclists, 
and pedestrians).  Third, it provides the largest reduction in 
daily traffic on I-5 and fourth, it has the largest expansion in 
emergency vehicle response coverage area.  With future 
transportation funds being both competitive and limited, 
Alternative 3 has the best opportunity to secure 
competitive funds because it achieves multiple objectives 
at the federal, state, regional, and local level and leverages 
investments already being planned by RT. 
 

x Alternatives 7 and 8 are at the eastern edge of the study area 
and both have a variety of merits but serve travel markets 
beyond just the South Natomas to Central City study area.  This 
was revealed in the graphical displays of market area in Figure 
8.  As such, these alternatives did not perform as well in the 
transportation analysis compared to Alternative 3-6.  
Alternative 8, though, has separate merits that make it 
worthy of further consideration.  According to Caltrans, the 
existing SR-160 bridge structures over the American River 
require rehabilitation or replacement to bring them up to 

current design requirements.  This status qualifies these bridge 
structures for special federal funding.  If significant 
rehabilitation or even replacement is required, then it may be 
possible to create a different type of crossing that not only 
better accommodates bicyclists and pedestrians but also 
improves accessibility by creating a full access intersection or 
interchange between Northgate Boulevard and SR-160.  Today, 
access is limited to an eastbound off-ramp from SR-160 to 
Northgate Boulevard and a westbound on-ramp from 
Northgate Boulevard/Del Paso Boulevard to SR-160.  
Alternative 8 not only expands accessibility in the 
Northgate Boulevard, Del Paso Boulevard, and SR-160 
corridors, it also provides an enhanced bicycle and 
pedestrian crossing of the American River while eliminating 
safety concerns associated with the existing SR-160 bridge 
structures. 
 

As to ultimately constructing one or more of these alternatives, the City 
should be opportunistic about funding opportunities.  Federal, state, 
and regional funding programs can change annually.  To prepare for 
funding opportunities, each alternative should be accurately reflected in 
relevant plans including the City of Sacramento General Plan, the 
American River Parkway Plan 2008, the RT Green Line Project Level 
Environmental Analysis, and the MTP/SCS.  The next step would then be 
to prepare preliminary engineering and environmental analysis so that 
specific projects are ready to advance to final design and construction. 
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PURPOSE & NEED 

Acronym Definitions 
GP = Sacramento 2030 General Plan, City of Sacramento, 2009 MTP = Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 2035, SACOG, 2012 
RD = River District Specific Plan, City of Sacramento, 2010 RT DNA = Downtown/Natomas/Airport (DNA) Green Line to the Airport, Draft Transitional Analysis Report, RT, 2010 
RY = Sacramento Railyards Specific Plan, City of Sacramento 2007 ARPP = American River Parkway Plan, Sacrameto County, 2008 

NEED:  The proposed action is needed for the 
reasons listed below. 

PURPOSE:  The proposed action is intended to 
achieve the following objectives. 

Consistency with Adopted Plans:  The purpose 
objective is consistent with adopted plans. 

GP RD RY MTP 
RT 

DNA ARPP 
1) Limited connectivity across the American River
creates a barrier to economic activity, land use 
development, social exchanges, and access to jobs 
within the Central City and South Natomas.  The 
barrier causes longer trip lengths between origins 
and destinations that are physically close, which 
discourages walking and bicycling, reduces public 
health, creates inefficient transit routing, consumes 
more fuel, and generates higher levels of air 
pollutants and Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions due 
to the reliance on automobiles. 

1A) Add bridge capacity across the American River 
between the Central City and South Natomas that 
serves multiple modes and minimizes the growth in 
vehicle miles of travel (VMT), air pollutants, and 
GHG emissions. 

1B) Minimize the growth in vehicle traffic on 
nearby residential streets caused by trips with 
either origins or destinations outside of the Central 
City and South Natomas accessing any new or 
modified bridge of the American River. 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Maybe Maybe 

2) Limited connectivity across the American River
contributes to peak period travel delays on I-5. 

2) Add bridge capacity with the primary function
of providing local connectivity between the Central 
City and South Natomas to reduce the overall 
reliance of local trips on state facilities. 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

3) Limited connectivity across the American River
contributes to longer emergency response times and 
limits evacuation alternatives. 

3) Add bridge capacity that increases options for
evacuations and emergency/disaster response for 
the Central City and South Natomas. 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

4) Limited connectivity across the American River
creates a barrier to recreational opportunities within 
the American River Parkway. 

4) Improve recreational access to the American
River Parkway as part of any bridge capacity 
improvements. 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
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INTRODUCTION�
 
The American River Crossing Alternatives Study includes an evaluation 
of multiple alternatives.  These alternatives will be developed 
considering a full range of options as listed below. 
 

x No project – This option presumes the new bridge planned by 
Regional Transit (RT) to serve the light rail transit (LRT) 
extention to the Airport will be constructed.  This bridge 
includes facilities for bicycles and pedestrians and excludes 
vehicles. 

 
x Modifications of existing bridges – These options would be 

focused on enhancing existing crossing opportunities. 
 

x New multi-modal bridge – This option would include one or 
more new multi-modal bridges accessible by pedestrians, 
bicyclists, cars, buses, trucks, and LRT. 

 
To inform the development of potential alternatives, the project team 
evaluated existing constraints and opportunities within the study area 
shown in Figure 1.  Following are the specific constraints considered in 
this evaluation. 

 
x Environmental – These constraints include biological (i.e., 

plants, animals, water, and air quality) and cultural resources 
that are regulated by federal, state, and regional agencies. 
 

x Physical – These constraints include natural and man-made 
physical features that would influence the feasibility or cost of 
constructing a new crossing. 
 

x Land Use – These constraints include land uses that have a 
special status or sensitivity that would influence the feasibility 
or cost of constructing a new crossing.  

 
The constraints were based on the project team’s review of available 
information and input from the stakeholder advisory committee.  
Opportunity crossing locations were identified by reviewing the 
constraints and the following information:  
 

x Planned development and redevelopment areas (also known as 
opportunity development sites). 

 
x Existing and planned transportation network, including 

roadways, rail lines, bikeways, and pedestrian facilities. 
 

x Community values from adopted plans. 
 

x Initial Stakeholder input during their June 28, 2012 stakeholder 
meeting and July 25, 2012 site tour. 

 
The remainder of this memo summarizes the identified constraints and 
then concludes with recommended opportunities for new or improved 
crossings. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL�CONSTRAINTS�
The American River originates in the Sierra Nevada mountain range just 
west of Lake Tahoe.  The river flows from the mountains to the Sierra 
foothills through the eastern Sacramento metropolitan area and into 
Folsom Lake and Lake Natoma, before joining the Sacramento River 
just northwest of downtown Sacramento.  The 23-mile reach of the river 
downstream of Lake Natoma is known as the lower American River and 
is classified as a “Recreation” river within the State and Federal Wild and 
Scenic River Systems (American River Parkway Plan, 2008).  This portion 
of the river is also the distinct feature of the 29-mile American River 
Parkway that extends from Folsom Dam to the Sacramento River.   
 
The American River Parkway is recognized as a significant recreational, 
flood protection, and wildlife asset to the Sacramento region.  The 
Parkway’s trail system has been designated a “National Recreational 
Trail” (Lower American River Task Force 2002) and the entire Parkway 
provides important habitat for fish, plants, and wildlife.  In addition, the 
American River is a high-quality water source. 
 
The biological and cultural resources within the Parkway and larger 
study area are protected as part of the public trust, and any activities 
affecting these resources are subject to the requirements of federal and 
state laws; therefore, this environmental constraints study focuses on 
the constraints these resources would pose to any new crossing of the 
American River. 
 

Key highlights of the environmental constraints are summarized in this 
section while a detailed technical memorandum is available in 
Appendix A. 
 

Biological�Resources�
Key biological species that could be constraints for a crossing include 
salmonid species (Chinook and steelhead), green sturgeon, valley 
elderberry longhorn beetle, Swainson’s hawk, and bats.  Several 
sensitive natural communities also occur within the American River 
Parkway portion of the study area.  Some of these natural communities 
are considered sensitive, in particular wetlands, riverine habitat, and 
riparian habitat.  Areas supporting biological resources within the study 
area were classified into three sensitivity categories, as shown on Figure 
2, as a means to convey preliminary constraints.  The locations of 
known biological constraints are also indicated on the figure.  
Alignments that avoid or minimize effects on sensitive species and 
natural communities would have reduced mitigation costs.  Options for 
mitigation would include specific avoidance and minimization measures 
and possibly compensation for the loss of habitat and would need to 
be developed in consultation with resource agencies.   
 

 �
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NOTE: Due to the sensitive nature of cultural resources,
archaeological site locations are not identified.
However, the entire study area is potentially sensitive
for cultural resources. The American River Parkway,
in particular, is considered mederately to highly sensitive.

The mitigation areas contain one or more of the following habitats:
Mixed Riparian Forest, Shaded Riverine Aquatic, Riparian Woodland,
Oak Woodland, Elderberry, Riparian, and Native Grass.
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Cultural�Resources�
The entire length of the study area is potentially sensitive for cultural 
resources.  The American River Parkway, in particular, is highly sensitive 
for prehistoric and historic resources. Constraints relating to cultural 
resources include the known cultural sites (which cannot be made 
public), unknown buried archaeological deposits, and built environment 
resources (e.g., historic buildings) that have not yet been evaluated for 
eligibility on historic registers.  Alignments that avoid or minimize 
effects on known cultural resources would have reduced mitigation 
costs. For unknown resources, measures can be implemented to 
minimize the potential for encountering buried cultural deposits 
including inventories, historical research, pedestrian surveys, and 
subsurface investigations prior to construction.  
 

Recreational�Resources�
The study area includes several public recreational areas, trails and 
parkways and smaller parks, and school playgrounds (Figure 3).  Any 
new crossing would bisect the American River Parkway and could 
convert recreational land to non-recreational use, change access to 
existing recreational areas, and add a source of noise to the Parkway.  
Although complete avoidance of recreational resources in the American 
River Parkway is not feasible, these effects can be minimized by 
selecting alignments and project design options that reduce the 
conversion of recreational land to non-recreational uses or that provide 
additional opportunities for improved public access to the Parkway as 
well as alternate and more local access routes to parks and other 
recreational sites north and south of the river.  
 

Noise�
Noise-sensitive land uses within the study area primarily include 
residential and recreational areas north of the American River.  Several 
commercial lodging facilities located along Bercut Drive and a school 
and residential area at the east end of Richards Boulevard are located 
south of the river.  
 
Noise impacts and the need for abatement or mitigation would occur 
with any new bridge and possibly with the modification of an existing 
bridge.  Impacts can be minimized by locating any new bridge as far as 
possible from noise-sensitive uses.  Bridge connections extending from 
Sequoia Pacific Boulevard, North 5th Street, North 7th Street, and North 
10th Street would minimize impacts on noise-sensitive land uses south 
of the river.  North of the river, connections made to the Garden 
Highway west of Truxel Road would have less potential for affecting 
residential uses.  All potential crossings would have noise effects on 
Discovery Park and the river users (i.e., there would be no optimal 
location for minimizing these types of noise effects). 
 
Besides locating the new bridge as far as possible from noise-sensitive 
uses, the most common approach to reducing bridge-related noise 
impacts is to construct a solid barrier between the source and adjacent 
noise-sensitive uses.  Other options for noise reduction include the use 
of “open-graded asphalt or rubberized asphalt.  If the project includes 
light rail on the new bridge, there are also measures available for 
reducing light rail train noise at the source and include the use of 
resilient or damped wheels, vehicle skirts, undercar absorption, wheel 
truing, and rail grinding.  
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Visual�Resources�
A new bridge (or modification of an existing bridge) of the American 
River would involve permanent visual changes such as aerial structures.  
Additional visual changes related to the bridge approaches, lighting, 
and features may also occur. Aerial structures would represent the 
greatest visual change, especially for scenic views from the American 
River Parkway, including the Jedediah Smith Memorial Bicycle Trail, 
pedestrian and equestrian trails on both the north and south sides of 
the river, and boaters.  The structure would also be a source of new 
shade and shadows that could adversely affect existing vegetation. On 
the other hand, a new bridge would provide new aerial views of the 
Parkway and river for pedestrian and bicycle users using the new 
bridge. 
 
Options for mitigation include reducing the overall bridge structure 
width through shared lanes, using treatments for the final design of 
retaining walls, bridges, barriers, and other hardscape or landscape 
elements.  Daytime glare reduction design techniques and reduction of 
nighttime light glare and intrusion by using downward-directed and 
fully-shielded lighting would also help reduce visual effects. 
 

PHYSICAL�CONSTRAINTS�
Physical constraints typically include natural and man-made features 
that could influence the design and construction of a new bridge or 
modifications to an existing bridge.  For this study, engineering design 
standards have similar effects so they are also included as potential 
physical constraints.  After reviewing various physical constraints, four 
categories stood out as having the greatest potential influence on 

project alternatives.  These include design standards, levees, existing 
utilities, and the existing and planned transportation network. 
 

Design�Standards�
Numerous design standards will govern the construction of a new 
bridge or modification of an existing bridge. The key design standards 
for this alternatives study includes grades, vertical elevation, and bridge 
parameters as summarized below (for more detailed information see 
Appendix B). 
 


������
Maximum and desired grades that would apply for a new or modified 
bridge include the following. 
 

x Vehicle Approaches - Caltrans’ Highway Design Manual allows 
a maximum grade of 6% for Urban Highways and 3% for 
Expressways. AASHTO allows between 7% and 12% for a 30 
mph design speed of a roadway. 
 

x LRT or Streetcar Approaches - Sacramento Regional Transit’s 
(RT) Sacramento Light Rail Design Criteria (1993 with 2009 
revisions), Section 4.2, lists desirable max grade for mainline 
track at 3.5%, with max of 5.0% not to be exceeded without RT 
PM permission, and an absolute max of 7.0%. 
 

x ADA Standards - The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
provides design standards to ensure pedestrians and people 
with disabilities can safely access facilities open to the public.  
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The maximum grade allowed for a sidewalk or path is 8.33% for 
a distance of 30 feet.  This accommodates a rise of 30 inches at 
the maximum grade. For every 30 inches of rise, a 5-foot long 
level landing is required. 
 

x California Building Code (Title 24) as interpreted for roadway 
design by Caltrans in Design Information Bulletin 82-04 
includes accessibility requirements applicable in California. One 
such additional requirement is that a sustained running grade 
exceeding 2% requires a level landing every 400 feet. 
 

x Bicycle/Pedestrian Approaches - There are a number of 
resources that provide guidelines for pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities, including the Caltrans Highway Design Manual and 
the AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities 
(both substantially updated in 2012) and Caltrans Design 
Information Bulletin 82-04. The current consensus for the 
design of bike/pedestrian facilities is the maximum slope 
should be 5% with level landings every 400 feet. 
 

x Pedestrian Access Route- According to the Proposed 
Guidelines for Public Rights of Way (US Access Board, 2011), for 
a pedestrian access route contained within a street or highway 
right-of-way, its grade shall not exceed the general grade 
established for the adjacent street or highway.  This standard 
applies to a crossing where the walkway is part of the bridge.  
 

x Sidewalk Profile- City of Sacramento design standards provide 
guidelines for the design of sidewalks and the maximum grade 
for a sidewalk is 5%, except as noted above for sidewalks 
attached to overcrossings. 
 

Based on this information, the study will use 5 percent maximum 
grades with level landings every 400 feet to assess alternatives. 
 

�����������
One of the more significant design standards will be the minimum 
vertical height elevation to avoid high American River flows.  At a 
minimum, bridge heights would be similar to the Jibboom and I-5 
bridges shown in the picture below.   
 

 
Source:  Parnoramic @mykaero 
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The final bridge height will be determined based on the following 
information. 
 

x The existing I-5 Bridge is a fixed bridge and is the first fixed 
obstacle upstream of the mouth of the American River.  The 
low chord of the bridge is 39 feet above the mean high water 
level and should be the minimum height of any proposed 
crossing over the American River.  The minimum elevation of a 
crossing over the American River was discussed with the U.S. 
Coast Guard who indicated that the existing conditions or 
openings must be maintained or exceeded with new crossings.  
Since the I-5 Bridge is the first crossing of the American River, 
all proposed crossings will at least match the I-5 Bridge’s 
minimum clearance above the mean high water level. 

 
x Many changes have occurred in the freeboard requirements for 

rivers and streams regulated by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) over the past few years.  Freeboard is the 
distance measured between the lowest member of the bridge 
span and the design water surface elevation.   
 

o USACE freeboard requirements:  3 feet above the 200-
year water surface elevation. 

The USACE requirements will be used to evaluate the study alternatives. 

 

�������������������������
One other bridge design parameter that is important for the 
alternatives evaluation will be the number and placement of columns 
supporting the bridge.  To maintain an adequate height across the river 
and through the Parkway will likely require the construction of multiple 
columns in the river and within the Parkway  An example is shown in 
the picture below of the I-5 bridge across the American River.   
 

 
Both the I-5 Viaduct and the Jibboom Street Bridge use piers in the 
American River 
 

Figure 4 also shows a sample sketch profile for a bridge crossing 
through the Parkway to help visualize the extent of potential columns.

55 of 194



BRIDGE PROFILE AND
LEVEE CROSSINGS

FIGURE 4

American River

+/- 5%

Bike Path

Garden Hwy

Discovery Park

American River

Approx. 50 Ft.
+/- 5%

Bike Path

Garden Hwy

Discovery Park

OPTION 1

OPTION 2

Approx. 50 Ft.

56 of 194



Constraints and Opportunities 

  Page | 11 

Levees�
On the north side of the River, a new crossing would connect to Garden 
Highway, which is directly on top of the levee (see Figure 4).  Levees on 
both sides of the river are federal levees and the Parkway itself is a 
designated floodway.  Any disturbance of the levee or Parkway could 
be a significant issue and special care and coordination with 
responsible federal, state, and regional flood control agencies will be 
necessary. 
 
The connection on the south side of the River may need to pass over 
the top of the levee given the existing bike path, which would require a 
minimum vertical separation of 10 feet.  This separation would increase 
the bridge approach length before reaching the grade of existing 
connecting roadways.  Figure 4 also shows this effect and provides an 
example of an alternative treatment that could help lower the vertical 
height thereby reducing the distance it takes for the bridge approach to 
reach grade.  This treatment would be similar to how the current bike 
path crosses under I-5.   
 

Existing�Utilities�
Construction in built environments is often complicated by existing 
utilities such as under- or above-ground pipes, telecommunications 
lines, and electric lines.  Within the study area, numerous above-ground  
and underground utilities exist, as shown in Figure 5, that could 
influence  construction of a new bridge or modification of existing 
bridge.  Both above-ground and underground utilities can pose 
significant construction constraints due to the disruption involved with 

their modification or movement, especially larger transmission towers 
such as that shown below.   
 

Existing�and�Planned�Transportation�Network�
Figure 6 displays the existing and planned roadway network in the 
study area.  The network limits the potential crossing locations because 
of the lack of logical connections to existing or planned roadways that 
would be appropriate for conveying traffic (cars, buses, trucks, 
bicyclists, and pedestrians) to and from a new bridge.  For example, 
many existing roadways in the study area were not planned or 
designed in anticipation of a future bridge.   
 
 

 
Transmission Tower 
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LAND�USE�CONSTRAINTS�
Land uses present constraints when the use is regulated by government 
agencies, involves sensitive populations, contains significant 
infrastructure, or involves activities that could be disrupted or adversely 
affected by a new bridge or modification of an existing bridge. Figure 7 
shows land uses within the study area that fall into these categories, 
which are also discussed below. 
 

x Commercial/office/industrial land uses – Includes established 
businesses with significant infrastructure, such as large multi-
story buildings. 
 

x Recreational parks and facilities – Includes State and local parks 
or parkways such as the American River Parkway, Discovery 
Park, the American River Bike Trail, and the Two Rivers Bike 
Trail.  The American River Parkway is a particular constraint 
because any modification of the American River Parkway Plan 
(2008) to accommodate new or modified crossings of the River 
will require approval by the City of Sacramento, County of 
Sacramento, and the State legislature. 
 

x Residential communities and neighborhoods such as South 
Natomas – Includes single family and multiple family 
households, which tend to be sensitive to traffic pattern 
changes. 
 

x Approved development projects including the Railyards, the 
River District, and Township Nine – Includes entitled but not yet 

completed development projects that could be affected by a 
new bridge directly (i.e., right-of-way take) or indirectly due to 
traffic pattern changes. 

 
Additional land use constraints occur in the form of the extensive 
existing built environment on both sides of the river.  Limited vacant 
land exists through much of the study area as shown in the aerial 
photograph in Figure 8. 
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OPPORTUNITIES�
The constraints presented in this technical memorandum along with the 
following information helped to narrow the potential opportunities for 
new or modified bridge crossings of American River within the study 
area. 
 

x Draft Purpose and Need Statement 
 

x Community Values 
 

x Stakeholder Input   
 
Each of these items is described in more detail below followed by a 
summary of the potential crossing opportunities that emerged from the 
preliminary screening. 
 

Draft�Purpose�and�Need�Statement�
The draft pupose and need statement is contained in Table 1 on the 
following page.  This statement has already been modified multiple 
times during the study process and will continue to be refined through 
the study as the stakeholders and project team work through key 
issues.  This version reflects key changes based on project team and 
stakeholder input.  Potential crossing improvement options are 
required to be consistent with this statement.  Included with this 
statement is a consistency evaluation of the purpose objectives with 
adopted plans.  The adopted plans are listed below. 
 
 

x GP = Sacramento 2030 General Plan, City of Sacramento, 2009 
 

x MTP = Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy 2035, SACOG, 2012 

 
x RD = River District Specific Plan, City of Sacramento, 2010 

 
x RT DNA = Downtown/Natomas/Airport (DNA) Green Line to the 

Airport, Draft Transitional Analysis Report, RT, 2010 
 

x RY = Sacramento Railyards Specific Plan, City of Sacramento 
2007 

 
x ARPP = American River Parkway Plan, Sacrameto County, 2008 

 
Determining consistency is not an exact science since each plan 
contains numerous goals, policies, and plan elements.  Further, formal 
consistency determinations for the City of Sacramento can only be 
made by the City Council.  So the consistency evaluation for the 
purposes of this study used a ‘yes’ designation to indicate that the 
purpose objectives are largely consistent with the adopted plan and no 
changes to the plan are likely.  The ‘no’ designation indicates there is a 
clear inconsistency that would require a plan amendment while a 
‘maybe’ designation indicates the possibility that a plan modification or 
amendment could be necessary. 
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TABLE 1 
DRAFT PURPOSE AND NEED STATEMENT 

 

 �

NEED:  The proposed action is needed for the reasons 
listed below. 

PURPOSE:  The proposed action is intended to 
achieve the following objectives. 

Consistency with Adopted Plans:  The purpose objective is 
consistent with adopted plans. 

GP RD RY MTP RT DNA ARPP 
1) Limited connectivity across the American River 
creates a barrier to economic activity, land use 
development, social exchanges, and access to jobs within 
the Central City and South Natomas.  The barrier causes 
longer trip lengths between origins and destinations that 
are physically close, which discourages walking and 
bicycling, reduces public health, creates inefficient transit 
routing, consumes more fuel, and generates higher 
levels of air pollutants and Greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions due to the reliance on automobiles. 

1A) Add bridge capacity across the American River 
that reduces travel distances for motorists, 
bicyclists, pedestrians, and public transit between 
the Central City and South Natomas to minimize 
the growth in vehicle miles of travel (VMT), air 
pollutants, and GHG emissions. 

1B) Minimize the growth in vehicle traffic on nearby 
residential streets caused by trips with either 
origins or destinations outside of the Central City 
and South Natomas accessing any new or 
modified bridge of the American River. 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Maybe No 

2) Limited connectivity across the American River 
contributes to peak period travel delays on I-5. 

2) Add bridge capacity with the primary function of 
providing local connectivity between the Central 
City and South Natomas to reduce the overall 
reliance of local trips on state facilities. 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

3) Limited connectivity across the American River 
contributes to longer emergency response times and 
limits evacuation alternatives. 

3) Add bridge capacity that increases options for 
evacuations and emergency/disaster response for 
the Central City and South Natomas. 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

4) Limited connectivity across the American River 
creates a barrier to recreational opportunities within the 
American River Parkway. 

4) Improve recreational access to the American 
River Parkway as part of any bridge capacity 
improvements. 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
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Community�Values��
Community values from adopted plans and expressed by stakeholders 
provide a framework for developing potential alternatives.  Several 
adopted plans are relevant to a new or modified crossing of the 
American River within the study area. 
 

x Sacramento 2030 General Plan. City of Sacramento, 2009.  
x River District Specific Plan. City of Sacramento, 2011.  
x Sacramento Railyards Specific Plan. Design, Community & 

Environment and City of Sacramento. 2007. 
x The 2010 Sacramento City/County Bikeway Master Plan. County 

of Sacramento and City of Sacramento. 1995.  
x Pedestrian Master Plan. City of Sacramento. 2006. 
x American River Parkway Plan. County of Sacramento. 2008. 
x Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 

Strategy. Sacramento Area Council of Governments. 2012. 
 
Note: In April 2011, Sacramento County adopted a new Bicycle Master 
Plan.  The 2010 Sacramento City/County Bikeway Master Plan still serves 
as the adopted Bikeway Master Plan for the City. 
 
Each of these plans includes goals, principles, objectives, or policies that 
reflect community values. Appendix C includes policy language the 
project team identified as relevant to new or modified crossings of the 
American River within the study area. In general, the following 
community values are expressed by these policies: 
 

x An accessible riverfront that preserves open space, provides 
opportunities for recreation, and integrates with the Central 
City environment. 
 

x The preservation of visual resources and the creation of views 
that complement the natural environment. 
 

x A high-quality built environment, created by development that 
minimizes negative environmental impacts. 
 

x Well-connected corridors that complement the grid network of 
the Central City. 
 

x An efficient, multimodal transportation system that offers 
residents and visitors transportation choices and provides 
access to destinations. 

o A redundant transportation network that eliminates 
barriers and reduces gaps for all modes of 
transportation, including vehicles, transit, walking, and 
bicycling. 

o Transportation infrastructure that appropriately 
accommodates walking and biking. 

o High-quality transit, including the extension of light rail 
to Sacramento International Airport. 

o Transportation infrastructure that supports infill and 
economic development. 
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During the first Stakeholder meeting on June 28, 2012, shareholder 
representatives were asked to share their community values.  This input 
was obtained during an exercise where the participants identified their 
values based on what they wanted to create, preserve, or avoid as part 
of the project. 
 
A complete listing of the stakeholder input is contained in Appendix D 
while the following summarizes key themes taken from this input. 
 

Create 
x Easy access between South Natomas and the Central City 
x Connections for multiple modes  
x Aesthetically pleasing bridge 
x Parkway access 
x Educational opportunities 

 
Preserve  
x Parkway habitat, open space, natural resources,and recreational 

facilities 
x Parkway visual quality 
x Flood protection 

 
Avoid 
x Environmental /natural resource impacts 
x Disrupting neighborhoods 
x Ugly bridges 
x Undesirable traffic conditions (too much traffic on local streets) 
x Ineffective project development process 

Input�from�the�Stakeholder�Site�Tour�
On July 25th, 29 stakeholder representatives attended a site tour (see 
route map in Figure 9) that included a bus ride around the study area 
and a walking trip onto a portion of the south levee.  The following are 
the key themes from initial stakeholder input from the site tour related 
to constraints and opportunities. 
 

������������
x Desire by some stakeholders to preserve the Parkway in its 

current form without any disruption or degradation. 
 

x Environmental and cultural resources of the Parkway. 
 

x Visual impact sensitivity in the Parkway. 
 

x Sensitive land uses such as homes and apartments. 
 

x Potential need to displace businesses. 
 

x Crossing the south levee without disrupting the American River 
bike trail, which is the “spine” of the bike trail system.  
 

x Requirement to amend the American River Parkway Plan and 
Discovery Park. 
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��������������
x A new crossing could reduce traffic delays on I-5 by either 

diverting local trips off the freeway and onto the new bridge or 
making it viable to walk or bicycle between South Natomas and 
the Central City.  This also aids in emergency responses or 
evacuations. 
 

x Crossing the American River would be improved by eliminating 
the flooding of Northgate Boulevard at SR 160 that occurs 
during winter months.1 
 

x A new crossing could improve access to the American River 
Parkway, which would make it a less desirable area for illegal 
activities due to the presence of more people. 

 
x Sequoia Pacific Boulevard (on the south side of the American 

River) is one option for connecting a new bridge with Truxel 
Road on the north. 

 
x A new crossing could be an iconic destination. 

 

                                                      
1  The City of Sacramento has conducted multiple studies for an all-
weather Northgate Boulevard.  These studies will be re-evaluated as 
part of this study for feasibility.  The previous studies will also be posted 
to the project website. 

x A new crossing could improve American River Parkway bicycle 
and pedestrian access on the north side of the river while 
increasing activity in the study area that would benefit local 
businesses. 
 

x A new crossing would benefit the planned development in the 
River District and Railyards by improving the existing 
accessibility of this area. 

�

68 of 194



Constraints and Opportunities 

  Page | 23 

Input�from�the�Second�Stakeholder�Meeting�
On September 13th, 2012, the stakeholder representatives attended 
their second formal meeting.  They provided comments on the purpose 
and need statement, constraints, and opportunities.  Comments on the 
constraints and opportunities were noted directly on drafts of the maps 
contained in this memorandum.  Samples of the types of comments 
that were provided are shown on this page.  Comments covered a wide 
range of topics including environmental issues or concerns, 
infrastructure, flood control, bikeway plans, and crossing opportunities.  
This input was used by the project team to finalize the contents of this 
technical memorandum and to help determine the location of potential 
crossing alternatives discussed in the next section. 
 

 
Constraint Comment About Habitat Restoration 
 

 
Opportunity Comments Related to a New Bridge 
 

Potential�Crossing�Alternatives�
Based on the information presented in this technical memorandum, the 
project team was able to identify the following seven crossing 
alternatives within the study area as shown in Figure 10.  These 
locations offer opportunities to modify existing bridges, construct a 
new bridge, or modify a planned bridge. 
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x Location 1 – This location focuses on improving the existing 
Jibboom Street bridge to provide complete facilities for 
pedestrians and bicyclists.  The current bridge has narrow 
sidewalks and travel lanes.  Bicyclists must either share the 
sidewalk or vehicle travel lane and there is little room to pass.  
Further, the southbound sidewalk on the bridge is closed to 
pedestrians and in need of repair.  Being on the western edge 
of the study area, this bridge is closest to recreational activity at 
Discovery Park but would not directly connect significant 
residential or business activity centers. 
 

x Location 2 – This location focuses on modifying the existing I-5 
bridge to add bicycle and pedestrian facilities if possible.  This 
improvement would would provide an all-weather connection 
across the American River wtihin the study area.  This location 
is similar to Location 1 in terms of surrouding land uses and 
activity centers although locating the new facility on the east 
side of the I-5 northbound bridge would be somewhat closer 
to activity generators in the River District and major office 
buildings in south Natomas. 
 

x Location 3 – This location focuses on creating a new multi-
modal bridge between Truxel Road and roadways such as 
Sequoia Pacific Boulevard or 5th Street on the south side of the 
River.  RT has already identified a locally preferred route for the 
Green Line extension to the Airport that would require a new 
bridge between Truxel Road and Sequoia Pacific Boulevard.  
This bridge is already included in the RTP/SCS and would 

include a single LRT track on half of the bridge and a bicycle 
and pedestrian path on the other half of the bridge.  The 
opportunity at this location would be to add vehicles to this 
bridge.  The current Green Line terminal station is located just 
west of the 7th Street intersection with Richards Boulevard.  
Truxel Road is a major roadway through South and North 
Natomas with numerous activity generators located along it.  
Sequoia Pacific Boulevard and 5th Street provide access into the 
central River District area and further into the Railyards and the 
Central City. 
 

x Location 4 – This location focuses on creating a new multi-
modal bridge about 1,500 feet east of Truxel Road that would 
‘tee’ into Garden Higway and then connect to 5th or 7th Street.  
This is one of the more central locations within the study area 
connecting both existing and planned activity centers south of 
the River in the River District, Railyards, and the Central City.  
On the north side of the River, the intersection with Garden 
Highway would occur near existing homes while major activity 
generators are located more than a ½ mile away. 
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x Location 5 – This location focuses on creating a new multi-
modal bridge that would connect 10th Street and Garden 
Highway plus an extension of a new roadway north to W. El 
Camino Avenue or possibly to San Juan Road.  The alignment 
would follow the Ueda Parkway Bike Trail, which runs north-
south within a utility transmission line right-of-way.  Any new 
roadway in this section would try to avoid the transmission line 
towers and include reconstruction of the bike path if it was 
disrupted by the road construction.  The northern terminus of 
the new roadway approach to the bridge would be determined 
based on transportation analysis and the goal to balance traffic 
distribution of bridge users. 
 

x Location 6 – This location focuses on creating a new multi-
modal bridge that would connect 10th Street and Northgate 
Boulevard or the Arden Garden Connector. This bridge would 
alleviate the problem of Northgate flooding while also 
providing relatively direct access between activity generators 
on both sides of the river. 
 

x Location 7 –This location focuses on upgrading Northgate 
Boulevard and SR 160 such that it would no longer be subject 
to seasonal flooding.  Improvements would be for vehicles, 
pedestrians, and bicyclists and would likely require a complete 
reconstruction of the Northgate Boulevard/SR 160 interchange.  
The SR 160 bridge would also be upgraded to better 
accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists.  Currently, a narrow 

sidewalk on the southbound bridge is the only facility for 
pedestrians and bicyclists (see photo below).   

 

 
Existing Sidewalk on SB SR 160 

 
After review by the stakeholders, these crossing location opportunities 
will go through additional review and refinement by the project team to 
identify specific crossing connections and types to be carried forward 
into the evaluation phase of the study. 
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Memorandum�
Date:� �������ͳǡ�ʹͲͳʹ�

To:� �������������
	����Ƭ�������
ʹͻͻͲ�����������������ǡ�������ʹͲͲ�
���������ǡ����ͻͷͳ�

From:� ���������������
����������������

Subject:� City�of�Sacramento�American�River�Crossing�Environmental�Constraints�and�
Opportunities�

Introduction�
�����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������
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Study�Area�
����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������Ǧͷ��������ͳͲǡ�����
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��������������������	�����ʹͲͲʹȌǤ��

Environmental�Constraints�
�����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������ǡ������������������������������������
�������������������������������������������������������������������Ǣ����������ǡ�����������������������������������������������������
��������������������������������������������������������������������������������Ǥ�
����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������ǡ����������������������������������ǡ�����
�����������������������������������������������������������������Ǥ�

Regulatory�Environment�
�������ͳ���������͵����������������������������ǡ������ǡ������������������ǡ������������ǡ��������������������������������������������������������
����Ǥ�����������������������������������������������������������Ǥ��������������������������������������������������������������������������
�����������ǡ����������������������������������������������������������������Ǥ��
��������������������������ͳ�����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������
������ǡ�������������	�����������������������������Ǥ��

Table�1.�Potential�Federal�Regulatory�Requirements�

Regulation�� Regulatory�Agency�� Permit/Agreement/Authorization��
����������������
��������ͶͲͶ�ȋ͵͵�
����ͳ͵ͶͶȌȗ�

�Ǥ�Ǥ���������������
����������ȋ�����Ȍǡ�
���������������������

��������ͶͲͶ�������������������������������������
����������������������������������������������ǡ�
������������������Ȅ������������������������������
ȋ�Ǥ�Ǥǡ������������������������������������Ȍ�
�����������������������������������ȏ����Ȑ�
����������������ͳȀ͵�������������������������
�������ȋ���Ȍ�����������ǡ����������ͳ���������
�����������������������������������������������
����������Ȅ�������������������������
�����������������������������������������
���������������Ǥ�Ǥ�������������������Ǥ��
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Regulation�� Regulatory�Agency�� Permit/Agreement/Authorization��
����������������
��������ͶͲʹ�ȋ͵͵�
����ͳ͵ͳͳǡͳ͵ͶʹȌȗ�

������������������������
����������������������
������ȋ�������Ȍ��

������������������������������������������������
ȋ�����Ȍ��������ȋ
�����������������������������
������������������Ȍ��
��������ͶͲʹ��������������������������
�����������������������������������������������ͳ�
����Ȅ���������������������������������������
������������������������������������������
������Ǥ�

����������������
��������ͶͲͳȗ�

�����������������������
������������������
�����ǡ����������

������������������������������������������
��������������������������������������������������
����������������������
��������ͶͲͳ����������������������������Ȅ�����
���������������������ȋ����Ȍ���������
����������������������������������������������
������������������

�������������������
���ǡ���������ͳͲ�ȋ͵͵�
�	��͵ʹͻǤͶȌȗ�

�����ǡ������������
����������

��������ͳͲ���������������������������������������
��ǡ�����ǡ���������Ǣ����������������������������Ǣ�
������������������������������������������������
����������������������

�������������������
���ǡ���������ͻǡ�

������������������
ȋ͵͵��Ǥ�Ǥ�Ǥ�ͶͲͳǡ�ͶͲ͵ǡ�
ͶͲǡ�ͷͲʹȌ��

�Ǥ�Ǥ�������
������ ��������ͻ���������������������������������������
���������������������������������������������
�������ȋ�����������������������Ȍ�Ȅ��������
����������������������������������������������Ȅ
�������������������������������������������������
�����������������������ǡ��������������������
����ȋ���Ȍǡ�����������������������������������
����ȋ����Ȍ���������������

�������������������
����ȋ���Ȍ�ȋͳ�����
ͳͷ͵ͳ�������ǤȌȗ��

�Ǥ�Ǥ�	�����������������
��������ȋ��	��Ȍǡ�
����������������
	�����������������
ȋ��	�Ȍ��

���������������������������������������������
���������������������������������������������
����������������ȋ����Ȍǡ���������������ǡ�
������������������������ǡ��������������������
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Regulation�� Regulatory�Agency�� Permit/Agreement/Authorization��
��������Ǧ��������
	�������
�����������������
��������������ȗ�
�

��	�� ��������������������	���������������������������
��������������������������ǡ�������ǡ����
�����������������������������������������������
�������������ȋ�	�ȌǤ�������������������Ǧ��������
���ǡ����������������������������������������������
�������	������������������������������������
����������Ǥ�

���������������
�����������ȋ����Ȍȗ�

��	���� ����������������������������������������������
�������ǡ��������������������������������������
������������������������������������

������������������
�����������������
��������ͳͲ�ȋͳ�
����ͶͲ�������ǤȌ��

���������������
���������������������
ȋ����Ȍǡ��������
������������������
������������

���������������������������������������������
����������������Ȁ����������ǡ����
���������Ȁ���������������������������������������
�������������������������������������

	�����������������
������ͳͳͻͺͺǣ�
	����������
����������ȗ�

������������������ ��������������������������������������������
����������������������������������������������
������������������������������������

����������������
�����������ȋ�������
����ͻͲǦͷͶʹǢ�ͳ�
�Ǥ�Ǥ�Ǥ�ͳʹͳ�������ǤȌ�

���������������������
�������

��������������������������������������������
�������������������������������������������
������������������Ǧ�������������������������������
��������������������������������������������
������������������������������������ǯ�������������
��������������������������������������ǲ������������ǳ�

���������������
����������������ǡ�
��������ȋ�Ȍ�ȋͳ�
����ͶͲ�ǦͶ����ͶͲ�Ǧ
ͳͳȌ�

������������������
��������Ȃ��������������
��������

�����������������������������������������
����������������������������������������
�����������������������������������������������
����������������������Ǥ������������������������
����������������Ǥ������������������������
����������������������������������������
����������������������Ǥ�
�
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Regulation�� Regulatory�Agency�� Permit/Agreement/Authorization��
���������������
�������������
����������������
����������
�������������������
ȋʹ͵��	��ʹȌ͓�

����������������� �����������������������������������������
������������������������������������������

��������������
������������������ǡ�
��������Ͷȋ�Ȍ�ȋʹ͵�
�	��ͶȌ͓�

��������������
��������������������
������������

���������������������������������������������
��������������������������������������������
�����ǡ�������������������ǡ������������������������
�������ǡ����������������������������������������
�������������������������������������ǣ�
Ǧ������������������������������������������������
���������������Ǥ�
Ǧ���������������������������������������������
���������������������������������������������
���Ǥ�

ȗ� �����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������ǡ�����
� ������������������������ǡ����Ȁ�����������������������������������������������Ǥ�
͓� ��������������������������������������������������	�������������������������������������������Ǥ�

�
� �
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Table�2.�Potential�State�Regulatory�Requirements�

Regulation�� Regulatory�Agency�� Permit/Agreement/Authorization��
�����������
��������������	����
����
����ȋ�	
Ȍ�
�������������
ͳͲͳȗ��

�	
�Ǧ�����������������ǡ�
����������������������
ȋ�������ʹȌ��

������������������������������Ȅ��������
������������������������������ͳ������������ͳ��

�����������
�����������
������������
ȋ�����������	����
����
���������
��������ʹͲͺͲ����
���ǤȌȗ��

����������������������
���	��������
���Ȅ
�����������������Ȃ�
����������������������
ȋ�������ʹȌ��

������������ǡ��������������������������������
��������ʹͲͺͳ����Ȁ�����������ʹͲͺͲǤͳ�������������
��������������ȋ�������	���������������Ȍǡ�
�������������ǲ���������������ǳ����������

�����������������
�������������ͺͷͻͲ�
������Ǥȗ��

���������������	�����
�����������������
ȋ��	��Ȍ�

�������������������Ȅ����������������������
�������������������������������������������
�����������������������������Ǥ��������������������ǣ�
������������������������������������������ͳ����
������ͳͷ��������������������������������
����������������ǣ����������������
�������������������Ȅ������������ʹͲͲ������
���������������ǡ���������������������
�����������������������������������������
��������������������������ǣ����������������
�������������������Ȅ��������������������
����������������������������������������

�����Ǥ���������
�����������ǡ�������
ʹǡ����Ǥ�͵ǡ�����Ǥ�ͳͻͲͲ�
������Ǥ�������������
�������������ͲͲͲ�
������Ǥȗ��

�����������������������
������������

��������������Ȅ����������������������������
�����������������ȋ�������������������������̵��
�����������������������������Ȅ��������������
��������������Ȅ�������������̶����������
�����ǳ����������������������������������Ȍ��
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Regulation�� Regulatory�Agency�� Permit/Agreement/Authorization��
��������������������
������������������
ȋ�����������������
��������Ǥ�ͷͲͻ͵ǤͷͲ�
������ǤȌ�

���������������������
�������

��������������������������������������������
�������������������������������������������
������������������Ǧ�������������������������������
��������������������������������������������
������������������������������������ǯ�������������
��������������������������������������ǲ������������ǳ�

ȗ�����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������ǡ�����
������������������������ǡ����Ȁ�����������������������������������������������Ǥ��

�
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Table�3.�Potential�Regional�Regulatory�Requirements�

Regulation� Regulatory�Agency� Permit/Agreement/Authorization�
�������������������

������������

������������������� ������������������������������������

���������������
�������������

��������������������� �����������������������������������Ǣ�������������
�������������������������������������������
���������

�

Biological�Resources�within�the�Study�Area�
������������������������������ǡ����������������	
ǯ����������������������������������������ȋ�����Ȍǡ�������	������������������������
������������������
������������������������ǡ�������	��ǯ�����������������������������ȋ���Ȍǡ��	
�������������ǯ����������������������
����������������������������ǡ�������	����������Ǥ�����������������������������������������ȋ�����������ǡ�����������ǡ�����������ǡ�����
������������Ȍ�����������������������������Ǥ���������������������������������������������������������������ǡ������������������ǡ����������ǡ�
��������ǡ���������������ǡ����������������������ȋ�����������������������������������������������������������ȌǤ�����������������������
�������������������������������������������ȋ�Ǥ�Ǥǡ���������ǡ���������ǡ���������������������Ȍ���������������������������������������������Ǧ�������
�������Ǥ�������������������������������������������������������������������������������������Ǧ�������������������ȋͲ�	��ͷʹͲͲ�����������ʹǡ�
ʹͲͲͷȌ������������������������������ȋͲ�	��ͷʹͳ�����������ʹǡ�ʹͲͲͷȌǤ��
ǲ����������������ǳ������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������Ǥ�������������������
��������͵ǡ��������������������ǣ��

ǲǥ������������������������������������������������������������������ǡ������������������������������������������������ǡ��������������������������
����������������������������������������������������������������ǡ���������������������������������������������������������������������Ǣ�����
�������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������ǡ��������������������������������������������������������
�������������������������������Ǥǳ��

SpecialͲStatus�Species�
�������������������������������ȋ�������������������������	��������
����ʹͲͳʹ�Ȍ�����������	����������������ȋ�Ǥ�Ǥ�	�������������������������
ʹͲͳʹȌǡ����������������Ǧ����������������������������������������������ǡ�����������������������ǡ����������������������������Ǥ���������������
���������������������������������������������������Ȁ���������������������������������������������������������������������������������������
�����������������������������������������������������������������������Ǥ�������Ͷ����������������������������������������������������������������
��������������������������������������������������������������������������������Ȁ����������������������������������������������������Ǥ��
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������������ǡ�����������������������������������������������������������������������������������ǡ�����������������������������������Ǧ��������������
�������������Ǥ��������ǡ�����������������������Ǧ������������������������������������������������������������Ǧ�����������������������������
������Ǥ��
�����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������Ǧ
�����������������������������������������������������ǡ�������������������������������������Ͷǡ��������������������������������������������������
���������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������ȋ�Ǥ�Ǥǡ�ͶͲͶ�����������������
������ǡ��������������������������������ȌǤ���������������������������������Ǧ�����������������������������������������ǡ��������������������ǡ�
�����Ǧ�����������ǡ�������Ǧ�������������ǡ���������������ǡ����������Ǧ��������������������ȋ����������������ȌǤ���������������������������������
�������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������Ǥ���������������������������������ǡ����
�����������������������������ǡ��������������������������������������������ǡ���������������������������������������������͵Ǥͷ���������������
��������������������������������������������������ȋ�������������������������	��������
����ʹͲͳʹ�ȌǤ��������������������������������������������
�����������������������������������������������������Ǥ�

Table�4.�Biological�Constraints:�SpecialͲStatus�Wildlife�Species�Known�or�Potentially�Occurring�in�the�Study�Area�

Species�� Listing�Status�� Occurrence�in�Study�Area��
�����������������������
Oncorhynchus�tshawytscha�

� �

� �����������������
� ������Ǧ�����

	��������������������� ������Ǧ�����������������
��������������������������������
���������������������������������
����������������������������
����������Ǥ��

� ���������������������Ǧ
� �����

	��������������������� ������Ǧ�������������������������
�������������������������������
������������������������������
������������������������������
����Ǥ��

� �������������������Ǧ����
� �������������Ȃ�����

������������������������������ �����������������������������Ǥ��

����������
Oncorhynchus�mykiss�

	��������������������� �����������������������������Ǥ��
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���������������
ȋ�����������������������������
��������ȏ���ȐȌ��
Acipenser�medirostris��

	��������������������� �������������������������������
��������������������������������
�������������������������������
�����������������������Ǥ��

���������������������������
��������
Desmocerus�californicus�
dimorphus��

	��������������������� ������������������������������
ȋ�������������������������	����
����
����ʹͲͳʹ�Ȍ��������������
��������ȋ�����������������Ȍ�����
������������������������������
����������������Ǥ�


����������������
Ardea�herodias�

��������������������������
��������������������	��������

����������������������Ǥ�

��������������ȋ�����������Ȍ�
���������������������������������
�����������������������������
���������������ȋ�����������
��������������	��������
����
ʹͲͳʹ�ȌǤ�

������ǯ�������
Accipiter�cooperii�

��������������������������
��������������������	��������

����������������������Ǥ�

��������������������������������
���������������ȋ�����������
��������������	��������
����
ʹͲͳʹ�ȌǤ�

��������̵��������
Buteo�swainsoni��

���������������������� ����������������������������������
��������������������������������
������������������������������
����������Ǥ������������
������������������������������
ȋ�������������������������	����
����
����ʹͲͳʹ�ȌǤ�

������������� ���������������������������
ȋ������������Ȍ��

�����������������������������
�����������������������Ǣ�����������
�����������������������Ǥ��

Chinook�Salmon�

����������������������������������ǡ�������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������
�����Ǥ���������������������������������������������������������������������������������ȋ�Ǥ�Ǥǡ����������������������������������������������������
��������Ȍ�������������������������������Ǥ����������Ǧ�����������������������������������������������������ǡ��������ǡ�������Ǧ���ǡ�������Ǧ
���ǡ��������������Ȃ��������������������������������������������������������������������������Ǥ�����������������������������������������������
���������ǡ���������������������������������������������������������������ǡ���������ǡ�������������������ǡ����������������������������Ǥ����
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�������ǡ�����Ǧ�����������������Ȃ����������������������������������������������������������������ǡ�������������Ǧ�����������Ǧ������������
�������������������������������������������������������������������������������������Ǥ�������������������������������������������������������
������Ǧ�����������������������������������������������Ǥ���
z WinterǦRun:��������������������������������������Ǧ��������������������������������������������������ȋ���Ȍ�������������������������Ǥ�

������������Ǧ�������������������������������ȋ������������������Ȍ�������������������������������������������������������������
��������������������ǡ������������������������������������������������Ǥ����������������������������������������ȋ�����������
���������Ȍ���������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������ȋ����������ͷȌǤ��

z SpringǦRun:��������������������������Ǧ����������������������ǡ���������������������������������������������������������������������
�����������ǡ�������������������������������������������Ǥ������������������������������������������Ǧ�����������������������������������
�����Ǥ������������������������������������������������������������������Ǧ������������������������������������������������������������
���������������Ǥ�������Ǧ�������������������������������������������������������������������������������ǡ�����������������������
����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������Ǥ��������������������������������������������
��������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������Ǥ��

z FallǦRun�and�Late�Fall–Run:������������������������Ǧ�����������������Ȃ������������������������������������������������������Ǥ�������
�������������������Ȃ����������������������������������������������������������������Ǧ������������������������Ǥ�����������������
�������������������������Ǧ�������������������������ȋ���������ʹͲͲͳȌǤ�������������������������������������������������������
������������������������������������Ǥ��

Steelhead�

��������������������������������������������������������������ǡ�����������������������������������������������������������������������Ǥ�
���������ǡ���������������������������������������ǡ�������������������������������������Ǥ��������������������������������������������������
������������������������������������ȋ������������������ͳͻͻȌǤ������������������������������������������������������ȋ�����������������Ȍǡ�
��������������������������������������������������ȋ��������������������ȌǤ�

Green�Sturgeon��

��	������������������������������������ǣ������������������������������Ǥ��������������������������������������������������������
���������Ǣ�����������������������������������������������������ǡ���������������������������������������������Ǥ�����������������ǡ�������
�����������������������������ǡ����������������������������������Ǥ������������������������������������������������������������������Ǥ�����
����������������������������������������������������������ǡ�����������������������������������������������������������������Ǥ������������
�������������������������������������������������������������������������������������ǡ����������������������������������������������������
�����������������������������������������������������Ǥ��
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Table�5.�Life�Stage�Timing�and�Distribution�of�Key�Fish�Species�in�the�Study�Area��

Species/Life�Stage� Distribution� Jan� Feb� Mar� Apr� May� Jun� Jul� Aug� Sep� Oct� Nov� Dec�
WinterͲRun�
Chinook�Salmon��

�             
Adult�migration�and�
holding��

S.F.�Bay�to�Upper�Sacramento�
River�

            
Juvenile�rearing�
(natal�stream)��

Upper�Sacramento�River�to�S.F.�
Bay�

            
Juvenile�movement�
and�rearing��

Upper�Sacramento�River�to�S.F.�
Bay�

            
SpringͲRun�
Chinook�Salmon��

�             

Adult�migration�� S.F.�Bay�to�Upper�Sacramento�
River�and�Tributaries�

            

Juvenile�movement�� Upper�Sacramento�River�and�
Tributaries�to�S.F.�Bay�

            
Late�Fall–Run�
Chinook�Salmon��

�             

Adult�migration�� S.F.�Bay�to�Upper�Sacramento�
River�and�Tributaries�

            
Juvenile�movement�
and�rearing��

Upper�Sacramento�River�and�
Tributaries�

            
FallͲRun�Chinook�
Salmon��

�             
Adult�migration�and�
holding��

S.F.�Bay�to�American�River�and�
Tributaries�

            

Juvenile�movement�� Upper�Sacramento�River�and�
Tributaries�to�S.F.�Bay�

            
Steelhead�� �             
Adult�migration�� S.F.�Bay�to�American�Sacramento�

River�and�Tributaries�
            

Juvenile�and�smolt�
movement��

Upper�Sacramento�River�and�
Tributaries�to�S.F.�Bay�

            
Green�Sturgeon�� �             
Adult�migration�and�
holding��

S.F.�Bay�to�Upper�Sacramento�
River�

            
Juvenile�rearing�
(natal�stream�to�
estuary)��

Upper�Sacramento�River�to�S.F.�
Bay�

            

Juvenile�movement�
and�rearing��

Upper�Sacramento�River�to�S.F.�
Bay�

            
�

86 of 194



City�of�Sacramento�American�River�Crossing�Environmental�Constraints�and�Opportunities�
August�16,�2012�
Page�14�of�39�

�

Valley�Elderberry�Longhorn�Beetle��

����������������������������������ȋ����Ȍ����������������������������������������������Ǥ������������������������������������������������
�����������������������������������������������������ǡ����������͵ǡͲͲͲǦ���������������������������������������ǡ�������������������������ǡ��������
�����������������������������������������������������Ǥ�������������������ȋSambucus���ǤȌ����������������������������Ǥ������������������������
����������������������������������������������������������������������������ȋ������������Ǥ�ʹͲͲȌǤ��
������������������������������������������������������������������������ͳ��������������������������������������ǡ���������������ȋ�����������
��������������	��������
����ʹͲͳʹ�Ȍ��������������������������������������Ǥ��

Great�Blue�Heron�


�����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������Ǥ������
�����������������������������������������������������������ǡ�����������ǡ�������ǡ��������ǡ��������ǡ������������ǡ�����������������������������Ǥ�
�������������������������������������������������������Ǥ����������������������������������������������������������������������������������
���������Ǥ�����������������������������������������������������������������ȋ����������Ȍ��������������ǡ������������������������������������Ǥ�
������������������������������	������������������������������������������������Ǥ�ȋ�������������������������	��������
����ʹͲͳʹ�ǤȌ�
����������������������������������������������������������������ʹͲͲͺ���������������������������������������������������������������
ȋ�������������������������	��������
����ʹͲͳʹ�ȌǤ�
�������������������������������������������������������������������ȋ����Ȍ�����	��������

��������ǡ���������͵ͷͲ͵�����͵ͷͳ͵Ǥ�

Cooper’s�Hawk�

������ǯ��������������������������������������������������������������������������������������	
���������������������Ǥ�������ǯ�����������������
������������������������ǡ�������������������ǡ������������������������������������Ǥ����������������������������������������������������ǡ�����
��������������������������������������Ǥ������������������������������������������Ǧ���������������������ǡ�������������������������������ǡ�
��������������������Ǥ�����������������������������������������������ǡ�����������������������������������Ǥ�ȋ�������������������������	����
����
����ʹͲͳʹ�ǤȌ�
��������ǯ�������������������������������������������������������������������������������ͳͻͻ�ȋ�������������������������	��������
����
ʹͲͳʹ�Ȍ��������������������������������������������������������������������������������������Ǥ�������ǯ��������������������������������
�������������	��������
��������ǡ����������͵ͷͲ͵ǡ�͵ͷͲ͵Ǥͷǡ�͵ͷͲͷ�����͵ͷͳ͵Ǥ�

Swainson’s�Hawk��

��������ǯ�����������������������������������������������������������������������Ǥ���������ǯ��������������������������ǡ�����Ǧ�������
������ǡ�����������������������������������������������������������������������������ǡ�����������������������������������������������������
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��������������������������������������������������Ǥ��������������ǡ���������ǯ������������������������������������������ǡ�����ǡ�����ǡ�
���������������������������������������������������������������������������������������Ǥ�	�������������������������������������������������Ǥ�
����������������������������������������ǯ�����������������������������ǡ��������������ǡ����Ǧ��������������������������ǡ������������������������
���Ǧ��������������ǡ�����������������������Ǥ����������������������������������������������������������������ȋOtospermophilus�beecheyiȌǡ���������
������ȋ�������Ȍǡ����������������ȋThomomys�bottaeȌǡ�����������ȋPeromyscus�spp.Ȍǡ���������ǡ������������Ǥ���������ǯ��������������������������
�������������������������������������������������ǡ��������������������Ȁ��������������������������������������������������������������������Ǥ�
�����������������������������������������������������������ȋQuercus�lobataȌǡ������������ȋPopulus�fremontiiȌǡ�������������ȋSalix����ǤȌǡ����������
�������������������������Ǧ��������������������������������ȋEucalyptus����ǤȌǤ�������������������������������������������ǡ���������������ǡ�
�������������������������ǡ��������������������������������ǡ��������������������ǡ������������������������������������������������Ǥ���������
�������ǡ������������������������������������Ǥ�������������������������������������������������Ǥ�ȋ�������������������������	��������
����
ʹͲͳʹ�ǤȌ�
������������������������������������ǯ����������������������������������������������������������������ȋ�������������������������	��������

����ʹͲͳʹ�ȌǤ���������������������������������������������������������������������������������������Ǥ��

Other�Nesting�Birds�and�Raptors�

��������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������
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����ǡ�������������Ǥ��������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������Ǥ��
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Noise��

Noise�Terminology�
������������ȋ��Ȍ������������������������������������������Ǥ������������������������������������������������������������������������������
��������������ǡ�������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������
ǲ�Ǧ���������Ǥǳ��Ǧ�������������������������������������ǲ���Ǥǳ�������������������������������������������������������������Ǧ��������
���������������Ǥ�����������������������������������������������������������������������������������Ǥ��
z Equivalent�Sound�Level�(Leq).��������������������������������������������������������������Ǥ����������ǡ������������������Ǧ������������

����������������������������������������������������������������������������������Ǧ���������������������������������������������������
������Ǥ����ȏ�Ȑ����������������������������������Ǥ��

z DayǦNight�Level�(Ldn)Ǥ����������������������������Ǧ�����������������������������������������ʹͶǦ�����������ǡ������ͳͲ�����������������
�Ǧ�������������������������������������������������������ͳͲǣͲͲ��Ǥ�Ǥ����ǣͲͲ��Ǥ�Ǥ�

z Community�Noise�Equivalent�Level�(CNEL)Ǥ����������������������������Ǧ�����������������������������������������ʹͶǦ������������
�����ͷ������������������Ǧ�������������������������������������������������������ǣͲͲ��Ǥ�Ǥ����ͳͲǣͲͲ��Ǥ�Ǥ�����ͳͲ������������������Ǧ
�������������������������������������������������������ͳͲǣͲͲ��Ǥ�Ǥ����ǣͲͲ��Ǥ�Ǥ��

����������ǡ����������������������������������������������������������������͵����������������������ǡ�������������ͷ�������������������������ǡ�������
����������ͳͲ���������������������������������������������������Ǥ�

Noise�Sensitive�Land�Uses�
����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������Ǥ�������������������������������Ǧ�������������������
�����ǡ�����������������������ǡ�����������������������Ǥ������������������������������������������������������������������������������������
�����������������������������Ǥ��������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������
�����Ǥ������������������������������������Ǥ��
���������������������ǡ���������������������������������������������������������������������������������
���������������������������������
������Ǥ���������������ǡ���������������������������ǡ����������������������������������������������Ǥ�����������������������������������������
���Ǧ��������������������ǡ�����������ǡ����������������Ǥ����������ǡ��������ǡ������������������������������������������������������������������
�������������������������������������������������������������������������������Ǥ��
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Existing�Noise�Sources��
������������Ǧͷǡ���ǦͳͲǡ�������������������ǡ�����
�������������ǡ�������������������������������������������������������������������������
����Ǥ��������������������������������������������������������������������������������������Ǥ��������ǡ�����Ͳ�������������������������������
���������������������������������Ǥ��

Regulatory�Background�
��������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������ǡ���������
�����������ǡ�����������������������������������������	������������������������������ȋ	���Ȍǡ�������������������Ǥ�������������������������
���������������������������Ȁ�����������������������Ǥ��

Federal�

ʹ͵��	��ʹ����������������������������������������������������������������Ǧ��������������������Ǥ�������������������������������
����������������ʹ͵ �	� ʹ�����������������������������������������Ǥ�������������������������������������������������������������������������
������������������������������������������������������������������������������ȋ������ȌǤ��

Table�7.�Activity�Categories�and�Noise�Abatement�Criteria�(23�CFR�772){�TC�"Table�1.�Activity�Categories�and�Noise�Abatement�Criteria�(23�
CFR�772)"�\f�T�\l�"1"�}�

Activity�
Category�

Activity�
Leq[h]1�

Evaluation�
Location� Description�of�Activities�

�� ͷ� ��������� �����������������������������������������
��������������������������������������������������
������������������������������������������������
�����������������������������������������������������
��������������������������Ǥ�

�ʹ� �� ��������� �����������Ǥ��
�ʹ� �� ��������� ������������������ǡ��������������ǡ������������ǡ�

�����������ǡ�����������ǡ�����������������ǡ�
���������ǡ����������ǡ�������������������ǡ������ǡ��������
�����ǡ������������������ǡ������������ǡ��������
�������������ǡ�����������������������������������
����������ǡ��������������ǡ������������������ǡ�
����������������ǡ���������Ͷȋ�Ȍ������ǡ��������ǡ�
������������������ǡ�������ǡ��������������������Ǥ�

�� ͷʹ� ��������� �����������ǡ�����������������ǡ����������ǡ����������ǡ�
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������������������ǡ������������������ǡ����������������
�����ǡ���������������������������������������������ǡ�
�������������ǡ������������������ǡ��������ǡ�����
������������������Ǥ�

�� ʹ� ��������� ������ǡ�������ǡ��������ǡ������������Ȁ����ǡ�����������
���������������ǡ�����������ǡ�������������������
�������������Ȃ�����	Ǥ�

	� � � �����������ǡ���������ǡ����������ǡ�����������
��������ǡ�����������ǡ��������ǡ�����������������������ǡ�
�������������ǡ�������ǡ�����������ǡ������������������ǡ�
���������ǡ�����������ȋ���������������ǡ�������
���������ǡ�����������Ȍǡ����������������Ǥ�


� � � ����������������������������������������Ǥ�
ͳ� �������ȋ�Ȍ���������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������
� ������������������������Ǥ�����������������Ǧ������������������ȋ���ȌǤ��
ʹ� ���������������������������������������������������������������Ǥ�

�
������������������������������������������������������������ǡ�����������������������������������Ǥ����������������������������������������
���������������������������������������������������������������Ǥ������������������������������������������������������������������������������
�������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������Ǥ��
�����ͳǤͳ͵ͷ�Ǧ���������Ͷȋ�Ȍ����ʹ͵ �	� ͳ�����������������	�����������������������������������������������������������������������������
����ǡ����������������ǡ���������������������������������ǡ���������������������������������������������������������������������ǣ� 

ȋ�Ȍ ���������������������������������������������������������������������������������Ǣ�����
ȋ��Ȍ ��������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������Ǥ�

��������������������������������������Ͷȋ�Ȍ��������������������������������������������������������������������������Ͷȋ�Ȍ���������ǡ���������
�������̵���������������������������������������������������������������ǡ���������ǡ������������������������������������������������������������
��������Ͷȋ�Ȍ���������������������������Ǥ�����������������������������������������������������������������ǡ���������ǡ����������������������
�������������������������������������Ǥ�
����������������������������ǡ�	��������������������������������������������������������������ǣ�
z �������������������������������������������������������������������������������������	�����������������������������ȋ������ͳȌ��
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z ��������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������ǡ�����������������������������������������
���������������������������������������������ǡ��������������������������������������������������������������������������ǡ�����������
������������ȋ͵������������ȌǤ�

State�

���������������������������������������������������������������������������������Ǥ��������ǡ����������������������������������������������
ȋ��������Ȍ��������������������������������������ʹ͵��	� ʹ��������������Ǥ��������������������������������������������������������������
ǲ���������������������ǳ���������������������������������������������ͳ��������������������Ǥ���������������������������������������������
��������������ͷ�������������Ǥ�������������������������������������������������������������ͳʹ�����������������������������������������������
������������������������������������������Ǥ���������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������
���������������Ǥ��

Local�

��������ͺǤͺ�������������������������������������������������������������������������������������Ǧ��������������������������������������Ǥ�
��������������������������������������Ǧ����������������������������������������������������Ǥ������������������������������������������
����������������������������������������������������������Ǥ��
����������������������������������������������������������������
��������������������������������������������������������������������������
����������������������Ǥ�������ͺ���������������������������Ǥ��

Table�8.�Exterior�Noise�Compatibility�Standards�for�Various�Land�Uses�

Land�Use�Type� Ldn�or�CNEL�
�����������Ȅ�������������������	�����ǡ�������ǡ�������������� Ͳ�����
�����������Ȅ�����Ǧ������� ͷ�����
����������������������������������Ǧ������������� Ͳ�����
�����������������Ȅ������ǡ�������� ͷ�����
�������ǡ����������ǡ���������ǡ����������ǡ��������������� Ͳ�����
�����������ǡ�������������������� Ͳ�����

�����������ǡ���������������ǡ�����������������ǡ������������ ͷ�����
����������������Ȅ��������ǡ����������������������������� Ͳ�����
����������ǡ��������������ǡ����������ǡ������������� ͷ�����

�
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��������������������������������������������������������������������������������Ǧ��������������Ǥ�����������������������������������������ͻǤ��

Table�9.�Exterior�Incremental�Noise�Impact�Standards�for�NoiseͲSensitive�Uses��

Residences�and�Buildings�Where�People�
Normally�Sleepa�

Institutional�Land�Uses�with�Primarily�
Daytime�and�Evening�Usesb�

������������� ����������������
����������ȋ��Ȍ�

�������������������
����

����������������
����������ȋ��Ȍ�

Ͷͷ� ͺ� Ͷͷ� ͳʹ�
ͷͲ� ͷ� ͷͲ� ͻ�
ͷͷ� ͵� ͷͷ� �
Ͳ� ʹ� Ͳ� ͷ�
ͷ� ͳ� ͷ� ͵�
Ͳ� ͳ� Ͳ� ͵�
ͷ� Ͳ� ͷ� ͳ�
ͺͲ� Ͳ� ͺͲ� Ͳ�
�� ����������������������������ǡ����������ǡ��������������������������������������������������������������
��������������������������Ǥ�

��� ������������������������������ǡ����������ǡ���������ǡ���������������������������������������������
�������������������������������������������ǡ�����������ǡ��������������������������������������Ǥ�

�

Constraints/Opportunities�
��������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������
���������������������������������������Ǥ���������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������Ǥ�
��������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������Ǥ�������������������������������������������������
��������������������������������������������������Ǥ��������ǡ���������������������������������������������������������������������������������
��������������������������Ǥ��
�����������������������������������������������������������Ǥ���������������������������������������������������������������������ǡ�����������
��������������������������������������������������Ǥ������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������
����Ȁ�������������������������������������Ǥ���������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������
������������������������������������������������������Ǥ��
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������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������Ǥ��
������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������ǡ��������������������������������������������
���������������������������������������Ǥ����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������
���������������������Ǥ���
����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������ǣ�
z �����������������������������������������������������Ǥ���������������������������������������������������������͵���Ǥ������������������

����������������������������������������������Ǥ
z ����������������������������������������������������Ǥ
z ������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������Ǥ
z ��������������������������������������������������������������������������͵����Ͷ���������������������������������������������������Ǥ
��������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������͵�������������������������������������������������Ǥ�
������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������͵����Ͷ��������������������������
�����������������������Ǥ�
�������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������Ǥ������������������������ǡ��������������������
����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������Ǥ�	����
�������������������ȋʹ͵ �	� ʹ�������������Ͷȏ�ȐȌǡ������������������������������������������������ǡ�����	������������������������������
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PHYSICAL�CONSTRAINTS�MEMO�

August�17,�2012�

Prepared�by:���
Richard�Liptak,�Dokken�Engineering�

Dokken Engineering prepared the following constraints memo to outline the guidelines that will be followed in preparing the alternatives and 
estimates for the proposed crossings of the American River. 

Grades 

x Maximum and Desired Grades

� Vehicle Approaches - Caltrans’ Highway Design Manual allows a maximum grade of 6% for an Urban Highways and 3% for Expressways.
AASHTO allows between 7% and 12% for a 30 mph design speed of a roadway. 

� LRT or Streetcar Approaches - Sacramento Regional Transit’s (RT) Sacramento Light Rail Design Criteria (1993 with 2009 revisions), 
Section 4.2, lists desirable max grade for mainline track at 3.5%, with max of 5.0% not to be exceeded without RT PM permission, and an 
absolute max of 7.0%. 

� ADA Standards - The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) provides design standards to ensure pedestrians and people with disabilities 
can safely access facilities open to the general public.  The maximum grade allowed for a sidewalk or path is 8.33% for a distance of 30 
feet.  This accommodates a rise of 30 inches at the maximum grade. For every 30 inches of rise, a 5-foot long level landing is required. 

� California Building Code (Title 24) as interpreted for roadway design by Caltrans in Design Information Bulletin 82-04, includes additional 
accessibility requirements applicable in California. One such additional requirement is that a sustained running grade exceeding 2% 
requires a level landing every 400 feet. 
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� Bicycle/Pedestrian Approaches - There are a number of resources that provide guidelines for pedestrian and bicycle facilities, including 
the Caltrans Highway Design Manual and the AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities (both substantially updated in 
2012) and Caltrans Design Information Bulletin 82-04. The current consensus for the design of bike/ped facilities is the maximum slope 
should be 5% with level landings every 400 feet (ideally off-line for bike paths). 

� Pedestrian Access Route- According to the Proposed Guidelines for Public Rights of Way (US Access Board, 2011), for a pedestrian access 
route contained within a street or highway right-of-way, its grade shall not exceed the general grade established for the adjacent street or 
highway.  This standard applies to a crossing where the walkway is part of the bridge and explains why sidewalks on a Caltrans 
overcrossing do not include the reduced profile grade or the level landings required on a stand-alone pedestrian facility. 

� Sidewalk Profile- City of Sacramento design standards provide guidelines for the design of sidewalks and the maximum grade for a 
sidewalk is 5%, except as noted above for sidewalks attached to overcrossings. 

The study will use 5% max grades with level landings every 400 feet 

Elevations 

x The existing Jibboom Street Bridge is a movable swing bridge that provides a clear horizontal opening width of approximately 100 feet and
an unlimited vertical clearance when the bridge is open.  The bridge in its closed position provides 35 feet clearance above the mean high
water level.  However, the bridge is 100 feet downstream of the I-5 Bridge, which is fixed.  See below for the I-5 Bridge clearances.

x The existing I-5 Bridge is a fixed bridge and is the first fixed obstacle upstream of the mouth of the American River.  The low chord of the
bridge is 39 feet above the mean high water level and should be the minimum height of any proposed crossing over the American River.

The minimum elevation of a crossing over the American River was discussed with the U.S. Coast Guard who indicated that the existing
conditions or openings must be maintained or exceeded with new crossings.  Since the I-5 Bridge is the first crossing of the American River,
all proposed crossings will at least match the I-5 Bridge’s minimum clearance above the mean high water level.

x The existing Highway 160 Bridge is a fixed bridge and is the next fixed obstacle upstream of the I-5 Bridge.  The low chord of the bridge is 34
feet above the mean high water level.

x Many changes have occurred in the freeboard requirements for rivers and streams regulated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
over the past few years. Freeboard is the distance measured between the lowest member of the bridge span and the design water surface
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elevation. Caltrans has remained fairly constant in their freeboard requirements. The USACE requirements result in a significantly higher 
bridge, with substantial freeboard above the river level. 

� USACE freeboard requirements:  3 feet above the 200-year water surface elevation 

� Caltrans freeboard requirements:   Zero above the 100-year water surface elevation and 2 feet above the 50-year or flood of record 
water surface elevation (but must be high enough to pass anticipated drift for this event). 

The study will use a freeboard of 3 feet above the 200-year water surface elevation 

Bridge Design Parameters 

x The depth of a bridge crossing the American River should be a minimum of 4% of its span length, a common industry standard depth for a
bridge

x Columns to support the bridge should be placed to clear or minimize impacts to environmental resources as much as practical

x Bridge designs should accommodate passenger vehicles and legal trucks, as commonly used in industry practice

x Design for bridges that may carry Light Rail vehicles should use light rail design loading, which is significantly higher than truck loading

Connectivity 

x Alternative bridge crossing locations shall provide connectivity to existing local roads on each side of the American River

x Variations on each alternative bridge crossing location may provide connectivity to different existing local roads or to different local road
intersections
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Appendix C – Community Values Summary 
Community�Values�in�Adopted�Plans�
Sacramento�General�Plan�Goals�&�Policies�

��������������������������
Goal LU 2.2 – City of Rivers. Preserve and enhance Sacramento’s 
riverfronts as signature features and destinations within the city and 
maximize riverfront access from adjoining neighborhoods to facilitate 
public enjoyment of this unique open space resource. 

Policy LU 2.2.1 – World-Class Rivers. The City shall encourage 
development throughout the city to feature (e.g., access, building 
orientation, design) the Sacramento and American Rivers and shall 
develop a world-class system of riverfront parks and open spaces that 
provide a destination for visitors and respite from the urban setting for 
residents. 

Goal LU 2.4 – City of Distinctive and Memorable Places. Promote 
community design that produces a distinctive, high-quality built 
environment whose forms and character reflect Sacramento’s unique 
historic, environmental, and architectural context, and create 
memorable places that enrich community life. 

Policy LU 2.4.3 – Enhanced City Gateways. The City shall ensure that 
public improvements and private development work together to 
enhance the sense of entry at key gateways to the city. 

Goal LU 2.5 – City Connected and Accessible. Promote the development 
of an urban pattern of well-connected, integrated, and accessible 
neighborhoods, corridors, and centers. 

Policy LU 2.5.2 – Overcoming Barriers to Accessibility. The City shall 
strive to remove and minimize the effect of natural and manmade 
barriers to accessibility between and within existing neighborhoods, 
corridors, and centers. 

Goal LU 9.1 – Open Space, Parks, and Recreation. Protect open space 
for its recreational, agricultural, safety, and environmental value and 
provide adequate parks and open space areas throughout the city. 

Policy LU 9.1.1 – Open Space Preservation. The City shall limit, to the 
extent feasible, the wasteful and inefficient conversion of open space to 
urban uses and place a high priority on acquiring and preserving open 
space lands for recreation, habitat protection and enhancement, flood 
hazard management, public safety, water and agricultural resources 
protection, and overall community benefit. 

������������������������
Goal ER 2.1 – Natural and Open Space Protection. Protect and enhance 
open space, natural areas, and significant wildlife and vegetation in the 
city as integral parts of a sustainable environment within a larger 
regional ecosystem. 

Policy ER 2.1.2 – Conservation of Open Space. The City shall continue to 
preserve, protect, and provide access to designated open space areas 
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along the American and Sacramento rivers, floodways, and 
undevelopable floodplains. 
 
Goal ER 7.1 – Visual Resource Preservation. Maintain and protect 
significant visual resources and aesthetics that define Sacramento. 
 
Policy ER 7.1.1 – Protect Scenic Views. The City shall seek to protect 
views from public places to the Sacramento and American rivers and 
adjacent greenways, landmarks, and urban views of the downtown 
skyline and the State Capitol along Capitol Mall. 
 
Policy ER 7.1.2 – Visually Complimentary Development. The City shall 
require new development be located and designed to visually 
complement the natural environment/setting when near the 
Sacramento and American rivers, and along streams. 

�
����������
Goal M 1.2 – Multimodal System. Provide expanded transportation 
choices to improve the ability to travel efficiently and safely to 
destinations throughout the city and region. 
  
Policy M 1.2.1 – Multimodal Choices. The City shall promote 
development of an integrated, multi-modal transportation system that 
offers attractive choices among modes including pedestrian ways, 
public transportation, roadways, bikeways, rail, waterways, and aviation 
and reduces air pollution and greenhouse gas emissions. 
 

Policy M.1.2.3 – Multimodal Access. The City shall promote the 
provision of multimodal access to activity centers such as commercial 
centers and corridors, employment centers, transit stops/stations, 
airports, schools, parks, recreation areas, and tourist attractions. 
 
Goal M 1.3 – Barrier Removal. Improve system connectivity by removing 
barriers to travel. 
 
Policy M 1.3.3 – Eliminate Gaps. The City shall eliminate “gaps” in 
roadways, bikeways, and pedestrian networks. 

a. The City shall construct new multi-modal crossings of the 
Sacramento and American Rivers 
 

Goal M 1.5 – Emerging Technologies and Services. Use emerging 
transportation technologies and services to increase transportation 
system efficiency. 
 
Policy M 2.1 – Integrated Pedestrian System. Design a universally 
accessible, safe, convenient, and integrated pedestrian system that 
promotes walking. 
 
Policy M 2.1.2 – Sidewalk Design. The City shall require that sidewalks 
wherever possible be developed at sufficient width to accommodate 
pedestrians including the disabled; a buffer separating pedestrians from 
the street and curbside parking; amenities; and allow for outdoor uses 
such as cafes. 
 
Policy M 2.1.3 – Streetscape Design. The City shall require that 
pedestrian-oriented streets be designed to provide a pleasant 
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environment for walking including shade trees; plantings; well-designed 
benches; trash receptacles, news racks, and other furniture; pedestrian-
scaled lighting fixtures; wayfinding signage; integrated transit shelters; 
public art; and other amenities. 
 
Policy M 2.1.4 – Cohesive Network. The City shall develop a cohesive 
pedestrian network of public sidewalks and street crossings that makes 
walking a convenient and safe way to travel. 

Goal M 3.1 – Safe, Comprehensive, and Integrated Transit System. 
Create and maintain a safe, comprehensive, and integrated transit 
system as an essential component of a vibrant transportation system. 

Policy M 3.1.1 – Transit for All. The City shall support a well-designed 
transit system that meets the transportation needs of Sacramento 
residents and visitors including seniors, the disabled, and transit-
dependent persons. The City shall enhance bicycle and pedestrian 
access to stations. 

Policy M 3.1.3 – Variety of Transit Types. The City shall consider a 
variety of transit types including high speed rail, inter-city rail, regional 
rail, light rail transit, bus rapid transit, trolleys (streetcars), express 
buses, local buses, neighborhood shuttles, pedicabs, and jitneys to 
meet the needs of residents, workers, and visitors. 

Policy M 3.1.7 – Transit Amenities. The City shall work with transit 
providers to incorporate features such as traffic signal priority, queue 
jumps, exclusive transit lanes to improve transit operations. 

Policy M 3.1.10 – New Facilities. The City shall work with transit 
providers to incorporate transit facilities into new private development 
and City project designs including incorporation of transit infrastructure 
(i.e., electricity, fiber-optic cable, etc.), alignments for transit route 
extensions, and new station locations. 

Policy M 3.1.13 – Light Rail Extensions and Enhancements. The City shall 
support the extension of light rail service to Sacramento International 
Airport, further extension in South Sacramento, and other 
improvements to facilities such as the 65th Streets, Royal Oaks, and 
Swanston stations. 

Policy M 3.1.15 – Dedicated Bus Facilities. The City shall support the 
provision of dedicated bus lanes and related infrastructure as 
appropriate. 

Goal M 4.1 – Roadway System. Create a roadway system that will 
ensure the safe and efficient movement of people, goods, and services 
that supports livable communities and reduces air pollution and 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

Policy M 4.1.1 – Emergency Access. The City shall develop a roadway 
system that is redundant (i.e., includes multiple alternative routes) to 
the extent feasible to ensure mobility in the event of emergencies. 

Policy M 4.1.2 – Balancing Community Impacts with Economic 
Development Goals. The City shall evaluate and strive to balance 
impacts to the community and the environment with economic 
development goals when adding or modifying roads and bridges. 
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Policy M 4.1.5 – Bridge Crossings. The City shall continue to work with 
adjacent jurisdictions to establish the appropriate responsibilities to 
fund, evaluate, plan, design, construct, and maintain new river 
crossings. 

Goal M 4.2 – Complete Streets. Provide complete streets that balance 
the diverse needs of users of the public right-of-way. 

Policy M 4.2.1 – Adequate Rights-of-Way. The City shall ensure that all 
new roadway projects and major reconstruction projects provide 
appropriate and adequate rights-of-way for all users including 
bicyclists, pedestrians, transit riders, and motorists except where 
pedestrians and bicyclists are prohibited by law from using a given 
facility. 

Policy M 4.2.4 – Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities on Bridges. The City 
shall identify existing and new bridges that can be built, widened, or 
restriped to add pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities. 

Goal M 5.1 – Integrated Bicycle System. Create and maintain a safe, 
comprehensive, and integrated bicycle system and support facilities 
throughout the city that encourage bicycling that is accessible to all. 

Policy M 5.1.2 – Appropriate Bikeway Facilities. The City shall provide 
bikeway facilities that are appropriate to the street classifications and 
type, traffic volume, and speed on all right-of-ways. 

M 5.1.7 – Class II Bike Lane Requirements. The City shall require Class II 
bike lanes on all new arterial and collector streets. 

River�District�Specific�Plan�
Guiding Principle I – The River District’s unique character and design 
will provide a sense of place. The River District is a gateway to the 
Central City and the Sacramento and American Rivers. It will be known 
for its easy access to the Rivers, its economically vibrant mix of new 
developments and the adaptive reuse of industrial buildings. Operating 
commercial and light industrial businesses will provide an urban 
backdrop as many of those uses transition over time. A predominance 
of older brick buildings will help define an historic district along North 
16th Street and will attract new life through a mixture of commercial, 
residential, and retail uses 
 
Guiding Principle IV – The River District will maximize connectivity – 
north/south and east/west. A New street grid will connect the River 
District to surrounding neighborhoods by breaking through the current 
connectivity barriers. New and extended streets will connect the River 
District to the surrounding areas. New and improved river crossings will 
function smoothly and safely for all transportation modes. The natural 
and man-made barriers of the rivers, levees and the railroad tracks will 
be strategically traversed and become features of the District rather 
than obstacles to development. 

�
Railyards�Specific�Plan�
Guiding Principle 3 – …The Railyards Specific Plan also envisions 
extensions of 5th Street, 6th Street and 10th Street as complementary 
to the downtown street grid system. 7th Street will continue to be a 
transit-priority boulevard that will serve as the alignment for the future 
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Sacramento Downtown/Natomas/Airport (DNA) light rail line, provide a 
transit connection from the northern neighborhoods to downtown and 
the K Street Mall. Pedestrian and bicycle facilities are planned 
throughout the Railyards area, providing comprehensive nonmotorized 
access to the Riverfront, the SITF, and open space amenities… 

Guiding Principle 6 - The Railyards site currently occupies an area 
equivalent to 60 downtown blocks; currently there is only one public 
street that extends through the site. This has forced the circulation 
system of the Central City to work its way around the Plan Area, causing 
congestion points along major corridors leading into the downtown. 
For instance, 12th and 16th Streets, which pass through the Alkali Flat 
neighborhood, experience significant congestion because they are the 
only north-south arterials connecting the downtown and the Richards 
Boulevard area with North Sacramento. The opening up of the Railyards 
area offers a major opportunity to improve the distribution of traffic 
within the downtown. 

To this end, the Specific Plan calls for the extension of key Central City 
streets through the Plan Area. North from the downtown, 5th, 7th and 
10th Streets will be extended to North B Street as major connectors 
between the Central City, the Railyards area, and providing access to 
the new Camille Lane that connects to the newly energized riverfront.  

Railyards Boulevard will provide a major entry to the Railyards area 
from 12th Street, diverting traffic that currently flows through the Alkali 
Flat neighborhood. Railyards Boulevard will terminate just before the 
Sacramento River and connect to Interstate 5, northbound through 

Bercut Drive and southbound along Jibboom Street. This system of 
arterials will provide the basic framework for traffic movement within 
the Plan Area and serve to enhance overall distribution of traffic 
throughout the Central City. 

Guiding Principle 8 - The most memorable cities of the world have 
established distinctive identities through a careful response to their 
natural settings. Sacramento enjoys a unique natural setting at the 
confluence of the Sacramento and American Rivers, where gold miners 
from around the world came up from San Francisco on their way to the 
gold fields, and where agricultural goods from the rich Central Valley 
were shipped to the Bay Area and the world beyond. Today, the rivers 
are highly valued recreational and habitat resources and the American 
River Parkway links the downtown with outlying communities through 
an extensive system of trails and open spaces. 

With the construction of the railroad levees, and more recently the 
Interstate 5 freeway, downtown Sacramento has been cut off from both 
the Sacramento and American Rivers. The Railyards area is in a pivotal 
position between the downtown and these rivers; and its 
redevelopment offers the opportunity to overcome the barrier of these 
major transportation facilities and to create new linkages that will make 
the rivers a more integral part of the downtown experience. 

In conjunction with the Richards Boulevard Area Plan to the north, the 
Railyards Specific Plan calls for new links to be created between 
downtown and the American River Parkway by way of 5th, 7th and 10th 
Streets. Through the realignment of the main line tracks and lowering 
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of Jibboom Street to ground level, the Specific Plan also calls for 
stronger linkages to the Sacramento River, beneath the Interstate 5 
freeway viaducts. This linkage will create direct pedestrian connections 
between Old Sacramento and the historic Central Shops complex of the 
Railyards, and result in pedestrian and bicycle linkages to West 
Sacramento by way of the historic I Street Bridge. With these 
improvements, the riverfronts will provide a continuous system of 
pedestrian trails, linking key activity centers and destinations. 

Goal C-1: Reinforce downtown Sacramento as the regional 
transportation hub with improved light rail, street car, intercity rail, 
commuter rail and intercity and local bus service. 

Policy C-1.2: Promote the acceleration of the extension of the light rail 
system from the downtown to the airport in a manner that maximizes 
service to existing and future uses. 

Goal C-3: Create a walkable street system that extends the unique 
qualities of downtown neighborhoods, gives structure and orientation 
to the downtown experience, and enhances the pedestrian 
environment. 

Policy C-3.1: Extend the small block pattern of the downtown into the 
Plan Area while transitioning and blending it with the arterial system set 
forth in the Richards Boulevard area. 

Policy C-3.4: Enhance the non-vehicular environment by developing 
streets at a scale that is suitable and attractive for pedestrians and 
bicyclists. 

�������of�Sacramento�Bikeway�Master�Plan�
3. Design Objective. To provide adequate design consideration for
bicycle facilities in all development plans and programs. 

Needs and Issues (2) – Improve transitional access from on-street 
bikeways to off-street bikeway systems and from local to regional 
bikeways. 

Policy (1) – Incorporate adequate street widths into street plans and 
development to ensure a reasonable level of safety for bicyclists and 
motorists. 

5. Aesthetics Objective. To develop a bikeway system which
incorporates aesthetics and the historical characteristics of the 
Sacramento area. 

Policy (1) – Bikeways should take full advantage of the beauty and 
natural features of the Sacramento area by blending with the terrain 
and topography. 
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City�of�Sacramento�Pedestrian�Master�Plan�
Connectivity Goals: 

Goal 1: Develop a cohesive pedestrian network of sidewalks and street 
crossings that make walking a realistic way to get around. 

Goal 2: Provide a continuous pedestrian network that connects through 
blocks and sites, and connects buildings to each other, to the street, 
and to transit facilities. 

Goal 3: Provide crossings that are convenient and comfortable for 
pedestrians to use. 

American�River�Parkway�Plan�2008�
Goals: 

x To provide, protect and enhance for public use a continuous
open space greenbelt along the American River extending from
the Sacramento River to Folsom Dam; and

x To provide appropriate access and facilities so that present and
future generations can enjoy the amenities and resources of
the Parkway which enhance the enjoyment of leisure activities;
and

x To mitigate adverse effects of activities and facilities adjacent to
the Parkway

Policy 3.1 – Any development of facilities within the Parkway, including 
but not limited to buildings, roads, turfed area, trails, bridges, tunnels, 

pipelines, overhead electrical lines, levees and parking areas, shall be 
designed and located such that any impact upon native vegetation is 
minimized and appropriate mitigation measures are incorporated into 
the project. 

Policy 3.1.2 – Development of non-Parkway facilities must have a 
compelling regional need, meet all applicable statutory requirements 
and provide mitigation and enhancements to the Parkway’s natural, 
recreational, or interpretive resources. 

Policy 8.18 – If new bridge crossings are constructed, they shall be 
designed and located in such a manner as to minimize negative impact 
to the Parkway environment, aesthetic values, and natural resources. 
Any additional bridge crossings shall be located within Developed 
Recreation or Limited Recreation areas. 

Policy 8.18.1 – The Downtown-Natomas-Airport (DNA-RT) light rail 
project alignment, as approved by the Regional Transit Board of 
Directors in December 2003, is recognized by this Plan. 

Policy 8.19 – Bridge crossings should incorporate river themes and the 
Parkway context into its design and use muted, earth toned colors. 

Policy 8.20 – If new automobile bridges are considered, expanding 
existing bridge capacity is preferred to constructing new bridges. If 
after careful study of all other alternatives, another crossing is required, 
a map amendment to the locally-adopted area plan(s) shall be required. 
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Policy 8.21 – If new automobile bridges are to be constructed over the 
American River or existing automobile bridges enlarged, these facilities 
should provide a path for bicycles and pedestrians that is separated 
from vehicle lanes and including viewing platforms where appropriate. 

Policy 8.22 – New bridges for bikes, pedestrians, and equestrians may 
be considered when there is a need to improve Parkway connectivity, 
circulation and access, and shall require a map amendment to the 
locally-adopted area plan(s). 

Policy 9.7 – Should new motor vehicle bridges be needed within the 
Parkway for interior use, these bridges should be constructed to meet 
the imposed load of emergency fire apparatus. 

Policy 10.4 – Strengthen the Discovery Park Area’s connections with the 
Sacramento Riverfront and with the surrounding urban neighborhoods 
in the Richards Boulevard and Natomas areas in ways that promote 
increase access and connectivity into the Parkway. 

Policy 10.4.4 – Bike/pedestrian access shall be incorporated into future 
bridge construction or renovation projects affecting Interstate 5, 
Highway 160, and Regional Transit’s Downtown Natomas Airport (DNA-
RT) line. 

Policy 10.4.5 – If the DNA-RT light rail is constructed, the associated 
bike/pedestrian bridge shall span the American River and Parkway, 
providing good access into the Parkway by connecting to its trail 

system at either levee side while minimizing impacts to Parkway 
resources. 

��������������������������������Ȁ������������
���������������������ȋMTP/SCSȌ�2035�
27. Policy: Support road, transit, and bridge expansion investments that
are supportive of MTP/SCS land use patterns. 

27.1. Strategy: Focus on ensuring transit and the arterial system 
perform well for the increase number of local trips, to support infill and 
compact development from smarter land uses without pushing growth 
outward because of overly congested conditions, and on providing a 
strong grid network (which offers alternative routes) wherever land uses 
allow. 

30. Policy: SACOG also gives priority to selective roadway expansion, to
support infill development and forestall midday congestion. 

30.1. Strategy: Pursue strategic road expansion that reduces congestion 
and supports effective transit services, walking and bicycling. 

30.3 Strategy: Pursue strategic road expansion that reduces congestion 
on access routes to areas with significant infill development. 
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Community Values

Page 1

Create 
Preserve

Avoid
Comment Topic

Create Better access for recreation in American River Parkway-the study area has limited access now Access
Create Usable alternatives to I-5 Access
Create Better access for public safety vehicles (!rst responders) Access
Create Access Access
Create Easy access to downtown Access
Create Access Access
Create Create access for environmental experiences and education Access
Create A sleek bridge, like new Watt Ave. crossing; include scenic overlook "bulb outs Aesthetics
Create Balance of open space/commerce Aesthetics
Create Attractive ped/bike connection Aesthetics
Create "Signature" structure Aesthetics
Create Attractive crossing; good architectural quality Aesthetics
Create Crossing that !ts the environment it will be built in Aesthetics
Create Architecturally signi!cant crossing Aesthetics
Create Bridge that blends into the environment Aesthetics
Create Large neighborhood impact (to improve) Business
Create Economic development opportunities Business
Create Community Connectivity
Create Opportunities for less/shorter car trips & mileage Connectivity
Create A connection that enhances economic growth to the River District Connectivity
Create Better circulation Connectivity
Create Time savings Connectivity
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Community Values

Page 2

Create 
Preserve

Avoid
Comment Topic

Create Additional connection between central city and north Sac Connectivity
Create A faster more e!cient way to get from point A to B Connectivity
Create A natural "ow from a major route north of the river to south of the river Connectivity
Create Connectivity Connectivity
Create Connectivity Connectivity
Create Transforming Northgate into the I-80 to downtown Sac "Gateway" Connectivity
Create New vehicular crossing Connectivity
Create Routes for cars around neighborhood Connectivity

Create Direct, e!cient connection Connectivity
Create Toll Bridge Economic 

Development
Create Create additional bike-ped access Multi-modal
Create Transportation options Multi-modal
Create Multimodal access Multi-modal
Create More opportunities for walking between destinations and to just walk Multi-modal
Create One crossing that houses bus, transit, peds, autos and bikes Multi-modal
Create More travel opportunities/options Multi-modal
Create A transit, bike, ped only crossing Multi-modal
Create Signature project resulting in game changing human mobility behavior Multi-modal
Create Bike/ped trail on south side of American River Multi-modal
Create Connectivity to reduce vehicle miles traveled and emmission. Consider all modes of travel with major emphasis on 

transit, bike, ped.
Multi-modal
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Community Values

Page 3

Create 
Preserve

Avoid
Comment Topic

Create A multi-modal crossing Multi-modal
Create A bike-friendly connection so that all ages of bicyclists have a safe, comfortable, & conveniant route between 

downtown/railyards & Natomas and north Sacramento
Multi-modal

Create Pedestrian, bike, transit connection Multi-modal
Create Better rail, pedestrian, and public transit connection between this central city and neighborhoods across the 

American River
Multi-modal

Create A bike and ped bridge Multi-modal
Create More bike/ped connectivity from downtown to north Multi-modal
Create Adequate bike/ped crossings which increase connectivity, especially keeping in mind possible regional bike/ped 

trail loops linking entire county
Multi-modal

Create Strong rail transit linkage to Natomas Multi-modal
Create A multi-use bridge that accommodates Lt. Rail, vehicles, bikes + peds Multi-modal
Create Encourage transportation alternatives Multi-modal
Create Promote alternate modes of transportation Multi-modal
Create Improve public transit system Multi-modal
Create Education about the parkway through the bridge-on the bridge Natural Resources 

/ Environment
Create Improving air quality & public health via opportunities for active transportation Natural Resources 

/ Environment
Create The capability for those in the community to safely and freely travel and enjoy the natural scenes without 

complication
Natural Resources 
/ Environment

Create Decrease pollution Natural Resources 
/ Environment

Create Create an environmental education center in the study area Natural Resources 
/ Environment
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Community Values

Page 4

Create 
Preserve

Avoid
Comment Topic

Preserve American River Bike Trail Access
Preserve Enhance the public's sense of connection to the river as a link through the broader region Access
Preserve Recreational activities o!ered in the Parkway Access
Preserve Recreational value of Discovery Park Access
Preserve Connectivity for ped/cyclist/wildlife above and below crossing Access
Preserve To greatest extent possible the aesthetic and recreational values of parkway Aesthetics
Preserve Maintain a grid system Business
Preserve Opportunities for river front development Economic 

Development
Preserve Collaborative Relationship with proposed Downtown-Natomas-Airport crossing Economic 

Development
Preserve Nothing. Just get it built for multi-purpose uses, i.e. cars, light rail, bikes/peds Multi-Modal
Preserve American River Parkway plan procedures Natural Resources / 

Environment
Preserve Urban forest Natural Resources / 

Environment
Preserve Environmental systems Natural Resources / 

Environment
Preserve Preserve habitat and species Natural Resources / 

Environment
Preserve Nature Natural Resources / 

Environment
Preserve Riparian habitat Natural Resources / 

Environment
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Community Values

Page 5

Create 
Preserve

Avoid
Comment Topic

Preserve Environment, work toward low impact Natural Resources / 
Environment

Preserve Natural, environmental habitats Natural Resources / 
Environment

Preserve Natural habitat of the greatest civic amenity within Sacramento Natural Resources / 
Environment

Preserve The nature that is along the path Natural Resources / 
Environment

Preserve Open space Natural Resources / 
Environment

Preserve Natural habitat Natural Resources / 
Environment

Preserve A large urban center's up close and personal opportunity to access the natural world, people should not have to 
travel miles to touch nature.

Natural Resources / 
Environment

Preserve Environmental and scenic quality of American River and it's Parkway Natural Resources / 
Environment

Preserve The current natural feel of the environment Natural Resources / 
Environment

Preserve Open space and trails Natural Resources / 
Environment

Preserve Natural habitat Natural Resources / 
Environment

Preserve The natural beauty of the Parkway Natural Resources / 
Environment
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Community Values

Page 6

Create 
Preserve

Avoid
Comment Topic

Preserve Natural areas Natural Resources / 
Environment

Preserve Recreational and environmental resources Natural Resources / 
Environment

Preserve Neighborhoods and communities Neighborhood 
Vitality

Preserve Flood protection given potential for more intense storms and !ows due to climate change Flood Protection
Preserve Flood conveyance capacity Flood Protection
Preserve Strong levees Flood Protection
Preserve The structural integrity of the levee Flood Protection
Preserve Access for levee operations and maintenance Flood Protection
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Community Values

Page 7

Create  
Preserve  

Avoid
Comment Topic

Avoid A crossing that ignores peds and bicycles Access
Avoid Impacts to recreational opportunities Access
Avoid Ugly bridge Aesthetics
Avoid Ugly bridge Aesthetics
Avoid Ugly Aesthetics
Avoid Eyesore Aesthetics
Avoid Something ugly (include colored concrete; large potted plants on bridge, etc.) Aesthetics
Avoid  Major Impacts on communications on both sides of river due to tra!c Community
Avoid Urrutia, Camp Pollock Properties Land use
Avoid Single-purpose facilities Multi-modal
Avoid As much natural habitat as possible Natural Resources / 

Environment
Avoid Air pollution Natural Resources / 

Environment
Avoid Impact to natural and cultural resources Natural Resources / 

Environment
Avoid Heavy environment impacts Natural Resources / 

Environment
Avoid Endangering and harming the natural areas and animals in them Natural Resources / 

Environment
Avoid Riparian habitat Natural Resources / 

Environment
Avoid Loss of environmental linkages between habitats Natural Resources / 

Environment
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Community Values

Page 8

Create 
Preserve

Avoid
Comment Topic

Avoid Signi!cant environmental damage to Parkway Natural Resources / 
Environment

Avoid Increase emissions due to congestion or less than optimum vehicle miles traveled results Natural Resources / 
Environment

Avoid Destruction of nature Natural Resources / 
Environment

Avoid A major thoroughfare that separates Alkali Flat from the proposed Railyard development Neighborhood
Avoid Neighborhood quality erosion Neighborhood Vitality
Avoid Impacts to neighborhoods Neighborhood Vitality
Avoid Disrupting communities Neighborhood Vitality
Avoid Heavy increased tra"c through local neighborhoods Neighborhood Vitality
Avoid Avoid reducing #ood protection for Sacramento Other
Avoid A long, drawn-out approval/environmental process Other
Avoid Larger homeless camps Other
Avoid Wasting money Process
Avoid Nothing happening Process
Avoid Long drawn out construction phase Process
Avoid "Same old, same old" transportation planning solutions-the hamster wheel thinking we can build our way out 

of congestion
Process

Avoid Narrow-mindedness Process
Avoid Additional crossing just for the sake of having an additional crossing Process
Avoid Turning true into I-80 to downtown Sacramento thruway Tra"c Circulation
Avoid Con#icts between pedestrians and faster moving vehicles Tra"c Circulation
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Community Values

Page 9

Create 
Preserve

Avoid
Comment Topic

Avoid Avoid creating additional highway to encourage additional vehicle tra!c Tra!c Circulation
Avoid Creating a "freeway crossing" (local tra!c) Tra!c Circulation
Avoid Tra!c congestion Tra!c Circulation
Avoid Unnecessary tra!c congestion and delay Tra!c Circulation
Avoid Increases in vehicle miles traveled and vehicle congestion in region Tra!c Circulation
Avoid Turning I-5 into LOS "A" in the peak Tra!c Circulation
Avoid Commuter delays Tra!c Circulation
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Resources 

 

Resources cited in this technical memorandum are listed below. 
 

x American River Parkway Plan, Sacrameto County, 2008 
 

x Downtown/Natomas/Airport (DNA) Green Line to the Airport, 
Draft Transitional Analysis Report, RT, 2010 

 
x Lower American River Task Force 2002. River Corridor 

Management Plan for the Lower American River. January. 
 

x Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy 2035, SACOG, 2012 

 
x River District Specific Plan, City of Sacramento, 2010 

 
x Sacramento Railyards Specific Plan, City of Sacramento 2007 

 
x Sacramento 2030 General Plan, City of Sacramento, 2009 
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ALL�WEATHER�NORTHGATE�BOULEVARD�
November�29,�2012�

Prepared�by:���
Richard�Liptak,�Dokken�Engineering�

Northgate�and�Del�Paso�Boulevards� flood�at� the�confluence�of� the�American�River�and�Steelhead�Creek� [formerly�Natomas�East�Main�Drainage�
Canal�(NEMDC)]�with�a�less�than�10�year�frequency.��When�the�roads�flood,�they�are�closed�and�the�City�places�stop�logs�in�the�roadway�to�contain�
the�flood�waters.��In�1995,�there�were�28�days�that�the�roads�were�closed.�

The�following�previous�studies�were�considered:�

x All�weather�Northgate�Boulevard�and�Del�Paso�Boulevard�Engineering�Feasibility�Study,�Parsons�De�Leuw,�October�1992
x Raising�Northgate�Boulevard,�Ensign�&�Buckley,�March�1996
x Elevating�Northgate�Boulevard,�Environmental�Overview�for�the�draft�Technical�Memorandum,�HDR�Engineering,�May�2001

Exhibit�1�shows�the�existing�conditions�and�highlights�the�roadways�that�are�within�the�frequently�flooded�areas.��The�area�within�the�flood�zone�
includes�Highway�160,�Light�Rail,�UPR�tracks�and�both�Northgate�and�Del�Paso�Boulevards.��Highway�160�and�the�Light�Rail�are�built�above�the�100�
year�flood�elevations�and�remain�open�during�flooding.��The�UPR�tracks�are�higher�in�elevation�than�the�Northgate�and�Del�Paso�Boulevards,�but�
are�not�high�enough�to�be�unaffected�by�severe�flooding.��In�addition,�the�area�contains�large�SMUD�transmission�lines�supported�by�over�100�feet�
tall�steel�towers.��The�Highway�160�bridges�are�in�poor�condition�and�need�to�be�replaced.�Caltrans�owns�the�bridges�and�currently�lists�the�bridges�
as�eligible�for�replacement�or�major�rehabilitation.�They�are�also�narrow�and�do�not�provide�for�adequate�bike�or�pedestrian�use.�

Exhibit�2�shows�a�new�bridge�layout�which�elevates�Northgate�Boulevard�to�provide�a�dry�roadway�for�100�year�floods�and�includes�the�following:��

x Northgate�Boulevard�–�New�structure,�including�2�lanes,�2�shoulders,�2�bicycle/pedestrian�paths
x Highway�160�–�New�structure�including�6�lanes,�4�shoulders,�2�bicycle/pedestrian�paths,�LRT�lane�(in�center)
x Highway�160�and�Northgate�Boulevard�Intersection�–�includes�signal�and�left�turn�pocket�for�EB�Highway�160�to�NB�Northgate�Boulevard
x Highway�160�TieͲins�(WB)�–�1�lane�from�Del�Paso,�2�lanes�from�Highway�160,�including�new�bridge�over�EB�ramp�to�Del�Paso�and�Light�Rail
x Highway�160�TieͲins�(EB)�–�1�lane�to�Del�Paso,�2�lanes�to�Highway�160,�including�new�bridge�over�EB�ramp�to�Del�Paso
x Del�Paso�Boulevard�–�Truncate�Del�Paso�east�of�levee�and�connect�to�Railroad�Drive
x Levee�–�Eliminate�stop�log�structures�and�reconstruct�levee�where�Del�Paso�passed�through

The�total�cost�of�the�proposed�AllͲWeather�Northgate�Boulevard�is�$240�million,�including�$125m�construction,�20%�contingencies,�3%�escalation�
per�year�for�10�years�and�25%�for�PE�and�construction�administration.�
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FINAL EVALUATION CRITERIA 

Version 4.0 – 12.10.12 

EVALUATION CRITERIA 

The American River Crossing Alternatives Study involves an evaluation of multiple alternatives.  To determine the appropriate criteria to include in this evaluation, the project team 
consulted a variety of sources but relied significantly on the following input and documents. 

x American River Crossings Alternative Study Stakeholder Community Value Assessment (from Stakeholder Meeting #1, June 28, 2012) and Stakeholder Evaluation Criteria Review
(from Stakeholder Meeting #3, October 30, 2012)

x Sacramento 2030 General Plan, City of Sacramento, March 3, 2009
x River District Specific Plan, City of Sacramento, February 15, 2011
x Sacramento Railyards Specific Plan, City of Sacramento, 2007
x The 2010 Sacramento City/County Bikeway Master Plan, County of Sacramento and City of Sacramento, 1995
x Pedestrian Master Plan. City of Sacramento, 2006
x American River Parkway Plan, County of Sacramento, 2008
x Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy, Sacramento Area Council of Governments, 2012
x Downtown Natomas Airport Green Line to the Airport Draft Transitional Analysis Report, Sacramento Regional Transit District, 2010.

The intent of this study is to match community values (as expressed by the stakeholders and stated in current policy documents) with technical transportation objectives that can be 
measured or assessed.  This approach will allow reviewers to understand how each alternative relates to these values and will provide a relative assessment of how alternatives perform in 
different contexts. 

The evaluation criteria include both quantitative and qualitative performance measures.  We have identified a list of performance measures based on the reference materials noted above 
and have associated the measures with the key community values and policies in Table 1.  The measures respond to specific questions of interest to the stakeholders or identified in 
relevant policy documents.  Stakeholders may recommend refinements to the questions and performance measures, but the intent of this review is to finalize the evaluation criteria for the 
alternatives evaluation.  
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FINAL EVALUATION CRITERIA 

Version 4.0 – 12.10.12 

TABLE 1 
PROPOSED FINAL EVALUATION CRITERIA PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

POLICIES AND COMMUNITY VALUES QUANTITATIVE PERFORMANCE MEASURES QUALITATIVE PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

Accessibility 
x Increase accessibility to the Parkway
x Increase accessibility to the Central City and South

Natomas

x How many people live and work within a ½
mile route of the bridge location?

x How many households without autos are
located within a ½ mile route of the bridge
location?

x How many people live and work within a 5-
minute drive of the bridge location?

x How does the bridge location increase the
number of properties accessible from the
nearest emergency rooms and fire stations
based on adopted response time standards?

x Where do the vehicle trips using the bridge
location start and end?

Aesthetics  
x Maintain local character and identity

x Is the bridge location compatible with existing
or planned development?
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FINAL EVALUATION CRITERIA 

Version 4.0 – 12.10.12 

1�Vehicle�miles�of�travel�(VMT)�is�the�specific�metric�that�will�be�used�to�assess�this�criterion.�

TABLE 1 
PROPOSED FINAL EVALUATION CRITERIA PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

POLICIES AND COMMUNITY VALUES QUANTITATIVE PERFORMANCE MEASURES QUALITATIVE PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

Environment 
x Protect environmental and cultural resources
x Protect and restore habitat
x Reduce travel-related energy and emissions

x How much does the bridge location change the
number of miles driven in the study area?1

x How does the change in number of miles driven
affect fuel consumption, air pollution, and
greenhouse gases?

x What aspects of the no project environmental
setting are potentially disturbed by the
crossing (visual, noise etc.)?

x Is the bridge location compatible with existing
habitat restoration plans?

Mobility  
x Reduce the growth of future congestion
x Reduce travel times to cross the river by all modes

x How much does the bridge location change the
number of miles of congested roadways?
(defined as roadways with p.m. peak period
volumes above capacity)

x How much does the bridge location change
travel times for walking, bicycling, riding transit,
and driving between select origin-destination
pairs?

x How does the bridge location affect existing
and planned transit service?

Neighborhoods/Community 
x Minimize regional cut-through traffic
x Improve Parkway safety
x Reduce Parkway litter

x How much does the bridge location change
traffic volumes on select neighborhood
streets?

x How does the bridge location enhance
recreational access to the Parkway?

143 of 194



Section E: Alternatives Analysis 

�

�

144 of 194



145 of 194



I2

Lighthouse Dr

Fo
un

ta
in

Dr

Cummins Wy

Garden Hwy

W El Camino Ave

Richards Blvd

Del Paso Blvd

N 12th St

N
16

th
St

Tru
xe

l R
d

Arden Garden Connector

N 7
th 

St

Gateway Oaks Dr

Natomas ParkDr

Azevedo Dr

Richards Blvd

Bercut Dr

Bannon St Se
qu

oia
Pa

cif
ic

Blv
d

N
10

th
St

Do
s R

ios
St

·|}þ160

Discovery Park

American River

Sacramento River

Northgate Blvd
§̈¦5
·|}þ99

Park Blvd

Signature St

Vine St
New Street D

ALTERNATIVE CROSSING LOCATIONS -
POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

NOT TO

SCALE

LEGEND

Alternative Crossing 

Location

1

Noise

Alternative 7 includes closure of this portion of Northgate Blvd.

Lesser

Greater

Alternative 8 includes new at-grade intersection with full access to both directions of SR 160.

No Project (NP) Alignment

Environmental E!ect

Visual

Biological

Cultural

Recreational

2

3A 4 5

6

7

8

3 4 5 6 71NP 82

1

2

3
4 5

6

7

8

146 of 194



No Project
Regional Transit has proposed a new bridge between Truxel Road and 

Sequoia Boulevard to serve the Green Line light rail transit (LRT) 

extension to the Airport.  The initial concept for this bridge is to have 

a single set of LRT tracks on one side of the bridge and the other side 

would have a sidewalk and a bi-directional bike facility.  

Alternative 1
Alternative 1 will widen the Jibboom Street Bridge to provide 

enhanced bicycle and pedestrian facilities that connect into the 

existing Parkway bike network and trails.

Alternative 2
Alternative 2 includes the addition of a bike/pedestrian facility 

adjacent to I-5; the facility will be separated from the freeway and will 

connect into the existing bike network and trails. It will also provide 

an all-weather connection for cyclists.

Alternative 3
Alternative 3 would add vehicles to the No Project Regional Transit 

Green Line bridge and include bicycle and pedestrian facilities on 

both sides of the bridge. The proposed alternative for this study does 

not reflect any specific input from Regional Transit.  Most of the 

environmental impacts would occur from construction of any type of 

bridge at this location (including the No Project Alternative), but the 

addition of vehicles and expanded bicycle and pedestrian facilities 

would exacerbate noise and visual impacts in particular.

Alternative 4
Alternative 4 connects into Garden Highway at a “T” intersection on 

the north side and connects into 7th Street on the south. This alter-

native will connect into the existing bike facilities on both sides and 

will accommodate all modes. This alternative also happens to be 

located in approximately the center of the study area.

Alternative 5
Alternative 5 connects to West El Camino Avenue on the north side 

and 10th Street on the south side; it also connects to an existing bike 

path. This alternative projected a different distribution of trips during 

initial traffic modeling because of the landing at West El Camino; it 

also provides capacity for all modes.

Alternative 6
Alternative 6 provides an extension of Northgate Boulevard on the 

north side connects into 10th Street on the south side and provides 

capacity for all modes. This alternative creates a 5-legged intersection 

near the Arden Garden Connector which can create traffic challenges.

Alternative 7
Alternative 7 connects into Northgate Boulevard on the north side 

and Street W in the River District Specific Plan on the south side. This 

would allow the portion of Northgate Boulevard between the Arden 

Garden Connector and the Riverdale Resort access to be closed to 

vehicles and used as a bike/pedestrian facility only.

Alternative 8
Alternative 8 provides an all-weather Northgate Boulevard (viaduct 

structure) that would be out of the flood plain and connect to a new 

SR 160 bridge at grade with full access to both directions on SR 160. 

This alternative would provide capacity for all modes, as well as an 

all-weather crossing. This also presents an opportunity to create a 

“gateway entrance” into the City as discussed at previous stakeholder 

meetings.

DRAFT
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Noise
Any new or modified crossing that includes new or increased volumes of automobiles or light rail would increase noise levels. New crossings 

of the American River Parkway that connect near residential areas to the north and/or south have the greatest potential for substantial 

impacts (Alternatives 3, 4, 5). Alternative 3 adds both light rail and automobile noise near residential areas so would have a greater noise 

impact than alternatives that don’t include light rail. Connections that are further away from residential land uses would have less of an effect 

on those uses, though would still affect users of the American River Parkway (Alternatives 6, 7). Alternatives 1, 2 and 8 would also improve or 

modify existing facilities, but do not include additional automobiles or changes to light rail, so therefore would have the least effect on noise 

levels.

Visual
New crossings of the American River and the American River Parkway would have substantial visual effects (Alternatives 3, 4, 5, 6, 7) for 

recreational users and for users of the land uses to the north and south of the Parkway. Widening or modifying existing infrastructure and 

creating new bicycle and pedestrian connections would cause less of an effect, though changes in views, especially from recreational area 

viewpoints (parks and trails), would still occur (Alternatives 1, 2, 8). 

Biological
New crossings of the American River and the American River Parkway (Alternatives 3, 4, 5, 6, 7) have the potential to result in substantial 

impacts on biological resources. Crossings that would modify existing structures (Alternatives 1, 2, 8) have less of a potential for effects, 

though Alternative 8 would require construction of a viaduct along Northgate Boulevard adjacent to open space and could result in greater 

impacts on biological resources 

Cultural
The entire study area is located adjacent to a waterway and therefore is potentially sensitive for cultural resources. Any alternative that 

causes ground disturbance has the potential to impact cultural resources. The American River Parkway, in particular, is highly sensitive for 

prehistoric and historic resources. Alternatives requiring the least amount of excavation would have the least potential for effects (Alternative 

1). Because there would be limited ground disturbance and the area is highly sensitive, the impacts for Alternative 2 would be greater than 

Alternative 1. Alternatives 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 have the potential to cause substantial effects on cultural resources due to their location and the 

anticipated amount of ground disturbance.

Recreation
Crossings that require the conversion of large amounts of recreational land within the American River Parkway would have the greatest 

adverse effect on recreational resources (Alternatives 3, 4, 5, 6, 7). In addition to American River Parkway effects, Alternative 5 would affect 

Ninos Parkway and Alternative 4 would affect a proposed park in the River District. Alternative 1 and 2 may require some Parkway land 

conversion but the area would be very small. Alternative 8 would affect bicycle paths, connections and access near Northgate Blvd/SR 160 so 

would have a greater effect on recreation than Alternatives 1 and 2.  All alternatives would result in recreational improvements through 

improved access via multiple travel modes. DRAFT
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1 of 9

American River Crossing Alternatives Study Survey 

1. How important is it to have additional options for crossing the American River between I-5 and State Route 160?

 
Response 

Percent
Response 

Count

Very important 54.4% 326

Important 24.0% 144

Neutral 9.0% 54

Unimportant 5.3% 32

Very unimportant 7.2% 43

answered question 599

skipped question 0
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2 of 9

2. The study area would be best served by: (see map of study area above)

 
Response 

Percent
Response 

Count

A new bridge that serves all 
modes (automobiles, public 

transit, bikes, and pedestrians) 
of transportation

61.3% 367

A new bridge that serves only 
bikes, pedestrians and public transit

22.0% 132

A new bridge that serves only bikes 
and pedestrians

5.2% 31

Modification of an existing bridge to 
improve biking and walking

5.5% 33

No change 6.0% 36

 answered question 599

 skipped question 0
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3 of 9

3. When deciding on the location of a new bridge or improving an existing bridge, the City should: (pick one)

 
Response 

Percent
Response 

Count

Evaluate how much the bridge 
location would reduce the number 

of miles driven by automobile 
between Central City and South 

Natomas only

17.7% 106

Evaluate how much the bridge 
location reduces the travel times 

for walking and bicycling only.
18.2% 109

Evaluate how much the bridge 
location would reduce the travel 

time for automobiles, 
pedestrians and cyclists.

64.1% 384

 answered question 599

 skipped question 0
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4 of 9

4. Additional options for crossing the American River should achieve the following: (pick up to three)

 
Response 

Percent
Response 

Count

Increased public transit options 
between Central City and South 

Natomas
48.8% 287

Easier crossing for walking or biking 48.1% 283

Better response times for police 
and fire

19.4% 114

Additional evacuation options during 
natural and manmade disasters

23.1% 136

Shorter trips between the Central 
City and South Natomas

24.8% 146

Reduced air pollution and 
greenhouse gas emissions

30.4% 179

Increased economic activity for the 
Central City and South Natomas

25.2% 148

Reduced congestion on I-5 from 
short trips between the Central City 

and South Natomas
39.1% 230

Improved access to the American 
River Parkway

22.8% 134

 answered question 588

 skipped question 11
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5 of 9

5. I commute to work across the American River: (pick one)

 
Response 

Percent
Response 

Count

Daily 41.6% 249

Weekly 11.2% 67

Monthly 6.8% 41

Rarely 10.9% 65

Never 29.5% 177

 answered question 599

 skipped question 0
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6. For non-work purposes, I travel between South Natomas and the Central City:

 
Response 

Percent
Response 

Count

Daily 10.2% 61

Weekly 38.6% 231

Monthly 24.4% 146

Rarely 20.9% 125

Never 6.0% 36

 answered question 599

 skipped question 0
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7 of 9

7. I typically cross the American River by (check all that apply):

 
Response 

Percent
Response 

Count

Public Transit 9.0% 54

Auto 86.3% 517

Bicycle 35.1% 210

Walk 5.0% 30

Other (please specify) 
 

1.5% 9

 answered question 599

 skipped question 0

8. I live in (pick one):

 
Response 

Percent
Response 

Count

Downtown 20.9% 125

South Natomas 14.0% 84

Other 65.1% 390

 answered question 599

 skipped question 0
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9. I work in (pick one):

 
Response 

Percent
Response 

Count

Downtown 45.4% 272

South Natomas 10.5% 63

Other 44.1% 264

 answered question 599

 skipped question 0
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9 of 9

Page 1, Q7.  I typically cross the American River by (check all that apply):

1 North Natomas Flyer Dec 14, 2012 7:55 AM

2 running Dec 13, 2012 4:02 PM

3 scooter -  25 mph road needed Nov 29, 2012 11:07 PM

4 question 6 above - actually more than monthly but < weekly Nov 29, 2012 9:19 AM

5 unfortunately not light rail Nov 28, 2012 8:25 AM

6 swim Nov 28, 2012 5:45 AM

7 skateboarding Nov 27, 2012 7:21 PM

8 Never cross it Nov 27, 2012 6:09 PM

9 swimming Nov 27, 2012 5:30 PM
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COMMUNITY SURVEY SUMMARY 

Nearly�600�community�members�completed�the�American�River�Crossing�Alternatives�Study�online�survey�which�was�open�between�

November�27,�2012�and�December�14,�2012.�

x SeventyͲeight�percent�of�survey�respondents�opined�that�additional�river�crossings�between�IͲ5�and�State�Route�160�were�either
important�or�very�important.

x Over�61�percent�of�respondents�agreed�that�a�new�“all�modes”�bridge�to�serve�cars,�public�transit,�bikes,�and�pedestrians�was�the
best�option.

x 22�percent�of�the�respondents�preferred�a�new�bridge�that�served�only�bikes,�pedestrians,�and�public�transit�but�not�cars.

x Advocates�for�only�bicycle�and�pedestrian�improvements�on�either�a�new�or�modified�bridge�accounted�for�nearly�6�percent�of�the

respondents�while�6�percent�preferred�no�improvements�at�all.

The�survey�also�asked�respondents�to�provide�input�on�what�the�City�should�consider�when�evaluating�the�potential�location�of�a�new�and/or�

modified�bridge.�Over�64�percent�stated�that�travel�time�reduction�for�cars,�pedestrians,�and�cyclists�should�be�a�determining�factor.�

As�for�project�goals,�the�survey�respondents�supported�increased�public�transit�options�between�the�Central�City�and�South�Natomas,�

easier�crossing�for�walking�and�biking,�and�reduced�congestion�on�IͲ5�from�short�trips�between�the�Central�City�and�South�Natomas�as�the�

top�three�outcomes�to�achieve.�

162 of 194



 

163 of 194



Section G: Cost Estimates 

�

�

164 of 194



COST ESTIMATES FOR ALTERNATIVES 1-8 

� �

March�11,�2013�

Prepared�by:���
Richard�Liptak,�PE,�Dokken�Engineering�

�
Following�is�a�summary�of�the�costs:�

ALTERNATIVE� TOTAL�PROJECT�COST�
Year�2013� Year�2023�including�ESCALATION�

1� $10�M� $13�M�

2� $16�M� $21�M�

3� $54�M� $70�M�

4Ͳ7� $58Ͳ$68�M� $74Ͳ$86�M�

8� $188�M� $240�M�

�

ALTERNATIVE�1:�
Alternative�1�is�a�Pedestrian/Bike�expansion�added�to�both�sides�of�the�existing�Jibboom�Street�Bridge�over�the�American�River.��The�existing�bridge�is�
a�swingͲtype�steel�truss�movable�structure�that�can�be�expanded�on�each�side�to�provide�adequate�pedestrian/bike�facilities.��The�main�two�spans�in�
the�middle�of�the�river�are�the�movable�spans�and�a�pedestrian/bike�path�that�hangs�off�each�side�of�the�bridge�would�need�to�accommodate�the�
movement.�

The�Jibboom�Street�bridge�is�500�feet�long�with�approaches�of�300�and�200�feet�for�a�total�path�length�of�1000�feet�on�each�side�of�the�existing�
bridge.�

The�total�project�cost�of�the�pedestrian/bike�path�added�to�the�existing�Jibboom�Street�bridge�is�$13�million,�including�construction,�3%�escalation�per�
year�for�10�years�and�25%�for�Preliminary�Engineering�(PE)�and�construction�administration.�
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ALTERNATIVE�2:�
Alternative�2�is�a�Pedestrian/Bike�expansion�added�to�the�west�side�of�the�existing�IͲ5�bridge�over�the�American�River.��The�existing�two�parallel�
bridges�are�fixed�CaltransͲtype�concrete�box�girder�bridges�that�can�be�expanded�to�provide�adequate�pedestrian/bike�facilities.��

The�IͲ5�bridges�are�2,700�feet�long�with�an�approach�of�800�feet�on�the�south�end�and�would�need�a�ramp�of�500�feet�to�tie�into�the�existing�path�
along�Garden�Highway�for�a�total�path�length�of�4,000�feet�on�the�side�of�the�existing�bridge.�

The�total�project�cost�of�the�pedestrian/bike�path�added�to�the�existing�IͲ5�bridge�is�$21�million,�including�construction,�3%�escalation�per�year�for�10�
years�and�25%�for�PE�and�construction�administration.�

ALTERNATIVE�3:�
Alternative�3�is�a�multiͲmodal�bridge�that�includes�vehicles,�lightͲrail�transit,�bikes,�and�pedestrians.��This�alternative�differs�from�the�“no�project”�RT�
bridge�in�that�cars�and�buses�are�accommodated�in�mixedͲflow�lanes�and�more�generous�paths�are�provided�for�bicyclists�and�pedestrians.��This�
estimate�is�a�complete�cost�of�a�new�bridge�that�would�accommodate�all�of�these�modes,�which�would�require�a�wider�crossͲsection�than�proposed�
for�the�“no�project”�bridge.�

The�proposed�RT�bridge�is�2,300�feet�long.��Accommodating�two�traffic�lanes�(shared�with�LRT�tracks),�shoulders�and�pedestrian/bike�paths�would�
require�a�70�feet�wide�bridge�for�this�same�length.�

The�total�project�cost�of�a�bridge�that�includes�infrastructure�for�LRT�and�can�accommodate�2�lanes�of�vehicles�(shared�with�LRT�tracks)�is�$70�million,�
including�construction,�3%�escalation�per�year�for�10�years�and�20%�for�PE�and�construction�administration�(reduced�from�25%�since�most�of�the�
environmental�and�preliminary�design�costs�are�included�in�the�RT�project�and�would�not�need�to�be�started�from�scratch).�

ALTERNATIVES�4�–�7:�
Alternatives�4�through�7�are�standͲalone�twoͲlane�multiͲmodal�bridges�spanning�across�the�Parkway�at�four�locations.�They�include�provisions�for�
busses�in�mixedͲflow�lanes,�but�not�LRT.�

The�range�of�bridge�lengths�at�the�four�locations�are�2,700�to�3,200�feet.��Alternative�5�has�an�additional�1,900�feet�of�approach�roadway�included.�

The�range�of�total�project�costs�of�the�four�proposed�standͲalone�bridges�are�$74�to�$86�million,�including�construction,�3%�escalation�per�year�for�10�
years�and�25%�for�PE�and�construction�administration.�

�
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ALTERNATIVE�8:�
Alternative�8�is�a�combination�of�AllͲWeather�Northgate,�replacement�of�Highway�160�bridges�over�the�river�and�parkway,�and�creating�an�atͲgrade�
full�access�intersection�gateway.�

Northgate�and�Del�Paso�Boulevards�flood�at�the�confluence�of�the�American�River�and�Steelhead�Creek�[formerly�Natomas�East�Main�Drainage�Canal�
(NEMDC)]�with�a�less�than�10�year�frequency.��When�the�roads�flood,�they�are�closed�and�the�City�places�stop�logs�in�the�roadway�to�contain�the�flood�
waters.��In�1995,�there�were�28�days�that�the�roads�were�closed.�

The�area�within�the�flood�zone�includes�Highway�160,�Light�Rail,�UPR�tracks�and�both�Northgate�and�Del�Paso�Boulevards.��Highway�160�and�the�Light�
Rail�are�built�above�the�100Ͳyear�flood�elevations�and�remain�open�during�flooding.��The�UPR�tracks�are�higher�in�elevation�than�the�Northgate�and�
Del�Paso�Boulevards,�but�are�not�high�enough�to�be�unaffected�by�severe�flooding.��In�addition,�the�area�contains�large�SMUD�transmission�lines�
supported�by�over�100Ͳfeet�tall�steel�towers.���

There�are�four�Highway�160�bridges�over�the�American�River�and�American�River�Parkway.��One�of�the�bridges�over�the�river�is�in�poor�condition�and�
needs�to�be�replaced.��The�Highway�160�bridges�are�also�narrow�and�do�not�provide�for�adequate�bike�or�pedestrian�use.��Caltrans�owns�the�bridges�
and�currently�lists�one�of�the�bridges�as�eligible�for�replacement�and�the�other�three�are�eligible�for�major�rehabilitation.�Federal�Highway�Bridge�
Program�(HBP)�funding�may�be�available�to�replace�one�of�the�Highway�160�bridges�over�the�river�and�rehabilitate�the�other�three.�Each�of�those�
bridges�would�cost�between�$15�million�and�$40�million�to�replace,�for�a�total�of�$95�million.�

The�new�bridge�layout�elevates�Northgate�Boulevard�to�provide�a�dry�roadway�for�100Ͳyear�floods�and�includes�the�following:�

x Northgate�Boulevard�–�New�structure,�including�2�lanes,�2�shoulders,�2�bicycle/pedestrian�paths�
x Highway�160�–�New�structure�including�6�lanes,�4�shoulders,�2�bicycle/pedestrian�paths,�LRT�lane�(in�center)�
x Highway�160�and�Northgate�Boulevard�Intersection�–�Includes�signal�and�left�turn�pocket�for�EB�Highway�160�to�NB�Northgate�Boulevard�
x Highway�160�TieͲins�(WB)�–�1�lane�from�Del�Paso,�2�lanes�from�Highway�160,�including�new�bridge�over�EB�ramp�to�Del�Paso�and�Light�Rail�
x Highway�160�TieͲIns�(EB)�–�1�lane�to�Del�Paso,�2�lanes�to�Highway�160,�including�new�bridge�over�EB�ramp�to�Del�Paso�
x Del�Paso�Boulevard�–�Truncate�Del�Paso�east�of�levee�and�connect�to�Railroad�Drive�
x Levee�–�Eliminate�stop�log�structures�and�reconstruct�levee�where�Del�Paso�passed�through�

�
The�total�project�cost�of�Alternative�8�is�$240�million,�including�construction,�3%�escalation�per�year�for�10�years�and�25%�for�PE�and�construction�
administration.�
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Stakeholders 
The project study website below contains the detailed information 
developed during the study and presented to the stakeholders and the 
public.  http://www.cityofsacramento.org/transportation/planning-
policy/AmericanRiverCrossingStudy.html 
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For more information visit the project website: http://bit.ly/Tpo6z3 or contact Ciara Zanze, (916) 442-1168 or czanze@aimconsultingco.com

I2

Lightho

FountainDr

GardenHwy

WElCaminoAve

RichardsBlvd

DelPasoBlvd

dR 
le

xu
rT

ArdenGardenConnector

GatewayOaksDr

Natomas
Pa

rk
Dr

RichardsBlvd

BercutDr

BannonStSequoiaPacificBlvd

N
10thSt

DosRiosSt

Discovery Park

American River

dvl B et aghtr oN

§̈¦
5

·|}þ99

Park Blvd

Signature St

Vine St
New Street D

NOT TO SCALE

LEGEND                           

Alternative Crossing 

Location

1

2

3A45

6

7

8

1

2

3
45

6

7

8

Recommended 

Crossing Location

North 

*

* 
=  Full Access 

           Intersection

Identified Potential Crossing Locations

171 of 194



Project Overview

The City of Sacramento is conducting an alternatives study for a new 
crossing of the American River between the Jibboom Street Bridge 
(immediately west of Interstate 5 (I-5) and the Sacramento Northern 
Bike Trail (immediately east of State Route 160 (SR 160) within the City 
of Sacramento that would connect the Central City and South Natomas.

The study is examining:

 alternative locations for a new crossing

 the types of modes the new crossing should serve

 potential construction costs

 environmental effects

Project Goals

The City of Sacramento’s goals for this project include: 

 Developing better connections between Central City and 
South Natomas

Assuring successful implementation of the General Plan, 
which includes the development of two important urban infill 
areas in the Central City; the Railyards and the River District 

Providing a multi-modal crossing that encourages travel by 
diverse users

Minimizing the use of I-5 for local traffic

May
2012

June
2012

July
2012

August
2012

  September
2012

 October
2012

November
2012

December
2012

January
2013

February
2013

March
2013

April
2013

May
2013

June
2013

1.0  Purpose and Need Statement

5.0  Public Outreach

2.0  Alternatives Development

3.0  Alternatives Analysis

4.0  Final Report

TASK

Stakeholder Advisory Committee Meeting #1
- Dialogue of Land Use/Transit/Transportation Needs
- Objectives of Project
- Discussion of Key Community Values
- Draft Purpose and Need Statement

Stakeholder Site Tour
- Existing Conditions
- Opportunities & Constraints 

Stakeholder Advisory Committee Meeting #2
- Opportunities and Constraints
- Planning Content
- Draft Final Purpose & Need Statement

Stakeholder Advisory Committee Meeting #4
- Evaluation Criteria
- Alternatives Discussion

Community Workshop
- Obtain community feedback

Stakeholder Advisory Committee Meeting #6
- Prioritize Alternatives

1 32 4 5 6

1

2

4

- Transportation Analysis
- Final Refinements to Purpose & Need
- Potential Environment Effects
- Preliminary Cost Estimates
- Finalize Recommendation

Stakeholder Advisory Committee Meeting #5
- Discussion of Community Survey

5

6

Community 
Wide Survey

City Council
Presentation

Stakeholder Advisory Committee Meeting #3
- Opportunities and Constraints
- Review
- Evaluation Criteria

3

- Draft Final Purpose & Need Statement

+

+

Project Schedule
Stakeholder Advisory Committee Meeting

Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) input topics
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Project Overview
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Study Area
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Need =�What�is�the�existing�and/or�future�transportation�
problem?��What�are�we�trying�to�fix�or�improve?

Purpose =�The�purpose�of�the�project�is�to�accomplish�specific�
objectives.��In�this�study,�the�stakeholders�and�public�will�help�
to�identify�these�objectives�based�on�community�values,�
which�provides�a�context�for�evaluation.

Purpose & Need
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Alternatives��evaluated�in�the�study�must:

• Respond�to�the�need�and�purpose

• Connect�to�logical�termini

• Be�of�sufficient�length�to�address�environmental�effects

• Have�independent�utility

Purpose & Need
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Purpose & Need
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Opportunities and Constraints
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Opportunities and Constraints
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Evaluation Criteria
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Evaluation Criteria
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Alternatives
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Environmental Assessment
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Transportation Analysis
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Transportation Analysis
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Recommendations
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ALTERNATIVE 2
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ALTERNATIVE 3

I2

Li h

Fo
un

ta
in

Dr

Garden Hwy

W El Camino Ave

Richards Blvd

Del Paso Blvd

Tru
xe

l R
d

Arden Garden Connector

Gateway Oaks Dr

Natomas ParkDr

Richards Blvd

Bercut Dr

Bannon St Se
qu

oia
Pa

cif
ic

Blv
d

N
10

th
St

Do
s R

ios
St

·|}þ160

Discovery Park

American River

Northgate Blvd

§̈¦5

·|}þ99

Park Blvd

Signature St

Vine St
New Street D

NOT TO
SCALE

LEGEND                           

Alternative Crossing 
Location

3AAA33A3

188 of 194



ALTERNATIVE 8
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5 MINUTE DRIVE
FROM CROSSING LOCATION

Alternative 2 Alternative 3

Alternative 8
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HALF MILE WALK
FROM CROSSING LOCATION

Alternative 2 Alternative 3

Alternative 8
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Community�Workshop�Feedback

Alternative�2 Alternative�3 Alternative�5 Alternative�8 Other�Observations

It�would�be�great�to�have�couple�of�bulb�outs�along�the�new�
pedestrian�portions�with�some�interpretive�signage�about�the�
river/convergence.

Would�love�to�keep�this�to�two�lanes�of�traffic�only! Great�to�avoid�winter�closures. �

I�am�a�community�organizer�working�at�the�River�Garden�
Estates�Mutual�Housing�Community�on�Northview�Drive.��
Alternative�#5�would�pass�directly�behind�our�apartments�and�
have�a�huge�negative�impact�on�our�families.��Aside�from�the�
increased�noise�and�pollution,�the�road�would�also�destroy�a�
community�garden�that�feeds�over�40�local�families.��I�believe�
Alternative�#3�makes�the�most�sense�given�the�existing�RT�plans�
and�its�ability�to�link�up�with�Truxel�and�increase�access�to�and�
from�downtown.�

Little�ROI�for�cost.��Provides�bike/ped�but�no�add�vehicle�
connectivity.

Good.��But�will�cause�high�congestion�on�Truxel,�which�already�
has�lots�of�traffic.��No�expansion�beyond�2�lanes.

Favorite�alternative.��Allows�high�traffic�flow�in�multiple�
directions�(east�or�westͲbound).��Fixes�bridge�problem�and�
winter�flooding.��Creates�important�flood�evac�route�for�
Natomas�residents.��Splits�traffic�between�IͲ5�and�Northgate.

Request�alternatives�be�evaluated�for�flood�evac�suitability�too.��
Safety�first�(climate�change�is�real).

This�option�seems�to�be�the�least�impact�to�the�park�and�
provide�"minimal"�cost.��This�option�along�with�3�would�also�be�
preferred�as�it�provides�least�amount�of�transient�and�
undesirable�conflicts�with�pedestrians�and�cyclists.

This�option�is�also�good�in�that�it�is�a�shared�bridge�across�the�
parkway.��RT�will�be�building�a�bridge�through�the�park�anyway�
so�making�it�a�shared�resource�is�good.��The�incremental�impact�
of�a�slightly�wider�bridge�to�accommodate�pedestrians�and�
cyclists�is�also�good.��A�bridge�across�parkway�is�not�a�great�idea�
but�necessary.��This�option�is�more�costly�than�Alt�2�but�a�good�
strong�option�to�downtown�and�the�new�arena.

How�are�people�going�to�get�their�shopping�carts�on�the�
bridge?��Too�expensive�and�impractical�an�option.

From�the�cyclist's�perspective,�2�and�3�best�options.��Design�
Engineers�and�City�staff�should�"ride"�the�routes�and�spend�a�
lot�of�time�in�these�areas�to�understand�potential�issues.

Yes�love�it. Yes�love�it. Yes�want�all.�3.8;�2�&�3. Would�love�to�see�all�3�move�forward.

In�my�opinion,�does�not�reduce�traffic�on�IͲ5�or�regionally�
enough�to�be�viable.��The�traffic�impact�downtown�would�be�
more�severe�due�to�proximity�with�IͲ5�and�the�proposed�
replacement�of�the�I�Street�bridge�there�will�be�a�concentration�
of�traffic.

This�is�the�superior�transportation�alternative�with�the�largest�
reduction�in�VMT�and�emission.��Hopefully�the�shared�lanes�will�
be�acceptable.��This�results�in�the�lowest�costs.��There�will�be�
some�additional�localized�impact�on�the�parkway,�however�
with�respect�to�vegetation�and�habitat�it�will�be�small.��The�
impact�of�most�concern�to�parkway�recreation�will�be�sound.��
Every�effort�would�be�made�to�reduce/minimize�sound.��Such�
as�use�of�rubberized�pavement,�keeping�speeds�relatively�low�
and�avoiding�reasons�or�need�to�accelerate�and�bridge�
transverse�joint�design�to�reduce�impact�noise.

Would�not�have�as�much�transportation�benefit�as�Alt�3,�i.e.�
EMT�and�emission�reduction�would�likely�be�more�costly�than�
Alt�3.��The�orientation/alignment�of�the�connection�between�
Northgate�and�Hwy�160�would�be�more�difficult�hydraulically�
and�with�respective�potential�for�erosion�and�impact�on�
hydraulics,�i.e.�head�losses.

Don't�see�the�need�with�Alternative�#3. Build�a�third�lane�and�change�traffic�flow�direction�based�on�
traffic�flow.��My�favorite�plan�Ͳ�bring�light�rail�down�Truxel.

Overkill.��Scale�back�to�two�lanes�each�way�and�put�in�bike�
road.
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Community�Workshop�Feedback

Alternative�2 Alternative�3 Alternative�5 Alternative�8 Other�Observations

I�do�not�agree.��I�am�living�near�project�#5.��There�is�a�nice�
garden.��This�garden�helps�my�family.��We�have�fresh�
vegetables.��This�garden�is�about�16�years�old.��Also,�I�think�it�
will�be�very�noise�and�there�will�be�many�homeless.

I�am�a�local�resident.��I�live�near�project�#5.��This�bridge�will�go�
through�my�garden,�and�it�will�be�very�noisy�and�no�
biologically.

We�prefer�this�bridge�as�it�includes�light�rail.��It�makes�sense�to�
allow�for�airport�extension.

We�live�near�project�#5.��It�will�go�through�our�garden.��WE�
have�had�this�garden�11�years�and�it�helps�to�feed�my�family.��
They�will�be�so�much�noise�close�to�our�apartment.

Doesn’t�provide�congestion�relief�to�IͲ5.��Doesn't�add�
connectivity�between�Natomas�and�Downtown.��Doesn't�add�
additional�access�for�public�safety�vehicles.

Preferred�alternative.��Adds�connectivity.��Adds�ability�to�share�
public�resources�(police,�fire).��This�is�the�connection�that�is�
provided�in�the�River�District�Specific�Plan.��Provides�local�
access�from�Natomas�to�River�District/Rail�yards/Downtown.��
More�economical�to�add�vehicle�lanes�to�RT�bridge�than�to�
build�a�second�bridge.

Doesn't�add�connectivity.��Doesn't�relieve�IͲ5�congestion.��Good�
project.��We�should�look�at�doing�this� in�addition�to �Alternative�
3�(not�instead�of).

Alt�4�kills�new�park�on�south�side�of�the�river�(in�an�area�that�
already�is�deficient�in�park/rec�space.)

I�don't�agree�with�#5�because�we�live�in�an�apartment�too�close�
;�there�will�be�noise.

Project�#5�will�go�through�our�garden.��We�have�had�this�
garden�for�many�years.��The�garden�helps�us�to�feed�our�family.��
Also�it�will�be�noisy�because�it�is�too�close�to�our�apartments.

I�like�this�alternative�because�it�would�promote�bicycling�(and�
allow�bicycling�over�IͲ5�even�when�the�park�isn't�flooded),�but�
I'm�not�sure�how�many�people�would�actually�walk/bike�over�
this�bridge�with�the�Jibboom�St.�Bridge�so�close.��I'm�not�sure�
this�alternative�would�be�cost�effective.

I�oppose�this�alternative�because�it�would�make�building�light�
rail�down�Truxel�Road�(a�bad�location)�much�too�easy,�and�
because�the�traffic�projections�show�such�a�large�daily�volume�
reduction�of�cars�on�IͲ5.��I'm�not�convinced�that�many�of�those�
people�not�using�IͲ5�would�be�on�light�rail�rather�than�in�cars.��
The�volume�of�cars�on�Truxel�Road�would�be�far�too�large�as�a�
result.

I�like�this�alternative�because�something�needs�to�be�done�
about�Northgate�Blvd.,�which�is�such�a�mess�even�when�not�
flooded.��There�are�currently�safety�concerns�on�Northgate�and�
160.��I'm�constantly�afraid�I'm�going�to�hit�a�homeless�person�
on�foot�or�bike.��I�think�raising�Northgate�and�fixing�the�bridge�
would�help�alleviate�this�concern�somewhat.

Only�one. To�remedy�and�strive�to�enhance�South�Natomas�for�feasibility�
to�Sac�Metro/Downtown/airport�and�walking�bike�trails,�all�
studies�should�have�been�with�all�assets�of�light�rail,�pedestrian�
and�bike�trail.��Therefore,�8�proposals�are�ridiculous�and�
suggest�a�marketing�plan�to�point�to�the�most�logical�that�has�it�
all,�#3.��Even�though�I�supported�#3,�before�seeing�it�now�and�
still�do�Ͳ�the�City�tactics�here�are�deplorable.���(for�over�a�year!)�

No�to�Alt�#5�because�we�want�to�keep�the�garden.�The�smoke�
from�the�cars�will�contaminate�our�vegetables�and�apartments.
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Alternative�2 Alternative�3 Alternative�5 Alternative�8 Other�Observations
The�best.��Adds�the�most�connectivity�for�both�vehicles�and�
peds�(and�bikes).��Gets�local�Natomas�Ͳ�Downtown�traffic�off�of�
IͲ5.��Better,�quieter�option�for�bikes�and�peds�crossing�the�river�
than�going�on�IͲ5.

For�all�alternatives�you�will�need�a�permit�from�the�Central�
Valley�Flood�Board�and�RD1000.��Our�issues�are:��hydraulic�
impacts;�levee�access�for�our�District;�Levee�O&M;�
Compatibility�with�Federal�flood�control�project�on�levee.

My�preference�is�for�Option�#3�and�my�reasons�are:��It�makes�
good�sense�for�the�RT�Green�Line�Crossing.��The�plan�includes�
the�options�for�vehicles�to�use�this�particular�crossing�and�if�
chosen,�would�eliminate�the�need�of�another�crossing�in�the�
future.��And�although�#8�is�another�option�that�is�appealing,�it�
does�not�allow�for�an�additional�crossing,�only�that�we�would�
rebuild�the�existing�one.��This�would�not�eliminate�our�original�
need,�i.e.,�an�additional�crossing�between�IͲ5�and�RͲ160.��In�
addition�to�the�above,�this�crossing�is�already�provided�for�in�
the�River�District�Plan,�the�General�Plan,�SACOG's�Blue�Print�
and�the�MTP.

This�could�be�very�good�if�connected�with�existing�bike�paths�
on�both�sides�of�the�river.

LOVE�THIS!!��I�have�lived�here�17�years�and�have�been�waiting�
for�this�access�Ͳ�including�RT.��This�is�the�only�option�that�
increases�connectivity�to�the�degree�that�it�will�improve�access�
to�jobs,�economic�activity�and�social�connections.

Best�environmental. Worst�environmental. Second�best�environmental. 1)�No�info�on�how�environmental�impacts�will�be�mitigated�to�
insignificant.��2)�What�are�the�assumptions�underlying�
transportation�analysis?��Where�is�the�sensitivity�analysis�of�the�
transportation�modeling?
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