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Depot, the programmatic level effects are anticipated fo not be adverse. However,
under Alternative 2 — Move the Depot, unavoidable adverse effects are anticipated to
the Depot and Station District caused by the move separating the historic Depot from its
context and the resulting changes in the setting of the site.

Mitigation of the unavoidable adverse effects is to be addressed through further studies
and activities as outlined in the PA. This agreement is entered into by FHWA, FTA,
FRA and SHPO, with California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and the City of
Sacramento as concurring parties. It allows construction to proceed for a project phase
based on implementation of a historic properties treatment plan. It also describes
potential measures that would be acceptable for inclusion in the treatment plan. For the
Intermodal project, measures may inciude: guality documentation and studies of the
resource to avoid being impacted by, or prior to being impacted by construction;
protective measures during construction, and preparing interpretive materials of the
historic or archaeological resources for public display and interpretation. The draft PA is
provided in Attachment 5 and Council approval will be reguested in June. All parties
noted above must sigh the agreement in order for FHWA to make an environmental
determination and issue the FONSI so that Phases 1 and 2 of the project can proceed
with future construction.

Intermodal Alternatives Study

During 2003-2004, the City embarked on efforts to make the long-awaited Sacramento
Intermodal Transportation Facility a reality. Concept design studies were conducted
with extensive public outreach. On November 4, 2004, the City Council approved
continuing more detailed work and feasibility studies on an ultimate mulfi-modal
concept design (corresponding to the current Phase 3) that relocated the historic Depot
adjacent to the tracks (then known as the Sacramento Northern design and now known
as the “Move the Depot” alternative) and endorsed continued use of the Depot as a
transportation facility. A copy of this resolution is provided as Exhibit A to the Intermodal
Alternatives resolution.

Since environmental reviews require consideration of project alternatives, the “Don’t
Move the Depot” option was formulated based on ancther alternative also generated in
the earlier concept design process. Both alternatives have been assessed in the EA as
well as in associated technical studies.

The Intermodal Alternatives Study (Alternatives Study), summarized in Exhibit B -
Executive Summary to the intermodal Alternatives resolution, compares how the two
alternatives for the SITF facility would function {o serve transportation needs and how
their respective design and layout would fit in the urban setting. In the site plans (in
Attachment 3 and in the Executive Summary) both options are illustrated. The “Don't
Move the Depot” option continues to use the Depot at its current location and provides
a terminal extension to the north connecting to the rail platforms. The “Move the Depot”
option relocates the existing Depot approximately 300 feet to the north and adds a new
terminal building across a plaza. The Alternatives Study also contains a report
describing the steps and the feasibility of moving the Depot and rough order of
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magnitude cost estimates.

The Alternatives Study recognizes that both site plan concepts are similar in that they
tap the historic Depot to be the cornerstone of the expanded Intermodal, respond to the
project’s program needs and ohjectives, provide joint development opportunities,
present dynamic architectural concepts and have relatively similar magnitudes of cost.
It acknowledges differences in form and scale, ease and flexibility of implementation
and risk factors.

For example, the strengths of the “Move the Depot Alternative” include:

e The facility is compact and scaled for modest growth;

¢ [t retains many of the station functions (ticketing and waiting areas) in the
Historic Depot in a traditional station form; and

¢ [t provides shorter passenger walking distances.

Alternately, the strengths of the “Don’t Move the Depot” Alternative are:

¢ The building remains in its historic location and context;

« The facility is scaled for large growth in fransit use and would better
accommodate High Speed Rail;

* The facility is easier to phase and requires minimal investment of temporary
facilities;

e The joint development areas are considered versatile and well-positioned and
can be developed independently of the Intermodal facility;

« it offers multiple access points throughout and better connections to adjacent
development; and

¢ Functional operations would provide separation of passenger and baggage,
more flexible movements for intercity buses and more places to ticket, wait and
park.

The technical study of moving the historic Depot concludes that the building is
physically a good candidate to be moved because of the straight, level move path and
its robust structural system. It estimates the cost of the move at approximately $17
milliion. However, it notes that the decision of whether it should be moved should be
based on comparisons of function, cost and historic resource impacts, not merely
whether the building can be lifted and moved.

As a result of these analyses that focus on how the facility would function and fit in the
environment, the Alternatives Study’s recommendation is that the City should proceed
with the “Don’t Move the Depot” as the concept for the Phase 3 —~ Intermodal
Transportation Facility. Also, this option was evaluated as lessening the effects on
historic properties. The full report should be referenced for additional rationales
regarding this conclusion.

The recommendation represents a change from Council’s action in 2004. In addition,
there is a conclusion in the EA’s Section 4(f) Evailuation (as noted above in the PA
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section) that the “Move the Depot” Alternative results in unavoidable adverse effects for
the historic resources of the Station District and the Depot itself. As noted previously in
this report, under federal Department of Transportation regulations, if there is a prudent
and feasible alternative that does not impact, or minimizes impacts to, a historic
resource, that alternative must be selected for the proposed project. Ctherwise, the
project cannot be approved for federal participation nor would it receive federal funding
without some other justification why the “Don’t Move the Depot” is not a prudent and
feasible alternative in light of the project objectives of the SITF as a transportation
facility. Therefore, the Council will be requested to adopt a resolution that rescinds its
prior 2004 Resolution, and directs staff to proceed with further planning and design for
the future Phase 3 of the SITF project based on the “Don’t Move the Depot” Alternative.
As a result of such action, the “Move the Depot” Alternative would no longer be subject
to further study.
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