


OPPORTUNITIES

The constraints presented in this technical memorandum along with the project’s need and purpose
statement and input from the May 10, 2010 stakeholder meeting (see Exhibit below) helped to narrow the
potential number of crossing location opportunities to those shown in Figure 7.

STAKEHOLDER INPUT REGARDING POTENTIAL OPPORTUNITIES
FROM MAY 10, 2010 MEETING
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Following are the key themes from the stakeholder input related to potential crossings and their
locations.

e New crossings should accommodate all modes (i.e., pedestrian, bicycle, transit, and vehicles)
and make logical connections to existing facilities.

e New crossings should be leveraged to achieve desired land use changes along the riverfront.

e New crossings should serve multiple purposes, including transportation, economic
development, recreation, and tourism.

In addition to these key themes, one specific opportunity that was mentioned frequently included
expansion of the | Street Bridge to accommodate all modes.

As shown in Figure 7, eight crossing location opportunities were identified within the study area. The
study area limits were established based on the need and purpose statement, which established the
confluence with the American River as the northern boundary and Sutterville Road/Linden Road as
the southerly boundary. These limits were directly related to the objectives to connect development
and redevelopment opportunity sites (see Figure 7) to encourage compact urban infill land use
development consistent with the general and specific plans of Sacramento and West Sacramento as
well as the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) regional Blueprint. Due to these
limits, potential crossing location opportunity sites outside the study area were not considered further
in this study.

Following is a summary of the eight crossing location opportunities.

e Location 1 — This location could connect development/redevelopment opportunity sites on
both sides of the river including the River District Specific Plan area, The Rivers development
area, and the planned California Indian Heritage Center. The location also offers the potential
to connect directly to 1-5. A pedestrian- and bicycle-only bridge was previously identified in
this area in the Riverfront Master Plan.

e Location 2 — This location could connect development/redevelopment opportunity sites on
both sides of the river including the River District Specific Plan area, Railyards Specific Plan
area, Washington Specific Plan area, and the planned California Indian Heritage Center.

e Location 3 — This location focuses on the existing | Street Bridge corridor and strengthening
the connection between downtown Sacramento, the Railyards Specific Plan area, and the
Washington Specific Plan area and surrounding neighborhood.
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e Location 4 — This location focuses on the existing Tower Bridge corridor and could connect
the core of downtown Sacramento with north-south gateways to the Washington Specific Plan
area and Bridge District development area.

e Location 5 — This location could connect existing developed areas and develop-
ment/redevelopment opportunity sites on both sides of the river. The Sacramento side of the
river includes the P, Q, and R Street corridors. The R Street corridor is a planned mixed-use
growth area. On the West Sacramento side of the river, this location could connect to the
Bridge District. A pedestrian- and bicycle-only bridge was previously identified in this area in
the Riverfront Master Plan. The elevation of P, Q, and R Streets above I-5 in this area would
help address the challenge of crossing both the river and 1-5.

e Location 6 — This location could connect development/redevelopment opportunity sites on
both sides of the river, including the Docks project and Miller Park redevelopment area in
Sacramento, with the Pioneer Bluff Redevelopment area in West Sacramento. This area also
captures the existing Pioneer Bridge, which presents an opportunity for enhancing this
existing vehicle crossing to accommodate non-auto modes. A new crossing in this area may
present an opportunity to leverage planned relocation of the existing fuel tank farms on both
sides of the river to the Port of Sacramento. The Riverfront Master Plan proposed extending
Broadway Avenue as a multi-modal bridge across the river in this area. Broadway already
crosses under I-5.

e Location 7 — This location could connect development/redevelopment opportunity sites on
both sides of the river, including the Miller Park Redevelopment Project area in Sacramento
and the Southport Specific Plan and Stone Lock project areas in West Sacramento.

e Location 8 — This location could connect the existing Land Park area in Sacramento with the
Southport Specific Plan area in West Sacramento. This location also offers the potential for a
direct connection to I-5, with or without a connection to Sutterville Road, which could be an
important factor according to stakeholder input regarding current traffic levels in Land Park.

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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SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATIONS
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Federal Endangered Species Act

The Federal Endangered Species Act (federal ESA) of 1973 and subsequent amendments provide for
the conservation of listed endangered or threatened species or candidates for listing and the
ecosystems on which they depend. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has jurisdiction over
federally listed plants, wildlife, and resident fish, and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)
has jurisdiction over anadromous fish and marine fish and mammals.

Section 7: Federal ESA Authorization Process for Federal Actions: Section 7 of the
federal ESA provides a means for authorizing take of threatened and endangered species by
federal agencies. It applies to actions that are conducted, permitted, or funded by a federal
agency. Under ESA Section 7, the lead federal agency conducting, funding, or permitting an
action must consult with USFWS or NMFS, as appropriate, to ensure that the proposed action
will not jeopardize the continued existence of an endangered or threatened species or destroy
or adversely modify designated critical habitat. If a proposed action may affect a listed species
or designated critical habitat, the lead agency is required to prepare a biological assessment
(BA) evaluating the nature and severity of the expected effect. In response, USFWS or NMFS
issues a biological opinion (BO), with a determination that the proposed action either:

e may jeopardize the continued existence of one or more listed species (jeopardy finding) or
result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat (adverse modification
finding), or

o will not jeopardize the continued existence of any listed species (no jeopardy finding) or
result in adverse modification of critical habitat (no adverse modification finding).

The BO issued by USFWS or NMFS may stipulate discretionary “reasonable and prudent”
conservation measures. If it is determined an action would not jeopardize the continued
existence of a listed species, USFWS or NMFS would issue an incidental take statement to
authorize the proposed activity.

Section 9: ESA Prohibitions: Section 9 of federal ESA prohibits the take of any fish or
wildlife species listed under the federal ESA as endangered. Take, as defined by federal ESA,
means “to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, Kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt
to engage in any such conduct.” Harm is defined as “any act that kills or injures the species,
including significant habitat modification.” Take of threatened species also is prohibited under
Section 9 unless otherwise authorized by federal regulations. Additionally, Section 9 prohibits
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removing, cutting, and maliciously damaging or destroying federally listed plants on sites
under federal jurisdiction.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) (16 USC 703) enacts the provisions of treaties between the
United States, Great Britain, Mexico, Japan, and the Soviet Union and authorizes the U.S. Secretary of
the Interior to protect and regulate the taking of migratory birds. It establishes hunting seasons and
capture limits for game species and protects migratory birds, their occupied nests, and their eggs (16
USC 703, 50 CFR 21, 50 CFR 10).

Executive Order 13186 (January 10, 2001) directs each federal agency taking actions that have or may
have a negative effect on migratory bird populations to work with USFWS to develop a memorandum
of understanding (MOU) that will promote the conservation of migratory bird populations. Protocols
developed under the MOU must include the following agency responsibilities:

e avoid and minimize, to the extent practicable, adverse effects on migratory bird resources
when conducting agency actions;

e restore and enhance migratory bird habitats, as practicable; and

e prevent or abate the pollution or detrimental alteration of the environment for the benefit of
migratory birds, as practicable.

The executive order is designed to assist federal agencies in their efforts to comply with the MBTA,
and does not constitute any legal authorization to take migratory birds.

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, as amended in1946, requires consultation with USFWS and
the state fish and wildlife agencies where the waters of any stream or other body of water are
proposed, authorized, permitted, or licensed to be impounded, diverted, or otherwise controlled or
modified under a federal permit or license. Consultation is undertaken for the purpose of preventing
loss of and damage to wildlife resources.
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California Endangered Species Act

California implemented the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) in 1984. The act prohibits the
take of listed endangered and threatened species. Section 2090 of CESA requires state agencies to
comply with endangered species protection and recovery and to promote conservation of these species.
DFG administers the act and authorizes take through Section 2081 agreements (except for species
designated as fully protected).

California Fish and Game Code

Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code (CFGC) requires project proponents to notify the
California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) before undertaking any project that would divert,
obstruct, or change the natural flow, bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake. Preliminary
notification and project review generally occur during the environmental process. When an existing
fish or wildlife resource may be substantially adversely affected, DFG is required to propose
reasonable changes to the project to protect the resources. These modifications are formalized in a
streambed alteration agreement that becomes part of the plans, specifications, and bid documents for
the project.

The CFGC provides protection from take for a variety of species, referred to as fully protected species.
CFGC 5050 lists protected amphibians and reptiles. CFGC 5515 prohibits take of fully protected fish
species. CFGC 3511 prohibits take of fully protected bird species. Fully protected mammals are
protected under CFGC 4700. The CFGC defines take as “hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or
attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or Kill.” Except for take related to scientific research, all take of
fully protected species is prohibited. CFGC 3503 prohibits the killing of birds or the destruction of
bird nests. CFGC 3503.5 prohibits the Killing of raptor species and destruction of raptor nests. Many
bird species could potentially nest in the study area or vicinity. These nests would be protected under
these sections of the CFGC.

Clean Water Act

The Clean Water Act (CWA) was enacted as an amendment to the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act of 1972, which outlined the basic structure for regulating discharges of pollutants to waters of the
United States. The CWA serves as the primary federal law protecting the quality of the nation’s
surface waters, including lakes, rivers, and coastal wetlands.
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The CWA empowers the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to set national water quality
standards and effluent limitations and includes programs addressing both point-source and nonpoint-
source pollution. Point-source pollution is pollution that originates or enters surface waters at a single,
discrete location, such as an excavation or construction site. Nonpoint-source pollution originates over
a broader area and includes urban contaminants in storm water runoff and sediment loading from
upstream areas. The CWA operates on the principle that all discharges into the nation’s waters are
unlawful unless specifically authorized by a permit; permit review is the CWA'’s primary regulatory
tool. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and EPA regulate the discharge of dredged and fill
material into waters of the United States under Section 404 of the CWA. USACE jurisdiction over
non-tidal waters of the United States extends to the ordinary high water mark (OHWM), provided the
jurisdiction is not extended by the presence of wetlands (33 CFR Part 328, Section 328.4). The
OHWM is defined in the federal regulations to mean:

[T]hat line on the shore established by the fluctuations of water and indicated by physical
characteristics such as clear, natural line impressed on the bank, shelving, changes in the
character of soil, destruction of terrestrial vegetation, the presence of litter and debris, or
other appropriate means that consider the characteristics of the surrounding areas (33 CFR
Part 328, Section 328.3[¢e]).

USACE typically will exert jurisdiction over that portion of the project site that contains waters of the
United States and adjacent or isolated wetlands. This jurisdiction equals approximately the bank-to-
bank portion of a creek along its entire length up to the OHWM and adjacent wetland areas that will
either be directly or indirectly adversely affected by a proposed project.

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act

The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act)
establishes a management system for national marine and estuarine fishery resources. This legislation
requires all federal agencies to consult with NMFS regarding all actions or proposed actions permitted,
funded, or undertaken that may adversely affect essential fish habitat (EFH). EFH is defined as
“waters and substrate necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity.” The
legislation states that migratory routes to and from anadromous fish spawning grounds should also be
considered EFH. The phrase “adversely affect” refers to the creation of any effects that reduce the
quality or quantity of EFH. Federal activities that occur outside an EFH but that may, nonetheless,
have an effect on EFH waters and substrate must also be considered in the consultation process. Under
the Magnuson-Stevens Act, effects on habitat managed under the Pacific Salmon Fishery Management
Plan must also be considered.
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California_Fish _and Game Code Section 1600: Streambed Alteration

Agreements

DFG has jurisdictional authority over wetland resources associated with rivers, streams, and lakes
under Sections 1600-1607 of the CFGC. DFG has the authority to regulate all work under the
jurisdiction of the State of California that would substantially divert, obstruct, or change the natural
flow of a river, stream, or lake; substantially change the bed, channel, or bank of a river, stream, or
lake; or use material from a streambed. In practice, DFG marks its jurisdictional limit at the top of the
stream or lake bank, or the outer edge of the riparian vegetation, where present, and sometimes
extends its jurisdiction to the edge of the 100-year floodplain. Because riparian habitats do not always
support wetland hydrology or hydric soils, wetland boundaries, as defined by CWA Section 404,
sometimes include only portions of the riparian habitat adjacent to a river, stream, or lake. Therefore,
jurisdictional boundaries under Section 1600 may encompass a greater area than those regulated under
CWA Section 404. DFG enters into a streambed alteration agreement with an applicant and can
impose conditions on the agreement to ensure that no net loss of wetland values or acreage will be
incurred. The streambed or lakebed alteration agreement is not a permit, but a mutual agreement
between DFG and the applicant.

The Delta Protection Act of 1992

The legal Delta was formally defined in the Delta Protection Act of 1992 (Water Code Section 12220)
and includes the Primary Zone, which includes land and water areas of primary state concern and
statewide significance situated within the boundaries of the Delta (as shown on the map titled “Delta
Protection Zones” on files with the California State Lands Commission) and the Secondary Zone. The
Secondary Zone includes all of the Delta land and water within the boundaries of the legal Delta that is
not included in the Primary Zone.

The Delta Protection Act of 1992 established the Delta Protection Commission (DPC) to develop a
Land Use and Resource Management Plan with policies for land use in the Primary Zone. The DPC
also acts as an appeal body in the event an action of a local entity on a project located in the Primary
Zone is challenged as being inconsistent with the Delta Protection Act or the DPC’s Management
Plan. The Delta Protection Act requires local government general plans to be consistent with the Land
Use and Resource Management Plan.
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The Primary Zone of the Delta extends over portions of five counties: Solano, Yolo, Sacramento, San
Joaquin, and Contra Costa. The City of Sacramento and the City of West Sacramento are not located
within the Primary Zone. The Secondary Zone consists of approximately 238,000 acres of the legal
Delta, beyond that contained in the Primary Zone. The Secondary Zone is subject to the land use
authority of local government. The Land Use and Resource Management Plan does not address the
Secondary Zone, and local land use decisions within the Secondary Zone are not appealable to the
DPC. A portion of the City of West Sacramento south of the study area is within the Secondary Zone;
however, the study area is located outside both zones of the Delta.

National Historic Preservation Act

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) requires federal agencies to evaluate
the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, which are those properties listed or eligible for
listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Implementing regulations at 36 CFR Part
800 require that federal agencies, in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO),
identify historic properties within the area of potential effect (APE) of the proposed project and make
an assessment of adverse effects if any are identified. If the project is determined to have an adverse
effect on historic properties, the federal agency is required to consult further with SHPO and the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) to develop methods to resolve the adverse effects.

The Section 106 process has five basic steps.

1. Initiate the Section 106 process, including the identification of consulting parties, such as
Native American tribes.

Identify and evaluate cultural resources to determine whether they are historic properties.
Assess the effects of the undertaking on historic properties within the APE.

4. If historic properties may be subject to an adverse effect, the federal agency, the SHPO,
and any other consulting parties (including Native American tribes and the ACHP)
continue consultation to seek ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the adverse effect. A
Memorandum of Agreement is usually developed to document the measures agreed upon
to resolve adverse effects. Alternatively, the federal agency may prepare and execute a
Programmatic Agreement with the aforementioned parties to comply with 36 CFR 800,
particularly in the context of complex undertakings that entail years of implementation
actions or where the undertaking’s effects on historic properties cannot be well
characterized during the planning phase.

5. Proceed in accordance with the terms of the MOA or PA.
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APPENDIX B

CONSTRAINT AND OPPORTUNITY INPUT OBTAINED FROM MAY 10, 2010
STAKEHOLDER MEETING AND JUNE 14, 2010 STAKEHOLDER SITE TOUR



Constraints - May 10, 2010 Stakeholder Meeting

Location Comment

Richards/Railyards

Richards Blvd. Heritage Center changes aesthetics of confluence - through Jibboom Street already close

Richards Blvd. Only could support walking or bike traffic

Richards Blvd./CA Indian Heritage Major State Park should be protected

Railyards Appropriate for a ferry or the like, not appropriate for a bridge

Railyards Freeway/existing infrastructure

Railyards Not enough area to achieve grade to reach 100' clearance

Bridge District

Old Sacramento State Park - protected area

Tower Bridge By simply widening Tower Bridge instead of building a new parallel capacity bridge does not do enough to mitigate the risk of a catastrophic flood or
natural/man made disaster. Residents need more exit routes and more routes for emergency response vehicles

Q Street Neighborhood integration (both sides of the river)

| Street

| Street Ensure that VMT is reduced on US50 Pioneer Bridge if bridge gets sighted north of | Street Bridge

Broadway

Broadway Auto bridge terrible for residential neighborhood

Broadway Vehicle traffic growth through Southside Park neighborhood to downtown Sacramento

Broadway Nimby area: long history of opposition to new crossing

Broadway Sacramento side would increase traffic flow to and through residential and business areas (Opportunity and Constraint

Stone Lock Area

Vallejo - Stone Lock Auto bridge - bad - puts traffic in residential neighborhoods

Stone Lock Lack of I-5 Crossing is a problem. Is the publicly accessible crossing nearby?

Sutterville

Sutterville Auto Bridge - bad idea - would put lots of cars in residential neighborhoods

Sutterville Commute vehicular access to relieve Southport is worse place with regard to impact on Sacramento side

Sutterville Neighborhood needs should not trump regional needs

Sutterville Unacceptable impact on residential traffic

Other Areas

Linden Linden can't accommodate increased traffic - Lake Washington can




Opportunities - May 10, 2010 Stakeholder Meeting

Location Comment

Richards/Railyards

Richards

Seems like logical location - especially with planned River District development

Richards/Railyards

Good connections with city cores

Richards Opportunity to connect all modes - low - to Indian Heritage
Railyards Appropriate for a ferry or the like, not appropriate for a bridge
Railyards Development opportunity - good access between housing and jobs
Railyards Connect with new development in Railyards

Railyards to 3rd & B Street

Traffic and/or Ped/Bike bridge to Raley Field & downtown bypasses "I" Street Bridge

Richards/Railyards

Make the vehicle crossing part of the developments

Railyards Access to and from the Railyards development, Intermodal station and possible site of new sports & entertainment facility
Railyards High Density
Railyards Connect B Street (W. Sacramento) to Railyards Blvd. (Sacramento)

Richards/| Street

A crossing between | Street and Richards will link tourism opportunities from Old Sacramento and the Railyards to West Sacramento

| Street

Non-specific Several small bridges (2-lane bike/ped) would be preferable to one large (4 or more lanes) bridge

| Street Re-do | Street to better connect to railyards - and improve all modes

| Street Partner with SP to update | Street bridge, including better bike & ped features

| Street Improve bridge

| Street Access to new civic amenities such as the CA Indian Heritage Center & other riverfront development
Bridge District

Tower Bridge

Better bike and pedestrian crossing conditions on Tower Bridge (still too narrow, not connection yet between south side of bridge and West Sacramento side)

Tower Bridge

Development funding opportunity

R Street

Ped/Bike Bridge, good for river amenities = walking and biking back and forth among Tower, R & Broadway bridges

Bridge District

New street network in Bridge District

Bridge District

High Density

Bridge District

Connect with new development in Bridge District

R Street R Street Bridge would take advantage of R Street overcrossing of I-5

R Street Bike, pedestrian crossing from Sacramento Promenade to West Sacramento riverfront

R Street Streetcar loop - Tower Bridge & Q/R Street

R Street Opportunity for low boulevard style bridge for all modes - maximum 3-4 car lanes - great to connect to stadium
O Street Exclusive good transit connection

Bridge District to O Street

Allows Sacramento and West Sacramento to walk or bike to and from Crocker/Downtown and Raley Field - vehicles secondary

Pioneer Bridge Area

Pioneer Bridge

Under the Pioneer Bridge consider Ped crossings by using existing pier structures as supports for a light weight pedestrian structure. The middle could be a light weight lift
component.

Pioneer Bridge

Locks project in West Sacramento - good opportunity to connect to I-5

15th Street (W. Sacramento)

15th Street is an important connection

Pioneer Bridge

Reduce vehicle trips on Pioneer Bridge from West Sacramento to Downtown Sacramento

Pioneer Bridge

Proposed Pioneer Bluff & Miller Park development funding opportunities

Miller Park

Miller Park to S. River Road for Ped/Bike and Vehicle Traffic

Broadway

Broadway

Great for bikes and pedestrians - connects to parks




Opportunities - May 10, 2010 Stakeholder Meeting

Location Comment

Broadway Broadway alignment: After crossing the RR track as you travel west on Broadway toward W. Sacramento - veer the road to the right - over the old Phillips 66 rack and have the
Broadway bridge parallel the Pioneer Bridge and land on the Cemex property - which will line the property up on the west side of the river directly into the 15th Street/South
River Road intersection. This will avoid all the existing oil loading facilities

Broadway Build a bridge with access on the Sacramento side only to Hwy 50 fwy rather than directly onto Broadway

Broadway Perfect for Bike/Ped bridge - no vehicles/ too much traffic

Broadway West Sacramento side a positive for traffic and pedestrian/bicycle

Broadway Sacramento side would increase traffic flow to and through residential and business areas (Opportunity and Constraint)

Jefferson & Deep Water Channel

Jefferson & Deep Water Channel

Stimulate removal of tank farms

Jefferson & Deep Water Channel

Widen deep water channel so have access to other bridges than at Sutterville to relieve Southport congestion

Stone Lock Area

Stone Lock

New development planned - waterfront destinations

Stone Lock

Closest Bike/Ped connection from West Sacramento to Downtown Sacramento at Stone Lock? Miller Park?

Lake Washington Blvd.

Lake Washington Blvd.

This crossing could allow for a higher density in West Sacramento, a community close to the core with low per capita VMT

Lake Washington Blvd.

Would improve safety for West Sacramento residents

Lake Washington Blvd.

Great recreational opportunity to connect West Sacramento and east banks for loop. Connection to City College - major destination

Sutterville

Sutterville/Linden Great opportunity to reduce VMT. Could be bike/ped or vehicle plus bike/ped

Sutterville Tell me again why this is absolutely off the table

Sutterville Opportunity for low bike, ped bridge (maybe 2 lanes of auto traffic) to connect City College to West Sacramento
Other Areas

Davis Road (W. Sacramento)

Opportunity

Davis Road/ Seamas

Federal legislation - change law on navigable waterways so river traffic is designed for bridges instead of bridges designed for river traffic - like Paris!

Harbor & 50 / Industrial

Lots of jobs here

N. Harbor/Sunset Ave

Add Bike/Ped to existing bridge

River Road

West Sacramento from River Road - the same for vehicles, Ped/Bike

Natomas

What about Natomas people - don't they want to shop at IKEA too?
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JUNE 14, 2010 STAKEHOLDER SITE TOUR INPUT

Question 1
Based on the site tour and your own knowledge of the study area, what is the most significant

challenge or constraint to constructing a new river crossing?

Physical/Engineering Challenge: The necessity of a very tall bridge, or a moving bridge, strikes me as
a significant challenge.

Constraint related to height: The landings for the bridge.

The traffic calming reductions proposed for Broadway will seriously constrain the potential to use the
Broadway site.

The Sutterville Landing is constrained on the Sacramento (east) side of the river.

The conflict with river traffic and costs of building high over river or building a moveable bridge.
Vehicle crossing at the Rivers doesn’t make sense.

You mentioned that the river is lower at Sutterville so a crossing there would be cheaper.

You mentioned that streets in Land Park have no opportunity for change (widening) these comments
leave me knowing its not about people/homes/residents in Land Park that you don’t care about all the
traffic you’ll create in Land Park if you cross at Sutterville.

Seems very difficult to site a vehicle crossing on Sac Side at Broadway with tanks on either side of
river; river width; boat traffic from marina; height and structure required; bike crossing/path near
Miller Park to downtown, goal to create mixed-use residential development who will not want lots of
vehicle traffic in neighborhood. Also, unclear how could connect to W or X given all the freeway

ramps.

Sutterville/Linden/South River: Land Park neighborhood opposition and crossing I-5 (length of bridge
structure raising costs)

Stone Lock/Miller Park: Land Park neighborhood opposition and crossing 1-5. Need to clarify where
bridge would touch down in City of Sacramento. Environmental Justice issues present.
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Pioneer Bluff/Miller Park — Land Park/Broadway business association opposition.
Around Pioneer Bridge — good site for local vehicular traffic crossing
Richards/Rivers — Bike/Ped mode crossing would be easier to gain community support.

Impact on congested street on Sacramento side of the river — calls out for solutions not minimize
additional private vehicular traffic. Since West Sac is enlightened TOD in nature — crossings should
be limited to bike/walk/public transit.

Question 2

Are you aware of any crossing location opportunities that were not discussed during the site tour

or shown on the opportunities map?

Not really, but | thought a vehicular crossing to North at Richards could potentially be less
controversial than the crossings at Broadway or Sutterville.

Yes there are very likely various opportunities south of the Stone Lock Project that would/could
connect directly to_I-5 and not direct traffic to Land Park. These opportunities should be on the next
draft of the “Crossing Opportunities” map, Figure X. The Land Park community would likely support
a river crossing south of Stone Lock Project that connected ONLY to I-5.

Further south @ Freeport for used south villages of Southport in the distant future.

Question 3

Did you learn something new from the site tour that could influence your input on potential new

crossings?

| gained a better understanding of how the lack of a local crossing to the south of the Pioneer bridge
constrains the southern portion of West Sacramento.

Yes plans for West Sacramento side, especially at Southport and Indian Museum.
Preserving river access and views for bicyclists and peds important (along south river road).

Yes | learned you don’t care about the people’s homes along a route that will result from a bridge at
Sutterville.
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I had not really seen the Southport area before. It does seem to provide potential for a crossing to
Sutterville Road. Also, didn’t know | Street Bridge can’t accommodate buses.

Yes very limited capacity on Vallejo Way and vicinity for crossing between there and Stone Lock.
Should be planning now for more than one crossing — probably 3 Not in order of priority: 1. Richards
Blvd. 2. Broadway 3. Sutterville

The potential for a W/X connect over the river into West Sac is an interesting concept. Would it be a
manned bridge? The Docks Project would benefit and it may capture more local trips across the
River.

Question? — How would the connections with 1-5 & US 50 work to get the most local trips off the
freeways? That is how could local trips exit the freeway to take pressure off Pioneer Bridge?

Way too much planned development in advance of traffic solutions. Don’t know about the
significance of 5 Street on Sacramento side (2-lane thoroughfare connects Railyards to Land Park)
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