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INTRODUCTION

For over a decade, the concept of another Sacramento River crossing has surfaced in multiple forms,
including the City of Sacramento and City of West Sacramento General Plans, the Sacramento
Riverfront Master Plan (SRMP), and the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG)
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP). Mobility, economic development, riverfront accessibility,
connectivity, air quality, safety, and security have been cited as benefits of a new Sacramento

River crossing, while community and environmental impacts are often presented as concerns.
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The purpose of the Sacramento River Crossings
Alternatives Study was to take a comprehensive
look at the need for a new crossing and to

answer the following key questions.

«  Why is a new crossing needed?

« What are the objectives a new crossing

should achieve?

« What locations are feasible for constructing

a new crossing?

o What travel modes should a new crossing

serve?

« How would a new crossing influence future

travel demand?

« How much would a new crossing cost to

construct?

« How do stakeholders and the public feel
about new crossings?

In answering these questions, the study
engaged stakeholders and the public in the
transportation planning process. It started
with defining the need and purpose of a new
crossing, which directly responds to the first
two questions, and then refining it throughout
the study based on stakeholder and public
input. The final Need and Purpose Statement,
shown on the opposite page, is grounded in
the community values stated in the principles
of the SRMP, the General Plan policies from
both cities, and expressed by stakeholders

and the public during the planning process.

The Sacramento Riverfront Master Plan builds on four central
guiding principles identified by the communities:
Creating riverfront neighborhoods and districts
- Establishing a web of connectivity
. Strengthening the green backbone of the community
Making places for celebration

Based on this statement, the clear need for a
new crossing stems from limited connectivity,
which is a barrier to economic activity, social
exchanges, recreational opportunities, and
access to jobs. This barrier effect creates

long trip lengths that discourage walking

and bicycling while creating dependence on
automobile use that generates negative public
health effects and adverse environmental
effects. A new crossing would respond to

the need but also be expected to accomplish
additional objectives listed under the project
purpose. These objectives were defined by the
project team with input from the stakeholders

and public.

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 Information Compilation
Report contains the detailed information
developed during the study and presented to
the stakeholders and the public.

Summary Report
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ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT AND ANALYSIS

The Sacramento River Crossings Alternatives
Study started with a large study area that
extended from the confluence of the American
River to the Freeport Bridge approximately

13 miles to the south. The Need and Purpose
Statement was used to assess and refine this
initial study area to the final limits shown in
Figure ES-1. This refined study area was the
focus of the alternatives development and
analysis, which started with an evaluation of
existing constraints under the following topics
to identify potential opportunities for new
crossing locations.

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.

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

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.

Summary Report
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The constraints were based on a review of
available information and input from the
stakeholder advisory committee. Opportunity
crossing locations were identified by
reviewing the constraints and the following
information.

« Planned development and redevelopment
areas (also known as opportunity

development sites).

« Existing and planned transportation
network, including roadways, rail lines,

bikeways, and pedestrian facilities.

« Stakeholder input from their second meeting
and the June 14, 2010, site tour.

The main product of the constraints and
opportunities analysis was a technical
memorandum that included a preliminary
map of potential crossing locations and modal
options for each crossing. The memo and map
were the key items presented at the third
stakeholder meeting and the public workshop.
At this point in the study, the modal options
included bridges, ferries, and aerial trams.
Further assessment of these modal options,
based on the Need and Purpose Statement
during the alternatives analysis, revealed that
a ferry or aerial tram would fail to meet key
project purpose objectives. Figure ES-2 on
pages 8 and 9 shows the final map of eight
potential crossing locations and the various
modal options they could support.

Following is a summary of the eight crossing
location opportunities.

Summary Report

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 I-5. A pedestrian- and bicycle-only
bridge was previously identified in this area

in the Riverfront Master Plan.

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.

Location 3 - This location focuses on

the existing 1 Street Bridge corridor and
strengthening the connection between
downtown Sacramento, the Railyards
Specific Plan area, and the Washington
Specific Plan area and surrounding
neighborhood. A key question is whether it
would be more cost effective to upgrade the
existing bridge or to replace it altogether.
The presumption for this study is that any
modification in this area would not increase
the number of lanes for vehicles but would
enhance the crossing for automobiles,
transit vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians.
Transit vehicles do not use the I Street
Bridge because it is too narrow, and
bicyclists must share the narrow travel lanes

with vehicles given the absence of shoulders.
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Location 4 - This location focuses on the
existing Tower Bridge corridor and would
continue to connect the core of downtown
Sacramento with north-south gateways

to the Washington Specific Plan area and
Bridge District development area. While a
new crossing would not likely be added here,
enhancements to the existing Tower Bridge
could be made to accommodate rail transit
or provide additional space for bicycles and

pedestrians.

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 B, 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 I-5.

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 as a
multimodal bridge across the river in this

area. Broadway already crosses under I-5.

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.

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.

Summary Report
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EVALUATION CRITERIA

The alternatives analysis focused on
evaluation criteria developed by the project
team in collaboration with the stakeholders.
The evaluation criteria was linked to specific
community values identified early in the study
process based on adopted local, regional, and
state plans, plus stakeholder input and an

Summary Report

Internet-based public survey, which included
almost 1,700 responses. This approach
ensured that the alternatives analysis

would relate directly to the community
values expressed as being important to the
stakeholders and the public. Table ES-1 shows
the final evaluation criteria.
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TABLE ES-1 — EVALUATION CRITERIA PERFORMANCE MEASURES

COMMUNITY VALUES

Accessibility
- Increase accessibility to the riverfront
- Remove barriers to travel, especially by
walking and bicycling
+ Reduce gaps in the transportation network

Aesthetics
- Maintain local character and identity

Connectivity
+ Increase the number of river crossings
+ Improve pedestrian and bicycle network
connectivity

Economic

+ Minimize impedance to movement of
goods, services, and workers

« Develop cost-effective alternatives

« Align costs and funding

Environment

« Protect environmental and cultural
resources

- Protect and restore riverfront environment

+ Reduce travel-related energy and emissions

Mobility
+ Reduce undesired future congestion
+ Improve roadway utilization
+ Reduce travel times to cross the river by all
modes

Neighborhoods/Community
+ Preserve existing conditions
+ Minimize through traffic

Safety
+ Improve travel safety
- Reduce severity of collisions
- Improve emergency vehicle response

QUANTITATIVE PERFORMANCE
MEASURES

+ Population and employment within %2 mile
(walk) radius of each river crossing location

- Population and employment within a
5-minute drive of each river crossing
location

« Number of new crossings
« Number of vehicle lanes crossing the river
+ Number of sidewalks/paths crossing
the river
« Number of bike lanes/paths crossing
the river
- Change in average spacing between
crossings

- Population and employment within %2 mile
(walk) radius of each river crossing location

« Population and employment within a
5-minute drive of each river crossing
location

« Change in regional vehicle miles of travel
(VMT)

« Travel times for select origin-destination
pairs by mode

+ Change in regional VMT

« Congested lane-miles within study area

« Percent change in neighborhood cut-
through traffic

« Vehicle traffic volume change on major
neighborhood roadways

QUALITATIVE PERFORMANCE
MEASURES

« Travel market map based on estimated
distribution of vehicle trips using each
crossing

- Potential to reduce emergency vehicle
response times

-+ Location is compatible with existing or
planned development

« Design would be consistent with scale of
existing development

« Cost compared to funding estimate

« Environmental and cultural resource
disruption

- Transportation energy demand reduction
potential

« Potential to induce new travel

« Potential to induce new growth beyond
current plans

« Meets current design standards

Summary Report | Page 11
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TRANSPORTATION ANALYSIS

Accessibility, connectivity, and mobility are the
community values that resonated most strongly
with the stakeholders. These values are
directly related to existing and future levels of
population and employees. Figure ES-3 shows
that the study area has a significant amount

of planned population and employment
growth, especially in the urban core areas of
Sacramento and West Sacramento. Figure ES-4
relates this growth to each crossing location
based on select accessibility and mobility

417

Influence of accessibility on development

LEGEND

.60 Distance Between Bridges (miles)

Areas of Less Intense Development
Partly Due to Limited Assessibility

Page12 | Summary Report

related evaluation criteria from Table ES-1.
This information suggests that each crossing
would serve different amounts of population
and employment, with those closer to the
urban core serving the most. However, the
core area already has existing bridges, whereas
the areas to the north and south have none.
This condition partly explains why adding new
bridges to the north or south has a greater
influence on reducing vehicle miles of travel
(VMT).
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FIGURE ES-4
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North To better understand the specific areas or
h »jm“'ﬁ’ ¥ « ” . .
\( \:‘v Q V'/ ; r.narkets be.mg served by each crossing, .a
\ A( i visual analysis was conducted, as shown in the

images on this page, to show how the location
of a new bridge affects the distribution of

the vehicle trips that cross it. Three distinct
markets were revealed: north, central, and

south. The central market is already served
by the I Street and Tower Bridges although

[ Street does not accommodate all modes and
is in need of significant maintenance. The
north market (north of I Street) and the south
market (south of Pioneer Bridge) are not
served by any bridges. When a new bridge is
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Another important community value identified
by the stakeholders was the preservation of
existing residential neighborhoods and the
desire to minimize regional cut through traffic
on residential streets that would occur due

to a new crossing. The planning level analysis
conducted for this study did not contain
sufficient detail or sensitivity to draw definitive
conclusions about potential residential
neighborhood effects, but the analysis did
provide evidence that new crossings connecting
directly to, or adjacent to, existing residential
neighborhoods had a high likelihood of
attracting new traffic through these areas and
should be studied in closer detail in subsequent
project development phases.

A complete summary of the transportation
analysis can be found in the Technical
Information Compilation Report, which

is a compilation of the information that

was produced during this study and used

in stakeholder meetings and the public
workshop. Since any new bridge would
comply with current design standards and
would improve current emergency response

capabilities, these criteria were not directly

included in the transportation analysis
summaries. Likewise, each two-lane bridge
would add the same number of vehicle lanes,
sidewalks, and bike lanes. As for aesthetics,
itis too early in the planning process to have
bridge designs prepared. However, this was

an important criterion for many stakeholders
(with a strong preference for low profile
bridge designs such as Tower Bridge) and will
need to be addressed as the project progresses

into design phases.

COST ESTIMATES

The alternatives analysis also included cost
estimates. The cost estimates considered three

potential crossing types, as listed below.

« Fixed bridge with a 55 vertical clearance
to comply with U.S. Coast Guard Navigable
Waterways design requirements (similar to
Pioneer Bridge height).

« Fixed bridge with a 30" vertical clearance,
assuming an exception to the U.S. Coast
Guard Navigable Waterways design

requirements.

o Moveable bridge similar to Tower Bridge or
I Street Bridge.

Summary Report
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For each bridge type, the cost estimates
included three different cross-sections with
varying widths to accommodate the modal
options shown in Figure ES-2. Table ES-2
summarizes the cost estimates. Additional
details about the cost estimates are available in

the Technical Information Compilation Report.

environmental assessment did not identify
major environmental constraints that would
dramatically change the cost estimates
between the alternative locations. While a
complete cost is difficult to estimate at this
early planning stage, the range in Table ES-2

is generally in line with the current funding

These cost estimates represent a significant projection contained in the Sacramento
Regional Metropolitan Transportation Plan,
SACOG, 2008, of approximately $100 million.

However, this plan is being updated and

range and do not include right-of-way,
environmental mitigation, or enhanced

aesthetic designs. Each of these items can add

significantly to the cost amount, depending additional funding may be designated for new

e . river crossings.
on the specific location, although the 5

TABLE ES-2 - CONCEPTUAL CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATES

Bridges Ped/Bike Ped/Bike with Transit = All Modes - 2 Lanes All Modes - 4 Lanes
Width 20' 60' 60' 100
Types Range of Costs (in millions of dollars)

Fixed = 30' $35-$70 $45-$145 $40-$130 110-$205
Fixed = 55' $65-$80 $65-$165 $60-$150 $140-$250
Moveable $80-$115 $115-$180 $105-$165 $200-$270

Notes: The values in this table are estimates with ranges of costs. These costs include a 25% contingency cost, escalation in cost for 15 years (3% per year), 20% engineering and environmental
cost, and 10% construction administration cost. Costs do not include right-of-way or environmental mitigation.

Source: Dokken Engineering, 2010.

Page 18 | Summary Report
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FINDINGS

The principal finding of this study is that a
clear need exists for a new crossing of the
Sacramento River, but instead of just one
new crossing, at least two new crossings are
needed. This is particularly evident for the
under-served markets north and south of the
I Street and Pioneer Bridges. New crossings
would accomplish the following objectives.

« Increase economic activity and access to jobs

« Improve the potential to achieve planned
urban development and redevelopment

« Reduce trip lengths to make walking and
bicycling viable travel modes across the river

« Reduce undesirable delays to automobiles,
trucks, and public transit

« Increase the opportunities for public access
to the riverfront for recreation

« Improve travel safety and increase evacuation

alternatives during emergency situations

The five-mile study segment of the Sacramento
River is served by two local bridges, the Tower
Bridge and the I Street Bridge, located just less
than one-half mile apart. Travel by all modes
across the river must use these two bridges for
east-west travel, except for vehicles that have
the option of using US 50 (Pioneer Bridge).
The I Street Bridge is 100 years old and its
upper roadway is too narrow to serve buses,

it has no bicycle facilities, and it has a narrow
sidewalk on one side only.

The two new crossings should include one
that serves the “north market” and one that

serves the “south market.” The most promising
alternatives for each market, as shown on
Figure ES-5, and the purposes they would
serve, are described below.

NORTH MARKET ALTERNATIVES

The crossings at Locations 2 and 3 would
provide connectivity between major planned
developments, including the Washington
Specific Plan and California Indian Heritage
Center in West Sacramento, and the Railyards
and River District in Sacramento.

Location 2: C Street to Railyards Boulevard

This crossing would maintain the west
approach of the existing [ Street Bridge at

C Street, but shift the east approach away from

[ and ] Streets (and the associated I-5 ramps) to
Railyards Boulevard. This crossing is likely to be
less costly and disruptive to implement because
its alignment north of the I Street Bridge

allows the existing I Street Bridge to remain

in operation. After the three core bridges
(Locations 3, 4, and 5), it has the highest 2035
population and employee total within both a

one-half mile area and a five-minute drive.

Location 3: | Street Bridge Replacement

This crossing would replace the I Street Bridge at its
current location, but widen it to provide pedestrian
and bicycle facilities. Replacement of the I Street
Bridge would require maintenance of freight and

passenger rail traffic during construction.

Summary Report
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SOUTH MARKET ALTERNATIVES

The crossing at Location 6 would provide
connectivity between the Pioneer Bluff,

a planned redevelopment area along the
West Sacramento riverfront, and the Docks
development project, Miller Park, and the

Broadway commercial district in Sacramento.

The crossing at Location 8 would provide
connectivity between primarily residential
neighborhoods, including the Southport area
in West Sacramento and the Land Park area
in Sacramento, but also attract regional traffic
to the new shorter distance route between
SR 99/1-5 and I-80.

Location 6: 15th Street to Broadway or W
Street/X Street couplet

This crossing is located just south of the
existing Pioneer Bridge. It would serve
multiple purposes, including improving access
to jobs and supporting planned riverfront
development. Compared to the other crossings
located outside the existing core (crossings 1,
7, and 8), it yields the highest 2035 population
and employment within both a one-half mile

area and a five-minute drive.

Location 8: Linden Road to Sutterville Road

This crossing is located at the southern edge
of the study area. The distance between this
crossing and the nearest crossing to the north
(Pioneer Bridge) is approximately two miles.
As such, a crossing at this location would yield
a significant benefit in terms of reducing trip
lengths required to cross the river.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Public and stakeholder sentiment suggests
that any new crossing should accommodate
multiple modes, including bicycles,
pedestrians, and vehicles. This was based on

a number of factors, including the desire for
new crossings to serve as complete streets and
the fact that the median cost of a pedestrian-/
bicycle-only bridge was approximately 70
percent of the median cost of a two-lane

crossing serving all modes.

Other important considerations drawn
for each market area during the study are
described in detail below.

o North Market - This area has no existing
bridges and substantial planned growth on
both sides of the river. Without a new bridge,
this area will have limited accessibility
that could affect the amount of future
development. This could mean that some
population and employment growth occurs
farther from the urban cores of Sacramento
and West Sacramento, which would likely
increase the amount of vehicle travel that
occurs in the region and contribute to
greater levels of energy use and emissions.

o Central Market — This area is already served
by the I Street and Tower Bridges. The Tower
Bridge functions well and accommodates
multiple modes, but modifications would
be required to accommodate rail transit.
Another crossing opportunity for bicycles
and pedestrians does not exist south of
Tower Bridge. A new bridge at Location 5

(R Street) would improve accessibility and
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connectivity to this area for all modes. After
the existing Tower and I Street Bridges, it
has the highest level of 2035 population
and employment within both a one-half
mile area and a five-minute drive. However,
the inclusion of vehicles would likely
increase traffic volumes through residential
neighborhoods.

South Market - This area has the highest
level of existing population and employment
that is not served by a bridge. The area is
large enough that more than one bridge
could be justified. This area has some key
challenges related to any bridge crossings
at Locations 7 (Marina View) and 8
(Sutterville). Location 7 would require a
bridge through Miller Park, which could
disrupt existing public recreational areas
and cause circuitous routing. A bridge at
Location 8 would likely increase traffic

volumes through residential neighborhoods.
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NEXT STEPS

Advancing a specific bridge alternative

to the next phase of project development
would involve preliminary engineering,

more detailed alternative analysis, and
environmental review to comply with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
and the National Environmental Policy

Act (NEPA). The preliminary engineering
work will be essential to determine specific
footprint locations, right of way issues, and
how a new bridge would connect to the
existing roadway system. Other important
engineering details include whether the bridge
would be fixed or moveable. The alternative
analysis would include more refined travel
demand forecasts and traffic operations
analysis to help determine the number of lanes
for each alternative and whether modifications
are required to connecting roadways, transit
lines, and bicycle/pedestrian facilities. The
environmental review will include the typical
biological and cultural resource evaluation,
but this project would likely involve special
issues related to residential neighborhood
sensitivity, aesthetics, construction in a river
ecosystem, and U.S. Coast Guard vertical
clearance requirements.





