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ltem #06-12-15
SACOG Board of Directors Workshop

December 7, 2006

Board Workshop on TALL Order Forum

Issue: To review the results of the TALL Order Forum.
Recommendation: None; this item is for discussion only.

Discussion: It is essential that the Board act on the Infrastructure Bonds item on the agenda, so it is not
certain how much time we will have for this item. But we can productively use all the time we have. In
the workshop we will: a) ask Board members to offer comments on how they thought the eight went
workshops went; b) summarize the citizen input results; and c) start to solicit substantive input from the
Board on how it would like to start moving towards a draft preferred alternative for the Plan.

Attached are:

A. Summary of people attending the workshops

B. Summary of participant input on MTP principles and scenarios

C. Summary of participant input on "common projects"” in scenarios

D. Summary of participants individual comments on scenarios

E. Staff synthesis of public input, technical and cost information for the 9 corridors

Itis a lot of information, but it's a big plan ($36 billion) for 28 years! And we don't have to digest all of it
in December, but we need to get started. As time allows, we will work with Attachment #5 to discuss the
corridors with the Board how it wants to move towards a draft preferred scenario. We expect time to
discuss about half of the corridors at the December Board meeting and the other half in January. We are
working with Maury Giles to devise an exercise using the laptop computer technology from the January
elected officials summit to quickly solicit your input. If we can be assured the technology will work, that
is how we will proceed.

Approved by:
Mike McKeever
Executive Director

MM:gg
Attachments
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Attachment A

SUMMARY OF ATTENDANCE AT
NOVEMBER 16, 2006, TALL ORDER FORUM

1,225 citizens participated in simultaneous workshops at eight locations throughout the SACOG region.
Valley Vision assigned between five and eight citizens to sit at tables for the evening. As they registered,
participants self-identified which of eight interests they represented and Valley Vision made table
assignments designed to create a broad cross-section of community interests at each table (i.e. business,
environment, public agency, etc. mixed together at each table). The first order of business at each table was
for participants to fill in a sign-in sheet, which asked for name, address, e-mail address, phone number, and
sector of interest.

All of the participants signed in with at least their name and those names can be correlated with the workshop
location.

Workshop Location Number of Participants
Elk Grove (Southern Sacramento County) 96
Folsom (Eastern Sacramento County) 179
Placerville (El Dorado County) 72
Downtown Sacramento (Central Sac. Co.) 397
Natomas (Northern Sacramento County) 125
Rocklin (Placer County) 110
Yuba City (Sutter and Yuba Counties) 89
Davis (Yolo County) 157
Regional Total 1,225

Participants were asked to place a green dot on a map indicating where they live. Dots were placed by 1,184
participants, all but 11 of whom live in the region. According to this data, participation was spread among
the six counties largely in proportion to respective populations. As shown in the table below, Placer County
participation was light relative to population and Yolo County’s was heavy, but the other four counties were
virtually on target.

Place of Residence Number of  Percentage of Percentage of
Participants Total Participants  Region's Population

El Dorado 102 9% 7%
Placer 107 9% 14%
City of Sacramento 272 23% 21%
Remainder of Sacramento Co. 464 40% 42%
Sutter County 52 4% 4%
Yolo County 145 12% 9%
Yuba County 31 3% 3%
Regional Total 1,173 100% 100%




Not all of the participants answered all of the remaining questions. The question about sector of interest was
answered by 1,161 participants. The regional summary of these results is shown below and the results by
workshop location appear as Attachment 1.

Sector of Interest Number of Participants
Business/Agriculture 63
Community Interest 554
Education 65
Elected Official 27
Environmental 66
Public Employee 144
Real Estate/Developer 78
Social Equity 25
Transportation Advocate 139
Regional Total 1,161

The question about the participant’s address was answered by 1,016 participants, all but seven of whom
listed addresses within the six-county SACOG region. Many participants listed work addresses, especially
those who worked for the public sector, business, or real estate/development. Therefore, the best information
about residential locations of participants is from the green dots on the maps, presented above.

In addition to recording participant’s personal information on the sign-in sheet, SACOG also attempted to
record demographic and residential location information electronically during the meeting so that
participants could see each others’ information “live” during the event. This electronic keypad method of
recording did not function as expected during the event. We have not been able to determine that the
electronic data is sufficiently credible to draw conclusions about the demographic questions posed in the
keypad polling and therefore have not included that information in this summary report. Accordingly, all of
the information presented in this summary report is based on information provided on the sign-in sheets,
from the pre-registration database (if someone signed in at the forum, we used the pre-registration database
to fill in any information such as interest area and residential or employment location not provided on the
sign-in sheet), and on the maps.



Attachment 1: Sector of Interest for Participants at Each TALL Order Venue

Workshop Participants | Business/Ag. | Comm. Interest | Education | Elected Official | Environmental | Public Employee |Real Estate/Dev.| Social Equity | Transp. Adv.
El Dorado County 67 5 7% 32 48% 1 1% 4 6% 4 6% 7 10% 7 10% 0 0% 7 10%
Northern Sacramento Co. 119 6 5% 48 40% 14 12% 0 0% 5 4% 15 13% 8 7% 2 2% 21 18%
Placer County 107 5 5% 43 40% 3 3% 3 3% 13 12% 12 11% 13 12% 3 3% 12 1%
Eastern Sacramento Co. 149 8 5% 93 62% 2 1% 3 2% 8 5% 1 7% 7 5% 1 1% 16 1%
Central Sacramento Co. 384 15 4% 199 52% 18 5% 1 0% 24 6% 48 13% 23 6% 10 3% 46  12%
Southern Sacramento Co. 94 4 4% 46 49% 7 7% 0 0% 3 3% 14 15% 7 7% 1 1% 12 13%
Yolo County 145 9 6% 58 40% 17 12% 6 4% 6 4% 21 14% 4% 4 3% 18 12%
Yuba and Sutter Counties 88 11 13% 35 40% 2 2% 10 11% 0 0% 14 16% 7 8% 2 2% 7 8%
Total Participants by Sector 1153 63 5% 554 48% 64 6% 27 2% 63 5% 142 12% 78 7% 23 2% 139 12%
Did not answer 72

Total Participants 1225



Attachment B

Results of Citizen Input

On Preferred Scenarios for Nine Corridors
November 16, 2006, TALL Order Forum

1,225 citizens participated in simultaneous workshops at eight locations throughout the SACOG region. Valley Vision
assigned between five and eight citizens to sit at tables for the evening. Citizens self-identified which of eight interests
they represented when they registered, and Valley Vision made table assignments designed to create a broad cross-
section of community interests at each table (i.c., business, environment, public agency, etc., mixed together at each
table). Each table was led by a discussion leader. The discussion leaders were asked to attend at least one SACOG
training session and to be neutral facilitators (i.e., not advocate for one choice over another).

There were a total of 190 table discussions at the workshops, as follows:

Elk Grove Workshop 17 Tables
Folsom Workshop 27 Tables
Placerville Workshop 14 Tables
Downtown Sac Workshop 58 Tables
Natomas Workshop 17 Tables
Rocklin Workshop 20 Tables
Yuba City Workshop 15 Tables
Davis Workshop 22 Tables
Regional Total 190 Tables

Some of the exercises at the tables were done by individuals and some were done through majority opinion of the
table participants (the discussion leader did not express an opinion).

One exercise was done by the full table. Participants discussed the pros and cons of 3 different Scenarios for as
many as 9 corridors, and a simple majority selected their favorite Scenario. Participants were told they could do as many
of the 9 corridors as they wished and had time for, and that they had complete freedom to select which corridors they
discussed first, second, etc., and how many they completed. Most tables did not complete all 9 corridors. The highest
number of table opinions was expressed for corridors geographically closest to the location of each workshop (e.g.,
Davis participants expressed an opinion about the Yolo-Sacramento corridor more often than the Highway 65 corridor
in Placer County).

Exercises that were done by individuals include:

e  Identifying first and second choice priority Principles to guide the MTP from a list of 6 Principles.

e  Identifying any projects for their community on a “Common” list of transportation investments (i.c., projects
included in all 3 scenarios) that they either strongly agreed with or strongly disagreed with, and listing any new
projects they would like added to that list.

e  Identifying their personal preferences for whether they preferred Scenario 1, 2, or 3 for as many of the 9
corridors as they wished to express an opinion about (and listing any changes they would recommend be made
to that Scenatio).

e Participants were asked to record their opinions for all of the exercises on various questionnaires and
scorecards that were on the table and in their packets and to turn in their “answers” to their Discussion Leader.
They were also told that they could complete their work on the Common investments questionnaire after the
workshop if they wished and send their opinions in to SACOG within the next week or so. In addition, some
Discussion Leaders told their patticipants that they could finish their Corridor Preferences questionnaire and
send it to SACOG within the next several days.
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In addition to recording participant’s opinions on these handwritten instruments, SACOG also attempted to record
opinions electronically during the meeting so that participants could see each others opinions “live” during the event.
This electronic keypad method of recording did not function as expected during the event. We have not been able to
determine that the electronic data are sufficiently credible for analysis and to support policy-making and, therefore, have
not included that information in this summary report. Therefore, all of the information presented in this summary
report is based on hand-counts of all of the questionnaires that were handed in at the event. The questionnaires
recording scenario preferences for each table were counted twice. We will update these results based on any additional
questionnaires that are received by December 1, 2006. We will also notify participants of our conclusions about the
electronic data after we have thoroughly analyzed what we have been provided by the vendor for that service.

Priority MTP Principles

812 of the 1,225 participants completed and handed in a questionnaire that asked them to identify from 6 MTP policy
principles their first and second priority principles for guiding the development of the MTP. The six MTP principles are
listed below:

1. Access & Mobility — Improve opportunities for businesses and citizens to easily access goods, jobs, services

and housing.

Equity & Choice — Provide real, viable travel choices for all people throughout our diverse region.

Economic Vitality — Efficiently connect people to jobs and get goods to market.

4. Environmental Quality & Sustainability — Minimize transportation impacts on the environment for cleaner
air and natural resource protection.

5. Financial Stewardship — A transportation system that delivers cost-effective results that are feasible to
construct and maintain.

6. Smart Land Use — Design a transportation system to support good growth patterns, including increased
housing and transportation options and focusing more growth inward.

Rl

A summary of those results follows. The complete results are included as Attachment 1.

Workshop Location 1 Priority 2" Priority

Elk Grove Workshop Accessibility/Mobility Environmental Quality
Folsom Workshop Accessibility/Mobility Smart Land Use
Placerville Workshop Smart Land Use Accessibility/Mobility
Downtown Sac Workshop Environmental Quality Smart Land Use
Natomas Workshop Accessibility/Mobility Smart Land Use
Rocklin Workshop Accessibility/Mobility Smart Land Use
Yuba City Workshop Accessibility/Mobility Smart Land Use
Davis Workshop Accessibility/Mobility Smart Land Use

The results show broad-based agreement that Accessibility/Mobility and Smart Land Use were the top two ptiotities of
most of the participants completing this questionnaire.

571 participants listed other priorities or principles they believed were important to consider when developing the MTP.
All of these comments are included in Attachment 2. Some of the most common themes identified were:

e Smarter land use — more mixed use and higher density, more bicycle and pedestrian accessibility
e Increased transit — more efficient and convenient transit (especially rail)

e  Regional connections — better connections with transit, freeway enhancements, and bicycle paths

“Common Projects” List

Participants examined and scored projects common to all 3 scenarios that were closest to their home area. SACOG staff
are still tallying all of these questionnaires and will notify participants and distribute the results as soon as this process is
completed, probably by early December.
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Table Votes on Corridor Scenario Preferences

A summary of the score sheets recording the majority opinion of participants at 190 tables at the 8 sites follows. The
table opinions were analyzed two different ways. For each of the 9 corridors, SACOG staff identified a workshop site
or sites whose geographic proximity to that corridor probably meant that most workshop participants at the site would
have higher familiarity with #bat venne and stronger opinions about, the pros and cons of each Scenario for that corridor
than most of the participants at the other sites. These workshop sites are titled “target areas” for a particular corridor.
The target areas for each corridor are as follows:

Corridor Target Area Workshop Sites

Southern Sacramento County Elk Grove, Downtown Sacramento

Elk Grove-Rancho Cordova-El Dorado Hills Placerville, Folsom, Elk Grove

U.S. 50 Corridor Placerville, Folsom, Downtown Sacramento
Eastern Sacramento County Folsom, Downtown Sacramento

Eastern I-80 Corridor Rocklin, Natomas (Sacramento)

Highway 65/S. Placer Rocklin, Yuba City

Sutter/Yuba Counties Yuba City

Yolo County-Sacramento Davis, Downtown Sacramento

Northern Sacramento County Natomas (Sacramento), Downtown Sacramento

The regionwide totals were also analyzed, including those participants at the target area workshop sites as well as all
other workshop sites.

Participants were given the choice of how many corridors to express an opinion about, and in what order to discuss the
corridors. Because every table determined its own approach to working through the corridors, the total number of
tables expressing an opinion for each corridor varies.

The complete results for each site are in Attachment 3. A summary of the first choice Scenario for the tables at the
workshop sites labeled target areas for each corridor, and the regionwide totals, follows:

Table Preferences for Top Scenario by Corridor

All Tables Tables at Target
Corridor in Region Area Sites
Southern Sacramento County 1 (56%) 1 (66%)
Elk Grove-Rancho Cordova-El Dorado Hills 2 (57%) 2 (77%)
U.S. 50 Corridor 1 (71%) 1 (78%)
Eastern Sacramento County 1(68%) 1 (70%)
Eastern 1-80 Corridor 2 (50%) 2 (51%)
Highway 65/S. Placer 1 (53%) 3 (41%)
Sutter/Yuba Counties 3 (42%) 3 (80%)
Yolo County-Sacramento 2 (40%) 3 (38%)
Northern Sacramento County 2 (49%) 2 (43%)

For 7 of the 9 corridors, the first choice Scenario selections of the tables regionwide is the same as the first choice
selections of the target area tables. The level of support for the first choice selection varies by more than 20% in some
cases (Sutter/Yuba and Elk Grove-Rancho Cordova-El Dorado Hills), although it is within 10% in the other five
corridors in which the first choice preferences are the same. The first choice differs for the regionwide and target area
tables for both the Highway 65/South Placer cottidor and the Yolo County-Sacramento cortidot. It should be noted
that in both of these corridors, the preferences were very split within each sample group (i.e., there was significant
support for all three scenarios in each corridor from both samples). The most important finding may not be the
differences of opinion between the two samples, but the fact that people within each sample had a split opinion for
these corridors.

U.S. 50 and Eastern Sacramento were the areas with the strongest agreement, with more than 60% of the tables in both
sample groups supporting the same Scenario. There was also substantial agreement in the Southern Sacramento, Elk
Grove-Rancho Cordova-El Dorado Hills, and Eastern 1-80 corridors, with between 50% and 59% of the tables in both
sample groups selecting the same first choice Scenario.

Individual Votes on Corridor Scenario Preferences
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718 of the 1,225 participants at the workshops completed and handed in score sheets showing their personal preferences
for top Scenario for each corridor. We do not know the opinions of the individuals who participated but did not hand
in this score sheet. Anecdotally, some discussion leaders have reported that many participants whose personal opinions
were the same as the majority votes at their table did not hand in these personal preference score sheets. Others took
them home and said they would send them to SACOG in a few days. Some others may have left before the workshop
was completed. For these reasons, the results from the tables reported above are probably the most reliable data to
capture the opinions of the participants. However, the preferences of the individuals who completed the personal
preference score sheets are also useful. In most cases, their first choice Scenario preferences for the 9 corridors are the
same as the table votes, but there are some differences. The complete set of results for the individual preferences is
included in Attachment 4. A summary of these results follows:

Individual Preferences for Top Scenario by Corridor

All Individuals Individuals at Target
Corridor in Region Area Sites
Southern Sacramento County 1 (59%) 1 (68%)
Elk Grove-Rancho Cordova-El Dorado Hills 2 (50%) 2 (70%)
U.S. 50 Corridor 1 (63%) 1 (73%)
Eastern Sacramento County 1 (60%) 1 (63%)
Eastern 1-80 Corridor 2 (52%) 2 (49%)
Highway 65/S. Placer 1 (45%) 2 (41%)
Sutter/Yuba Counties 1 (42%) 3 (75%)
Yolo County-Sacramento 2 (41%) 2 (40%)
Northern Sacramento County 2 (49%) 2 (43%)

The individuals from both the regional and the target area samples were in agreement on their top Scenario preferences
in 7 of the 9 corridors. The regionwide sample of individual top Scenario preferences is different from the regionwide
sample of table top Scenatio preferences in only the Yuba-Sutter area. Scenario 1 was selected as top pick in the sample
of individuals with 42%, and Scenario 3 was selected as top pick in the sample of tables with 44%. In the target area
sample, the top selections of the individuals ate the same as the tables except in the Highway 65/South Placer and the
Yolo County-Sacramento areas. The target area individuals picked Scenatio 2 (41%) as their top pick for Highway
65/South Placer, while the tables selected Scenario 3 (41%). The target area individuals picked Scenario 2 (40%) as their
top pick for Yolo County-Sacramento, while the tables selected Scenario 3 (38%).

Individuals were also invited to identify any refinements or changes they would like to see made to their preferred
Scenario in each corridor. These comments are listed in Attachment 5.

Budget Issues

Participants were given summary budget information for each Scenario for all 9 corridors, expressed as between 1 and 5
dollar bill signs. They were encouraged to consider this information along with travel performance and other issues in
arriving at their preferences, but they were not asked to balance all of their picks to an overall budget. This would not
have been possible, given that many chose not to analyze and identify preferences for all 9 corridors.

At the end of the workshop, participants were told that the unannounced “budget” for the corridors exercise was 25
dollar bill signs, which corresponded to approximately $8 billion. For those who completed all 9 corridors, they were
encouraged to tally their costs to see whether they were over, on, or under budget.
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The budget results for both table votes follows:

Budget Results for Table Preferences for Top Scenario by Corridor

All Tables Tables at Target
Corridor in Region Area Sites
Southern Sacramento County 1 ($9) 1 ($9%)
Elk Grove-Rancho Cordova-El Dorado Hills 2 ($33) 2 ($%3)
U.S. 50 Corridor 1 ($$%) 1 ($$%)
Eastern Sacramento County 1 ($$%) 1 ($$%)
Eastern 1-80 Corridor 2 ($$$9%) 2 ($3%$9)
Highway 65/S. Placer 1 ($$%$%) 3 ($5$5%)
Sutter/Yuba Counties 3($%) 3($%)
Yolo County-Sacramento 2 ($9) 3 ($%3)
Northern Sacramento County 2 ($5$%3) 2 ($5$%3)
Total Dollar Bills 28 30
“Budget” Dollar Bills 25 25

Each dollar bill represents approximately $320 million, so the composite first choice Scenario picks for the tables
regionwide is, in very round numbers, approximately $1 billion over the “budget,” and the composite first choice
Scenario picks for the tables at the target area sites is a little more than $1.5 billion over “budget.”

Budget Results for Individual Preferences for Top Scenario by Corridor

All Tables Tables at Target
Corridor in Region Area Sites
Southern Sacramento County 1($9%) 1($9%)
Elk Grove-Rancho Cordova-El Dorado Hills 2 ($33) 2 ($%3)
U.S. 50 Corridor 1 ($$%) 1 ($$%)
Eastern Sacramento County 1 ($$%) 1 ($$%)
Eastern 1-80 Corridor 2 ($$$9%) 2 ($3%$9)
Highway 65/S. Placer 1 ($$%3) 2 ($$9%)
Sutter/Yuba Counties 1(9) 3($%)
Yolo County-Sacramento 2 ($9) 2 ($9)
Northern Sacramento County 2 ($5$%3) 2 ($5$%3)
Total Dollar Bills 27 27
“Budget” Dollar Bills 25 25

Both samples of individual preferences were over “budget” by the same amount (about $640 million).

Again, it is worth stressing that the participants were not asked to balance to a budget, so the fact that the composite
votes of all the tables and individuals who participated do not equal the budget should not be a surprise, and it certainly
should not be construed as a criticism. But it does highlight the job that the SACOG Boatd of Directors has in front of
it, because the MTP that is submitted to the federal government must have costs that are no greater than revenues. To
help ensure that the budget balances with the final MTP, several steps will now be taken.

First, staff will look at estimated total revenues in greater detail than it has to date. It is possible that the $36 billion
overall budget will be refined somewhat to be higher or lower, based on this more detailed analysis.

Second, staff will examine estimated project costs once more to see if adjustments need to be up or down in any cases.

Third, specific expected revenue sources will be tied to specific costs. To keep the exercise at the November 16
workshops from being any more complex than it already was, staff did not try to explain to participants how certain
sources of money can only be spent on certain types of expenses. This analysis will now begin, however, and will result
in a series of sub-budgets within the total budget. For instance, transit operating costs and road maintenance costs are
two items that can only be funded from certain sources. Staff will need to determine whether these scenarios are over or
under these limits.

Results of Citizen Input On Preferred Scenarios for Nine Corridors Page 5
November 16, 2006, TALL Otder Forum



Fourth, the Board will need to determine how much of the overall budget to dedicate to what were titled “Common”
projects at the November 16 workshop. If the Board dedicates more or less than the $28 billion for those projects
included at the workshop, then the funds available for the 9 corridor projects could rise or fall.

And fifth, after all this work is completed, the 31 members of the SACOG Board of Directors will, ultimately, have to
agree on a plan whose costs are no greater than reasonably expected revenues. It is possible that the Board could decide
to adopt, in essence, an addendum to that plan that identifies additional priority transportation investments that will be
added to the Plan if and when additional revenue sources are secured.
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Attachment B1

Participants’ Top Two Priority MTP Principles

4,
1. 2. 3. Environmental 5. 6.
Access &| Equity & | Economic Quality & Financial Smart
Mobility | Choice | Vitality | Sustainability | Stewardship | Land Use

El Dorado County (Placerville)- 41 questionnaires

1st Choice 24% 2% 7% 24% 7% 34%

2nd Choice 29% 7% 17% 17% 7% 22%

Total 54% 10% 24% 41% 15% 56%
Placer County (Rocklin)- 110 questionnaires

1st Choice 45% 5% 7% 25% 6% 11%

2nd Choice 12% 6% 15% 20% 11% 36%

Total 56% 12% 23% 45% 17% 47%
Sacramento County Central (Downtown)- 257 questionnaires

1st Choice 31% 5% 5% 36% 3% 22%

2nd Choice 12% 16% 8% 27% 2% 36%

Total 43% 21% 13% 62% 5% 58%
Sacramento County East (Folsom)- 120 questionnaires

1st Choice 37% 6% 8% 23% 9% 18%

2nd Choice 17% 12% 17% 18% 8% 29%

Total 53% 18% 24% 41% 18% 47%
Sacramento County North (Natomas)- 72 questionnaires

1st Choice 43% 8% 7% 21% 1% 19%

2nd Choice 10% 22% 10% 15% 7% 36%

Total 53% 31% 17% 36% 8% 56%
Sacramento County South (Elk Grove)- 22 questionnaires

1st Choice 48% 14% 10% 24% 0% 5%

2nd Choice 14% 14% 24% 29% 10% 10%

Total 62% 29% 33% 52% 10% 14%
Sutter & Yuba Counties (Yuba City)- 88 questionnaires

1st Choice 59% 3% 9% 13% 2% 15%

2nd Choice 18% 11% 20% 11% 14% 25%

Total 77% 15% 30% 24% 16% 40%
Yolo County (Davis)- 102 questionnaires

1st Choice 32% 8% 6% 29% 1% 22%

2nd Choice 13% 15% 4% 21% 10% 37%

Total 45% 23% 10% 50% 14% 59%
Regional Total: 812 questionnaires
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Attachment B2

MTP 2035 Tall Order
Individual Comments on MTP Principles

Are there any other principles that are important to you in forming your opinion about what
transportation investments you recommend we make?

El Dorado workshop (Placerville)

Environmental Quality

I’m in the tourism business—it is as important to me for business purposes to have
ways customers can access my business- with choices—as freight is to other businesses
Small electric cars are coming online- accommodate them? How?

Safety for pedestrians & bicyclists; more shade trees for pedestrians and bicyclists;
fewer cul de sacs and more streets laid out in a grid in quiet neighborhoods; more high
density housing, including several story apts/condos and more shops embedded in
these.

More safe routes for bikes & peds; more high density housing; develop Folsom South
canal

Bike bridge over US 50 at EI Dorado Hills/Latrobe Rd.

Access & Mobility; put more round-abouts in our neighborhood sheets; more to put in
streets—cars in and around Sacramento Aden; have small ways that puts up people to
deliver them to street cars or rail transit systems.

Mass transit, particularly rail. Bus is cheap but inefficient.

Light rail from Placerville to Sac/ Sac airport; stop developing the Foothills.
Environmental Quality & Sustainability

Transportation Demand Management that includes the deployment of a regional
broadband wireless network; the network will provide the mechanisms for
telecommuting and will assist in traffic management and provide public safety and
emergency response in traffic emergencies.

Limit growth; maintain open space; walking; biking; not urban cram in rural EI Dorado
County.

Time & economic considerations.

Smart land use.

Mix residential & commercial uses more—people would like to be able to live and
work in the same area. Bring more businesses to the Georgetown Divide & Placerville
areas.

New urbanism- smart development needs to be looked at- developments that benefit &
provide decent traffic flow for many people—not just a select few.

I believe in new urbanism practices in Europe with mixed use bringing people together
and having a side effect of preserving open space. We can learn from places like the
Princes Trust for the built environment in England.

Expand high speed internet access throughout rural areas, through high speed wireless
networks. This could help people in out lying areas to telecommute. Clean up our air!
More mass transit, high speed rail. Incentives for hybrid and electrical vehicle use.
Alternative fuel stations to promote cleaner burning fuels such as alcohol and bio-
diesel.



Smart Land use.

Equity & choice.

Local control of land use by county!

Financial stewardship.

The growing transit/commute times between Placerville & Elk Grove, both using the

s0. US 50 corridor & SR 99, and Grantline surface streets. Quality of a deteriorating

road system, especially these surface streets used to avoid highway gridlock. Why do
we not have a plan for a Sacramento Ring Road?? All the plans increase traffic through
the center of Sac. We’re shoving more and more congestion down the same throat.

Start over??

e Safer Roads w/ bike ways. Rail transport to 50 Corridor/Downtown Sac from
Placerville. Upgrade road infrastructure for growing population. How will reliance,
convenient, affordable public transportation be implemented in the sparser population
areas? Areas off 50 & 80 corridors. Alternate routes like bike & foot paths that allow
other modes of transport to buses & rail systems.

e Begin educating youth in the schools system about the importance of using

transportation alternatives rather than driving individual cars. As the population gets

older and the bulk of the population grows to be older, transportation alternatives to
serve the population. People w/ disabilities are becoming more independent living in
our communities and are dependent on public transportation. Increased demands on the
system.

Placer County workshop (Rocklin)

Neighborhood Electric Vehicles as an alternative mode of transportation to shorter errands
& trips. Electric vehicles are non-polluting, economical and eliminate cold start pollutants
of automobiles.

More emphasis on transit oriented development, limiting growth (growth boundaries).
More access of alternate modes of transportation (cycling).

It is difficult for those without personal vehicles to get around easily by public transit.
Complete regional network.

Seamless travel across the region, including for people with disabilities.

Smart land use; gas prices; time that public transit takes in commute.

Equity & Choice; economic quality and sustainability

Access & mobility.

Allow congestion to occur while you offer attractive public transit alternatives to driving.
Dynamic bypass corresponds to take commuter trips off of existing roadways.

Link all areas with bike trails so you can get from south Sac County to Roseville safely, not
bike lanes. Build the infrastructure first. Roads & freeways first. Light rail to areas of
population. Stop the urban sprawl. Jobs where people live.

Walking & biking safely & conveniently for errands, shopping, entertainment for adults &
children. Encourage walking & biking for individual good health for higher quality of life.
Technology investment to improve the way traffic lights move traffic on surface streets.
Low emissions and reducing smog inducing vehicles.

Options, options, options= public transportation/transit; bike lanes = safe, not road
shoulders; smart growth, compact/dense= more European-like.



Environmental, financial.

I assume smart land use refers to jobs & housing being closer together, with lots of public
transportation, work-live options; co-housing zoning/ friendly; not enough time to give
thoughtful responses.

Financial stewardship.

Safe transportation locally for youth.

Environmental quality.

Safe walking for children & elderly; safe biking for kids, for recreation & for community;
safe not dealing in scary, fast, huge crossings; preservation of rich ag land for ag—not
paving rich land; promotion of non petroleum using vehicles; remembering Nevada Co.
Commuter go through Auburn & Colfax.

Economic quality.

Massive emphasis in public transportation especially rail transit must be frequent and
reliable.

Economic vitality.

Other types of transportation besides cars.

Proximity of my residence to my workplace; greater focus on carpool options; RT systems
that parallels highways from downtown to outer areas to make “alternative’ options more
feasible for all travelers not just those with ease of use of RT.

Balance transportation spending to match mode share.

Bike friendly! Easy access to Sac via public transit. Encourage environmentally friendly,
responsible transit.

Financial stewardship is also important as well as environmental quality.

There should be integration of multiple transit choices. “One smart card” that can be used
on all of the transit options.

More public transit; less segregation of jobs, shopping, housing; change perception that car
is only option; connect bike paths in Roseville, they often don’t; no gated communities.
Alterative fuels.

Yes- pain! Make it painful for people to selfishly drive alone in their vehicles! Otherwise
you will never get people into carpools & mass transit.

Land use & economic vitality.

Financial stewardship, intelligent transportation systems and other better use of existing
systems & infrastructure.

Clean transportation, energy conservation.

Equity & choice. Specifically, off-street bicycle corridors.

Affordable stability.

No HOV lanes! Open the pipe to all. Carpool lanes to not work- waste of resources. New
Jersey! Stop scheduling traffic jams! Stagger work hours. Map major employers.
Coordinate! Best traffic plan ever, City of LA, 1984 Olympics.

It is vital to provide alternative transportation options, not just widening roads.

All #s lane items that are overall very important for a wonderful place to call home!
Focus on public transit; more bike lane/ trail investments; no more 6 lane roads outside of
freeway; existing 6 lane retrofit into 4 lane roads.



e Focus on region-oriented expressways (limited access) - meanwhile make local roads
smaller (no 6 or 8 lane arterials). Those mega-roads tear up the fabric of our communities
& make walking/biking difficult. Lower design speed or 2-4 lane arterials- more access.

e Environmental quality.

e Having alternate ways to get to work. Giving people real alternatives to driving. Is it so
hard to have real train/public transit like the bay area or Portland or Chicago? The air is so
bad here and the freeways are so dangerous. | hate driving to work from Sacramento where
I live to Placer Co. where | work.

o Improve & increase bus service especially in Roseville where | live. Transfer points are not
very central and are tucked back in behind trees, buildings or gas stations. Also, all buses
leave around the same time so if you need to take a transfer, the next bus doesn’t come
back for another 40 minutes. Most buses don’t run past 6:30/7:00 at night.

e Itis important to me to use smart land use principles that support growth patterns in the
region.

e Shorter commute option; CalTrans must hear people take ride the bus w/ some road of
disability- for equity sake. For those who use bus transit to have ability to work in a wider
region- due to fast transit (less transfers) - example Citrus Heights Bus #1- provides fast
easy access every 15 min. unfortunately, its area has been decreased. Frightening to stand
at a bus stop on a road with speed limit 45-50 mph. Fast transit links between Placer
County & Roseville for CSUS students and those w/o cars. Less transfers- so one can
predict when you will arrive at work.

e Invest in public transportation.

e Complete streets.

e Any of these decisions must contemplate the extent to which rapid/mass transit is going to
be unused. If we simply continue to plan around the automobile we will never efficiently
solve the congestion problem.

e More and better mass transit. Expand light rail to Roseville; communities where people can
work, live, shop w/o having to drive a car. Widening roads does not scale. It just
encourages sprawl, which will require toads to be widened again. Mass transit does scale.
Mixed use buildings. Retail below, housing above. Housing near jobs. Light rail to the Sac
airport!

e Eco-friendly parks; community gardens w/in neighborhood area; bicycle friendly lanes;
more access to good use of public transportation; city tram (electric).

Sacramento County Central Workshop (Downtown Sacramento)

e Environ quality and sustainability as a first priority ultimately leads all of these options. We
have to be working toward sustaining our entire environment — the question is however,
sustain at what level?

Environment sustainability

Quality of public transportation

Access and Mobility

Protection of sensitive, threatened and endangered species ex. Avoid areas with species that
will be impacted by development, transportation routes

More access to public transit; little buses in the *hood’ to take people to light rail

e Better street lighting! This will make cycling safer



Keep bike lanes clear of debris! Flat tires!

No HOV lane on HWY50! This will encourage light rail use. HOV lanes will NOT
encourage light rail use!

Close downtown except to walking and cycling

Provide park and ride/cycle all around downtown area. This will decrease traffic and
promote fitness. It works at UCD. Why not downtown Sacramento?

Focus on infill

Ensure access to a diverse public

Open and predictable process

Education and outreach

The kind of sustainable smart growth we need is small villages/towns each surrounded by
farmland and wild space

We need infrastructure for a future without fossil fuels (including nuclear). So let’s just build
it now.

Don’t push out pedestrians. Consider the pedestrian level of transit and access. Wider
sidewalks, narrower crossings, slower traffic.

Less dependence on vehicles

Mixed use! Live, work, shop, and eat in the same area = reduced traffic

More public transportation and better bike lanes are needed

Efficiency and reliability

Innovation in transportation options

Incentives for choosing mass transit options

Stall the sprawl!

Livability

Options for transportation

Safer cities for bicycles and pedestrians

Better mass transit options

Transportation near high density housing

More mix use development

Access to key city areas by walking or biking

Safety

Good planning will get you all six of these things

Smart land use will allow for all the other principles

Without smart land use, none of these other things will be achieved

Make an underground transportation system that connects downtown, Oak Park and Elk
Grove

Access and mobility

More light rail

Better Amtrak service to Oakland

Commuter rail Davis-Auburn

All the principles

Safety and health

Social harmony

Region pays for transit service don’t shortchange transit construction



#2-equity and choice — ensure that it’s just as easy or easier to ride a bicycle, walk or
combine these modes with public transportation as it is to drive a car.

#1 — access and mobility — make it easy to access goods, job services, etc. by biking and
walking and transit — severe barriers exist now.

Accountability and performance needs to be measured for every dollar invested in
transportation projects. There needs to be a way to measure the benefits after the projects are
built and compare it to what was promised when funding was sought

Land use

New money needs to go into alternatives to the car. The only money for roads should be for
repair

No new HOV lanes unless it is done by converting existing lanes

No new connectors for automobiles

Safety

Vehicle emissions/lung disease

Vehicle size/car vs. pedestrian

People will not want to move here, visit here for conventions or vacation if the air quality is
poor

Better public transportation. Natural gas/electricity public transportation must expand and be
easy to use

Light rail to the airport

Safety — lower speed limits, well-kept/clear bike lanes- separated from road if on high speed
roads, adequate time to cross streets at intersections well-designed intersections and good
merges to avoid accidents

ALL the principles are crucial. Making this a multiple choice makes no sense

Equity and choice — particularly choice

Safety — especially for bikers. Main arterials often have very narrow bike lanes and high
speed traffic

Creation and management of usable mobility via a variety of publicly supported mobility
options

Why are we protecting systems that are unable to provide usable mobility? Let’s create
something new

Smart land use; all three equally important with the future of planning for transportation, land
use and the environment

Planning for development; terminal access routes; more light rail

Sidewalks with bike lanes so bikes won’t have to go on the sidewalk

Greater push to get people out of SOV into public transit, walking and bicycling

Affordable housing; affordable public transportation; TOD

Actually, smart land use is the key to 1% and 2™ priority (good principles so far); infill- build
up not out; hold the existing growth boundaries; decrease on bus lines; little village centers
with paths and plazas to gather I; Sacramento the emerald city rising up from the fields
around it; light rail to airport; complete streets

Safe and visibility

How people in all walks of life can get to work/school/shop for food, clothes; all people have
good travel choices; transportation system is economically feasible



Walk-able, bike-able communities; coordinated, comprehensive accessible and safe mass
transit that links various sectors of the region

Environmental quality and sustainability; equity and choice

Smart land use; equity and choice

Equity and choice; environmental quality and sustainability

I would like to see more affordable housing where jobs are located. This would reduce the
need for cars; more available public transportation in outlaying areas

Improve connections between light rail and bus; busses are more cost effective

Improve opportunities to be able to bike to more areas with safety concerns; public
transportation would be utilized more if it was more convenient, not as long of a wait for the
next bus to come

Improve transit; reduce fossil fuel use

Equity and choice; smart land use

Ensure housing is affordable where jobs are, if the job is in downtown Sacramento | have to
be able to afford to live near it; plan road growth so that regional small businesses can use
them easily

I think we need more, | feel like Sacramento is really the only place | want to live and love
taking Regional Transit

Light rail should model BART for area traveled/cost time tables/ frequency availability

The affordability of oil and auto dependency is becoming more and more of a concern and
challenge for low income and the working class; quality and dependable alternatives which
are affordable to all people are essential to a viable and just society, everyone should have
equal access to work housing, health care, education, and recreation and all of these things
require solid transportation

Economic vitality but in a sustainable way

Reduce traffic congestion in suburban communities

Economic vitality

Principles are not exclusive—i.e. smart land use is part of all the others

I believe building larger freeways, or widening existing freeways will only encourage more
sprawl and subsequent transportation problems; bicycling should be encouraged in whatever
way possible, pedestrian travel as well; | believe it is important to have a convenient public
transportation option available for travel between cities and within cities; don’t build roads
that encourage sprawl

Adequate bus service for all areas especially low income; subsidized public transport for low
income

Traffic calming is essential to boost bicycling and pedestrian safety; use gas tax for public
transit; force higher density housing onto local governments; sustain older neighborhoods
Want most of the 36 billion dollars to go to public transportation, alternative transportation
such as walking, biking, Para-transit; MTP: must go along with smart growth principles and
habitat conservation plans; no lanes greater than four should be considered

Safety—cost to use; energy conservation

Health: safe and practical routes for walking and biking

Financial stewardship is also important; traffic calming and safety issues; bike lanes and bike
safety



Access and mobility and equity and choice; the prime mode | feel we should promote is mass
transit—subsidize fares, schedule frequent and widespread service, till late at night—not
once an hour after 7PM

Bicycle lanes: less congestion, less pollution, increase health in population

Cost for taxpayers/users

Equity and choice: more bike lanes and trails, safer transit; Economic vitality: more transit
choices development geared to transportation; Smart land use: development to; financial
stewardship

Any principle that prevents urban sprawl

Access and mobility to link traditional/established neighborhoods with RT and alternative
mass transit, primarily a BRT neighborhood network

Alleviation of large transport, vehicles on highways congestion created by these vehicles
during rush hour commutes creates many hazards and slows traffic substantially in our large
metropolitan areas

Public health: make walking and biking easy options to improve individuals’ fitness and
overall air quality

Environmental quality and sustainability; financial stewardship; smart land use

#1 priority: find a way to decrease traffic on the highways during rush hours

Opportunities for active living and healthy eating: walking or biking for health

More freeways; more river crossings; take intra-regional traffic off neighborhood streets;
expedite trans-regional travel

Access for disabled, low income, and seniors

Regional training and education

Why are we only looking at Natomas and Downtown Sacramento? What about the poorest
and horrendously disenfranchised commutes where streets are grossly dilapidated and some
are still dirt roads loading to adverse health impacts from P.M. 10; where’s the accountability
for local government?

Equity: maybe transportation choices affordable for all communities, offer services to all
communities; all principles are important; most important: reducing automobile
accommodation; supporting transit alternative transportation options and pedestrian and
bicyclists

Reduce car lifestyle

Equity and choice

Equity especially for poor, very important; access and safety for cyclists important

Smart Land Use

Bike paths that are safe and protected from polluted air; More mass transit options, extended
lines

More design of new neighborhoods for complete streets; more community centers in designs
to promote non-vehicle travel

I would like to also see vitality in access and economic growth and stability

More frequent/longer hours of service and safer light rail and busses

Time and safety

Access and mobility

Economic vitality aids in livening mass transit options

Need to take care of older established areas such as the Arden Arcade



I was disappointed with the lack of environmental impact for each scenario given. It’s not
possible to analyze the environmental impact and weigh it against the benefits if no info was
provided

I am concerned about where new freeway interchanges will actually be located
Transportation funds need to be redirected from mostly investing in movement of private
automobiles; More money for public transit operations as well as infrastructure to lower
fares; Designating intersections and streets for safe bicycle use

Less dependency on mobility monopolies- more choices; Smart land use-mixed use. It
worked 150 years ago and still does.

Preservation of historic and cultural resources including historic roads and highways
Partnering w/business in order to stagger start and end times for a workday- stretch commute
and travel outside of main travel times. Instead of 8-5 for everyone- have business create
schedules that have alternate work times/ schedules

Maintenance and repair of existing resources and conveyance; Efficiency in service delivery
Affordable ownership housing in traditionally designed neighborhoods

Equity and choice

Mixed low income and high income housing; Safety in use of system in various areas
Transportation options that create community, such as bicycling and public transit

National security; our addiction to foreign oil funds terrorism and Iran’s nuclear ambitions.
Economic Vitality and Financial Stewardship

Financial Stewardship

More bike lanes downtown; better lighting on bikeways for nighttime use

Invest in making what we have already work efficiently; no more new highways; put more
thought/study into train/bus routes and scheduling

I also support transportation equity for all citizens

Vastly more $ for light rail system and bus rapid transit; developer subsidy for infill, high
density multifamily, high rise at light rail stops/transit villages; development of town
centers/transit hubs in places like Carmichael, Arden Arcade, etc; moratorium on Greenfield
development in Natomas and similar outlying areas.

More use of light rail and trolleys

Save and protect ag lands; empower people to move themselves in contrast to focus on
moving cars

Look at ways to route non-local traffic around central Sac area: ie beltway

| feel that the housing market is too rapid and happens before roads and shopping
accommodations are adequate for ease of the new tenants- the proper roads and shopping
areas should be made connectively

Provide more funding into alternative transportation like bike lanes in the downtown area.
Areas feeding into downtown too.

HOV lanes hold traffic back. Open more lanes to get those vehicles out of our city

Cut carbon emissions sharply starting immediately to prevent disastrous global warming
They’re all important. My next choice is access/mobility

By mixing housing w/ business in the same areas, hopefully we can cut down on the need to
transport ourselves in the first place; Tax breaks for home offices; design around families’
Health and safety

Access to individuals with disabilities



Over the last 10 years, the wholesale cost of gas has increased 2.2 times. If this continues
until 2035 the price of gas will be $26/gallon. No one can predict the price of gas in 2035.
We need to plan for emergency gas shortages. Think of this as insurance for gas prices that
go extremely high. For example, if sac area could quickly ramp up bus volume and routes
under emergencies. We need a very flexible transportations system.

Environmental quality and sustainability; this is just as important as access. We need to
make public trans. Accessible but environmentally sound as well; mitigate issues an increase
in public transit may have on the environment; What | would like to see is a community that
is planned well- think build up not out.

Improve highways and freeways. Focus on the connector and Hwy 16. Expand light rail.
They are all important, but increasing all the modes of trans. (besides driving) are the only
way to decrease congestion and improve livability. Increasing the lanes or number of roads
aren’t a long term solution; Smart land use, equity and choice are some of the most important
keys to this

Changing the fundamental street design for new growth to provide for a more grid street
system and complete streets that allow safe walking and bicycling

Frequency of scheduled busses and light rails; increase of routes outreached

All new projects must have a transit component. Rather than focusing on new roads projects,
the first goal should be to begin building real T.O.D. projects along the existing system. And
all new projects should include one multi year RT pass per unit

Environmental management

Smart land use is critical to meeting these priorities. It’s a way to get there rather than an
objective by itself

Reduce congestion through expansion of light rail, buses and street car access; Promote
alternative modes of transit by curbing urban sprawl and building densely

Smart land use; safety

Safety

The relationship between transportation and growth patterns that support sprawl, continued
dependency on fossil fuels that pollute the air and promote global warming

Quality of life; better air quality; reduction in noise; European community model vs
automobile culture

Retain one way streets such as P, Q and N in downtown Sac

A beltway around city; bridges to connect freeway directly

Make sure light rail stays affordable and add more trains running more often

It is critical that we properly maintain the existing infrastructure we have or we will pay as
much as 10 X the cost in later years

Bicycling and transit

Access to public transit; equal access to economic help for all businesses; anti sprawl
Sustainability, social equity; fiscal responsibility; green or environmentally sound

Access and mobility

Help reduce auto congestion on the freeways; get rid of HOV, they are a waste; synchronize
lights for better traffic flow

Safety and health
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Transportation investments need to be fiscally sound and be responsive to a growing pop;
this region and state have not invested enough in the local and regional trans network over
the last few decades to keep up with the growth of the region.

More frequent bus connectors to light rail

Better bike lanes and trails, bike racks, etc

Saving sac from losing its quality of life

Access and mobility; shorter distances should take less time; less congestion/extra lanes;
environmental quality and sustainability, protect wetlands

Access and mobility for all, we need better public transit. The blueprint goal of 3% is
unfortunately low. Land use patterns that create communities like Natomas, ElIk Grove and
Lincoln are an abomination. Public transit and esp. light rail needs to have a change in how
it’s viewed- a safe, affordable and pleasant transport. Choice for all, not just low income.
Creating living wage jobs. Creating a situation where an economic engine provides good
jobs, stable revenue that the local area and the region will benefit from; dredging the deep
water channel at the port will create the above scenarios making the port viable will in turn
create revenue that will serve the needs of the region.

1. For community where people use daily for shopping, med appointment etc. should not be
more than 20 min walk between buses. 2. The need to keep buses running xx at night — e.g.
buses stop at 10:30. light rail runs x midnight inequal for people who need to use both. 3. the
needs of the community- for working people the need for buses running on a much closer
time eg 10 minutes between buses. 3. Use of services that are considering usage of the future
and need. Eg no transportation to Arco Arena included since it was erected! And no
transportation to the airport since it went into service!

Southern Sacramento County workshop (Elk Grove)

e Environmental
e Our streets are unsafe for walking.
Large radius intersections double the distance pedestrians must go to cross streets.
75,000 pedestrians killed each year in U.S.
Cars are subsidized at a rate of 40/gal gas burned (about $5,500/yr)
Smart cars/for two cars — subdivide lanes for these vehicles.
Scrubbers on all diesel engines.
Phase out all gas-powered cars (including hybrid gas — move to all diesel
e If light rail was more safe, I think people would use more often.
e More light rail less cars.
Encourage exercise — make walk ways accessible for all — dangerous to walk anywhere at
night. Not enough light.
e Public Transit that recognizes recreation destinations & family groups.
No carpool lanes — they are underused when most needed by limiting access.
What plans are being made for my future flying car?
e Access & mobility are also important.
e Protection for the current residents that will be affected by plan (historical areas, rural
and farming areas, maintain our livability and communities).

Eastern Sacramento County workshop (Folsom)
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Leave money for parking garages

Move subsidy of public transportation — if we spend more on public transportation, we will
have less to spend on highways

Getting people to use less gas, supporting hybrid HOV lane, and better carpool options
Safer light rail in terms of riders and stations

4 — environment and sustainability

Consistency with expected growth patterns

Upgrade existing roadways first

Add beltways on outskirts

Expand freeways

Less money for transit and light rail

Mass transit connections to reduce gross transit time

Employer-provided transit passes

6- Smart land use

Yes

Get polluting trucks off the roads

Make private developers include services within their building projects

Safety and health

If auto fatalities were a disease, we would be outraged

I rode a bicycle on Old Placerville Road, Class Il bike lanes, 45 mph speed limit; | was
scared and do not want to do it again

Light rail must be more reliable; it must be safer to use

Also the downtown Amtrak station is great; the railroad tracks should NOT be moved.
That would make things more inconvenient for people.

Also, there should be commuter rail to serve Sutter, Yuba and perhaps Butte Counties,
because there’s a lot of congestion on Highways 70, 99, and 65. If not commuter rail, then
have Amtrak extend the Capitol Corridor service.

Track improvements would also help the Coast Starlight train

Model light rail on Washington DC Metro — frequent arrival and departure of trains and
lines that go in many directions

Same for buses to connect

Bike lanes should not just disappear while riding on them

Connect light rail lines to other communities

Recreational access and mobility — good transportation to and from the American River
and Lake Tahoe for skiing

Build walkable communities so people don’t feel the need to get in their cars, rather than
vast heinous unwelcoming 10 lane roads that make walking and biking a dangerous,
unwelcoming, uncomfortable, unaesthetic experience and only provide access to chain
stores and strip malls

I’ve seen on many occasions rude drivers of Sac RT buses (I frequently travel on route 88);
RT employees operating vehicles need to be trained to be polite to older folks

Foster community through whole neighborhood design

Do away with no U turns to make traffic flow more efficient and less idle time for cars
driving to turn locations

Make timetable more frequent for light rail
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Add access across American River for faster and more efficient traffic flow; it takes gas
and produces pollution waiting 45 minutes to an hour in traffic to cross Sunrise Bridge
Smart land use

Having goods/services available within a community that can be accessed without having
to drive

Public mass transit — light rail to airport

More light rail service

Target the largest traffic sector problem first — freeways first

Improved alternative transportation — light rail and bus

Double track at least a section of Folsom light rail or however much is needed to offer light
rail downtown from Folsom every 15 minutes

If this transportation model leads to anything up my community of Citrus Heights into high
density projects making developers rich, then | maintain that it is flawed. Our city does not
want to lose its identity and this plan forces us to do so.

Need mass transportation and neighborhood sidewalks and bike lanes

Walkable and bikeable communities with good, frequent public transit; these choices are
currently scarce

Invest more on information highway such that number of trips can be reduced. In return,
less needed to be spent in transportation highway

Equity and choice — access for older adults

Evacuation during major disaster

More “non” diamond lanes for freeways

More routes over American River

Mixed use roadways — cars, bikes, public transit

More toll roads and combined roads — toll at rush hour and non-toll on weekend and non-
rush hour

Need more roads for the trucking industry to keep vehicles from going through downtown
Connectivity between the east county and downtown and a corridor to Folsom

Youth transportation to schools, etc.

Late night public transportation

Electronic polling first round is no good

Project delivery — choose transportation improvements that can be implemented sooner
rather than later

Safe and clean

Regional buses are needed for access to light rail

Energy efficiency and less footprint on area

Accessibility for people with disabilities

Durability and access to maintenance — avoid delays, breakdowns, etc.

More frequent light rail trains in Folsom — every 15 minutes

Trains that run late during Rivercats season

Creativity, consider all options such as streetcars

Road improvements to assist with evaluation in case of natural disaster or terrorist attack
Efficiency — to much wasted time and money by delays due to traffic congestion
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e A freeway that connects the areas east of Sacramento to north and south I-5 that allows
traffic traveling to/from eastern Sacramento region to bypass downtown Sacramento

e 2 -equity and choice

e Seat belts on buses — they are on Para transit buses but not regular buses or school buses

e Ability to go from Orangevale (Citrus Heights boundary but Orangevale zip code) to
Roseville hospitals. Was told unable to do it.

e Transfers from one location to the other — Orangevale or Citrus Heights to Roseville

(Placer County) without having to get a bus pass registration

Good sidewalks

Bike paths

Electric trolleys

Light rail

Safe bike lanes

Safe sidewalks for children

Avoid needing to redo (redesigning) newly laid roadways

As we are doing now, think, plan and spend for forward development — avoiding future

redo

Make it all work

KISS!

Bike/ped facility — any widening of roads must include bike lanes or shoulders/sidewalks

Provide bike/ped facility

Alternative transportation methods — bike — walk — incorporate into every plan

4 & 2 — We have to be careful that as we build new roadways to alleviate current traffic

problems we don’t inadvertently create new problems by opening new areas up for

development

Economic vitality

Environmental quality

Motor-free options — walkways, bikeways

Make public transit more efficient; realize that people can’t always afford to live where

they work

e 5 & 6 - connecting job centers to housing is critical; transit that allows commuters to opt
out of autos will enhance the benefit of this strategy

e Increased look at rail transportation

Northern Sacramento County workshop (Natomas)

You need to plan for the future and NOT just catching up. Look forward.
Environmental quality and sustainability

Financial responsibility

Affordable housing in areas transportation runs

All the points are important

Better freeway access

All the housing being built is not for low or middle income

That the investment actually is used towards that choice which ever provides viability
The transportation system is more convenient for all regions
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Addition busy lines and change in frequency

Light rail system to include Yolo County and better links to the Sacramento airport
Equity and choice

Take out things we don’t need and give more of what we do need

Environmental quality and sustainability

Financial stewardship

Time

Cost effective results

Smart land use

Cost to build

Cost to use

Accessibility

Making train or light rail transportation much easier to use

Please!! Make public transportation so that bus and light rail come very 15 minutes
Reducing the cost of travel (gas, maintenance of vehicles)

Reducing backups

Traffic safety — design

Increase safety for cyclists and walkers to encourage alternative transportation and get some
people out of their cars. With more people on bikes and walking, there will be more
awareness by car drivers, and therefore, more safety.

Sacramento’s ability to attract new business and economic development depends on the
community’s being an attractive place to live and work. To be this, ALL people need access
to services and jobs, etc. Isolated areas/low-income areas won’t help us moving forward.
BRT to Natomas/downtown

Cancel light rail — not flexible to changing demographic/work center

Develop telecommute centers

Improve ADA access

Maintain awareness of existing business in each region when developing a transportation
plan for local commuters; do not plan for business in regions not likely to grow new business
Jobs/housing linkages — provide a variety of transportation options, etc.

Trip diversion opportunities around congested segments due to accidents to avoid delays
Preserving right of way for straight corridors NOW for high speed rail before corridor
opportunities are lost due to competing land uses usurping the land

Maintain all road, highway systems to avoid going to reconstruction

I believe public transportation should be free.

Transportation that is reliable and is convenient; maybe more bus lines

Smart land use is very important but hopefully will be accomplished through sustainable
development

Smart land use is key to meeting the goals here

Access and mobility — more bus trips, better and safer walking and bicycling, and bicycling
opportunities

Smart land use

Financial stewardship

Make a faster way to get to shops and mall

More parking — lots for parking

More and safer sidewalks for safe walking to places
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Bike lanes

Timing — evenings, weekends

Safety — accident prevention and safety for pedestrians, bikes, transit riders; also perception
of safety for biking/walking/transit

Access and mobility

Public transportation needs to be quick and easy to use to get people out of their cars

#1 accessibility — without, there is no transportation

#2 choice

Better land use

Reduce need for transportation: i.e., mixed use zoning — residential blended with retail in
such a way that walking is the logical choice (as in Old World towns)

And high density commercial (high rises) instead of sprawl

Sutter & Yuba County workshop (Yuba City)

= Use smart growth that also considers the real threat of catastrophic flooding
s Does inward take into consideration flood risk; smart growth that does not address flood
threats is not smart
m Encourage more environmentally sound transportation options — more mpg, rail transits,
etc.

Livable/walkable

Job/housing balance

Use the bond money for high dollar items

Smart land use

Equity and choice

Financial stewardship

Public transportation

Equity in mobility; do not forget rural areas

Light rail

Four lane roads

All others important

New windfall with recent ballot approval of highway funds. Now is the time to do
icolas, third bridge, and 5" Street bridge. Now is the time.

4 needs to be considered along with all options

I like #6 smart land use; #3 also important

Smart land use, too — would help environment

1 — access and mobility

Environmental quality and sustainability

Smart land use — jobs and residences close to each other, pedestrian friendly
neighborhoods
s Economic vitality
m Safety of people in their travel to and from work
= Widen 99 from Sacramento/Redding
s Low level bridge below Marysville and Yuba City to keep traffic on 99, 70, and 65 and
out of towns
m  We need a dog crossing at Lomo Crossing — save lives
m Creating transportation options where safety is a key factor

E B B B E R ZE E HE EEEEEEEEBN

16



Continuous number of traffic lanes on Highway 99 between Yuba City and Sacramento

Third bridge between Yuba City and Marysville

Highway 65 improvements between Marysville and Lincoln

Bridge investments

Educate people out of their cars

Develop more job-residential combinations

Economic is dependent on easy flow of traffic

It will reduce air pollution and create economic opportunity

access and mobility

I am one of the many senior citizens in this area

All principles are significant, but an improved corridor access around and through Yuba
ity and Marysville; access and mobility can improve all the principles

Reduce congestion, more bridges and bypasses, major highways away from cities

Reduced emissions choice

Safety

Environmental quality is also important to me

Also low income housing in the new envisioned communities

Update railroads for rapid transportation

State roads

#6 is also very important

Make sure that a “small town” effect is in place

Economic vitality

Environmental quality

Financial stewardship

Economic vitality

Environmental quality and sustainability
» Putting funds relative to the amount of each uses; for example, proportional funding for
transit, road, bike, and walkways

E B E E E B E E N E O EEEEEEEEREBHR

Yolo County workshop (Davis)

Using renewable energy

Using human power

Using bicycles

Decreasing auto use, generally

The choices 1 — 6 of left are not the categories | would use, with exception of Env. Quality
Sustainability which addresses my first priority

My first priorities 2 & 4 will lead to the other principles 1, 3, 5 and 6

Brownfidds redevelopment and land reuse is a component of smart growth. We need to
protect our rural lifestyles and agribusiness that are the key industry of CA.

Bicycle paths between cities

All the principles are important: 6 (most important), 2, 4, 1, 3, 5 (least important)
Equity & choice

Smart land use

Education about why and how to use alternative transports

3 — Economic Development

All roads should provide adequate vehicle, bike, and pedestrian facilities
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Yes — this whole exercise is “work-centric”

The focus should include transportation to health & social services facilities on a regional
basis

Intermodal Connectivity & Community Design that incorporates transit hubs

Maintain infrastructure

Good signage

All weather visibility of signage

Alternative fuels sources & transit

Outreach & education about benefits & availability of public transit & public health benefits
To get one of four of the 84 million people that drive to work alone

I support public transportation (trains, light rail) and bike and pedestrian improvements
Safety

Smart land use

Access/mobility

3) Equity/Choice, 6) Smart land use

6. Smart land use 1. Access & mobility 3. Economic vitality 5. financial stewardship
Convenient safe transportation systems

Environmentally friendly?? depending on Oie/grts

Don’t create unnecessary debt for our children

Important to consider land use & transportation

Need to concentrate on infill

Cheye zone

Don’t let El Dorado Co/Placer Co spread out so much

Recognizing the importance of agriculture in transportation

Invest in “car sharing” programs to mitigate impacts of infill housing

Develop housing & site planning prototypes based on shared car households

Develop implementation & enforcement housing procedures for shared car

Providing adequate funding for road maintenance & repair

Raise the gas tax to 42¢/gallon

Need to do statewide

Not depend on local sales tax measures

Smart land use

Equity & choice

User pays = 98% cost = driving

User pays = 36% = transit

User friendly transit = more choices for types & timing

Access — making transportation as easy as single car transport

Opportunity for physical activity & walk bike routes

Regional mass transportation

Spend money effectively get best improvements for the money

Streamline environmental requirements

Access mobility in terms of accommodating elderly & disabled populations (anticipation
retirement age)

Reducing energy use — it is addressed implicitly in #4, but addressing it explicitly would be
good
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Public health — ped/bike facilities, smart growth, etc can all protect public health, and can
help aging people age-in place

If we keep using cars to get around, we roast the planet & we all lose

Being an intelligent species we need to face the facts we need to build new neighborhoods all
or nearly all new neighborhoods in ways that discourage cars & enable bicycling, walking &
transit

Quality of community life — general safety, local business vitality, communication &
“symbiosis”, appearance

Environmental quality & sustainability

Location-specific measure

As oil depletes — we need to move on from transportation & life based on an ideal of
universal automobility to something more realistic

Driver’s education

Smart land use

Environment

Viable alternatives to driving

Financial stewardship

Smart land use

Bike access

Bike safety

Bike parking
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Attachment C

TALL ORDER
MTP 2035 “CoMMON” PROJECTS ANALYSIS

Regionwide for the three Tall Order scenarios, approximately 75% of the budget is spent on
maintaining the existing transportation system and on improvements that are common to all
scenarios. The following summary highlights findings of the common investments.

Participants were asked to check projects they either strongly liked or disliked and only had a
limited amount of time (usually 10 minutes) to review the lists of “common” road and transit
investments. The attached tally tables offer more detail than the summary analysis below.
Columns for both response level and % of support for each project are provided in the tally
tables.

El Dorado County (Placerville workshop)

Participants expressing an opinion on this project favored expanding and extending roads,
improving intersections and interchanges and improving crossings. There was a high response
level from El Dorado participants (up to 53%).

Fixed-Route Transit and ADA Paratransit:
The overall service and individual bus routes received strong support at the workshop.

New/Expanded Roads:

e Projects receiving over 90% support are safety improvements and road widening at
congested areas.

e Project to widen shoulders on SR49 received 100% support

e Safety Improvements on SR49 in Coloma received a 97% support level.

e Expansions on roads parallel to US 50 (White Rock, Cameron Park, and Green Valley)
all received over 75% support. A related US 50 parallel capacity project - expanding
Country Club Drive - received just under 70% support.

e Other proposed expansions to improve connections were also supported — including the
Mother Lode, and Sophia Parkway projects receiving over 70% support

e The only road project to receive opposition over 50% was the proposed 6 lanes widening
of El Dorado Hills Blvd. south of Serrano Pkwy.

e The projects with the highest responses were in Placerville (widening/realigning Main,
Cedar and Washington streets) and each received support.

New/Improved Interchanges and Intersections
e Every proposed project in this category received support (over 50%) and most received
strong support (over 75%).
e Intersection improvements on US 50 at Canal St/ SR 49 received 100% support.

New/Improved Bridges
e Hangtown Creek Bridge received 97% support and the most responses (53%)

Placer County (Rocklin workshop)




Participants expressing an opinion on this project favored expanding and extending roads,
improving intersections and interchanges and bridge replacements. In addition, special projects
such as the Rocklin Intercity Rail Station received 95% support. Four lane expansions were
typically strongly supported while six lane expansions received mixed results. There was a
moderate to high response level from Placer participants (up to 45%).

Fixed-Route Transit and ADA Paratransit:
The overall service and individual bus routes received strong support at the workshop.

New/Expanded Roads
e Projects that received the highest participant responses (45% & 51%) were the strongly
supported HOV lane additions to 1-80.
e All road expansions received over 50% support except for a proposed expansion of
Taylor Rd.
e Riverside Ave. and Railroad Ave. improvements both received over 90% support.

New/Improved Interchanges and Intersections
e Intersection improvements were supported except for two projects, 1-80/SR174 and 1-80/
Bowman Rd, that received moderate opposition.
e Major interchanges (I-80 & SR65, SR65 & Sunrise, 1-80 & Sierra College) received
strong support.

New/ Expanded Bridges
e Bridge projects were supported by participants except a Sunset Blvd. bridge expansion to
six lanes, which had a mixed result of support/opposition
e All projects received less than 20% participant response
e The Auburn Ravine Bridge received over 90% support, and the Walerga and Atkinson
Street bridges received over 60% support.

Sacramento — Central (Downtown Sacramento workshop)

There was a moderated response level from Central Sacramento participants (up to 45%).

Fixed-Route Transit and ADA Paratransit:
The overall service and individual bus routes received strong support at the workshop.

New/Expanded Roads

e The top five supported road expansion projects were centered around two areas: the
Railyards (6" street, Bercut, and Gateway) and CSUS (Jed Smith and Folsom Blvd.). The
Jed Smith road expansion was in fact the most supported improvement (65% approval).

e Road expansions in Arden/Arcade and Carmichael were generally not supported, with
opposition for widening Fair Oaks and Cypress nearly 3 to 1 the support level.

e Road expansions to 4 lanes in growth areas of the county were consistently supported.

e There were 3 projects with a response rate in excess of 40%: Widening 65" Street, South
Watt, and Folsom Blvd. While Folsom had an overwhelming approval of 64%, the other
two received mixed opinions (roughly 50-50 support/opposition).



New/Improved Interchanges and Intersections
e The project with the most responses (45%), and the highest approval rating (72%) was a
new northbound onramp to SR 51 from Exposition Blvd.
e Rebuilding the Watt Avenue Interchange was the second most popular project with a
42% response rate, and a 70% approval rating.
e Rebuilding the Richards Blvd. ramp had mixed opinion, registering 51% support.

Sacramento — East (Folsom workshop)

There was a moderate response level from Sacramento - East participants (up to 42%).

Fixed-Route Transit and ADA Paratransit:
The overall service and individual bus routes received strong support at the workshop.

New/Expanded Roads

e Most of the high rated projects went toward better circulation in Folsom and Rancho
Cordova, with notably high support for expanding major streets such as Sunrise, Hazel,
and White Rock.

e The two most highly supported road projects were expansions to White Rock (84%) and
Sunrise (83%). Both had nearly 40% response rates.

¢ Investments with even higher response rates (40%+) were also consistently supported.
These projects included Greenback, Green Valley, Oak, Natoma, Hazel, and Sunrise.
Hazel had the highest response rate at 51%, while Natoma had the least support (57%) of
these high response projects.

e The least supported project was 14™ Ave. with a 35% approval rating.

New/Improved Interchanges and Intersections
e The project with the most responses (38%), and the highest approval rating (82%) was
for the rebuilding of the Watt Ave. Interchange

New/Improved Bridges
e The most supported investment across the categories was the Folsom Dam Road Bridge
with a 54% response at a 98% approval rating.

Sacramento — North (Natomas workshop)

There was a moderate to high response levels from Sacramento - North participants (up to 50%).

Fixed-Route Transit and ADA Paratransit:
The overall service and individual bus routes received strong support at the workshop.

New/Expanded Roads
e Road widenings were more popular than new roads or road extensions, especially in
Natomas.



e Investments with a +45% response rate are: Del Paso Road, EI Camino, Garden Hwy, W.
El Camino. EI Camino had the highest response rate at 50%, and the lowest approval
rating (58%) out of this group.

e Expansions of Bell Ave. (37%) and Meister Way (33%) were the least supported projects
and the among the least responded to with a response rate of 30% and 29% respectively.

New/Improved Interchanges and Intersections
e The project with the most responses (39%), and the highest approval rating (76%) was
for the rebuilding of the 1-5/99/70 Interchange.
e The project with the least responses (32%), and the smallest approval rating (53%) was
for the new Metro Air Parkway Interchange

Sacramento — South (Elk Grove workshop)

The workshop response level was the lowest of the regional workshops (averaging around 24%).

Fixed-Route Transit and ADA Paratransit:
The overall service and individual bus routes received strong support at the workshop.

New/Expanded Roads

e Response rates were consistently lower than the other workshop locations.

e Investments with a +22% response rate are: Sheldon, Bradshaw, Elk Grove Florin,
Florin, and Power Inn. Sheldon had the highest response rate at 23%, and the lowest
approval rating (59%) out of this group.

e Road projects with the highest response also received very high support. The new
Consumnes River Blvd. was the most popular project with an 83% approval rate,
followed by Elk Grove Florin and Florin with support levels at 76%.

New/Improved Interchanges and Intersections
e Interchange improvements in EIk Grove consistently received very strong support
(ranging from 78-87%).
e Rebuilding the Sheldon Interchange received the most responses and had the highest
approval rating (87%).
e The EIm/Amador/RR crossing intersection project had the smallest approval rating
(33%).

Sutter & Yuba Counties (Yuba City workshop)

Participants from Sutter or Yuba County expressing an opinion on this project favored expanding
and extending roads, improving intersections and interchanges and improving river crossings.
Only two projects in South Sutter County received opposition - all other projects received strong
to moderate support. The response rates were the highest of the regional workshops (up to 78%
of participants).

Fixed-Route Transit and ADA Paratransit:
The overall service and individual bus routes received strong support at the workshop.



New/Expanded Roads
e Projects widening SR70 & SR99 received over 95% support.
e Improvements to SR70, SR65, SR20 and Bridge Street received over 90% support
e Projects on Sankey and Pacific Avenues and Riego Rd. received moderate opposition
(52-64%)
e Bridge St., SR99 & SR20 improvements received the highest participant responses (64-
66%)
New/Improved Interchanges and Intersections
e All proposed new and improved interchanges and intersections received about 70%
support or more
e The highest support (at 95%) was for an interchange improvement at Riego Rd./ SR99
New/ Expanded Bridges
e The bridge improvement received the most responses (78%).
e Proposed 5" Street bridge improvement received over 96% support and 78% participant
responses

Yolo County (Davis workshop)

There was a moderate level of response from Yolo County participants (up to 41%).

Fixed-Route Transit and ADA Paratransit:
The overall service and individual bus routes received strong support at the workshop.

New/Expanded Roads

e The Railroad Ave. bike lanes project received 100% support

e Safety and Operational Improvements between Davis and Woodland received over 95%
support

e A proposed multimodal transportation center in Davis received the most responses (59%)
and very high support (90%)

e Local Davis Roads (Covell, Hutchison, Mace) had a higher response rate than roads in
other communities (approximately 40%) and mixed-opinion.

e The project receiving the strongest opposition was Old Davis Road expansion

e Expansion to local roads in Woodland and nearby county roads received moderate
support.

e The planned six lane expansion to Harbor Boulevard in West Sacramento received
majority, while an expansion of West Sacramento’s Lake Washington Blvd. to 6 lanes
was the least supported project.

e Road projects supporting alternative modes had much higher support than auto-
supporting projects. Additionally, projects with traffic calming and bicycle facilities
received higher support than similar projects without these features.

New/Improved Interchanges and Intersections



The project in this category with the most responses and the most support was SR 113 &
I-5 interchange.

The project with the most responses but least support was SR 113 & Covell Blvd.
Interchange

New/Improved Bridges

e There was a relatively small response to bridges (under 24%) and most were either strong

or moderate support. The only project to receive [moderate] opposition was expanding
the Barge Canal in West Sacramento.



Comments on Summary of Investments Common to All Three Regional Scenarios

Workshop: Placer (Rocklin)

Keep lights properly working while under construction; employ w/ equity in mind-
Caltrans; More express lines, less transfers; Build protection for bus people standing;
keep disables/no car persons in mind

Light rail to Rocklin/Roseville employment centers. RT or BART-like transportation
from Sac to Placer Co. communities. Bike trail parkways from Sac to Roseville/Rocklin.
Incentives for developers to build in a sustainable manner using green building
techniques.

Bike/ped grade-separated crossings of interchanges; Lower design speed of all
collectors/arterials (not including limited access express ways.)

Light rail and bike trail projects to Roseville; Improve hw65 crossing for bicycle (at
Pleasant Grove and Blue Oaks); Amtrak transit frequency- not enough

Light rail to Roseville; light rail to Sac airport; more mass transit, less road widening;
widening roads does not scale. It just encourages more sprawl which will require even
wider roads. Sprawl does not promote livable communities.

No HOV lanes anyplace, anytime

Additional right of ways to support the Dry Creek parkway bicycle plans; Additional on
street and off-street bicycle routes

Roseville local buses need significantly better planning for higher usage/fall
Coordinated comprehensive regional transit system for Placer County then expanded to
the 6 county region; Placer Parkway; More trains for Capital Corridor

I’d like to add lanes to 1-80 through Roseville without them being forced as HAV lanes.
And what about the Placer Pkwy? Why isn’t a bypass from 65 to 99 on here

Expansion of Capitol Corridor from Rocklin, Auburn, Roseville to downtown Sac; Need
1 more train in morning at 6:00 am Rocklin (today 7:00am); Need 1 more train returning
from downtown Sac East to Roseville, Rocklin, Auburn at 6:30 pm (today 5:30pm);
Improved access Stanford Ranch Road / HWY 65; Improved access East Roseville
Parkway/ HWY 65

More HOV lanes. No $ for parking or widening

Light rail to come to the Roseville/ Rocklin area excluding Watt/I80.; Light rail to extend
further to Elk Grove excluding Meadowview; Placer County transit needs to be more
reliable and on time.

Improve pedestrian/ bicycle connection over HWY 65 on Blue Oaks Blvd.

BRT from Auburn to Downtown Sac

Placer Parkway- Build it!

1-80 between HWY65 and Douglas widening

Public transit to Folsom from Roseville; Public transit to Sac (extended hours, faster,
especially weekends); Currently need 3 transport agencies to get to Sac, that’s
inconvenient; Give bicyclists the same rights (light triggering); Need to dismantle illegal
bike prohibited signs at Washington Blvd (Calif Vehicle Code 21960)

Improve access to West Roseville. Too many homes, not enough jobs, and inadequate
roads are creating a problem for residents.



Widen SR 65 to 6 lanes between Lincoln Bypass and 1-80; Neighborhood shuttle service
throughout Rocklin; Construct Placer Parkway as a 4lane at grade, access controlled,
arterial

More light rail

Rail Transit, most Auburn transit options are to Colfax, people in Auburn would want to
travel to Sac or other urban areas

Why are we building more roads but just maintaining mass transit. We should be
repairing road infrastructure and building more mass transit; no more new roads until we
get mass transportation that is fluid for people’s use

Light rail down the 65 corridor, through Roseville hook up with 80 and connect with light
rail on Madison

Should include at a minimum, regional rail service to the Bay Area

Infrastructure (pavement lanes- lane striping- charging facilities) to accommodate
neighborhood Electric Vehicles

Highway 80 — Bell Rd overcrossing re-design increase capacity

North South road expansion improvement east of citrus heights and west of Folsom or
West of Rocklin

Bicycle connections in Roseville over 180; Bicycle connection between Roseville and
Rocklin; Complete street retrofits of Roseville north/south and east/west routes to allow
citizens to consider travel by bike a viable intracity tranpo option

Connect Eastridge Drive in Lincoln with Whitney Oaks or Whitney Ranch Parkway in
Rocklin. We need a connecting road from 12 bridges to Rocklin in addition to E. Lincoln
pkwy & Wildcat Blvd.

Source on 193 from Lincoln to Newcastle. Shuttles/ feeder system in Applegate/Weinar /
Meadow Vista areas to link with Colfax & Auburn bus. Centralized regional trip-
planning. 2™ run (mid-day) xx to Auburn. Extend Colfax bus up to Auburn at least a
couple times each week. Connect Truckee/ N. Tahoe with Auburn. More sidewalks and
bus shelters. Audible pedestrian signals. Delay buttons for more time to cross wide multi-
lane intersections.

Dial up transit for elderly in rural parts of County.

Placer Parkway to 70. carpool lanes on all major freeways in region. Regional rail from
Reno to Sac.

More transit @ Arden Fair Mall area

Don’t waste any more on light rail

Consolidate transit agencies



Comments on Summary of Investments Common to All Three Regional Scenarios
Workshop: Central Sacramento (Downtown Sacramento)

e There should be increased shuttle, trolley service throughout midtown and downtown
hubs.

e Support light rail, a complete loop around town and metro area.

e | would like to see options like light rail span the region and travel to and from the
airport. European friends that visit me here are amazed at our lack of community
transportation and | think we should be focusing efforts on their type of transport.

e Rebuild interchange from I-5 and 1-80, less merging lanes.

e Bike lanes throughout downtown

e Please install a bridge over the American River between sunrise and watt

e Rapid bus service or light rail for Carmichael.

e Light rail needs to be expanded and improved. Make express trains available. The trains
can even be more expensive as long as the average travel time and gas/parking cost
reduced.

e Neighborhood shuttles in Arden arcade where 20% of the population will be over 65.
Better bus service in Arden arcade not even mentioned.

e There should be 2 lane car/bike lane one way streets cutting across midtown and
downtown. Also easier transit from watt and 1-80, light rail to Roseville and Orangevale.

e Completion of proposed Sac state Tran to link the campus to 65" St light rail station.
This should help ease congestion on Hwy 50 due to sac state traffic

e Bottle necks at 80 CCF and E St. east thru Marconi curve. Light rail taking up to 3 signal
changes.

e Signal synchronization in the city and county. Waiting at a red light long times without
any cross traffic.

e Increase bus service, more often, coordinate better with light rail

e Car pool lanes on 80 between Davis and Sacramento while maintaining bike lanes and
bus service.

e There is a need for additional capacity across the American river. Very strong need for
additional roadway connections from Sutter and Placer counties into downtown
Sacramento. Elk grove connector.

e Light rail extension into Roseville and Surrounding areas.

e Hundreds of roads need to be retrofitted for pedestrian and bicyclist safety. Retiming
signals for pedestrians and bicyclist. Is our community aware that 40% of GHG comes
from the transportation sector, why is climate changed not a primary consideration. What
about health. Our transportation sector seems to be working at cross purpose with our
most fundamental need, good health.

e We need to improve bike/walking paths, increase public transportation to reduce
congestion on highways. Take care of current system before building new. Light rail to
airport, BRT to all counties.

e Leave the Rail yard alone, no sports arena, stupid place, state historic site.

e More lanes on I-5 going to Woodland and Davis.

e Better bike lanes



Expand 99 between I-5 and Yuba/Sutter to 4 lanes, white rock road to 4 lanes
Additional light rail track to Folsom and extend service beyond 7pm. Narrow Broadway
to 2 lanes from 3 St to MLK. Narrow Madison to 2 lanes between manzanita & ? .
Access to sac metro airport, direct light rail line from main hub like downtown, Davis,
etc. Widening/improving bike lanes and intersections to be more pedestrian friendly.
More frequent public transit to Amtrak station and other mass transit.

RT Route from University/65™ St light rail station to sac state and back. This would
serve sac state students and faculty and campus visitors tremendously.

Neighborhood shuttles service for the Arden Arcade community to provide intra
community mobility and access with connection to more frequent transit service to
connect with other cities.

DNA light rail into Natomas, at least, increase transit system for this areas.

Hwy 50 westbound interchange onto CCF needs better transition, it is very dangerous
interchange. Folsom blvd between Alhambra and Hornet Blvd needs to be widened,
include more lanes.

Remove signal lights @ sunrise and grantline, sunrise and Jackson hwy and grantline and
Jackson hwy.

Do not widen Madison in east sac county east of sunrise, this is the only portion of
Madison that does not have traffic flow problems.

The dredging of the deep water channel for the port of Sacramento. Improvements to
harbor blvd as trucks exit the port. An additional corridor exiting the port and connecting
traffic to industrial blvd and then onto 1-80, this would start at western extent of the port.
I-5 north and south bound between downtown and south sacramento needs major repair
because it has major truck damage.

Widen CCF from 1-80 to 50. Strongly object to widening fair oaks blvd, in
Carmichael/Arden arcade area.

Figure out a way to keep traffic moving on the highways during peak hours.

Light rail from downtown along rail lines that goes past cal expo and sac state. Make a
swing over the river past cal expo and Arden fair mall.

I don’t not feel informed enough to reply to most of the questions such as cost.
Neighborhood shuttle in south areas.

Aargh! Atlanta, LA and Houston have prove that you cant build your way out of
congestion. Stop widening street and instead improve bicycle, walking and transit
services. We also need additional bike/pedestrian links across rivers, better link to
natomas. Focus on Blueprint implementations incentives. More bike parking and bike
lanes.

Bike lanes on H St and Elvas underpass

Improvement of circulation in the Richards Blvd and 12" St and 16" St area. Transit
service from downtown sac to Garden Hwy area employment sites.

Add freeway lanes on 50 and 80 CCF to support all drivers at all hours. Build major
freeway beltway around metro area. Allocate funding to auto travel, over 90% of area
residents use cars and add river crossings.

Strongly support increased public transit, road improvements, bike lanes and pedestrian
friendly sidewalks. More BRT.



Holding the city of Sacramento responsible and accountable for maintaining there own
infrastructure. Where is the money for local streets. Bike path thru McClellan airport .
Light rail from Consumnes rive college to Elk Grove

Spend money on crumbling sidewalks , streets, curbs and ramps. Much of the public
could use better transit, bus shelters must be maintained. Shuttle to areas where there are
no sidewalks , improve transit for the elderly, disabled and poor at no cost to them.
Better bike access to Old Sacramento.

Coordinate projects between RT, Cal Trans, Cities and Counties to meet needs for the
next 50 years.

General principles: highest priority is greater frequency in the public transit services.
Dead last widening of existing streets and roadways.

Where are the bicycle and pedestrian consideration. These widening projects are a joke.
You can’t build yourself out of congestion, there are irresponsible and not economically
viable.

Improve bike lanes on Folsom Blvd, and Downtown Sac. Expand light rail to airport.
Improve mass transit to Davis.

We need gasoline rationing.

Well planned and implemented TDM programs and ITS programs. Integration of fare
collection. Pedestrian priority around schools, parks, downtowns and neighborhood and
community centers. Education programs.

Expand light rail in West Sacramento, would like to seed a street loop system to connect
the highways systems, similar to the 610 loop in Houston, TX.

| Street Bridge.

Convert one freeway lane to truck lane.

Shuttles in Arden Arcade area, re-open rail through to South Lake Tahoe and connect to
Regional rail at new inter modal facility.

Streetcar connecting West Sacramento to Sacramento.

Light rail up Truxel and to airport. Bike path on Sacramento river levee from downtown
to Clarksburg bridge uninterrupted. Streetcar down west sac to Sacramento.

Better RT service and more frequent.

Better bus service from Elk Grove to Downtown Sacramento.

Howe and Fair Oaks needs improvements.

Covers for places where you wait for transit, also bathroom for the public.

Extend light rail to natomas and airport, greatly enhance bike trails throughout the region.
More ADA, Para transit.

Extra rail line for RT, so express service is possible.

More cross town buses for quick trips across midtown, moratorium on building new
lanes.

Light rail to UCD, and airport. Kill the Grant line Rd connector freeway.

Greenhaven to light rail shuttle. Increase bus service from downtown to natomas.

Light rail, downtown to airport via new privately financed mixed use entertainment
complex at Arco arena site.

More transit options to Sac International Airport. Consistent rail service on Amtrak.
More room for bikes on rail transit. Increase bus service within downtown, short trips.



Trolley system in downtown, bus frequency for Fruitridge light rail.

Stop putting money into roads, put it into transit so that its more viable for people. Stop
HWY 50 HOV project, get rid of HOV lanes.

Less light rail and more Bus Rapid Transit. Light rail to airport is waste of money.
Expand America river parkway, bicycle corridor on traction rail bed from CSUS south to
Elk Grove. Bicycle corridor on dry creek to parkway at Discovery and Folsom Lake.
More light rail into North Sac. West Sacramento and Trolley lines and trolley buses to
south Sacramento, Rancho Cordova, North Sacramento and Woodland.

Fleet of trolleys, natural gas busses.

Add to frequency of RT routes to accommodate later work days. Widen central Watt
Ave between arden and fair oaks to 3 lanes in each direction. Add bridge crossing
between watt and sunrise over American river. Widen 80 freeway at placer county line to
get rid of choke point.

Options to connect 50 to 80. speed ways for long distance traveler much like in Seattle.
More security on light rail.

South Watt Ave widen to 4 lanes from Kiefer to EIk Grove.

50 to 80 connection. Rosemont to EIk Grove connection.

More and wide safe bike lanes going to and throughout downtown from southland park to
pocket area.

Widen interchange 5 and 80/50 interchange at Broadway/16™ St from 2 merging to 1 lane
to something like 3 to 4 lanes.

Connect Eastern Avenue south across American River to Mayhew Road.

Map location 4: center 2 way turn lane on Cypress from Winding Way to Manzanita,
also pedestrian sidewalks/walkways along cypress and at all intersections. Widen
medians at intersection for pedestrians to stand on when crossing. Pedestrian access to
American river. Traffic guards at school intersections.

Grant line road needs to be widened as well as White Rock Rd.

More BRT for high volume traffic areas. More improvements for bikes and pedestrians,
TDM.

Shorten the number of cars on light rail so they don’t block intersections.

Express light rail service line to Lincoln, Rocklin community thru Arden to Downtown.
Express light rail EIk Grove Hwy 5 thru downtown to Marysville via airport.

More bridges/tunnels to cross American river.

Light rail extension to Roseville, galleria.

On and off ramp improvements all along highway 50, fulton and arden widening. Major
widening and intersection improvements at all major intersections in Sacramento.

Create separated bike path along Freeport Blvd between Sutterville and Vallejo way.
Express bus from EI Camino to Arden Fair Mall.

Deepen deep water channel to better move consumer goods for the region.

Widen Marysville/16™ St north of 80 to Elkhorn to 4 lanes. Widen Dry Creek south
Elkhorn to 80 4 lanes. Eliminate 56" crossing off J St.

Trolley transport CSUS students from main hub and RT and light rail station, ditto for
ARC, CRC, SCC and Sierra College.

Trolley system downtown.



South Watt/Elk Grove-Florin bus route

Regional Express Bus network: BRT. Regional commuter Rail like metro link. High
Speed rail to Southern California. Bike path throughout parkways and rails in region.
Widen Business 80 from American river bridge north passed Arden to eliminate
bottleneck.

BRT to airport, Davis, more frequent service on weekends. Light rail to Roseville.
Streetcars in downtown to East Sac, increase bus frequency.

More pedestrian bridges and bike paths along watt.

Light rail to Elk Grove.

Shuttle from Rancho Cordova to Downtown, more frequent service on the 72 bus.
BRT on Watt from 50 to 80. BRT on Fair Oaks from H St. to Carmichael. Road tunnel
between 50 t0 80 with one exit only in Carmichael or Citrus Heights.

Beltway connecting all freeways.

Transit stop on 50 and Bradshaw.

Increase ADA/Para transit service.

Improve bike paths in Oak Park and pocket area.

Some Urban designers suggest narrowing lanes to promote traffic calming.

There should be additional bike/ped crossings of Sacramento and American rivers,
freeways, RR tracks and canals.

Carpool lanes on all the highways which focus on most congested. Increase security on
public transportation. Consider a subway to accommodate 1 million people.

Build bridge across the American river

More bike trails

Improve interchanging merging on hwy 50 west bound.

Add a light rail station closer to pocket area, light rail to Natomas.

More security on light rail and stations.

Less money spent on surface roads. Improve efficiency of highways and public transit
and alternative transit. Educate the public on using transit.

More pedestrian freeway roads.

Add more light rail, north and south, extend light rail to Elk Grove.

Bicycle lanes, trolleys, street cars. Watt Ave improvements.

Sidewalk in Arden Arcade, along Marconi, Howe and EI Camino. Safe bicycle lanes in
East Sac and Midtown.

More park and rides for light rail.

Expand hwy 99 south, 12 Ave to Florin Rd, add light rail to airport.

Metro system, connect airport to major residential and business districts.

Improve light rail crossing @ 65" St. Synchronizing train to off peak schedule.
Shuttle, Oak Park to light rail, more accessible LRT stations, more bike and wheel chair
slots on light rail.

More bus service in Sacramento from Davis. Light rail Davis to Sacramento and Elk
Grove. Bike routes around sac and elk grove
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Comments on Summary of Investments Common to All Three Regional Scenarios

Workshop: East Sacramento County (Folsom)

Do not build Grant Line Road throughway. The resulting development is NOT desirable.
Timing/synchronizing traffic signals along area’s thoroughfares. Road widening
wherever it’s possible, metro area-wide.

It is impossible to make an informed decision without more information. This seems like
a way to manipulate favor for specific projects.

Extend light rail across Natomas crossing bridge to Auburn-Folsom Road at Greenback.
Double track a section of light rail in between Hazel and Downtown Folsom so that
headways can be reduced. New bridge below Folsom Dam. ADA- not require prior day
reservation (maybe 2-3 hours?).

Get to the problem: get freeways open first. Double up the lanes. Build up xx you cannot
widen. That will help traffic on major streets thin out faster. Build more bridges/ open
dam roads. Build expressways 99 & Elk Grove/Bond Rd. to Highway 50- from 99 to I-5.
I-5 Elk Grove to Davis/ Hwy 50 make Fair Oaks an expressway from Hwy 50 to Hwy 80.
Subway system — order Hwy 50 & 80 major commute traffic interconnected with cell
local colleges, downtown Sacramento and both airports.

Also telecommuting money to business and government to have workers work 2 days a
week from home. Add carpool incentives for the rest of the week.

Reducing the amount of traffic is key in extending the life of current roads.

Light rail going into Roseville from Watt 1-80 from Roseville all the way to Folsom

I strongly support transportation options for the elderly, the poor and the disabled,;
however light rail is a tremendous waste of money. It is very expensive vs. buses, it is
inflexible (once rail is in place you are stuck). To me it is clear that buses and probably
dedicated rights of way are the very best option.

Need light rail to extend throughout the region for outlining regions to the Sac Airport —
Sacramento itself has a start in public transportation but no other cities have planned for
its current growth — to be self sufficient or integrate with each other.

I would like the bus stops to be out of the traffic flow. There are many stops that cause
traffic to back up thru traffic lights and/or turn lanes

Begin planning for light rail from Folsom to Airport via Greenback

We need to spend more money on Highway 99, 50 and 80and less on local roads

Extend light rail to Loomis, EI Dorado Hills, Airport. Make light rail bisect from Watt
terminal to Rancho Cordova

Very little here impacts routes | travel regularly. However, focusing on making
communities more compact and walkable and spending money on public transportation
rather than encouraging more people to drive more by widening roads is what | prefer.
Continue road from Heritage Oaks Hospital (Auburn Blvd) to Pasadena, eliminating
bottlenecks and that exit and Auburn Blvd — Winding Way. It appears this was earlier
planned.

Public transportation should be no more self-supporting than highways and parking
garages. Subsidize a gas tax. | am frustrated there is so much focus on widening lanes
rather than giving people a dependable mass-transit system. If it is not convenient and
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dependable, then people won’t use it...if it IS dependable, people will use it (see
Washington DC Metro)

Additional bridges over the American River.

Commuter rail to serve Yuba, Sutter, Placer and Butte Counties

Expansion of light rail service

Trolley cars linking downtown Sac to West Sac

RT service to serve the Amtrak station during weekends for the Coast Starlight,
southbound at 6:30 a.m., northbound at 12:00 a.m.

Improving security on light rail so more people would use it

Light rail or a bus lane over the Sunrise American River bridge

More bike paths/lanes

Electric street cars

Light rail to downtown to the airport.

Remove HOV lanes — cause too much congestion, not used enough to warrant negative
effect on other traffic lanes

Car pool lanes Sunrise to Downtown — Hwy 50

Double track light rail from Folsom to Sunrise

Grantline Road — 4 lanes — El Dorado to Hazel

We want light rail expanded to Roseville

Bradshaw Road extension across American River. Direct Fwy or expressway link from
Hwy 50 to Hwy 80

Light rail from Folsom to airport

Light rail needs to run later into Folsom. If you go to Sacramento for an event or dinner,
you can’t get back to Folsom after 8:00 p.m.

Widen White Rock/Grantline 99 to 50

Double track to Folsom

Light rail to airport with bus shuttle from Amtrak until light rail goes to airport

Add sidewalks to ALL county roads

Efficient transit from Carmichael to Gold River/Rancho Cordova

Increase Paratransit Folsom

Increase light rail service in Folsom

More carpool lanes on Hwy 50

Increased bus/shuttles in Folsom

Double tracking to Folsom

Extend hours of operation to Folsom — light rail

Reduce time to get downtown on light rail from Folsom, eg some express

Oak Avenue interchange in Folsom

Historic area circulation — tunnel at Raley Street/Sutter

EDH Blvd — from Folsom Lake to Southern end at the EDH Business Park

Green Valley road — from Francisco Blvd to Old Natomas Street — Downtown Folsom
Shuttle on Hazel Avenue to light rail

More transit busses on Fair Oaks Blvd. Both local and express

Another crossing of the American River between Carmichael & Rancho Cordova for
autos, transit and ped/bike
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Light rail: Folsom to Downtown — doubletrack appropriate length to ensure service every
15 mins! | feel VERY strongly about this need. No other improvements/extension to
light rail should happen before improvement are made to make 15 min service for
Folsom!!!

Improved shuttle/bus connectivity within Folsom to light rail stations

Folsom Blvd and Mather Blvd needs an elevated rail for railroad. Traffic light always in
real bad conditions stops traffic frequently

Expand transit both rail and bus

No road widenings. Maintain roads. Improve pedestrian and bicycle opportunities.

Road improvement funds should be applied to light rail

It would be great to have an extension of light rail or a shuttle from the end of the line at
Folsom to the EI Dorado Hills business park.

Light rail to the Sacramento International Airport (DNA line)

Bike lane development/expansion on Auburn-Folsom Road

I am concerned there is no direct Paratransit from Folsom going to Sacramento
downtown or other county.

Add shelters to bus stops so people don’t have to stand in the rain

Discourage any more cul-de-sacs — restore the street grid

Encourage new plans to have a grid — no more Gold Rivers

End of 1-80 light rail. The exit goes onto the fast lane of the freeway. | was terrified and
will never take it again.

Light rail station at “Mine shaft”

Multi-modal use of Folsom South Canal and recreation use

HOV lanes to downtown

Safe passage for bicyclists through freeway interchanges

More non-interchange crossings of freeways (e.g. Oak Ave. over 50)

Bike-ped crossing of 50 between EI Dorado Hills Blvd & E. Bidwell.

Double-tracking and later service to Folsom and 15 min headways

Add bike and pedestrian lane on Winding Way (especially between San Juan Avenue and
Sunrise blvd. Also from San Juan Ave west all the way out to American River College
Add express bus line up and down Sunrise Blvd from Sunrise Mall to Sunrise Light Rail
Station, with limited stops at Greenback and Fair Oaks Blvd Station, Winding Way

By adding bike and pedestrian lane on Winding Way, the narrowing of the auto roadway
will also slow traffic in a dangerous area that has a local elementary school

Folsom to Roseville light rail

HOV to start in Sac East on 50

HOV to go all the way on W 50 to Sac

Freeway between Rancho/Folsom (50) and Citrus Heights/Roseville (80)

Light rail or express bus Folsom to Airport

Extend/connect bike trail system throughout creek into Folsom Lake SRA

Sunrise Blvd — Sunrise Mall — too messy — 6 lanes from Antelope to Greenback

Douglas — 1-80 freeway total mess — money was spent to improve and | feel it didn’t help
at all. Itis still a mess.

Improve Hazel/Sierra College corridor — or another corridor in east Sac County
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