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FIGURE 5.1 SCENARIO A MAP
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FIGURE 5.3 MAJOR TRIP GENERATORS IN THE SACRAMENTO REGION
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FIGURE 5.4 2035 POPULATION DENSITY FORECAST



FIGURE 5.5 2035 EMPLOYMENT (OFFICE) DENSITY FORECAST
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TABLE 5.4 RAIL BASED TRANSIT MODES
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FIGURE 5.6 SCENARIO C MAP
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FIGURE 5.7 RIDERSHP FORECASTS
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TABLE 5.14 DELIVERABILITY EVALUATION CATEGORY
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TABLE 5.15 SCENARIO A EVALUATION

Scenario

Scenario A

Description:

A1 4

t4); 12 1

RN y< 1 1 >

Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) 2035

Evaluation Category (riteria Commentary Assessment
COMMUNITY i::))ifacl)trigsfspollues & Not consistent with Blueprint and MTP. Decline in mode transfer by 2035. Base Case
. . 192,000 population within 15 minute walk of high frequency transit services. 1,011,400 population within 15 mins walk to
CE) ORI transit. 2 colleges, 2 hospitals, 4 shopping centres and 12 major employers within 10 mins (half a mile) of transit. Bl Lkt
Transport network . . . . . . T . . .
integration Increased transit provision provides improved network integration but limited investment in system integration. Base Case
. 17,600 households less tha $30k within 15 min walk of high frequency transit services. 60,100 households within 15 mins
Equity ) Base Case
walk to transit.
Safety Limited mode transfer will result in reduced traffic demand on roads and estimated reduction of 10 fatalities. Base Case
Health Walk and cycle demand mode share of 5.9% by 2035 (573,000 daily trips). Base Case
ENVIRONMENT | Tissions & 1.4 million daily Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) by 2035. Base Case
disturbance
E‘I?r(r:];emaklng/Urban Limited expansion of rail-based systems will provide opportunity to improve public realm. Restricted TOD opportunities. Base Case
ECONOMY ;I'lzasr;sp)ort il 31,000 passenger transit hours (daily by 2035). 1.0% mode share (100,000 daily transit trips). Base Case
MELEREC Farebox recovery (operating costs/fare revenue) at 18% Base Case
(Operators)
Econon‘]i‘c 202,000 jobs within 15 min walk of high frequency transit services. 399,000 jobs within 15 mins walk to transit. Base Case
competitiveness ' '
Feasibility
DELIVERABILITY (Construction) $2.23bn ($2008, PV) Base Case
Feasibility
. 5.49b 2008, P
(Operations) 3 n(s V) Base Case
Acceptability 7% respondents in favour of this scenario (out of 2,500 respondents, TMP outreach) Base Case
Funding Potential Funding surplus of $220m ($2008, PV) Base Case

* %



TABLE 5.16 SCENARIO B EVALUATION

Scenario Scenario B

Description: -.4 2/ + /. 1+ I )< 44 ] >5 4 4 5 (

Evaluation Category (riteria Commentary Assessment

COMMUNITY i::))ifacl)trigsfspollues & Consistent with Blueprint and MTP - which based on the jurisdictions' plans and policies. Limited mode transfer. +++
Ler) veR it 234,000 population within 15 minute walk of high frequency transit services. 1,189,000 population within 15 mins walk to +

9 transit. 2 colleges, 2 hospitals, 4 shopping centres and 12 major employers within 10 mins (half a mile) of transit.
Transpgl‘t LSS Transit provision provides large geographical coverage but low frequency levels. +
integration
Equit 20,300 households less tha $30k within 15 min walk of high frequency transit services. 65,000 households within 15 mins +
quity walk to transit.

Safety Mode transfer will result in reduced traffic demand on roads and estimated reduction of 10 fatalities. +
Health Walk and cycle demand mode share of 6.5% by 2035 (619,000 daily trips). P
Emissions & L . . . .

ENVIRONMENT disturbance Reduction in 6.1% Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) compared to Scenario A. Equivalent to 207 tonnes of CO2. ++
Placemaking/Urban |Limited expansion of rail-based systems will reduce opportunities to improve public realm. Limited transit provision will +
Form restrict TOD opportunities.
Transport efficiency [Average time saving of 1.4 minutes per transit user (4,470 daily hours saved) compared to Scenario A. BCR of 0.60. Mode

ECONOMY P ++
(Users) share of 2% (193,000 daily trips).
MELEREC Farebox recovery (operating costs/fare revenue) at 18% Neutral
(Operators)
Economic . s . . . . ) o ) .

i 224,000 jobs within 15 min walk of high frequency transit services. 438,000 jobs within 15 mins walk to transit. +

competitiveness
Feasibility

DELIVERABILITY (Construction) $3.59bn ($2008, PV) -
Feasibility

) 11.22bn ($2008, P -

(Operations) 3 n(s V)
Acceptability 20% respondents in favour of this scenario (out of 2,500 respondents, TMP outreach) ++
Funding Potential Funding shortfall of $2.8bn ($2008, PV) -




TABLE 5.17 SCENARIO C EVALUATION

Scenario

Scenario C

Description:

20"

22 81/
transportation demand management (TDM) and transit oriented development (TOD) policies and projects

-4+ /2.1 /14 < < "-.4 )" 4t o+

Evaluation Category (riteria Commentary Assessment
COMMUNITY ::;Eacl)triggfspollaes & Consistent with Blueprint. Integrated transit provision results in increased transit ridership. +++
Tt 990,000 population within 15 minute walk of high frequency transit services. 1,206,000 population within 15 mins walk to ++
9 transit. 7 colleges, 11 hospitals, 10 shopping centres and 21 major employers within 10 mins (half a mile) of transit.
Transport network Enhanced transit measures (shelters, passenger information, pavements, etc) improves all aspects of transit trip making. -
integration Increase in rail-based and high frequency buses will improve access to frequent transit services.
Equit 58,000 households less tha $30k within 15 min walk of high frequency transit services. 65,000 households within 15 mins it
quity walk to transit.
Increased rail-based systems provides safer travel. Enhanced transit facilities (lighting and security facilities) will provide a
Safety safe environment on and off bus. Mode transfer will result in reduced traffic demand on roads and estimated reduction of 10 P
fatalities.
Health Walk and cycle demand mode share of 6.6% by 2035 (630,000 daily trips). P
Emissions & - . . ) .
ENVIRONMENT disturbance Reduction in 6.4% Vehicle Miles Travelled compared to Scenario A. Equivalent to 217 tonnes of CO2. ++
Placemaking/Urban |Expansion of rail-based systems will provide opportunity to improve public realm. Increased transit provision will also provide +
Form additional TOD opportunities.
ECONOMY Transport efficiency |Average time saving of 1.8 minutes per transit user (6,420 daily hours saved) compared to Scenario A. BCR of 0.43. Mode ++
(Users) share of 2.2% (213,000 daily trips).
Transport efficiency . ®
(Operators) Farebox recovery (operating costs/fare revenue) at 17% Neutral
Economic . o . . . . . o . .
- 416,000 jobs within 15 min walk of high frequency transit services. 445,000 jobs within 15 mins walk to transit. ++
competitiveness
Feasibility
DELIVERABILITY (Construction) $5.42bn ($2008, PV)
Feasibility
(Operations) $12.74bn ($2008, PV) --
Acceptability 61% respondents in favour of this scenario (out of 2,500 respondents, TMP outreach) +++

Funding Potential

Funding shortfall of $7.5bn ($2008, PV)




TABLE 5.18 SCENARIO C+ EVALUATION
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