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NAPA VALLEY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 

Board Agenda Memo 
______________________________________________________________________ 

TO:      NVTA Board of Directors 

FROM:     Danielle Schmitz, Executive Director 

REPORT BY: Grant Bailey, Program Manager - Engineer 
(707) 259-5951 / Email: gbailey@nvta.ca.gov 

SUBJECT: State Route 29 (SR29) American Canyon Alternative Analysis 
______________________________________________________________________ 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
That the Napa Valley Transportation Authority Board authorize staff to advance Build 
Alternative 1 (Signalized Intersections) as the preferred alternative for continued 
environmental review and engineering in the PA&ED phase of the American Canyon 
SR29 Corridor Improvements Project and discontinue further environmental analysis of 
Build Alternative 2 (Roundabouts).  
 
COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 
 
None 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
NVTA is advancing the Project Approval and Environmental Document (PA&ED) phase 
for the American Canyon SR 29 Corridor Improvements Project in coordination with the 
City of American Canyon and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). As 
part of the environmental work, staff completed an intersection operations analysis, which 
evaluated traffic performance at key corridor intersections under the two build alternatives 
identified in the Project Study Report. The analysis showed that Build Alternative 1 
(Signalized Intersections) significantly outperformed Build Alternative 2 (Roundabouts) 
from a traffic operations and level-of-service standpoint, particularly under future peak-
hour conditions. 
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Based on the results of the intersection operations analysis, staff initiated a broader 
alternatives evaluation to determine whether advancing both build alternatives through 
environmental review was warranted. That evaluation considered traffic operations, 
transit performance, safety, cost, right-of-way impacts, delivery risk, and consistency with 
the project’s purpose and need. Based on this analysis, staff recommends advancing 
Build Alternative 1 as the preferred alternative and screening out Build Alternative 2. 
NVTA provided an overview to the City of American Canyon at their February 3, 2026, 
meeting, and comments were generally in favor of moving forward with Alternative 1 as 
the preferred alternative.  
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
 
Is there a fiscal impact?  None for this action. 
 
CEQA REQUIREMENTS 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION: The proposed action is not a project as defined 
by 14 California Code of Regulations 15378 (California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines) and therefore CEQA is not applicable.  
 
BACKGROUND 
 
SR 29 functions as both a regional connector and American Canyon’s primary “Main 
Street,” serving residents, businesses, transit, and freight while also experiencing 
recurring congestion, safety concerns, and limited multimodal connectivity during peak 
periods. These conditions have been documented through prior corridor planning efforts 
and the Project Study Report – Project Development Support (PSR-PDS), which 
identified a “No Build Alternative” and two build alternatives for further evaluation during 
the Project Approval and Environmental Document (PA&ED) phase.  
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Both build alternatives include the same corridor-wide improvements, such as a physically 
separated Class I shared-use path, enhanced transit stops, speed reduction, utility 
undergrounding, and improved pedestrian crossings, with the primary distinction being 
the form of intersection control – signalized intersections under Build Alternative 1 and 
roundabouts under Build Alternative 2. 
 
As part of PA&ED, NVTA completed an intersection operations analysis to evaluate traffic 
performance at corridor intersections under opening-year and design-year conditions. 
The analysis demonstrated that Build Alternative 1 significantly outperformed Build 
Alternative 2 from a traffic operations and level-of-service standpoint, particularly during 
peak periods. Given the magnitude of these operational differences, staff initiated a 
broader alternatives evaluation to determine whether advancing both build alternatives 
through environmental review was warranted. This evaluation applied both qualitative and 
quantitative criteria and considered traffic operations, transit performance, safety, vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT), cost, right-of-way requirements, environmental considerations, 
delivery risk, and consistency with the project purpose and need. 
 
The broader evaluation identified several substantial differences between the two build 
alternatives. Build Alternative 2 would require significantly greater right-of-way 
acquisition, including major property takes at multiple intersections, and is estimated to 
be approximately $20 million more expensive than Build Alternative 1. In addition, Build 
Alternative 2 presents delivery concerns at the State level, as there are no examples in 
California of three-lane roundabouts operating consecutively along a surface street in the 
configuration contemplated for this corridor.  
 
These design characteristics raise concerns regarding feasibility, approval risk, and 
constructability within Caltrans right of way. Finally, due to the presence of continuous 
through lanes exceeding one mile in length, Build Alternative 2 also carries a higher 
potential to induce vehicle miles traveled, which is inconsistent with the project’s 
multimodal and congestion management objectives and if implemented, could increase 
overall project costs and delivery complexity. 
 
A memorandum detailing the full alternative analysis criteria, methodology, and results is 
available as Attachment 1 to this Board Memo. Ultimately, the alternative analysis 
demonstrates that Build Alternative 1 (Signalized Intersections) performs more favorably 
than Build Alternative 2 (Roundabouts) across multiple evaluation criteria which has led 
to the recommendation before you.  
 
ALTERNATIVES 
 
Without an approval, staff would continue with full environmental review and engineering 
studies for both build alternatives. Proceeding in this manner would extend the PA&ED 
schedule beyond the end of 2026. The delay could limit the project’s competitiveness and 
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jeopardize future state and federal grant funding opportunities which would limit NVTA’s 
ability to advance the project within anticipated funding cycles. 
 
COUNTYWIDE PLAN GOALS MET BY THIS PROPOSAL 
 
Goal 2 – Improve system safety in order to support all modes and serve all users 
Advancing a single preferred alternative allows staff to focus environmental review and 
engineering on a corridor design that demonstrated superior traffic operations 
performance and supports reduced operating speeds, improved intersection control, and 
safer pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities. 
 
Goal 3 – Use taxpayer dollars efficiently 
Screening out the higher-cost alternative enables NVTA to focus limited PA&ED 
resources on a more cost-effective and implementable alternative, reduces right-of-way 
acquisition risk, and supports timely project advancement to remain competitive for 
future state and federal funding opportunities. 
 
Goal 4 – Support Napa County’s economic vitality 
Advancing a deliverable and operationally effective alternative improves access to 
American Canyon’s commercial areas, reduces congestion-related delay along SR 29, 
and supports reliable movement of people and goods through a key regional corridor. 
 
Goal 5 – Minimize the energy and other resources required to move people and 
goods 
Proceeding with the recommended alternative supports improved traffic flow, reliable 
transit operations, and enhanced multimodal facilities, which collectively reduce delay, 
idling, and inefficient travel patterns along the corridor. 
 
ATTACHMENT(S) 
 
(1) Draft Alternatives Analysis Memorandum 
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American Canyon State Route 29 Corridor Improvement Project 

(EA 04-0Q290) 

Project Alternatives Evaluation to select the Preferred Alternative: February 9, 2026 

 

Background: 

The Napa Valley Transportation Authority (NVTA), in cooperation with the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) and the City of American Canyon (City), proposes to provide an improved 
facility along State Route 29 between American Canyon Road and Napa Junction Road.  

The local road improvements would include local roadway narrowing, construction of a shared-use 
path on both sides of SR 29, roadway lane narrowing, median construction, bus on shoulder/bus lanes, 
bus signal priority, utility undergrounding, and aesthetic treatments in the City of American Canyon. 
Caltrans, as assigned by the FHWA, is the lead agency under the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA). NVTA is the lead agency under California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
 

Purpose and Need: 

 

Purpose 
The purpose of the project is to provide a multimodal and complete streets corridor that:   

• Improves mobility for all modes of transportation along and across SR 29 between American 
Canyon Road and Napa Junction Road 

• Improve safety for all users by incorporating Vision Zero Safe System Approach concepts 

• Improve public transit bus travel time, reliability, and public safety vehicle response times 

• Supports residential and commercial development in the City of American Canyon by 
improving access for all modes of transportation along and across the corridor 

 
Need 
The need for the project is:  

• Lack of multimodal connectivity – particularly for bicycle and pedestrian access – along and 
across SR 29  

• Lack of public transit facilities, including priority at traffic signals, and pullouts for stops 

• Lack of low level-of-traffic stress1 routing options for bicyclist/pedestrians along and across 
SR 29 and conflicts between motorists and active transportation users due to unseparated 
facilities and high-speed differentials  

• Constraints at intersections cause extensive queuing, delays, and bottlenecks resulting in 
unreliable travel times for motorists, public transit, and negatively impacting emergency 
vehicle response times, as well as traffic diverting to residential streets  

• Recurring traffic congestion and lack of multimodal access hinders customer access to 
American Canyon’s “Main Street” commercial businesses 

• Number of collisions along the project segment of SR 29 (1.20 collisions per million vehicle 

 
1 Level of Traffic Stress (LTS) evaluates the quality of the transportation network from the perspective of different types of bicyclist, 

which is categorized into four levels. LTS 1 has the lowest level of stress and LTS 4 has the highest level of stress. Source: California 

Department of Transportation, District 4. Caltrans District 4 Bike Plan.2018. Page 16. 

gbailey
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miles) is higher than the average rates for similar facilities throughout the State (0.93 collisions 
per million vehicle miles).  

 
Regionally, SR 29 provides a direct connection between Sonoma, Napa, and Solano counties along 
Interstate 80 (I-80) and Sonoma, Napa, and Solano counties along US 101 in the North Bay, via SR 
37. Locally, SR 29 corridor functions as American Canyon’s “Main Street”, it experiences significant 
safety and operational deficiencies between American Canyon Road and Napa Junction Road during 
weekday AM and PM peak hour conditions. These deficiencies have been documented in the NVTA 
2014 SR 29 Gateway Corridor Implementation Plan, the NVTA 2020 SR 29 Comprehensive 
Multimodal Corridor Plan, and project 2023 Project Study Report-Project Development Support 
(PSR-PDS) document. According to Caltrans’ Traffic Accident Surveillance and Analysis System, the 
project corridor experiences a collision rate of 1.20 collisions per million vehicle miles, while the 
State average for similar facilities is 0.93 collisions per million vehicle miles. NVTA has established 
five elements for road safety in their Vision Zero Plan: safe vehicles, safe speeds, safe roads, post-
crash care, and safe road users.  
 
The alternatives being evaluated are the “No-Build Alternative”, “Build Alternative 1”, and “Build 
Alternative 2”. Both Build Alternatives propose the same corridor improvements roadway lane 
narrowing, median construction, bus on shoulder/bus lanes, bus signal priority, utility 
undergrounding, and aesthetic treatments. The differences between the Build Alternatives are related 
to the intersection control type at the intersections along SR 29. The summary of the intersection 
control modifications are summarized in the Table 1, below. 
 

Table 1: Existing and Proposed Intersection Control 

Cross Street 

No-Build 

Alternative 

(Existing) 

Build 

Alternative 

1 (Signals) 

Build 

Alternative 2 

(Roundabouts) 

American Canyon Road Signal Signal Signal 

Crawford Way Side Street Stop 
Controlled 

Signal Roundabout 

Donaldson Way Signal Signal Roundabout 

Poco Way/ S Napa 
Junction Road 

Side Street Stop 
Controlled 

Signal Roundabout 

Rio Del Mar Signal Signal Roundabout 

Eucalyptus Drive Signal Signal Roundabout 

Napa Junction Road Signal Signal Roundabout 

 
Below is a list of evaluation criteria and contributing factors that were developed to compare the two 
project build alternatives to select the preferred alternative for this project. The evaluation of both 
alternatives using these criteria is summarized in Table 2. These criteria and contributing factors 
encompass the overall project goal and are intended to help the Project Development Team in 
selecting the preferred alternative. 
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Scoring Methodology 

Each evaluation criterion is assigned a value of 1 point for an evaluation result of ‘yes’ or zero points 

for an evaluation result of ‘no’, based on considerations of various contributing factors listed in Table 

1. If both alternatives receive an equal or near equal evaluation result, they are both assigned a value 

of zero points. Table 2 summarizes the alternatives and their scoring against each criterion. 
Table 2: Scoring of Contributing Factors for Each Alternative 

Evaluation Criteria Contributing Factors Alternative 1 Alternative 2 

Purpose and Need 
Alternative accomplishes points outlined in the 
purpose and need of the project. 

1 1 

Traffic 
Better Intersection Level of Service 

During Peak Period 
1 0 

Transit Better improves transit operations 1 0 

Bike and Ped 
Better improves Pedestrian and Bike 
Connectivity 

0 0 

VMT No VMT Increase 1 0 

Safety 

 
CMF Qualitative Analysis 0 1 

Cost Lower Total Project Cost 1 0 

Environmental Less environmental impacts 0 0 

Department of 

Transportation Concerns 

Caltrans has less concerns related to nonstandard 
design 

1 0 

Local Preference Alternative preferred by users and local residents 0 1 

City Preference Alternative preferred by City Council & Staff TBD TBD 

Local Impacts 

Less Temporary construction impacts 0 0 

Less Right of Way impacts 1 0 

Less Significant Driveway Impacts 1 0 

TOTAL  8 3 

 


