
 

 

 

 
 

Special Meeting of the Board of Directors 
 
Location:  Rancho Cordova Council Chambers 
   2729 Prospect Park Drive 
   Rancho Cordova, CA 
 
Date:  Monday, August 5, 2013, 8:00 am – 10:30 am   
 
Roll Call:   Directors Hume, Mikulaco, Nottoli, Sander, Starsky  
 
Members of the public may comment on any item on the agenda at the time that it is taken up by the Board.  We ask that members of the public 
complete a Speaker Card, submit it to the Clerk of the Board, and keep their remarks brief.  If several persons wish to address the Board on a single 
item, the Chair may impose a time limit on individual remarks at the beginning of the discussion. 
 
Public Comment:  Any person wishing to address the Board on any item not on the agenda may do so at this time.  After ten minutes of testimony, any 
additional testimony may be heard following the New Business Items. 
 
CALL TO ORDER / ROLL CALL 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
  
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
1. Executive Director’s Report  
 
Consent Agenda 
  
2. Minutes of June 12, 2013, Board Meeting  
 
3. Resolution: Approve Contract for General Legal Services  

a. Attachment – Staff Report  
b. Attachment – RFP Proposal 
c. Attachment – Scope of Work & Cost Proposal 
d. Attachment – Resolution   

 
4. Update on Property Appraisal  

a. Attachment – Staff Report 
b. Attachment – Appraisal 

 
5. Extend Term of Board Chair and Vice-Chair for FY 2013-14  

a. Attachment – Staff Report 
b. Attachment – Resolution  

 
6. Resolution:  Support for Submission of Application for Regional/Local Funding Grant 

a. Attachment – Staff Report 
b. Attachment – Resolution  

 
New Business Items 

 
7. Presentation: Revised Plan of Finance  

a. Attachment – Staff Report 
b. Attachment - Presentation 
c. Attachment – Plan of Finance 

  



 

 

 
8. Presentation: Revised Project Design Guidelines  

a. Attachment – Staff Report 
b. Attachment - Presentation 
c. Attachment – Project Design Guidelines 

 
9. Update on Progress of the General Plan Amendment Process and Agreements  

a. Attachment – Staff Report 
      

10. Presentation:  Update on the South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan (SSHCP) 
a. Attachment – Staff Report 
b. Attachment – Presentation  

 
11. Closed Session: Public Employee Review 

Title: Executive Director 
 

12. Adjournment 
 

 
The Board may take action on any matter, however listed on this Agenda, and whether or not listed on this Agenda, to the extent permitted by applicable law.  Staff Reports are subject to 
change without prior notice.    
 
If requested, this agenda can be made available in appropriate alternative formats to persons with disabilities, as required by Section 202 of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 and 
the Federal Rules and Regulations adopted in implementation thereof.  Persons seeking an alternative format should contact the Board Secretary for further information.  In addition, a 
person with a disability who requires a modification or accommodation, including auxiliary aids or services, in order to participate in a public meeting, should telephone or otherwise contact 
the Board Secretary as soon as possible.  The Board Secretary may be reached at 10640 Mather Blvd., Suite 120, Mather, CA 95655 or by telephone at 916-876-9094. 



 
 
Capital SouthEast Connector Board of Directors         Item #1 
               Receive and File 
August 5, 2013            
 
Executive Director’s Report 
 
Issue:  An Executive Director’s report is filed every month on current JPA activities 
 
Recommendation:    Receive and File 
 
Discussion: The following is a brief status report on some of the more significant issues and activities currently being 
pursued by the Connector JPA staff. 
 

Administrative 
  

 It is expected that Folsom Councilmember Morin will attend today’s hearing for Director Starsky who is 
unavailable. 
 

 Due to extended commitments of Director Nottoli on the Delta Stewardship Council, Chairperson Sander 
has indicated his willingness to extend his Chairmanship for the Board for an additional six months through 
December, 2013.  Item #5 on today’s agenda addresses this issue.   

 
      Project  
 

 Legislation that would authorize transportation design-build projects on a limited basis in the state is being 
explored with all interested parties. The draft legislation would provide a mechanism to allow the JPA to 
use that delivery method for construction of the Connector Project. This legislation would substitute for the 
Connector JPA sponsored AB 603, which was put in suspense last February while alternative legislation 
was being developed. Staff will provide an update to the Board on the proposed legislation at your next 
meeting. 

 
 At their July 16th Board of Supervisors meeting, El Dorado County approved its requested amendment to 

the JPA’s joint exercise of powers agreement regarding condemnation and indebtedness. On July 26th, the 
JPA received an unsigned copy of the amendment #1 with a request to circulate the amendment amongst 
the member jurisdictions. Staff will proceed with this request once it requests and receives an approved 
resolution and signed copy of the amendment from El Dorado County.  
 

 At their July 16th Board of Supervisors meeting, El Dorado County voted to request the Silva Valley 
Parkway interchange be conditionally included in the Connector Plan of Finance. Staff is awaiting further 
clarification to this request and will report back to the Board in that regard at your September meeting. 
  

 Discussions continue with the Sacramento Area Council of Governments regarding the JPA staff request 
for future distribution of Federal and State  apportionments to the Connector Project as proposed in the 
Connector Plan of Finance (POF). One of the major revisions to the POF (Item #7) will further expand on 
the nature of the discussions and the anticipated future alternative it presents. 
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 The Sacramento Transportation Authority continues exploring the potential for a future transportation sales 
tax measure through its Professional Advisory Committee that has met regularly over the past several 
months. Preliminary discussions have included the Connector Project in a future sales tax expenditure 
plan that will be eventually presented to the various public officials, private organizations, focus groups, 
and research polls to gauge their reaction to the list of projects and programs. A decision on whether and 
when to go to a public vote on this proposal has yet to be determined. 

 
 A Request for Qualification/Proposal for design-build consultation and advice was issued to 40+ 

engineering and contracting firms on July 1st. The intent of the contract is to verify assumptions in the Plan 
of Finance and request expert opinion regarding engineering and contracting aspects that could further 
improve the project development and design process.   

 
Fiscal 
 

 The final JPA adjusted year-end budget for FY 2012-13 came in at 64% of the total budget.  This is a direct 
result of the measures taken by staff to reduce expenditures where possible.  

 
 Invoices for the FY 2013-14 local contribution of $10K per JPA member have been mailed to the member 

jurisdictions. To date, payment has been received from the County of Sacramento and the Cities of Folsom 
and Elk Grove.  The JPA appreciates the promptness of their response.     

 
 The Executive Director of the Sacramento Transportation Authority (STA) has proposed to reallocate some 

unexpended funds from other Measure A projects to the Connector JPA in the amount of $910K due to a 
zero allocation for FY 2013-14.  The three-year contract signed in October 2012 between STA and the JPA 
will be amended to include those funds and will be presented to the STA Board for approval at their August 
meeting. These funds must be expended by June 30, 2015. 

 
 In addition to the JPA’s annual audit, a second audit is underway by the Sacramento Transportation 

Authority auditing the Measure A claiming process for the fiscal year ended 2012-13.  This audit is 
expected to conclude in October and a Final Report will be presented to the Board in November or 
December, 2013.  

 
Correspondence/Media 
 

 Elk Grove Citizen – JPA Board to Discuss 2013-14 Budget – June 11, 2013 
 

 Business Journal - El Dorado County adds interchange to scope of capital connector – July 17, 2013 
 
Miscellaneous 

 
 An e-newsletter reflecting on the economic benefits of the Connector Project was published in July and 

distributed to over 900 addresses on file.   
 
Respectfully Submitted, 

 
Tom Zlotkowski 
Executive Director 



 
 
Capital SouthEast Connector Board of Directors Item # 2 
 Receive and File 
 
August 5, 2013 
  
Action Minutes of the June 12, 2013, Meeting 
 
The Capital SouthEast Connector Authority’s Board of Directors met in regular session on June 12, 2013, in the Rancho 
Cordova Council Chambers, located at 2729 Prospect Park Drive, Rancho Cordova, CA, at 8:30 a.m. 
 
Call to Order:   Vice Chair Starsky called the meeting to order at 8:12 a.m. 
 
Roll Call:  Directors Hume, Mikulaco, Nottoli, and Starsky were present.   
 Director Sander was absent 
  
  

Executive Director’s Report:  Mr. Tom Zlotkowski, the Executive Director of the Authority, summarized the highlights 
from his Executive Director’s Report, including the status of the following items: General Plan amendment process; 
Sherbakoff appraisal of mitigation land south of Grant Line Road; and the JPA’s joint exercise of powers agreement with 
El Dorado County.   No public comment on this item was received.  
 
 

Consent Agenda  
 

The consent agenda included: (1) minutes of the May 10, 2013, meeting; (2) Amendment number two for the contract 
with Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.; and (3) Adopt budget for FY 2013-14 and approve Member Jurisdiction 
contribution.  It was moved by Director Starsky, seconded by Director Mikulaco, and passed by unanimous vote that: 

 

THE CAPITAL SOUTHEAST CONNECTOR AUTHORITY BOARD OF DIRECTORS APPROVES THE FOLLOWING 
ITEMS FROM THE CONSENT AGENDA: (1) MINUTES OF THE MAY 10, 2013, MEETING; (2) AMENDMENDMENT 
NUMBER TWO FOR ECONOMIC & PLANNING SYSTEMS, INC; AND (3) ADOPT BUDGET FOR FY 2013-14 AND 
APPROVE MEMBER JURISDICTION CONTRIBUTION. 
 
New Business Items 

  
Approve Contract for General Legal Services:  Mr. Zlotkowski presented the staff report.  Following extensive 
discussion, the Board directed staff to negotiate a contract for legal services with Miller & Owen, to be brought back 
for approval at the next Board meeting.  No public comment on this item was received.  It was moved by Director 
Nottoli, seconded by Director Hume, and passed by the following vote:  
 
 Ayes: Hume, Mikulaco, Nottoli 
 Noes: Starsky    
 
Adjournment:  The meeting adjourned at 8:52 a.m. 
 
 
Approved By:            Attest: 
 
 
______________________________       _____________________________ 
Director Starsky            Tom Zlotkowski 
               Board Secretary 



 

 
 
 
Capital SouthEast Connector Board of Directors              Item # 3 
                                 Resolution 
August 5, 2013 

 
Authorize the Executive Director to Contract with Miller & Owen for General Legal Services    
 
Issue: Authorize the Executive Director to contract with the firm of Miller & Owen for general legal services, with an 
option to extend the contract for up to four years, for a total five-year term, at the discretion of the JPA. 
 
Recommendation: Authorize the Executive Director to contract with the firm of Miller & Owen for general legal 
services, with an option to extend the contract for up to four years, for a total five-year term, at the discretion of the 
JPA. 
  
Discussion: This proposed contract initially came before the Board in June.  At that time, Director Starsky asked 
that further information be provided to the Board in regard to the Request for Proposal (RFP) process.  
Specifically, a listing of law firms invited to present proposals, the firms that responded, and a copy of the 
proposals received.  The Board subsequently voted to continue action on the contract execution to allow the 
Executive Director sufficient time to negotiate the contract terms with Miller & Owen and to present the requested 
documentation to the Board.  The requested materials were sent to the Board on July 25, 2013; in addition, Miller 
& Owen’s proposal is attached hereto as Attachment B. 
 
In negotiating the terms of the contract, Miller & Owen have agreed to reduce their proposed rates for the next two 
years, and, thereafter, will be subject to change no more than once annually.  A Scope of Work outlining the legal 
services to be provided during FY 2013-14, as well as the cost proposal showing the reduced hourly rate, is 
attached hereto as Attachment A.  The term of the proposed contract is one year, from July 1, 2013, to June 30, 
2014, with an option to extend the contract term for up to four more years, at the JPA’s discretion. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
Tom Zlotkowski 
Executive Director 
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ATTACHMENT A 
 

Scope of Work and Cost Proposal 
 

A. Scope of Work: During FY 2013-14, Miller &Owen, or its subcontractors (as 
requested and approved by the JPA), shall provide the following legal services: 
 

 

Tasks 
Estimated 

Budget 
  

General Plan Amendments and Memoranda of Understanding with 
5 Member Jurisdictions 

$50,000 

1) Negotiate and draft General Plan Amendments with each 
jurisdiction 

2) Negotiate and draft Memoranda of Understanding with each 
jurisdiction to address design, right of way, alignment, and other 
planning issues 

3) Prepare documentation for CEQA compliance and resolutions for 
1 and 2, above. 

4) Meetings, as necessary, with Member jurisdiction staff, Boards, 
and Councils to provide opinions to address questions and 
concerns 

5) Legal research and opinions, as needed, to support Connector 
activities 
 

 

RUFA/Plan of Finance/Improvement Plan/Design Exception Policy $45,000 

1) Draft Reciprocal Use and Funding Agreements (RUFA) to 
allocate revenue for Connector project right of way, development, 
and construction activities 

2) Design Build – assist with legislation; draft/outline financing 
documents 

3) Bi-Annual Plan of Finance Update assistance, including fee 
development and/or collection mechanisms – agreements re: 
allocation of fees 

4) CEQA compliance – opinions, preparation of documents re: 
consistency 

5) Federal funding compliance/NEPA 
6) STA – new Measure A funding; allocation of existing Measure A 

funding requests; agreements regarding allocation 
7) Amendments to Project Design Guidelines, Design Exception 

Policy 
8) Meetings, as necessary, with Member jurisdiction staff, Boards, 

and Councils to address questions and concerns  
9) Retention of Outside Counsel 
 

 



South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan/SACOG $25,000 

1) Negotiate MOU with SACOG regarding Open Space Inventory 
2) Review and comment on HCP and EIR/EIS process and 

documents 
3) Prepare documents to acquire open space/mitigation land 

consistent with right of way 
4) Review Project-level environmental documents 

 

Administration/Contracts/Personnel/Board Meetings  $15,000 

1) Contract review for all Connector consulting, engineering, 
environmental, advocacy contracts. 

2) Personnel matters, attend Board Meetings, Public Works 
Directors meetings, committee meetings with member jurisdiction 
staff 
 
 

 

Right of Way Acquisition and CEQA 
Outside Counsel  

$35,000 

1) Right of way acquisition (grant deeds, reservation of rights, 
allocation of liability) (assumes voluntary seller, dedication, or 
reservation [no condemnation]) 

2) CEQA compliance 
3) Retention of outside counsel 

 

 

General Law $10,000 

1) Brown Act issues/Conflicts of interest and FPPC 
compliance/Public Records Act requests/general opinions as 
necessary/JPA Amendment 
 

 

Total      
Not to Exceed 

$180,000 

 
B. Hourly Rates for Personnel: Effective Rate $230/hour 
 

Miller & Owen takes pride in providing the most cost-effective services possible to its 
clients.  Our commitment to serve public agencies is reflected in lower hourly rates for 
public agencies – rates below those charged by attorneys with comparable experience and 
backgrounds.  The firm is committed to providing cost effective service through the use 
of associates and legal assistants where appropriate.  Through effective cost management, 
the firm’s effective billing rate over the last 18 months has been $230/hour.    
 

  Nancy C. Miller   $275   Jennifer V. Gore $210 
  William L. Owen  $275  Madeline E. Miller $200 
 Christiane E. Layton  $245  Other Associates $180-$210 
 Paul J. Chrisman  $245  Paralegals  $105 
 

The firm’s last rate increase was effective February 1, 2012.  The rates set forth above 
shall be effective for two years, and thereafter will be subject to change no more than 
once annually.    



 
 
C. Costs and Expenses 
 
In addition to paying legal fees at the rates set forth above, the Authority shall reimburse 
Miller & Owen for all costs and expenses incurred (at actual cost, no markup) including, 
but not limited to, fees fixed by law or assessed by courts and other agencies, courier 
service, long distance telephone calls, computerized legal research, postage, facsimile 
charges, parking, mileage, out of town travel expenses, investigation expenses, 
consultants’ fees, court reporter’s fees, registered copy service fees, and other similar 
items.  In-office photocopying charges shall be billed at $.05 a page.  All costs and 
expenses shall be fully itemized, along with a description of services rendered and the 
time devoted to described tasks.   
 
Miller & Owen will obtain consent before retaining outside investigators, consultants or 
expert witnesses.  In the event that the cost of outside services exceeds customary out of 
pocket expenses, Miller & Owen may request that the Authority pay for such services 
directly. 
   

 



 
 

                                 
 Item # 3  

                           Attachment 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 2013-11 
  

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
OF THE CAPITAL SOUTHEAST CONNECTOR AUTHORITY 

AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO CONTRACT WITH  
MILLER & OWEN FOR GENERAL LEGAL SERVICES 

 
 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Directors (“Board”) of the Capital SouthEast Connector 
Authority (“Authority”) that the Executive Director is hereby authorized to enter into an agreement with 
Miller & Owen for General Legal Services.   
 

This Resolution shall take effect from and after the date of its passage and adoption. 
 

* * * * * 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 5th day of August, 2013, by the following vote: 

 
 AYES:    

 
 NOES:   

 
 ABSENT:  

 
 
 

______________________________ 
Chairperson 

 
ATTEST: 

 
 
 

______________________________ 
Secretary 
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Report Back on the Appraisal of Real Property at 8139 Sloughhouse Road – Sherbakoff Property 
 
Issue: To receive a report back on the value of a potential Connector Project mitigation property located at 8139 
Sloughhouse Road in Sacramento County, California.    
 
Recommendation:  Receive and file this report back on the assessed value of the property at 8139 Sloughhouse 
Road in Sacramento County, California, and direct staff to continue in discussions with regard to a possible 
acquisition.  
 
Background: In the Executive Director’s report of March and June of 2013, the Board was informed of a potential 
opportunity for the Connector Project to acquire a large agricultural tract of land in South Sacramento County as a 
possible mitigation for project impacts in concert with the forthcoming South Sacramento Habitat Conservation 
Plan (SSHCP). The value of the acquisition was to be assessed based on an independent real estate consultant 
appraisal contracted for by the JPA.  In April, 2013, a contract for the appraisal was initiated with Bartholomew 
Associates, Inc., an established appraiser with experience both with similar types of properties as well as public 
agencies. Discussions with individuals familiar with the property indicated that while there might be some flexibility 
in the structure of the overall financial aspects of the transaction, the owner was particularly interested in a prompt 
escrow and closure.   
 
Discussion:  The JPA received the appraisal for the property on June 5, 2013. The investigation and analysis 
resulted in an estimated total value of $4,430,000 for the two parcels totaling 258 acres and multiple structures that 
are located on one of the parcels. The attached report indicates that all three components of the property (two 
agricultural parcels and one residential component) are all of considerable independent value, with the larger 
parcel without any of its structures valued at roughly $4,000,000.  
 
Staff of the JPA, as well that of the SSHCP, walked the property at various times during the month of July and have 
subsequently met to discuss our respective perspectives. The result of these discussions has led to a number of 
common observations and conclusions such as: 
 

 The property provides a geographic link between the developing collection of preservation sites north of 
Grant Line Road and the Cosumnes flood plain that is considered of strong value 

 The property is high in value with regard to soil type and riparian habitat but relatively low in aquatic 
resources and endangered invertebrate environment 

 The property is likely to be converted to commercial agricultural uses if not preserved as indicated by 
sales trends in the immediate area 

 The value of the structures on the property, while historical and in excellent repair, is not of essential value 
as part of a public acquisition 

 It is difficult at this time to assess the overall cost-to-value ratio of the property without significant 
additional inventory of other potential mitigation properties 
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 The property owner is interested in assisting in the preservation of the land in the public interest if a sale 
or easement agreement can be initiated in relatively short order (90 days) 
 

      While the property offers a number of desirable qualities consistent with the needs of both the JPA and the SSHCP,  
its assessed value relative to other potential mitigation properties is unknown. In addition, the expected final price 
for the property is likely to exceed the current financial capacity of either the JPA or the SSHCP.   
 
Staff will continue to work with the SSHCP partners as well as other interested parties to explore alternatives to a 
direct purchase as well as expanding the possible ownership to reduce the overall burden on the JPA. Any 
proposed JPA involvement of significance will be reported to the Board prior to finalization or contractual 
commitment.       

       
 
Respectfully Submitted: 

 
Tom Zlotkowski 
Executive Director 
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June 5, 2013 
 
Tom Zlotkowski 
Southeast Connector JPA  
10640 Mather Boulevard, Suite 160  
Mather, CA 95655  
 

RE:  Appraisal of 8139 Sloughhouse Road, Sloughhouse, CA 
 

Dear Mr. Zlotkowski,  
 

Per your request, we have completed an appraisal of the fee simple interest in the property referenced 
above. The report of appraisal, attached, contains a market valuation of the 100% fee simple interest in 
the property. The property is appraised as of April 17, 2013. It was inspected on April 17, 2013. The 
purpose of the appraisal is to assist with acquisition of the property. The report date is the date of this 
transmittal, which is June 5, 2013.  
 
The report, attached to this transmittal, constitutes the report of our appraisal, and provides substantive 
reasoning to support our opinion of value for the property. This appraisal is developed and reported in 
compliance with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP), effective January 
2012, the most recent edition of the USPAP. The report is subject to the attached Certifications, Statement 
of Assumptions and Limiting Conditions, and Definitions.  
 
The subject of this appraisal is a rural residential and agricultural property located southeast of 
Sacramento.  
 
Our investigation and analysis have resulted in the following value opinion of the subject property, as of 
the date set forth:  
 
8139 Sloughhouse Road, Fee Simple Interest – April 17, 2013:        $4,430,000 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to be of service to you. Please do not hesitate to contact me if I can be of 
further help in respect to this property, or this assignment. 
 
Sincerely,  

        
Lee Bartholomew, ASA, MRICS 
CA Cert. Gen. R.E. Appraiser # AG004317 
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SUMMARY OF SALIENT FACTS 
 
Address 8139 Sloughhouse Road 

 

Assessor’s Parcel Numbers   126-0480-001 and 126-0480-002 
 
Municipality     Sloughhouse 
 
County      Sacramento  
 
Owner of Record 1994 Jeffry Sherbakoff and Amelia G. Gomez Family 

Trust 
 
Date of Value     April 17, 2013 
 
Date of Inspection    April 17, 2013 
 
Date of Report      June 5, 2013 
 
Intended Use     Assist with the acquisition of the property 
 
Intended Users     Southeast Connector JPA and assigns 
 
Current Land Use     Rural residential  
   
Total Land Area    257.98 net acres in two parcels 
 
Lot Shape     Irregular 
 
Topography     Rolling 
 
Flood Zone AE 
 
Planning Zone     AG-20 & AG-80, Agricultural 
 
Highest & Best Use Conclusion  Rural residential and agricultural 
 
Market Value – April 17, 2013 $4,430,000 
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APPRAISAL PREMISES 
 

Client and Intended Users 

The appraisal is explicitly and solely for the use of the named client, Southeast Connector JPA, as well as 
its assigns. The report is not intended for any other users.  
 

Intended Use of the Appraisal 

The appraisal was developed and prepared for use by the client to assist with the acquisition of the 
property.  
  
Appraisal Firm 

This report was prepared by Lee Bartholomew, of Bartholomew Associates, Inc. All of the contents of 
this report are the full responsibility of the signatory to this document. 
 
Dates of Appraisal 

The property is appraised as of April 17, 2013. The property was inspected on April 17, 2013. The report 
date is June 5, 2013. 
 

Property Rights Appraised 

The appraisal is of the market value of the fee simple interest in the real property being appraised.  
 

Scope of Appraisal and Reporting Process 

This appraisal report includes a market/marketability analysis, a property productivity analysis, highest 
and best use conclusion, and a valuation of the appraisal property assuming the use concluded in the 
property analysis. The scope of the assignment included an inspection of the specific appraisal property 
and its market area, an analysis of surrounding uses, and a study of the market within which the subject 
competes. An implied market/marketability analysis was made. This included a study of trends involving 
both real estate and economic issues in the subject’s market area, and an inventory of existing and 
potential competitive supply was measured and analyzed.  
 
In the analysis, we extracted source information from the following: 
 

� Multiple Listing Service (www.prospector.metrolistmls.com) 
� RealQuest (www.realquest.com) 
� CoStar Comps (www.costar.com) 
� SACOG (www.sacog.org) 
� U.S. Census Bureau (www.census.gov) 
� State of California, Employment Development Department (www.edd.ca.gov) 
� State of California, Department of Finance (www.dof.ca.gov) 
� Sacramento County (www.saccounty.net) 

 
Sean Morrow, appraiser trainee, provided significant real estate appraisal assistance on this assignment. 
The nature of his assistance included market analysis, describing the subject property, highest and best 
use analysis, and comparable sales data research and analysis. 
 
Once a highest and best use conclusion was reached, which include market timing and most probable use 
conclusions, the market was researched for transactions of comparable market data. Costs to reproduce 
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the improvements were researched, and the depreciation of the improvements was analyzed. This data 
was analyzed, and reconciled into a market value for the appraised property.  

 

Certifications  

I certify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief: 

 

1. The statements of fact contained in this report are true and correct. 
2. The report analyses, opinions, and conclusions are limited only by the reported assumptions and 
limiting conditions, and they are my personal, unbiased professional analyses, opinions, and 
conclusions. 

3. The analyses, opinions, and conclusions in this appraisal were developed, and this report has been 
prepared in conformity with the Uniform Standard of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP).  

4. In accordance with the competency provision of the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal 
Practice, I hereby verify that my knowledge and experience is sufficient to allow me to 
competently complete this assignment.  

5. The reported analyses, opinions and conclusions were developed, and this report has been 
prepared, in conformity with the requirements of the Appraisal Institute’s Code of Professional 
Ethics and Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice, which includes the Uniform Standards of 
Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP). 

6. I have no present or prospective interest in the property that is the subject of this report, and I 
have no personal interest or bias with respect to the parties involved. 

7. I have performed no other services, as an appraiser or in any other capacity, regarding the 
property that is the subject of the assignment within the three-year period immediately preceding 
acceptance of this assignment. 

8. My compensation is not contingent upon the reporting of predetermined value or direction in 
value that favors the cause of the client, the amount of the value estimate, the attainment of a 
stipulated result, or the occurrence of a subsequent event. Additionally, the appraisal assignment 
was not based on a requested minimum valuation, a specific valuation, or the approval of a loan. 

9. I have made a personal inspection of the property that is the subject of this report. 
10. The use of this report is subject to the requirements of the Appraisal Institute relating to review 
by its duly authorized representatives. 

11. Sean Morrow provided significant real estate appraisal assistance to the person signing this 
certification. The nature of his assistance is discussed in the scope of work portion of the 
appraisal.  

 
   
Lee Bartholomew, ASA, MRICS 
CA Cert. Gen. R.E. Appraiser #AG004317 

 



 
 
 
 
 

 
Bartholomew Associates, Inc. Page 5 8139 Sloughhouse Road 

 
 

Assumptions and Limiting Conditions 

This appraisal has been made with the following assumptions and limiting conditions: 
 
1. No responsibility is assumed for the legal description or matters including legal or title 
considerations. Title to the property is assumed to be good and marketable unless otherwise 
stated. 

 
2. It is assumed that the proportions of ownership interest recorded in the available county 
documents are accurate and current. If ownership interests are found to deviate from those 
outlined in this report, I reserve the right to reanalyze my findings, especially as pertains to value 
conclusions. 

 
3. The property is appraised free and clear of any or all liens or encumbrances unless otherwise 
stated. 

 
4. Responsible ownership and competent property management are assumed. 
 
5. The information furnished by others is believed to be reliable. However, no warranty is given for 
its accuracy. 

 
6. All engineering is assumed to be correct. The plot plans, if any, and illustrative material, if any, in 
this report are included only to assist the reader in visualizing the properties. 

 
7. It is assumed that there are not hidden or unapparent conditions of the property, subsoil, or 
structures that renders it more or less valuable. No responsibility is assumed for such conditions 
or for arranging for engineering studies that may be required to discover them. 

 
8. It is assumed that there is full compliance with all applicable federal, state, and local 
environmental regulations and laws unless noncompliance is stated, defined, and considered in 
the appraisal report. 

 
9. It is assumed that all applicable zoning and use regulations and restrictions have been complied 
with, unless a nonconformity has been stated, defined, and considered in the appraisal report.  

 
10. It is assumed that all required licenses, certificates of occupancy, consents, or other legislative or 
administrative authority from any local, state, or national government or private entity or 
organization have been or can be obtained or renewed for any use on which the value opinion 
contained in this report is based. 

 
11. It is assumed that the utilization of the land and improvements is within the boundaries or 
property lines of the property described, and that there is no encroachment or trespass unless 
noted in the report. 

 
12. The distribution, if any, of the total valuation in this report between land and improvements 
applies only under the stated program of utilization. Any separate allocations for land and 
buildings must not be used in conjunction with any other appraisal and are invalid if so used. No 
personal property was considered in this valuation.  
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13. Possession of this report, or a copy thereof, does not carry with it the right of publication. It may 
not be used for any purpose by any person other than the party to whom it is addressed without 
written consent of the appraiser, and in any event only with properly written qualifications and 
only in its entirety. 

 
14. The appraiser herein by reason of this appraisal is not required to give further consultation, 
testimony, or be in attendance in court with reference to the property in question unless 
arrangements have been previously made. Such arrangements would constitute a separate 
assignment.  

 
15. Neither all nor any part of the contents of this report (especially any conclusions as to value, the 
identity of the appraiser, or the firm with which the appraiser is connected) shall be disseminated 
to the public through advertising, public relations, news, sales, or other media without the prior 
written consent and approval of the undersigned.  

 
16. The undersigned has not been advised as to the presence or status of hazardous material or toxic 
waste in the subject land or within the structures or appurtenances on said land. This appraisal 
does not reflect any effect on value, salability, or any impact on the subject, should any such 
hazardous material or toxic waste be discovered, at any time, on the subject or its appurtenances. 
The undersigned is no expert at finding, identifying, analyzing, or valuing any hazardous material 
or toxic waste. 
 

17. Unless specifically stated, no value has been allocated to mineral rights or deposits. 
 
Extraordinary Assumption 

This appraisal was developed subject to the following extraordinary assumptions: 
 

1. The subject property was formerly used as a dairy. It is assumed that there are no remaining 

environmental impacts associated with this prior use. 

2. It is assumed that there are no underground storage tanks on the property. 

 
Hypothetical Condition 

There are no hypothetical conditions associated with this assignment.
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DEFINITIONS 
 
Market Value

1
 

The subject property appraisal is an appraisal of the “market value” of the property. For the purpose of 
this appraisal, market value is defined as: 
 
The most probable price which a property should bring in a competitive and open market under all 

conditions requisite to a fair sale, the buyer and seller, each acting prudently and knowledgeably and 

assuming the price is not affected by undue stimulus. Implicit in this definition are the consummation of a 

sale as of a specified date and the passing of title from seller to buyer under conditions whereby: 

 

- buyer and seller are typically motivated; 

 

- both parties are well informed or well advised, and each acting in what they consider their best 

interests; 

 

- a reasonable time is allowed for exposure in the open market; 

 

- payment is made in terms of cash in U.S. dollars or in terms of financial arrangements comparable 

thereto; and 

 

- the price represents the normal consideration for the property sold unaffected by special or creative 

financing or sales concessions granted by anyone associated with the sale. 

 

Market Value “As Is”
2
 

The “as-is” value is the value as of the date of specific ownership rights to an identified parcel of 

real estate as of the effective date of the appraisal; relates to what physically exists and is legally 

permissible and excludes all assumptions concerning hypothetical market conditions, or possible 

rezoning.  

 

Fee Simple Estate
3
 

Absolute ownership unencumbered by any other interest or estate, subject only to the limitations 

imposed by the governmental powers of taxation, eminent domain, police power, escheat. 

 

Exposure Time
4
 

Exposure time is the estimated length of time the property interest being appraised would have 

been offered on the market prior to the hypothetical consummation of a sale at market value on 

the effective date of the appraisal. Exposure time and marketing time are both influenced by 

price. A prudent buyer could be enticed to acquire a property in less time if the price were lower. 

Hence, the time span cited below coincides with the value opinion formed herein.  

 

                                                      
1 Source: The Appraisal of Real Estate, 13th Ed., published by the Appraisal Institute, 2008. The Appraisal Institute source for 
this definition is The Federal Register, Vol. 55, No. 163, August 22, 1990; pages 34228 and 34229. 
2 Source: The Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal, 5th Ed., published by the Appraisal Institute, 2010. 
3 Source: The Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal, 5th Ed., published by the Appraisal Institute, 2010. 
4 Source: The Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal, 5th Ed., published by the Appraisal Institute, 2010. 
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USPAP Standard Rule 1-2(c)(iv) requires an opinion of exposure time, as opposed to marketing time, 
when the purpose of the appraisal is to estimate market value. Exposure times, based on the analysis, are 
reported within each property valuation herein. 
 

Extraordinary Assumption
5
 

An assumption, directly related to a specific assignment, as of the effective date of assignment 

results, which, if found to be false, could alter the appraiser’s opinions or conclusions. 

Extraordinary assumptions presume as fact otherwise uncertain information about physical, 

legal, or economic characteristics of the subject property; or about conditions external to the 

property, such as market conditions or trends; or about the integrity of data used in an analysis. 

 

Hypothetical Condition
6
 

A condition, directly related to a specific assignment, which is contrary to what is known by the 

appraiser to exist on the effective date of the assignment results, but is used for the purpose of 

analysis. Hypothetical conditions are contrary to known facts about physical, legal, or economic 

characteristics of the subject property; or about conditions external to the property, such as 

market conditions or trends; or about the integrity of data used in an analysis. 

                                                      
5 Source: 2012-13 Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP). 
6 Source: 2012-13 Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP). 
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ANALYSIS 
 

Market Area Analysis 
The appraisal property is a rural residential and agricultural property containing 257.98 acres of land in 
two assessor’s parcels located southeast of Sacramento. This portion of the appraisal report is a study of 
regional and local characteristics that influence real estate supply and demand within the market area. The 
analysis here forms the basis for conclusions reached within the highest and best use portion of the report, 
which in turn provides the foundation for the valuation of the subject property. The first portion of this 
analysis is a study of demographic and economic trends, and transportation linkages. This is followed by 
a discussion of agricultural and habitat mitigation trends within the market area as they relate to the 
subject property. 
 
Subject Location—Introduction 

The subject property is located in the unincorporated community of Sloughhouse, about 15 miles 
southeast of Sacramento and about 8 miles northeast of Elk Grove. This is a transitional area between the 
hot, flat Central Valley and the foothills of the Sierra Nevada. Topography is flat to rolling, and the 
climate is generally Mediterranean. The area is rural in character, and agriculture is the predominant land 
use, with cattle grazing, vineyards, and field crops being the most common agricultural uses. 
 

Market Area Map 

 
 

 
 

Subject Property 
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Transportation and Linkages-Countywide 

Sacramento County is accessed from Interstate 80 from the east/west, Interstate 5 and State Highway 99 
from the north/south, and US Highway 50 from the east. State Highway 16 links the subject’s immediate 
area with the Sacramento metro area to the northwest and the foothills to the southeast. This is a 2-lane, 
undivided state highway. Additional local transportation is via numerous two lane county roadways. State 
Highway 99 is the nearest divided highway to the subject property. 
 
Both freight and passenger rail service are available in Sacramento, though none is available in the 
subject’s immediate area. There is an international airport located northwest of Sacramento, about 25 
miles northwest of the subject. Overall, linkages are very good in the wider market area, and the subject 
property is located within reasonable commuting distance of the Sacramento metro area.  
 
Map of Transportation Linkages  

  
 
  

Subject 

Properties 



 
 
 
 
 

 
Bartholomew Associates, Inc. Page 11 8139 Sloughhouse Road 

 
 

Population Trends 

Sacramento County had a total population of 1,418,788 in 2010, up from 1,223,499 in 2000. This 
represents a per annum growth rate of 1.6%. This is greater than the annual population growth rate for the 
entire state which was about 1%. Sloughhouse had a population of 6,784 in 2010, up from 5,412 in 2000. 
Its annual population growth rate was 2.5%, significantly greater than that of the state or the county. It 
was not, however, of a great enough magnitude to spur large-scale residential development within 
Sloughhouse or the environs.  
 
Employment Trends 

The subject property is located in the Sacramento Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), which consists of 
Sacramento County, Yolo County, Placer County, and El Dorado County. Job growth for the MSA as 
well as for Sacramento County is shown on the following table. 
 

Sacramento MSA Historical Employment Data 
 Sacramento 

MSA 
Sacramento 
County 

Jobs (2000) 870,400 582,400 
Jobs (2007) 982,400 640,000 
% Change +12.9% +9.9% 
Jobs (2012) 938,700 608,400 
% Change -4.4% -4.9% 

 
As can be seen on the table, there was significant job growth in the region between 2000 and 2007. This 
changed of course with the onset of the recession, when significant job losses occurred. As of 2012, there 
were more jobs than there were in 2000, but job growth has not nearly kept pace with population growth. 
The area’s economy is relatively diversified, but the biggest industry by far is government, due to 
Sacramento being the state capital. The following table shows employment trends by industry. 
 

Sacramento MSA Employment Industry Data (EDD) 
 2000 2007 % Change 2012 % Change 

Labor Force 909,200 1,037,700 +14.1% 1,048,000 +1.0% 
Total Jobs 870,400 982,400 +12.9% 938,700 -4.4% 

Farm 8,900 7,900 -11.2% 8,600 +8.9% 
Mining & Logging 900 700 -22.2% 400 -42.9% 
Construction 53,100 66,900 +26.0% 37,300 -44.2% 
Manufacturing 47,400 40,900 -13.7% 33,900 -17.1% 
Trade, Transportation, Utilities 138,700 153,100 +10.4% 138,800 -9.3% 
Information 18,600 20,100 +8.1% 15,300 -23.9% 
Financial Activities 52,100 61,500 +18.0% 47,600 -22.6% 
Professional & Business Services 108,000 112,100 +3.8% 110,600 -1.3% 
Educational & Health Services 70,800 97,100 +37.1% 105,500 +8.7% 
Leisure & Hospitality 70,300 86,600 +23.2% 83,300 -3.8% 
Other Services 26,800 29,000 +8.2% 28,200 -2.8% 
Government 210,700 235,000 +11.5% 221,400 -5.8% 

 
As can be seen on the table, nearly every industry shed jobs between 2007 and 2012. The two exceptions 
were Educational & Health Services and Farm. Farm employment is not a significant component of the 
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total number of jobs. Educational & Health Services, however, represented about 11% of jobs in 2012. 
This sector is predicted to continue to grow as the population ages. Other major industries in the region 
are Government (24% of all jobs), Trade, Transportation, & Utilities (15% of all jobs), and Professional 
& Business Services (12% of all jobs). Of these, Trade, Transportation, & Utilities was most severely 
impacted by the recession.  
 
Unemployment in the region spiked between 2007 and 2012. The unemployment rate for the MSA 
peaked in 2010 at 12.5%. Since then, it has subsided somewhat, and stood at 9.2% as of March 2013. The 
March 2013 unemployment rate for Sacramento County was also 9.2%. This is still elevated over 
historical levels; the 2000 unemployment rate for the MSA was 4.3%. 
 

Income 

The median household income for Sacramento County was $52,314 in 2011, according to the American 
Community Survey (ACS) conducted by the Census Bureau. In 1999, the median household income was 
$43,816. This represents a 1.6% annual income growth rate. Household income has grown at the same 
rate as the population in Sacramento, despite the fact that employment growth has fallen far short of 
population growth over the same period.  
 

Summary—Economic Characteristics of the Market Area 

Population and household incomes both grew substantially during the previous decade, which positively 
affects demand for residential real estate. However, the number of available jobs decreased between 2007 
and 2010, and these losses have yet to be recovered. This substantially decreased demand for residential 
real estate. Overall, job growth is tepid, but positive, and demand is expected to slowly return over the 
coming years. 

 

Agriculture Production in the Market Area 

While the vast majority of the economic activity in the market area takes place in Sacramento and its 
associated cities and suburbs, the subject is in a rural location. Its immediate area is characterized by 
agriculture. Vineyards, cattle grazing, and row and field crop cultivation are the chief agricultural 
activities in the subject’s immediate area. The following table shows the most recent agricultural 
production statistics for Sacramento County.7  

 

Agricultural Crop Production—Sacramento County 

Commodity 
2010 2011 

Acreage Value $/Acre Acreage Value $/Acre 
Fruit & Nut Crops (Excluding Wine Grapes) 8,857 $51,714,000 $5,838.77 8,777 $52,253,000 $5,953.40 
Wine Grapes 24,595 $92,556,000 $3,763.20 27,231 $92,926,000 $3,412.51 
Nursery Products 522 $28,925,000 $55,411.88 486 $26,457,000 $54,438.27 
Field Crops 162,335 $58,543,000 $360.63 165,001 $78,059,000 $473.08 
Vegetable Crops 6,833 $28,311,000 $4,143.28 6,591 $29,911,000 $4,538.16 
Seed Crops 2,141 $2,275,000 $1,062.59 2,317 $2,759,000 $1,190.76 
Total* 205,283 $262,324,000 $1,277.87 210,403 $282,365,000 $1,342.02 
*does not include livestock, poultry, and apiary products. 

 
In addition to these commodities, the county also produced Livestock & Poultry (for slaughter), Livestock 
& Poultry Products, and Apiary Products. These commodities, not measured in acres harvested, 

                                                      
7 Source: Sacramento County 2011 Agricultural Crop Report. 
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contributed an additional $122,846,000 in value to 2011 Sacramento County production. This represents 
about 30% of Sacramento County production value. 
 
As can be seen on the table, the total farmed acreage increased modestly between 2010 and 2011. Total 
production value, including livestock and poultry and their products, increased by nearly 9% over the 
same period. This growth is mainly attributable to the strong increase in field crop prices (the price of hay 
nearly doubled between 2010 and 2011), as well as significantly higher milk prices. Milk is the second 
highest value commodity in the county, after wine grapes, though field crops are the highest acre 
category.  
 
Vineyards 

The subject property is located in the Sloughhouse American Viticultural Area (AVA), which is part of 
the larger Lodi AVA. There are currently about 7,000 acres planted to vineyards in the Sloughhouse 
AVA.8 As mentioned above, wine grapes are the highest value commodity produced in Sacramento 
County, with over $90 million in production annually. The subject property could likely be planted to a 
vineyard.  
 
Williamson Act Issues 

The California legislature enacted the Land Conservation Act of 1965 (Williamson Act) in order to 
preserve farm ground for agricultural uses. The law protects rural lands from development. The 
Williamson Act is a state and county collaboratively funded program that gives farmers and ranchers 
discounts on property taxes in exchange for agreements to keep land in agricultural use. Most, but not all 
California counties selected to participate in the program. The Williamson Act contracts are 10-year 
agreements which automatically renew annually. Landowners can opt out of the program by filing a 
notice of non-renewal, but they must wait 10 years before changing the agricultural land uses on their 
properties. During the 10-year non-renewal period, property taxes increase gradually, eliminating the tax 
benefit.  
 

The subject property is currently under a Williamson Act contract, and no notice of non-

renewal has been filed, to the best of our knowledge.  

 
As of 2009, Sacramento County had 181,171 acres of land protected under Williamson Act contracts, 
according to the 2010 Williamson Act Status Report. This represents about 28% of the county’s total land 
area. The amount of Sacramento County land protected under Williamson Act contracts is slowly 
decreasing. In 2000, the county had 184,748 acres protected. Thus, the amount of protected land 
decreased by about 0.2% per year. 

 

Water 

Water resources are crucial to agricultural properties. In Sacramento County, irrigation water is provided 
by three sources: irrigation districts, surface water, or agricultural well and pump systems. Surface water 
may be obtained through riparian rights from an adjacent water feature such as a creek, lake, or slough, or 
from runoff and precipitation. All three sources are prominent in Sacramento County. The subject 
property is located in the Omochumne-Hartnell Water District, and is also served by multiple agricultural 
wells, as well as riparian rights from the Cosumnes River. There is more detail on the subject’s water in 
the property description, below.  
 

                                                      
8 Source: http://wine.appellationamerica.com/wine-region/Sloughhouse-~-Lodi.html 
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Role of the Public Trusts 

As it has occurred nationwide, there is a recent trend toward open land protection and conservation in the 
larger market area. A wide array of public agencies and private or Non-Governmental Organizations 
have, and are continuing to set aside tracts of land as open space. These entities acquire both fee and 
easement interests in properties considered suitable for open space. 
 

California also has requirements that entities, including developers and state agencies who take land for 
any type of development, are required to set aside pro rata portions of land to mitigate wildlife 
displacement on the developed land. In the case of land conservation mitigation is an agreement between 
developers and governing bodies to atone for environmental depletion in and around the urban areas by 
paying a per acre surcharge to the governing body (funds which are earmarked for the purchase of 
conservation lands) or by purchasing and designating an equivalent or preset ratio of land to compensate 
for the damaged, developed, or no longer environmentally viable areas. This trend in development policy 
has provided opportunities for the growth of consulting firms specializing in mitigation lands.  
 
A mitigation bank is made up of land credits that can be purchased through a mitigation banking 
company. The mitigation banking company buys land, entitles it, acquires the appropriate permits for 
habitat, sets up a conservation easement with a regulatory agency, performs any enhancements/restoration 
necessary, and then sells “credits” to developers for use in land mitigation. They usually staff biologists 
who determine the suitability of the land for various species and habitat. The developer not only pays for 
the acreage—they also pay for all of the overhead associated with processing the land for mitigation. A 
second mechanism for mitigation is the sale of an easement interest in the property. 
 
Demand for mitigation land is tied to the rate of development of vacant land. With the onset of the 
recession, new development all but ceased in the market area, and demand for mitigation land dropped 
commensurately. Development is slowly resuming in the market area, and as such demand for mitigation 
land is expected to increase over the next few years. The subject property could potentially be used for 
mitigation. Its mitigation potential is addressed in detail in the descriptive portion of this report. 
 

Mineral Rights, Gravel, Patent Rights 

In some instances subsurface rights contribute significantly to property value. Much of the lower 
elevations of the Sacramento Valley have had active subsurface gas activity. Both extraction and injection 
wells have been drilled in the market area. Subsurface minerals are not prevalent in the area. Regardless 
of the existence of mineral deposits, market participants have indicated that they would not pay more for 
most properties within the market area based on this knowledge. The appraisal is developed without 
consideration to the subsurface rights that may be associated. No present subsurface extractions are 
extant. Subsurface rights were not appraised.  
 

Market Trends in Real Estate 
 
Agricultural Land 

Farmland values actually increased throughout the residential value decline. This has been particularly 
true in the Midwest, but California has also witnessed fairly dramatic price increases of the first half of 
the past decade, though prices have stabilized somewhat over the past few years. This has led to 
speculation about the possibility of a farmland bubble. Robert Schiller, a professor of economics at Yale, 
called farmland his “favorite dark-horse bubble candidate” in March of 2011. Others believe that an 
expanding global population and a finite amount of farmland will drive demand enough to keep prices 



 
 
 
 
 

 
Bartholomew Associates, Inc. Page 15 8139 Sloughhouse Road 

 
 

high. The price increases have been mostly driven by extremely low interest rates and very strong 
commodity prices. Increases in interest rates or a large drop in commodity prices would likely lead to 
sharp declines in farmland value. However, the Federal Reserve has indicated that it intends to keep 
interest rates near zero for the near term. Barring a crash in commodity prices, farmland prices are likely 
to remain stable to increasing for the next several years. In summary, agricultural property values have 
been steadily increasing based on strong commodity prices and the potential for these assets to produce 
income. Overall, agricultural properties such as the subject are expected to have stable to slightly 
increasing values going forward. 
 

Residential Properties 

The national housing market took a well-documented downturn between 2006 and 2012. Beginning in the 
summer of 2012, however, prices began to rebound, and are currently rising dramatically in many 
markets. The Sacramento metro area is currently experiencing rapid price increases. We gathered data on 
the median sale price of houses in Sacramento County over the past year. Median sale prices have 
increased explosively, from $168,000 in April 2012 to $220,000 in April 2013. This represents an 
increase of 31%, or about 2.6% per month. Prices have not increased this rapidly since the housing bubble 
occurred in the middle of the last decade. This trend is not as clear-cut when looking at only sales of very 
large (>3,800 SF) houses. Prices for this segment, while still increasing at a substantial rate, have been 
somewhat more variable. 
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SUBJECT PROPERTY DESCRIPTION 
 

The subject’s market was described in the earlier in the report. The subject property is described in this 
section, followed by its highest and best use analysis and valuation. 
 
Property Identification 

The property is identified by its street address, 8139 Sloughhouse Road, as well as by its Sacramento 
County Assessor’s Parcel Numbers, 126-0480-001 and 126-0480-002. These are two separate and salable 
parcels, and as such they are analyzed separately for this assignment. 
 
Legal Description 

The legal description was transcribed from the grant deed dated June 23, 1997 (document #970623-1120), 
and is as follows: 
 

Parcel C, as shown on the Parcel Map entitled “A Portion of Section 7 & 8, T.7N., R.7E., 

M.D.B&M.”, filed in the office of the Recorder of Sacramento County, California on 

August 23, 1974, in Book 19 of Parcel Maps at Page 22. 

 

EXCEPTING THEREFROM the following three (3) parcels: 

 

(a) One-half of all hydrocarbons, minerals, oil and gas which may hereafter by [sic] 

lawfully produced on said property below a depth of 500 feet in all that portion of the 

above described property lying Southeasterly of a line described as follows: 

 
Beginning at  a point on the line between Lots 7 and 8 of Sheldon Estate located South 

55° 34’ East 5739.00 feet from the Northeast corner of said Lot 8; thence from said point 

of beginning South 14° 45’ West 1400.00 feet, more or less, to property line between land 

formerly owned by Wm. K. Lindsay and Helen L. Hayes, as reserved in the deed from 

Carmel Rose Horigan, et al., to John T. Sullivan, et ux., dated May 12, 1961, recorded 

August 15, 1961, in Book 4292 of Official Records, Page 535. 

 

(b) One-half of all hydrocarbons, minerals, oil and gas which may hereafter be lawfully 

produced on said property below a depth of 500 feet in all that portion of the above 

described property lying Southeasterly of a line described as follows: 

 

Beginning at a point on the line between Lots 7 and 8 of Sheldon Estate located South 

55° 34’ East 5739.00 feet from the Northeast corner of said Lot 8, thence from said point 

of beginning South 14° 45’ West 1400.00 feet, more or less, to property line between land 

formerly owned by Wm. K. Lindsay and Helen L. Hayes, as reserved in the deed from 

John T. Sullivan, et ux., to John T. Sullivan and Gloria C. Sullivan as Trustees dated 

September 13, 1962, recorded September 18, 1962, in Book 4517 of Official Records, 

Page 683. 

 

(c) All that portion of Lot 8 of Sheldon Grant as shown on the Plat of Survey of the 

property of Jar. B. Hayes, Dr. Wm. K. Lindsay and Paul E. Peterson located in Lots 8 

and 9 of the Sheldon Estate, T. 7 N., R. 7 E., M.D.B.&M.”, recorded in the office of the 
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Recorder of Sacramento County, California, on June 7, 1929, in Book 3 of Surveys, Map 

No. 38, described as follows: 

 

Beginning at a point on the Southwesterly line of the upper half of Lot 8 of Sheldon Grant 

distant from the Northeast corner of said Lot 8, the following courses and distances: 

 

First Course: South 55° 34’ East 5739.00 feet; 

Second Course: thence from said point South 14° 45’ West 1400.00 feet to the property 

line between land formerly owned by Wm. K. Lindsay and Helen L. Hayes, and a point on 

the Southwesterly boundary of said upper half of said Lot 8; 

Third Course: thence from said point South 55° 34’ East 3800.00 feet along the said 

Southwesterly boundary of said upper half of Lot 8 to the point of beginning of the tract 

hereafter described: 

 

Thence from said point of beginning: 

(1) North 40° 21’ East 100 feet, to a point; 

(2) South 55° 34’ East 200 feet, to a point; 

(3) South 40° 21’ West 100 feet, to a point on said Southwesterly boundary of the upper 

half of lot 8; 

(4) North 55° 34’ West 200 feet, along said Southwesterly boundary, to the point of 

beginning, as described in the deed from John T. Sullivan and Gloria C. Sullivan, his 

wife, to Carmel Rose Horigan, a married woman, as her sole and separate property, and 

Norberta Frances Schmidt, a married woman, as her sole and separate property, dated 

July 28, 1961, recorded August 15, 1961, in Book 4292, Official Records, Page 541. 

 

Site Description 

The subject is a long, relatively narrow site containing 257.98 net acres of land area. It consists of two 
assessor’s parcels. The smaller of the two contains 20.57 net acres of land and is located on the southwest 
side of Sloughhouse Road. The larger contains 237.41 net acres of land and has only a small amount of 
frontage on Sloughhouse Road. These are two salable pieces, and are valued separately. The Cosumnes 
River forms the southeastern border of the site. The site has rolling topography, particularly on the 
northwestern half. There is a homestead located roughly in the center of the site, which is improved with a 
large Victorian dwelling, a detached 2-car garage, and five barns, one of which has an indoor swimming 
pool and bath and a dedicated septic tank. The homesite is accessed by a 0.8 mile paved driveway from 
Sloughhouse Road. Power is provided by overhead lines from Sloughhouse Road, and the property also 
uses propane for energy. Water is provided by a domestic well. There are two agricultural wells on the 
site, as well as underground pipes and sprinkler lines in the southeastern portion. Additional site 
infrastructure includes a 30-ton scale with a 10 foot by 12 foot platform and an ~11,000 square foot 
concrete pad. The Reclamation District 800 levee crosses the southeastern edge of the site, near the river. 
Deer Creek, a seasonal stream, roughly bisects the site. Surrounding uses are entirely rural residential and 
agricultural. 
 
Mitigation Potential 

We were provided with a Biological Resources Assessment and Analysis of Mitigation Potential for the 
subject property. This study was conducted by Foothill Associates in 2011 and early 2012. The study 
concluded that the site has potential habitat for Swainson’s hawk, other common and sensitive raptors, 
and valley longhorn elderberry beetle. There is a limited amount of seasonal wetlands and vernal pool 
habitat; the study concluded that these have low potential to be habitat for protected species due to their 
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limited extent. The study also noted that much of the property is covered with ruderal vegetation, 
including star thistle, and that thinning of this vegetation would enhance the site’s mitigation potential for 
Swainson’s hawk and other sensitive raptors.  
 

Flood Zone 

The property is located in FEMA Flood Zone AE, within the special flood hazard area, according to 
FEMA Map Panel #0602620375H, dated August 16, 2012. 
 
Flood Map 
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Soil Map 

 
 

Soils Information 

Coverage Type Description 
Capability 
Irrigated 

Capability 
Non-Irrigated 

Storie 
Index 

21.5% 112 Bruella sandy loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes 2 3 I 

5.7% 118 
Columbia sandy loam, drained, 0 to 2 percent slopes, 

occasionally flooded 
2 3 II 

46.6% 120 
Columbia sandy loam, clayey substratum, drained, 0 to 2 

percent slopes 
2 3 II 

5.1% 159 
Hicksville gravelly loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, 

occasionally flooded 
2 3 V 

7.2% 198 Redding gravelly loam, 0 to 8 percent slopes 4 4 V 

0.6% 207 Sailboat silt loam, drained, 0 to 2 percent slopes 1 3 II 

11.8% 208 
Sailboat silt loam, drained, 0 to 2 percent slopes, 

occasionally flooded 
2 3 II 

0.4% 215 San Joaquin silt loam, 3 to 8 percent slopes 3 3 IV 

1.2% 247 Water N/A N/A N/A 

 
On the table above, the proportion of soil types is shown for the subject property. For each soil type 
capability ratings for irrigated and non-irrigated soil, as well as a Storie index rating are included. The 
capability classifications measure the soils’ suitability for field crops. Soils with capability ratings of 1 
have few limitations restricting their use, while soils with capability ratings of 4 have very severe 
limitations which reduce the choice of plants or which require very careful management, or both. Storie 
indexes assess the potential productivity of each soil type based on four qualities: soil development, 
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texture, slope, and various management issues including drainage, fertility, pH balance, erosion, and 
salinity of the soil. For simplification, Storie index ratings have been combined into six grade classes as 
follows: Grade I (excellent), Grade II (good), Grade III (fair), Grade IV (poor), Grade V (very poor), and 
Grade VI (nonagricultural). The property has mostly Grade I and II soils, and is adequate for agriculture. 
There are some poorer soils at the northwestern edge of the site. 
 

Plat Map 

 
 
Ownership, Sales and Listing History for the Subject Property 

According to public records, the property is currently owned by the 1994 Jeffry Sherbakoff and Amelia 
G. Gomez Family Trust. The current ownership acquired the property in October 1992 for $850,000. We 
found no other significant listings or transactions of the property. 
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Property Taxes 

The following taxes and assessments are associated with the subject property.  

 

Assessments 126-0480-001 126-0480-002 Total 

Assessed Land Value $81,867 $5,000 $86,867 

Assessed Improvement Value $220,418 $0  $220,418 

Total Assessed Value $302,285 $5,000 $307,285 

Taxes    

Base Tax 1% $3,022.84 $50.00 $3,072.84 

Los Rios Coll GOB 0.0193% $58.34 $0.96 $59.30 

Reclamation District #800 M & O  $3,223.88 $170.00 $3,393.88 

Sloughhouse Fire Area  $100.00 $100.00 $200.00 

CSA 1 Lights Sac Unincorp Zone 1  $2.56 $2.56 $5.12 

Water & Drainage Studies – SCWA 13  $27.68 $27.68 $55.36 

Elk Grove School District MR – CFD #1  $45.84 -- $45.84 

Total Taxes  $6,481.14 $351.20 $6,832.34 

 
According to Sacramento County’s website, both installments of the 2012/2013 tax bill have been paid.  
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Zoning 

Parcel 126-0480-001 is zoned AG-80 and parcel 126-0480-002 is zoned AG-20. These are agricultural 
zones, and have identical allowable uses. The only difference is the minimum parcel size. The zones have 
the following allowable uses: 

 
Allowable Use Allowable with Use Permit Allowable Subject to Other Restrictions 

Single family dwelling (except mobile home) Fraternity house Mobile home as clubhouse for hunting club 
Single family dwelling: over 2 stories or 30 
feet 

Residential care home for more than 
6 children 

Mobile home at construction sites 

Garage sales 
Residential care home for more than 
6 adults 

Mobile home as an accessory dwelling for 
agricultural employees 

Farm stay 
Child day care center for more than 8 
children 

Farm retail stand 

Family day care home, <13 persons Family day care home, >12 persons Farm stand 

Accessory uses and structures 
Accessory buildings as guest houses 
or employee quarters 

Produce stand 

Agricultural accessory dwellings Residential accessory dwelling Community stand 
Mobile homes as primary residence on a 
single lot with an approved foundation 
system 

Mobile home as an accessory 
dwelling for night watchman 

Agricultural market 

Mobile home as an accessory dwelling for 
persons in need of care and supervision 

Commercial coach for temporary 
classrooms 

Medical offices 

Home occupation 
Commercial coach for temporary 
office 

Hog farms 

Feed lots Family contractor’s business Community garden 

General agriculture Bed and breakfast inn 
Public and government uses, other than 
Federal and State, within privately-owned 
buildings, facilities, and grounds 

Incidental agriculture Thrift stores, bookstores in churches 
Federal and state uses within privately-owned 
buildings, facilities, and grounds 

Field vegetable, and horticultural crops Green waste facilities 
Privately-owned uses within public and 
government-owned buildings, facilities, and 
grounds 

Commercial riding stables, boarding stables, 
and riding academies 

Crop dusting service Public utilities and public service facilities 

Forestry 
Primary processing of agricultural 
products 

Surface mining 

Wildlife preserve Irrigation disposal of wastewater -- 
Small wineries Agricultural supplies and services -- 
Constructed, permanent water 
impoundment features such as lakes and 
ponds 

Agricultural equipment repairs and 
maintenance, including welding 

-- 

Public school K-12 Kill floors -- 
Buildings and facilities owner by the Federal 
and State governments and located on 
grounds owned by the Federal and State 
governments 

Large wineries -- 

Public parks and ancillary uses Hospital -- 
Gas or oil well Cemetery -- 
-- Private social center -- 
-- Lodge, fraternal hall -- 
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Allowable Use Allowable with Use Permit Allowable Subject to Other Restrictions 

-- 
Animal hospital and veterinarian 
office 

-- 

-- Kennel/cattery -- 
-- Church -- 
-- Private school K-12 -- 
-- Other private schools -- 

-- 
Public and government-owned 
buildings and facilities 

-- 

-- Airports -- 

-- 
Private landing strip for sole use of 
landowner 

-- 

-- 
Hunting clubs, gun clubs, shooting 
clubs 

-- 

-- Boat docks, private -- 
-- Other outdoor recreation facilities -- 

-- 
Hobby repair of farm equipment for 
personal use of resident 

-- 

 

The minimum parcel size for new parcels is 80 acres and 20 acres, respectively. No buildings may be 
built to a greater height than 50 feet, except water tanks, silos, granaries, barns, antennas, and similar 
accessory structures or necessary mechanical appurtenances. Agricultural buildings must have front 
setbacks of at least 56 feet, and rear and side setbacks of at least 50 feet. 
 
For residential uses, front setbacks must be at least 24 feet, rear setbacks must be at least 25 feet, and side 
setbacks must be at least 5 feet. 
 
Improvements Description 

The subject property is improved with a single family dwelling, a detached garage, and five barns. They 
are described below. 
 
The dwelling contains approximately 4,200 square feet of living area, according to the owner. It was built 
around 1875, but was completely remodeled in 1995. The extent of the remodel including installation of 
new copper plumbing, central heat and air, interior drywall, insulation, and trim, exterior siding, the roof, 
windows, and exterior trim. The interior fixtures and finishes are high-quality, and in most cases 
authentically Victorian. This includes floral print wallpaper in most rooms. The flooring is wood in most 
of the living areas (there is a small amount of carpet) and tile in the wet rooms. The trim and doors are 
clear redwood. There is a fireplace in the living room with an authentic Victorian fireplace mantel. The 
kitchen has tile flooring and tile countertops. It has a garbage disposal and dishwasher. The stove is an 
antique Wedgewood stove.  
 
The dwelling contains three bedrooms, two full baths, two half baths, and a study. The baths have tile 
flooring and tile wainscoting. The downstairs bath has redwood around the tub. The tubs are cast iron. 
There are two porches: the front porch is screened, with a brick floor and a clear redwood tongue and 
groove ceiling. There is also a side porch with similar finishes, but no screen. Overall, the dwelling is of 
excellent quality and is in excellent condition, though it is noted that its appeal is delimited to a somewhat 
specific segment of the marketplace that would want to purchase a Victorian estate. 
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Component Discussion 

SITE  

 

Size/Topography The property is described in some detail above. Generally, it is a nearly 
level farm piece. Soils are mostly Cl. I, II, and some Cl. IV. Overall, 
very good utility for farming and rural residential uses. Little 
subdivision potential is associated with the site. Minimum parcel size 
on the larger property is 80 acres; access, planning and development, 
and agency approvals may be difficult to obtain in the event of a site 
division.  
 

Access Access is via public street, county maintained. This is a 2 lane asphalt 
street. It is not improved with concrete curb, gutter, sidewalk or storm 
drainage. Sloughhouse Road has a ditch for surface water runoff.    
 

Shape Near-trapezoidal site. Good utility.   
 

Landscape Nicely landscaped yards, particularly around the Victorian 
improvement. Numerous heritage oaks are on the property. Open 
ground has essentially natural plantings, grasses, shrubbery, and trees. 
Large pond, originally used for irrigation water storage, on the 
property.  
 

Utility The site is almost fully useable; a portion is in the Deer Creek basin, a 
small portion that is unuseable is on the easterly side of RD-800 levee. 
 

IMPROVEMENTS 

 

Based on a provided plan set, the main dwelling is a two story 
Victorian frame building of 4,200 square feet, plus several 
outbuildings and additional structures located on the property. Original 
construction was in (approximately) 1875. Dwelling was fully 
renovated in 1995, with very high quality; some finishes are of re-used 
products (clear redwood from a church, as an example). Mechanical 
equipment is new, as of 1995, as are the floor finishes, most bath 
fixtures, and all new dual glazed windows. Effective age is estimated 
at five years, based on observed condition. Remaining life is more than 
55 years.  

 
Foundation Concrete perimeter on deep footings, in good condition.  

 
Ext. walls/Framing Wood frame, wood siding, in very good condition.  

 

Fenestration Authentic Victorian clear-redwood trimmed two-pane windows.  
 

Roof deck Plywood (assumed)  
 

Roof covering “Shangle” Certainteed roofing in nearly new condition.  
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Component Discussion 

Mechanical—plumbing Rough is assumed to be in very good condition. High quality Chicago 
and Newport brass fixtures. Cast iron sinks and tubs. Kohler and Toto 
toilets.  
 

Mechanical—electrical New in 1995. 400 Amp underground service. Good quality authentic 
fixtures, in very good condition. Rough assumed to be new in 1995. 
  

Mechanical—HVAC Nearly new—three Carrier HVAC units, zoned heating and cooling. 
Adequate; in good condition.  
 

Entry door sets Authentic door sets, Victorian design, clear redwood door trims, clear 
redwood cabinetry and door sets, original hardware, all in very good 
condition.  
 

Interior mill package  Very high quality clear-heart redwood interior millwork, excellent 
quality finish carpentry. Very good condition.  
 

Kitchen—build-out The kitchen was updated in 1995 to authentic design, with modern 
fixtures, appliances, and equipment. Wedgewood stove. Tile counter-
tops and flooring. Large eat-in kitchen design. Walk-in pantry.  
  

Baths—build-out Two full baths; large rooms with modern finishes. Two half baths, 
adequately serving guests and the remainder of the home. Mortared tile 
floors, counter-tops, redwood decorative finishes. 
 

Ceilings—structure Ceilings are finished drywall or redwood tongue and groove. Very 
good condition.   
 

Garage There are several out-buildings, including a detached two car garage, 
in good condition. New 100 Amp electrical sub-panel in garage. See 
photos.  
  

Pool/Spa  See discussion above. Pool is in a dedicated pool-barn structure.  
 

Other See discussion above.  
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Sketch of the Dwelling 

 
 

Garage 

There is a detached 2-car garage with 100-amp electrical service. It has wood siding and a metal roof. It is 
in fair condition. 
 
Barns 

The property is improved with five barns. Four of the barns are typical agricultural barns, containing 
1,890, 2,640, 3,705, and 4,560 square feet. They are in average condition, and have been braced and 
cross-braced. The fifth barn, which is 3,840 square feet in size, contains a 75-foot indoor pebble tech 
pool. It has solar heating and a retractable pool cover, and there is also a backup propane heater. The pool 
barn also contains a full bath with laundry facilities, and is served by its own septic tank.  
 

Effective Age and Remaining Life 

The actual age of the dwelling is approximately 138 years. It has an effective age of about 5 years. It is 
estimated to have approximately 55 years of useful remaining life.  
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Photos  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Study Half bath 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Living room Family room 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Half bath Kitchen 
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Kitchen Wedgewood stove 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Kitchen Bedroom 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Laundry Dining room 
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Bath Bath 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Bedroom Dressing room 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Bath Bath 
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Bedroom Exterior view 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Exterior view Front porch 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Exterior view Front porch 
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Garage Exterior view 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Exterior view Lawn 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Domestic well Exterior view of dwelling 
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Barns Barn 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Barn Barn 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Interior of barn Pool barn 
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Pool Entrance to bath/laundry area in pool barn 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Laundry in pool barn Bath in pool barn 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Bath in pool barn Agricultural well 
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Agricultural well Barn 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Interior of barn View west along levee road 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

View northwest from levee View northwest along property line 
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Agricultural well Bottomland vegetation 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Bottomland vegetation Bottomland vegetation 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Pond Bottomland vegetation 
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Bottomland Bottomland 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Driveway Driveway 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Upland Street scene  
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Highest and Best Use 
The highest and best use is defined as: 
 

The reasonably probable and legal use of vacant land or an improved property that is physically 

possible, legally permissible, appropriately supported, financially feasible, and that results in the 

highest value.
 9 

 
Implicit in this definition is that a particular use meets four criteria in order to be considered as the highest 
and best use; the use must be physically possible, legally permissible, financially feasible, and maximally 
productive.  
 
Highest and Best Use as Vacant 

Based on the information developed within the market area description, the subject property is analyzed 
assuming it is vacant and available for development, in order to determine the supported use that produces 
the highest value in the land. Then, still assuming it to be vacant, an analysis of the ideal improvement is 
developed. The result provides guidance in respect to obsolescence that might exist in a property, if any, 
and provides data for use in the comparison approach and the cost approach, and directs the valuation 
portion of the appraisal. 
 

Legal Permissibility Test—Under the current zoning, the primary allowable uses are agriculture with 
one single family dwelling per parcel. Forestry, wildlife preserves, parks, and select institutional uses are 
also legally permissible. Possible agricultural uses include row or field crops, grazing, or vineyards. 
Mitigation uses are also legally permissible. 
 
Physical Possibility Test—All of the legally permissible uses are physically possible. 
 
Financial Feasibility Test—Agricultural uses are financially feasible on the site. The housing market has 
been depressed for the past several years, but has been strengthening over the past year or so. Sale prices 
are beginning to approach costs to construct dwellings, so development of a dwelling on the site will 
likely be financially feasible in the near future. Mitigation uses are also likely financially feasible, though 
demand for such uses has been impacted by the lack of development occurring within the market area. 
 
Maximum Productivity Test—Agriculture and mitigation are both financially feasible uses. As 
mentioned above, demand for mitigation land has been dampened by the economic downturn. As such, 
agriculture is seen as a more productive use. The highest and best use of the land as vacant, then, is 
agriculture, with the development of a single family dwelling as the market improves. 
 

Highest and Best Use as Improved 
The property is currently improved with a dwelling which is in excellent condition. It contributes substantially to the 
total property value, and should not be removed or altered. With respect to the agricultural component of the site, 
clearly agriculture of some form should be undertaken. Vines are quite prevalent in the immediate area, and we 
know that at least two similar nearby properties are currently being planted to vines. National wineries, including 
Sutter Home and Gallo, are actively acquiring land and planting to vineyards in the market area. The 
homesite/dwelling would likely work quite well as part of a winery operation, with its pastoral setting and large 
Victorian improvement. In concluding a highest and best use for the total property, clearly mitigation potential use 
secondary, given the current market conditions, and primary uses for the property are agricultural with a residential 

                                                      
9 Source: The Appraisal of Real Estate, 13th edition, published by the Appraisal Institute; 2008. 
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component. It is noted that the smaller ~20 acre piece has the same highest and best use as the ~237 acre property, 
with the caveat that the smaller property may have more residential influence than its agricultural potential. In sales 
comparison, below, we conclude a market value for the smaller 20 acre property at about the same on an acre basis 
as for the larger 237 acre property. This is due to the influence of homesite parcel sales within the immediate market 
area, and mostly as a result of the depressed homesite market, which has dampened the unit price for rural 
residential properties. This means that economies of scale, often seen in this market, do not have quite the same 
influence at the current time.   

 

Exposure Time 

Exposure time is estimated at 90-180 days, assuming competent marketing and the price reconciled in this 
report.  
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VALUATION—APN 126-0480-001 
 

The two subject parcels are valued separately. Below is the valuation for the larger of the subject parcels, 
APN 126-0480-001. 
 

Value Premises 

In valuing real estate, three valuation methodologies are accepted as normative in the appraisal process. 
These are the cost approach, the sales comparison approach, and the income approach.  

 

Sales Comparison Approach 

The sales comparison approach utilizes the principle of substitution, wherein recently sold comparable 
properties are found and analyzed for comparability to the subject property. The underlying assumption is 
that market support will be either similar to, or identical to any of a group of adjusted substitute 
properties; thus, the indicated value for the subject is based on a range of adjusted values for the 
“substitute” or “comparable” transactions. The sales comparison approach was used to value this subject 
parcel. 

 

Income Approach 

Generally, the income approach converts income expectations into market value. The assumptions for the 
investment model10 can either be implicit in the model (direct capitalization, which converts a single 
year’s expected income into value using a ratio from the market), or explicit (yield capitalization, or DCF, 
which converts each year’s net income over a specified holding period). An income approach was not 
developed for this assignment as the property does not currently produce income. 

 

Cost Approach 

The cost approach identifies market supported improvements costs, subtracts a market supported amount 
assignable to accrued depreciation, adds land value, and derives a value based on the cost to reproduce the 
improvements. This “cost approach” presumes that a typical buyer would not pay more for an existing 
improved property (or a finished lot) than it would cost to reproduce the same improvements on a highly 
similar (substitute) site. The cost approach was developed for this assignment, as it is the most accurate 
way to measure the contributions of the various improvements on the site. 
 
The approaches are discussed in more detail on the following pages.  

  

                                                      
10 Typical assumptions include the length of the holding period for an investment, the desired or expected discount or yield rate, 
the present value of periodic returns on the investment, the present value of any reversionary interest, and an implied overall 
capitalization rate. 
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Cost Approach 
The first step of the cost approach is to value the subject’s land component. Then costs to reproduce the 
improvements are estimated. Finally, depreciation is deducted to yield a market value indication. The land 
component of the subject is valued using sales comparison, below. 
 

Comparable Sales 
Item Comparable #1 Comparable #2 Comparable #3 Comparable #4 Comparable #5 

Address Levee Road Clark Lake Lane Grant Line Road Grant Line Road 
28303 North 
Sowles Road 

Sale Date 12/9/2011 10/22/2012 12/14/2012 12/28/2012 3/22/2013 
Sale Price $3,000,000 $475,000 $3,319,000 $6,325,000 $2,089,440 

Buyer John & Gail Kautz John & Gail Kautz 
Sheldon Hills 
Vineyards LLC 

John & Gail 
Kautz 

Gallo Vineyards 
Inc. 

Seller 
Pac Coast 
Financial LLC 

Raymond Steele 
Trust 

Grant Line 2 
LLC 

Williams Trust Gilbeau Trust 

Rights Conveyed Fee simple Fee simple Fee simple Fee simple Fee simple 
Conditions of Sale REO Arm’s length Arm’s length Arm’s length Arm’s length 
Financing Conventional Cash Cash Private party Cash 
Market Conditions Stable Stable Stable Stable Stable 
City Elk Grove Elk Grove Sloughhouse Elk Grove Galt 

APN(s) 134-0360-052 134-0360-047 126-0050-083 
134-0120-002,  
-0130-010, -012 

007-110-02, -04 

Site Size (ac.) 359.60 58.45 382.26 549.13 174.12 
Price per Acre $8,343 $8,127 $8,683 $11,518 $12,000 
Zoning AG-80 AG-80 AR-2 AG-80 AG-40 
Topography Rolling Rolling Rolling Rolling  Flat 
Improvements Outbuildings None None None None 
Soils Class II & IV Class II Class II, IV, & V Class II & IV Class II, III, & IV 
Irrigation Unknown Unknown Unknown Wells Well 
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Map of Comparable Sales 

Subject Property 

Comparable #3 

Comparable #4 

Comparable #2 

Comparable #1 

Comparable #5 
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Comparable Sale #1 

 
Levee Road Assessor’s Parcel Number: 134-0360-052 

S
it
e County Sacramento Zoning AG-80 

Area Elk Grove Type/Use Agricultural land 

T
ra
n
sa
ct
io
n
 

Sale Date 12/15/2011 Rights Conveyed Fee simple 

Sale Price 
$3,000,000 

$8,343 per acre 
Financing Conventional 

Buyer John & Gail Kautz Conditions of Sale REO 

Seller Pac Coast Financial LLC Post-Sale Expenditures None 

Document # 111215-569 Broker Unknown 

Confirmation: Public records 

P
ro
p
er
ty
 

C
h
a
ra
ct
er
is
ti
cs
 Site Size 359.60 acres Topography Rolling 

Access Paved public road Irrigation Unknown 

Soils 63% Class II, 37% Class III Improvements Outbuildings 

Comments – This is the sale of nearly 360 acres of land located between Grant Line Road and the Cosumnes 
River. At the time of sale, the property was bare land, but it has since been planted to vines. Public records 
indicate a loan of $26,750,000 was associated with the property. Like the subject, Deer Creek roughly bisects 
this property. Aerial views indicate that there are at least three outbuildings of unknown use on the site.  
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Parcel Map 

 
 

Aerial View 
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Comparable Sale #2 

 
Clark Lake Lane Assessor’s Parcel Number: 134-0360-047 

S
it
e County Sacramento Zoning AG-80 

Area Elk Grove Type/Use Agricultural land 

T
ra
n
sa
ct
io
n
 

Sale Date 10/22/2012 Rights Conveyed Fee simple 

Sale Price 
$475,000 

$8,127 per acre 
Financing Cash 

Buyer John & Gail Kautz Conditions of Sale Arm’s length 

Seller Raymond Steele Trust Post-Sale Expenditures None 

Document # 121022-1293 Broker Unknown 

Confirmation: Public records 

P
ro
p
er
ty
 

C
h
a
ra
ct
er
is
ti
cs
 Site Size 58.45 acres Topography Rolling 

Access Unpaved private road Irrigation Unknown 

Soils 100% Class II Improvements None 

Comments – This is the sale of nearly 60 acres of land located between Grant Line Road and the Cosumnes 
River, south of the subject property. It is located at the end of Clark Lake Lane, a private road. The property 
is irregularly shaped, and does not have any frontage along the Cosumnes River. Deer Creek roughly bisects 
the property.  
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Parcel Map 

 
 

Aerial View 
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Comparable Sale #3 

 
Grant Line Road Assessor’s Parcel Number: 126-0050-083 

S
it
e County Sacramento Zoning AR-2 

Area Sloughhouse Type/Use Agricultural land 

T
ra
n
sa
ct
io
n
 

Sale Date 12/17/2012 Rights Conveyed Fee simple 

Sale Price 
$3,319,000 

$8,683 per acre 
Financing Cash 

Buyer Sheldon Hills Vineyards LLC Conditions of Sale Arm’s length 

Seller Grant Line 2 LLC Post-Sale Expenditures None 

Document # 121217-954 Broker Unknown 

Confirmation: Public records 

P
ro
p
er
ty
 

C
h
a
ra
ct
er
is
ti
cs
 

Site Size 382.26 acres Topography Rolling 

Access Paved public road Irrigation Unknown 

Soils 
1% Class II, 51% Class IV, 
48% Class V 

Improvements None 

Comments – This is the sale of four contiguous parcels located between Sloughhouse Road and the Folsom 
South Canal, east of Grant Line Road. They are located only about 900 feet away from the subject property 
along Sloughhouse Road. The topography is gently rolling, and there are no building improvements on the 
site. 
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Parcel Map 

 
 

Aerial View 

 



 
 
 
 
 

 
Bartholomew Associates, Inc. Page 48 8139 Sloughhouse Road 

 
 

Comparable Sale #4 

 
Grant Line Road Assessor’s Parcel Numbers: 134-0120-002, -0130-010, -012 

S
it
e County Sacramento Zoning AG-80 

Area Elk Grove Type/Use Agricultural land 

T
ra
n
sa
ct
io
n
 

Sale Date 12/17/2012 Rights Conveyed Fee simple 

Sale Price 
$6,325,000 

$11,518 per acre 
Financing Private party 

Buyer John & Gail Kautz Conditions of Sale Arm’s length 

Seller Williams Trust Post-Sale Expenditures None 

Document # 121228-1291 Broker 
Ray Steele 
Steel Realty & Investments 

Confirmation: Kurt Kautz, public records 

P
ro
p
er
ty
 

C
h
a
ra
ct
er
is
ti
cs
 

Site Size 549.13 acres Topography Rolling 

Access Paved public road Irrigation Well 

Soils 53% Class II, 47% Class IV Improvements None 

Comments – This is the sale of nearly 550 acres of open ground located between Grant Line Road and the 
Cosumnes River, south of the subject. According to the buyer, the price was “a little on the high side” 
because the property is within the Elk Grove proposed sphere of influence, and thus may have future 
development potential. The property has four good pumps and wells, and was farmed in row crops at the time 
of sale. The buyers intend to plant the land to vines on the site. 
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Comparable Sale #5 

 
28303 North Sowles Road Assessor’s Parcel Numbers:  007-110-02, 007-110-04 

S
it
e County San Joaquin Zoning AG-40 

Area Galt Type/Use Agricultural land 

T
ra
n
sa
ct
io
n
 

Sale Date 3/22/2013 Rights Conveyed Fee simple 

Sale Price 
$2,089,440 

$12,000 per acre 
Financing Cash 

Buyer Gallo Vineyards, Inc. Conditions of Sale Arm’s length 

Seller Gilbeau Trust Post-Sale Expenditures None 

Document # 38284 Broker None 

Confirmation: Chuck Hammond, appraiser; public records 

P
ro
p
er
ty
 

C
h
a
ra
ct
er
is
ti
cs
 

Site Size 174.12 acres Topography Flat 

Access Paved public road Irrigation Agricultural well 

Soils 
75% Class II, 13% Class III, 
12% Class IV 

Improvements None 

Comments – This is the sale of 174.12 acres of open ground located east of Galt, at the end of North Sowles 
Road. The lot is L-shaped and a small creek cuts across the northern portion of the site. There is reportedly an 
agricultural well on the property. The property was not brokered, and we were not able to confirm the sale 
price directly with the buyer or seller. The price was confirmed by 3rd party market participants, however, 
including the appraiser who valued the property for the transaction. 
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Transaction Elements 

The following factors were considered in analyzing the comparable sales. The properties were analyzed 
on a price per acre basis. 
 

Rights Conveyed—All of the comparable properties conveyed the bulk of property rights usually 
associated with farmland deals (fee simple interest). No adjustment was necessary for this 
element. 

 

Immediate Post-Sale Expenditures—Expenditures that buyers are expecting to make upon 
purchase of a property are considered in the property valuation analysis. Typically, the estimated 
amount of these expenditures is known by the buyer and factored into their purchase decision. 
This is often reflected as a credit to the buyer through escrow. None of the buyers anticipated 
significant post-sale expenditures, to the best of our knowledge, and no adjustment was made for 
this element. 

 

Financing—Financing adjustments, also known as cash-equivalency adjustments, relate to 
favorable or unfavorable sale terms, relative to typical market terms in place at the time of sale. 
All of the properties were purchased with cash or equivalent financing.  

 
Conditions of Sale—As they affect a comparable transaction, conditions of sale tend to be tied to 
either buyer or seller motivation. Some conditions include 1031 exchanges, sales between related 
parties, and assemblages. None of the transactions required adjustment for this element. 

 

Market Conditions—Consideration to this element of comparison is important, particularly in 
light of the perceived soft real estate market as of the date of the report. As noted earlier in the 
report, the one property type that has continued to perform solidly is farmland. Data 1 sold over a 
year ago, and was adjusted upward slightly for this element. 
 

Elements of Comparison 

Elements of comparison are the characteristics of properties that help explain the variance of prices paid 
for real estate. Factors which are relevant to this portion of the appraisal are described below. 
Consideration is given to differences between the comparable properties and the subject property. Based 
upon the value market participants place on these items, comparison differences will be reflected. 
  

Location—Data #4 is located within the proposed Elk Grove sphere of influence, which is 
superior to the subject’s location. It was adjusted downward. 
 
Size—This element accounts for per acre price differences attributable to the effects of 
economies of scale (i.e. smaller properties will generally sell for more on a unit basis than large 
properties). Sale #2 was adjusted downward, due to its small site size. The other three sales were 
adjusted upward. 
 
Soils—Comparables #1 and #3 have inferior soils, and were adjusted upward. Comparable #4 has 
inferior soils, and was adjusted downward. 
 

Access—Comparable #2 is located at the end of a private road, and has more problematic access 
than the subject or other comparables. It was adjusted upward. 
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Reconciliation – Land Component Only 

In valuing the land component of the property, all relevant data was collected and examined. The unit 
price (price per acre) for these comparable properties was considered for transactional elements such as 
rights conveyed, market conditions, post-sale expenditures, financing, and conditions of sale.  
 
The sale properties were then considered for the comparative elements of location, soil types, property 
size, and improvements to the land. These were analyzed qualitatively. The adjustments are shown on the 
table below, and a value conclusion follows the table. 
 

 
 
The adjusted prices per acre of the data properties range from $8,940 to $12,000. The average adjusted 
price was $10,416 per acre and the median adjusted price was $9,985 per acre. Consideration is given to 
the opinion of Kurt Kautz, who stated that “the farm ground in this area is worth a minimum of $10,000 
per acre, with some sales in the Lodi grape region going for up to $15,000 per acre.” The Kautz family 
has been a very active market participant in the area. The data reflect value increases for land that has 
potential as vineyard development property. As a result, the most emphasis in this analysis is placed on 
data #5, which is a most current indicator, and also required no adjustment. As well, we were not able to 
confirm data #1, #2, and #3 via any source other than public records and resultantly we have given them 
the least weight in the analysis. It is our view that the subject, if available for sale as a vacant vineyard 
development piece, would achieve a price at $12,000 on an acre basis. The total property value for the 
large parcel (APN 126-0480-001) then, is $12,000 per acre times 237.41 acres equals $2,848,920, slightly 
rounded to $2,850,000. The 20 acre residential piece is valued later in this report.  
 
The land value is carried over to the cost approach summary, in the next section of the report. 
  

Item Subject Data 1 Data 2 Data 3 Data 4 Data 5

Address 8319 Sloughhouse Rd Levee Rd Clark Lake Ln Grant Line Rd Grant Line Rd 28303 N. Sowles Rd

City Sloughhouse Elk Grove Elk Grove Sloughhouse Elk Grove Galt

Price $3,000,000 $475,000 $3,319,000 $6,325,000 $2,089,440

Price/Acre $8,343 $8,127 $8,683 $11,518 $12,000

Sale Date 12/15/2011 10/22/2012 12/17/2012 12/28/2012 3/22/2013

Conditions of sale REO Arm's length Arm's length Arm's length Arm's length

Adjustment

Post-sale expenditures None None None None None

Adjustment

Market conditions Increasing Stable Stable Stable Stable

Adjustment 5%

Total transaction adjustments 5% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Subtotal $8,760 $8,127 $8,683 $11,518 $12,000

Location Good Similar Similar Similar Superior Similar

Adjustment -5%

Site size 237.41 acres 359.60 acres 58.45 acres 382.26 acres 549.13 acres 174.12 acres

Adjustment 5% -10% 5% 10%

Soils 22% I, 65% II, 13% V 63% II, 37% III 100% II 1% II, 51% IV, 48% V 53% II, 47% IV 75% II, 13% III, 12% IV

Adjustment 5% 10% -5%

Irrigation Ag wells/riparian rights
Unknown/riparian 

rights

Unknown/no riparian 

rights
Folsom S. Canal

Ag wells/riparian 

rights
Ag well

Adjustment 10%

Access Good Similar Inferior Similar Similar Similar

Adjustment 10%

Total adjustments 10% 10% 15% 0% 0%

Adjusted price $9,636 $8,940 $9,985 $11,518 $12,000
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COST APPROACH SUMMARY 

All costs and depreciation are discussed here. A summary table of this information is included at the end 
of this discussion.  
  

Improvement Costs 
Improvement costs are usually broken down into direct and indirect costs, and if appropriate, 
entrepreneurial incentive. Direct costs are expenditures for labor and materials used in the construction of 
improvements. Indirect costs include expenditures for items other than labor and materials which are 
nonetheless necessary for project completion. This category of costs includes taxes, professional fees, 
insurance, costs during the stabilization period (for commercial properties), and financing and other fees. 
Entrepreneurial incentive, if applicable, compensates the developer for project risk and management, and 
is often measured as a percentage of the project cost.  
 

Cost Basis 

Reproduction cost is a measure of the cost to construct an exact duplicate of the subject property. 
Reproduction cost estimates usually require a unit in place estimate, including costs for the same 
materials, construction standards, design, layout, and quality of workmanship. Inherent in a reproduction 
cost estimate are all of the deficiencies and overadequacies associated with the subject property. 
Replacement cost, by contrast, is an estimate of the cost to construct highly similar replacement 
improvements. An appropriate basis for costs in this assignment is replacement cost. This reflects the cost 
to construct, at current prices, a substitute for the subject property improvements using modern materials 
and current design standards and layout.  
 
Homesite Costs 

 

Marshall and Swift  

The Marshall Valuation Service manual was used to determine cost estimates for the subject building 
improvements. This manual includes all direct costs, including site grading and electrical work, and most 
indirect costs. The section and page number for each item is noted in parentheses. 
 
Main Dwelling 

The house contains approximately 4,200 square feet of living area. The cost per square foot is estimated 
at $205.18 (Excellent Class D Historical Residence, Section 12, Page 24 of Marshall Valuation Service, 
includes local, shape, and ceiling height multipliers). This results in a total cost of $861,756. This 
estimate does not include the fireplace, which is estimated to add $17,788. It also does not include the 
dishwasher or antique Wedgewood stove. The stove is estimated to cost around $5,000, based on pricing 
from several online retailers. The dishwasher is estimated to cost $659, based on Marshall Valuation 
Service. The total replacement cost of the dwelling, then, is $885,203. 
 
Garage  

The garage contains approximately 625 square feet. Its cost per square foot is estimated at $32.34 
(Average Class D Detached Residential Garage, Section 12, Page 35), resulting in a cost of $20,213. 
 

Domestic Well/Septic System 

The subject’s domestic well needs to be included in this section of the cost data. Most participants 
indicate that about $15,000 is adequate to drill a domestic well suitable to serve the subject’s 
improvements. A typical septic system should cost about $6,500, assuming one that is consistent with the 
existing system, but new.   
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Barns 

The costs for four of the barns were estimated using the same cost basis (Low Cost Class D General 
Purpose Barns, Section 17, Page 30). Their estimated costs are shown on the following table: 
 
 Size (Sq. Ft.) Cost/Sq. Ft. Total Cost 

Barn 1 1,890 $19.67 $37,176 

Barn 2 2,640 $19.67 $51,929 

Barn 3 3,705 $19.67 $72,877 

Barn 4 4,560 $19.67 $89,695 

Cost New – All Barns   $251,677 

 
Pool Barn 

The cost for the pool barn (not including the pool) is estimated at $37.62 per square foot (Good Class D 
General Purpose Barn, Section 17, Page 30). The pool barn contains 3,840 square feet, and the cost of the 
building is estimated at $144,461. According to the property owner, the pool cost about $100,000 to 
install. This estimate was used. Finally, the building has its own septic system, which is estimated to cost 
about $6,500. The total cost, then, is $250,961. 
 
Driveway/Farm Road 

The driveway has an estimated 50,000 square feet of area (estimated at 0.8 miles long and 12 feet wide). 
At $3.65 per square foot (Residential Street Improvements, Section 66, Page 1), its total cost is $182,500. 
 

Perimeter and Pasture Fencing 

The subject is fenced and cross-fenced with an estimated 25,000 linear feet of four-stranded barbed wire 
fencing with wooden posts. The estimated cost of the fencing is $5.19 per linear foot (Yard 
Improvements, Section 66, Page 5), resulting in a total cost of $129,750 for this item. 
 

Irrigation Infrastructure 

According to the property owner, there are underground mainlines and sprinkler lines on the bottomland 
portion of the property. These have not been used in many years. We did not observe the irrigation 
infrastructure, but as the land has not been farmed in many years, they are considered to be fully 
depreciated, and their replacement cost was not estimated for this analysis. There is also some movable 
aluminum pipe on the property, but this is considered to be personal property and was not considered in 
the analysis. It is noted that the property has a small pond, used to store irrigation water for portions of the 
site. While the pond is a useful agricultural feature, its location on the property renders its contribution to 
a marginal amount in respect to the amenity. Overall, this feature was accounted as a de minimis item, at 
$5,000 total contribution.  
 
Truck Scale 

There is a 30 ton agricultural truck scale on the site. Like the irrigation infrastructure, it is considered to 
be fully depreciated and was not considered in the analysis. 
 

Agricultural Wells 

There are two agricultural wells on the site. Their cost is estimated at $75,000 each, or $150,000 total. 
 
Depreciation Estimates 

Depreciation occurs from a variety of sources. As buildings age, their physical components wear out. 
Some of these are long lived items, such as foundations and framing. Others are short-lived, such as 
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finishes, fixtures, and appliances. Depreciation also occurs from functional or external items. These are 
discussed later in this report.   

 

Cost and Physical Depreciation Summary 

The costs and estimated physical depreciation of the improvements are summarized on the table below. In 
parentheses next to each item, their estimated effective age and total useful life are noted. Their total cost 
new is estimated in the pink column, followed by their estimated percent depreciation and depreciation in 
dollars. Finally, the rightmost column shows their depreciated cost (cost new less depreciation). As an 
example, the large barn (asterisk) has an estimated effective age of 10 years, and an estimated useful life 
of 20 years. It therefore is 50% depreciated, and 50% of its cost is deducted to yield its depreciated cost. 
 

Item (Effective Age/Life) Cost/Unit Units Cost New 
Depreciation 

% 
Depreciation 

($) 
Depreciated 

Cost 
Dwelling* (5/65)   $885,203 8% $70,816 $814,387 
Garage (35/55) $32.34 625 $20,213 64% $7,277 $12,936 
Domestic well/septic (5/20)   $21,500 25% $5,375 $16,125 
Barns (80/100) $19.67 12,795 $251,677 80% $201,342 $50,335 
Pool barn (25/100)   $250,961 25% $62,740 $188,221 
Driveway/farm road (25/50) $3.65 50,000 $182,500 50% $91,250 $91,250 
Fencing (30/100)   $129,750 30% $38,925 $90,825 
Older ag. well (60/75)   $75,000 80% $60,000 $15,000 
Newer ag. well (30/75)   $75,000 40% $30,000 $45,000 
Pond -- -- -- -- -- $5,000 
Total   $1,891,804 30% $567,725 $1,329,079 

*Includes fireplace cost 

 
The total cost of the improvements is estimated at $1,891,804. Their overall physical depreciation is 30%, 
or $567,725, resulting in a physically depreciated cost of $1,329,079. 
 

Entrepreneurial Incentive 

Entrepreneurial incentive is an expectation by the developer community of “blue sky” profit in a project 
over and above the scheduled benefits of the project. Most often, this profit item is associated with 
increasing market conditions during the construction period. For this property, no entrepreneurial 
incentive was assigned, due to the fact that with the current market conditions, there is essentially no 
upside in the near term. Therefore, at this time, market participants are not entertaining projects under an 
assumption that the near term will bring increases in value. No entrepreneurial profit is assigned to the 
cost data.  
 

Functional Depreciation 

There are two types of functional depreciation: deficiency and superadequacy. Deficiency arises when 
existing improvements are insufficiently functional for the property’s highest and best use. 
Superadequacy arises when the property is overimproved, and reflects unnecessarily high costs. 
Functional depreciation can be either curable, meaning remediation would bring an increase in value, or 
incurable, meaning that remediation would cost more than the value increase it would provide.  
 
The subject property does not have any deficiencies. By contrast, the pool barn is viewed as a 
superadequacy, in that the cost to construct it will not be recouped in the marketplace. As well, its siting is 
viewed as problematic, as it is located several hundred feet away from the main dwelling. The 
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improvement, with the pool, cost an estimated $250,961, and its physically depreciated cost is $188,221. 
In our opinion, most market participants will only pay a small fraction of the physically depreciated cost 
for this improvement. As such, we estimate additional functional depreciation at 80% of the physically 
depreciated cost, or $150,577. Its contribution is calculated at $37,644, which is included on the summary 
table below.  
 
External Obsolescence 

In our view, the marketplace has rebounded significantly during the past six months. As a result of this, 
we are seeing demand in the rural residential land market for the first time in a half decade. As a result, 
we believe that the gap between cost new and resale property prices has narrowed significantly, and it 
may be that for certain properties, no economic external obsolescence exists at the present time. As a 
result of this newly rebounding land market phenomenon, no external obsolescence was assigned to the 
subject buildings.  
 

Cost Summation 

On the table below, the calculations discussed above are summed. The market value based on cost is 
concluded below the table.  
 

Cost Approach Worksheet 

Replacement Cost 

Item Total 

Direct and Indirect Costs – Total  Cost New $1,896,804 

Entrepreneurial Incentive  -0- 

TOTAL COST  $1,896,804 

Depreciation 

Total physical depreciation $567,725 

Total functional depreciation $150,577 

Total external obsolescence -0- 

Total depreciation $718,302 

DEPRECIATED VALUE –BUILDINGS AND SITE IMPROVEMENTS $1,178,502 

SITE VALUE $2,850,000 

VALUE INDICATION BY THE COST APPROACH $4,028,502 

ROUNDED $4,030,000 

 

Reconciliation  

Based on the above, the cost approach indicates a market value for this subject parcel (APN 126-0480-
001) of $4,030,000. 

 

The sales comparison approach begins on the next page, and the final value opinion reconciliation for this 
subject parcel follows.  
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Sales Comparison Approach 
The comparable sales are summarized on the table below, and described in more detail in the following 
pages.  
 

Comparable Sales 
Item Comparable #1 Comparable #2 Comparable #3 Comparable #4 Comparable #5 

Identifying Information 

Address 4749 Bell Road 
7250 Grant Line 
Road 

7550 Dillard 
Road 

4730 Garden Bar 
Road 

3536 Tim Bell 
Road 

City Auburn Elk Grove Sloughhouse Lincoln Waterford 
County Placer Sacramento Sacramento Placer Stanislaus 

APN 026-130-004 126-0060-046 128-0010-049 
026-072-012, 
 -014, -007 

008-001-023, 
 -024, -025, -026 

Transaction Information 

Sale Date 1/17/2013 10/13/2011 7/11/2011 2/6/2013 
1/4/2012 & 
3/7/2012 

Sale Price $2,550,000 $2,500,000 $1,150,000 $1,050,000 $3,900,000 
Rights Conveyed Fee Simple Fee Simple Fee Simple Fee Simple Fee Simple 
Conditions of Sale Arm’s Length Arm’s Length Arm’s Length REO Arm’s Length 
Financing Conventional Cash Cash Cash Private Party 
Market Conditions Stable Increasing Increasing Stable Increasing 
Post-Sale 
Expenditures 

None None None None None 

Property Characteristics 
Site Size (ac.) 30.00  61.36  44.00 236.94 170.38 
Topography Rolling Rolling Rolling Rolling Flat 

Anticipated Land Use 
Res, recreation, 
maybe vines 

Res, ag, maybe 
vines 

Res, ag, maybe 
vines 

Res, recreation Res, orchard 

Gross Living Area (SF) 5,353  10,360 3,447 5,329 5,443 
Bed/Bath Count 4/4 6/5.5 4/3 3/3 5/5/2 
Year Built 2009 2003 2007 1989 1990 
Quality Very high quality Very high quality Good quality Average quality Good quality 
Condition Excellent Excellent Excellent Average Excellent 

Other Dwellings 
1,200 SF 
caretaker unit 

2,800 SF 
secondary 

None 1/1 guest house 
1,000 SF 
caretaker unit 

Other Amenities 
3 ac vines, pool, 
16 stall barn, 
pond 

Pool, pool house, 
shop/hangar 

River view, pond 
Large horse barn 
with arena, 2 
ponds 

Workshop, pool, 
outdoor fireplace 
and BBQ 

Water District Unknown Riparian rights District Ag well 
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Location Map 

 
 
  

Subject Property 

Comparable #1 

Comparable #2 

Comparable #3 

Comparable #4 

Comparable #5 
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Comparable Sale #1 

 
4749 Bell Road 

P
ro
p
er
ty
 

APN 026-130-004 Zoning F-B-X 

County Placer Type/Use Rural residential 

Area Auburn Proximity to Subject 35 miles north 

T
ra
n
sa
ct
io
n
 

Sale Price $2,550,000 Rights Conveyed Fee simple 

Sale Date 1/15/2013 Financing Conventional 

Sale Price/SF $476.37 Conditions of Sale Arm’s length 

List Price $2,999,999 Post-Sale Expenditures None 

Sale to List % 85% Market Conditions Stable 

Buyer Dennis & Toni Pierce Marketing Period 151 days 

Seller Rose Family Trust Listing Agent 
Tim Kruse 
California Outdoor Properties 

Document # 5506 Confirmation 
Tim Kruse, MLS 
#12062561, public records 

C
h
a
ra
ct
er
is
ti
cs
 

Topography Rolling Year Built  2009 

Access Paved public road Gross Living Area (SF) 5,353 

Site Size 30.00 acres Bed/Bath Count 4/4 

Quality/Condition Very high/Excellent   

Comments – This is the sale of a rural estate property located just northwest of the city of Auburn. The 
seller acquired the land in 2003 and developed a large, high quality dwelling on the site in 2009. The 
property also includes a 16 stall barn, round pen, and eight pastures. There is a second dwelling on the site 
which contains 1,200 square feet. Other amenities include a pond and solar heated pool. The property had 
been on the market for a period of 6 months prior to achieving the offer. The broker indicated that buyers 
from the bay area, and from Southern California also looked at the property, and that it had some interest 
from monied southern California “show business” participants, but the buyer was a Placer county resident 
wishing to move up in the current market.   
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Comparable Sale #2 

 
7250 Grant Line Road 

P
ro
p
er
ty
 

APN 126-0060-046 Zoning AG-20 

County Sacramento Type/Use Rural residential 

Area Elk Grove Proximity to Subject 2 miles north 

T
ra
n
sa
ct
io
n
 

Sale Price $2,500,000 Rights Conveyed Fee simple 

Sale Date 10/13/2011 Financing Cash 

Sale Price/SF $337.84 Conditions of Sale Arm’s length 

List Price $3,950,000 Post-Sale Expenditures None 

Sale to List % 63% Market Conditions Increasing 

Buyer 
Whitney and Shauna 
Verkade 

Marketing Period 170 days 

Seller Lisa Silver Trust Listing Agent 
Gil Albiani 
Lyon Real Estate 

Document # 111014-86 Confirmation 
MLS #11015897, public 
records 

C
h
a
ra
ct
er
is
ti
cs
 

Topography Rolling Year Built  2003 

Access Paved public road Gross Living Area (SF) 10,360 

Site Size 61.36 acres Bed/Bath Count 6/5.5 

Quality/Condition Very high/excellent   

Comments – This is the sale of a very large house located on Grant Line Road, northwest of the subject 
property. The property includes a large, 3-tiered pool, and large shop. There is a second dwelling on the 
site which contains approximately 2,800 square feet. The interior has high end fixtures and finishes, and 
numerous amenities, including climate controlled bedrooms, a central vacuum system, and an outdoor 
kitchen. 
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Comparable Sale #3 

 
7550 Dillard Road 

P
ro
p
er
ty
 

APN 128-0010-049 Zoning AG-80 

County Sacramento Type/Use Rural residential 

Area Sloughhouse Proximity to Subject 4 miles northeast 

T
ra
n
sa
ct
io
n
 

Sale Price $1,150,000 Rights Conveyed Fee simple 

Sale Date 7/11/2011 Financing Cash 

Sale Price/SF $333.62 Conditions of Sale Arm’s length 

List Price $1,215,000 Post-Sale Expenditures None 

Sale to List % 95% Market Conditions Increasing 

Buyer Thomas Blomberg Trust Marketing Period 66 days 

Seller Mark Baude Listing Agent 
Alan Ming 
ProEquity Asset Mgt. 

Document # 110711-223 Confirmation 
Selling agent, MLS 
#11022663, public records 

C
h
a
ra
ct
er
is
ti
cs
 

Topography Rolling Year Built  2007 

Access Paved public road Gross Living Area (SF) 3,447 

Site Size 44.00 acres Bed/Bath Count 4/3 

Quality/Condition Good/Excellent   

Comments – This is the sale of a 44 acre rural residential property located off of Dillard Road, northeast 
of the subject property. The property has frontage along the Cosumnes River, and the dwelling is sited on 
a hill which overlooks the river. The custom home has good quality fixtures and finishes, and is in nearly 
new condition. Access is via a long asphalt driveway which is shared with one other property. There is 
also a pond on the subject. Adjacent ponds to the south are a fish farm, and not considered to be adverse to 
the data property. The buyer is a local professional who wanted a rural residential “estate.” 
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Comparable Sale #4 

 
4730 Garden Bar Road 

P
ro
p
er
ty
 

APNs 026-072-012, -014, -007 Zoning F-B-X 

County Placer Type/Use Rural residential/horse 

Area Lincoln Proximity to Subject 35 miles north 

T
ra
n
sa
ct
io
n
 

Sale Price $1,050,000 Rights Conveyed Fee simple 

Sale Date 2/6/2013 Financing Cash 

Sale Price/SF $197.04 Conditions of Sale REO 

List Price $1,050,000 Post-Sale Expenditures None 

Sale to List % 100% Market Conditions Stable 

Buyer Macdonald Trust Marketing Period 99 days 

Seller 
Servertis REO Pass-
Through 

Listing Agent 
Luigi Caprio 
Keller Williams 

Document # 12095 Confirmation 
Luigi Caprio, MLS 
#12050983, public records 

C
h
a
ra
ct
er
is
ti
cs
 

Topography Rolling Year Built  1989 

Access Paved public road Gross Living Area (SF) 5,329 

Site Size 236.94 acres Bed/Bath Count 3/3 

Quality/Condition Average/average   

Comments – This is the sale of a rural residential property located northeast of Lincoln. The property was 
bank-owned at the time of sale. According to the listing agent, the house is outdated and has significant 
functional obsolescence; it contains only three bedrooms, which are octagonal in shape. The buyer 
reportedly intended to spend around $250,000 updating and repairing the dwelling. The site includes three 
wells and three ponds. The dwelling is located on a hilltop and most of the property has very good views 
of the Sacramento Valley and the Sierra Nevada, although the house only has valley views. The property 
was marketed for only 99 days. It had been in escrow on several occasions during this period, and upon 
due diligence studies, all of these (except the final offer) fell out of escrow due to the functional 
obsolescence, and physically deteriorated components.  
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Parcel Map 

 
 

Aerial View 
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Comparable Sale #5 

 
3536 Tim Bell Road 

P
ro
p
er
ty
 APNs 

008-001-023, -024, -025,  
-026 

Zoning A-2-40 

County Stanislaus Type/Use Rural residential/almonds 

Area Waterford Proximity to Subject 61 miles southeast 

T
ra
n
sa
ct
io
n
 

Sale Price $3,900,000 Rights Conveyed Fee simple 

Sale Date 1/4/2012 & 3/7/2012 Financing Private party 

Sale Price/SF $716.52 Conditions of Sale Arm’s length 

List Price $4,500,000 Post-Sale Expenditures None 

Sale to List % 44% Market Conditions Increasing 

Buyer Saroj Almond Farms LLC Marketing Period 447 days 

Seller Cartlidge Trust Listing Agent 
Donna Muniain 
PMZ Real Estate 

Document # 380 & 18830 Confirmation 
Donna Muniain, MLS 
#10057642, public records 

C
h
a
ra
ct
er
is
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cs
 

Topography Flat Year Built  1990 

Access Paved public road Gross Living Area (SF) 5,443 SF 

Site Size 170.38 acres Bed/Bath Count 5/5/2 

Quality/Condition Good/Excellent   

Comments – This is the sale of four parcels located near Waterford in Stanislaus County. All of the 
parcels are improved with almond orchards. The property sold in two separate transactions, both with the 
same buyer. The first occurred on 1/4/2012 and conveyed a single 46.49 acre parcel improved with the 
dwelling for $2,000,000. The second occurred on 3/7/2012 and conveyed the other three parcels, which 
were only improved with the almond orchard. The second transaction reflects a price of $15,336 per acre 
for the almond orchards. Deducting this price from the first transaction yields an improvement 
contribution of $1,287,029 ($2,000,000 – [$15,336 per acre X 46.49 acres] = $1,287,029). The seller was 
an elderly widow who wished to downsize. The buyer is a Texas investor who will use the home as a 
second dwelling while visiting California. This property sold for its almonds, and secondarily, to this 
buyer, it sold for its second home influence.  
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Transaction Elements 

The following factors were considered in analyzing the comparable sales. The properties were analyzed 
on a total property price basis. 
 

Rights Conveyed—All of the comparable properties conveyed the bulk of property rights usually 
associated with rural estate deals (fee simple interest). No adjustment was necessary for this 
element. 

 

Immediate Post-Sale Expenditures—Expenditures that buyers are expecting to make upon 
purchase of a property are considered in the property valuation analysis. Typically, the estimated 
amount of these expenditures is known by the buyer and factored into their purchase decision. 
This is often reflected as a credit to the buyer through escrow. The buyer of comparable #4 
expected to spend about $250,000 rehabbing the property, and the price was adjusted upward by 
this amount. 

 

Financing—Financing adjustments, also known as cash-equivalency adjustments, relate to 
favorable or unfavorable sale terms, relative to typical market terms in place at the time of sale. 
All of the properties were purchased with cash or equivalent financing.  

 
Conditions of Sale—As they affect a comparable transaction, conditions of sale tend to be tied to 
either buyer or seller motivation. Some conditions include 1031 exchanges, sales between related 
parties, and assemblages. Comparable #4 was bank-owned at the time of sale, and this stigma 
negatively impacted its sale price. It was adjusted upward to account for this. 

 

Market Conditions—Comparables #2 and #3 are older data points, and were adjusted upward to 
reflect the strengthening that has occurred in the marketplace over the past two years. 

 

Elements of Comparison 

Elements of comparison are the characteristics of properties that help explain the variance of prices paid 
for real estate. Factors which are relevant to this portion of the appraisal are described below. 
Consideration is given to differences between the comparable properties and the subject property. Based 
upon the value market participants place on these items, comparison differences will be reflected. 
  

Location—Data #4 is located on a hilltop with expansive valley views. It was adjusted 
downward to account for this. 
 
Size—This element accounts for the value of the excess acreage associated with each 
comparable. The subject property has over 230 acres of farmable land, valued at $12,000 per acre 
in the cost approach, above. Each of the comparables was adjusted by $12,000 per acre of 
difference in site size. It is noted that the subject’s $12,000 per acre of land value includes the 
entitlement to construct a dwelling. Given the very large size of the subject, this value is dwarfed 
compared to the total property value, and as such, $12,000 per acre of difference is considered 
appropriate for this adjustment. 
 
Underlying land value—Two of the comparables, #1 and #4, are located in the foothills, near 
Auburn. Land in this area is much less agriculturally productive, and is worth significantly less 
than the subject’s. This adjustment accounts for this difference in land value, estimated at $6,000 
per acre. 
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Gross living area—This adjustment was applied at $50 per square foot of difference in living 
area, which is typical of what market participants allocate to this item for larger, higher-end 
homes. 
 
Quality/condition—Comparable #1 is a very high quality dwelling which was custom designed 
and built for the seller. It is viewed as superior to the subject, and was adjusted downward. 
Comparables #3 and #5 are good quality homes, but lack the high quality materials present in the 
subject, and were adjusted upward.  Finally, comparable #4 was adjusted upward due to its 
physical deterioration and functional obsolescence. These adjustments were made based on the 
judgment and experience of the appraiser. 
 
Other dwellings—Comparables #1, #2, and #4 had second dwellings, which the subjects lack. 
The dwellings on comparables #1 and #4 were simple caretaker units, and were adjusted 
downward by $50,000, the estimated contribution of these units. The dwelling on comparable #2 
was a much more high quality dwelling, containing 2,800 square feet. It was adjusted downward 
by $150,000. 
 
Other amenities—The horse improvements and general site amenities on comparable #1 are 
viewed as superior to those on the subject. It was adjusted downward. Comparable #5 is 
improved with almond orchards, which produce significant value. It was adjusted downward by 
$6,000 per acre, which represents the value difference between land improved with almonds and 
open ground in its market area.  
 

Reconciliation 

In valuing the subject property, all relevant data was collected and examined, which involved researching 
the market for sales of large, high-end homes with significant acreage. The price for these comparable 
properties was adjusted for transactional elements such as rights conveyed, financing, conditions of sale, 
market conditions, and post-sale expenditures.  
 
The sale properties were then considered for physical elements such as location, quality, and living area. 
The adjustments are shown on the table below, and a value conclusion follows the table. 
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The adjusted prices have a fairly wide range, from $3,225,495 to $4,513,750. The mean is $4,099,529 and 
the median is $4,461,600. The lowest data point, #4, is given the least weight, as the dwelling on the 
property was so undesirable that market participants shied from the property because of this component. 
Comparables #2 and #3 are in the subject’s immediate market area. Comparable #3, however, has a rather 
plain improvement, and its quality does not approach that of the subject’s. Comparables #1 and #5 both 
indicate prices approaching $4,500,000. In consideration of these data as well as comparable #2, which is 
located very close to the subject property, reconciliation is made at $4,450,000. 
 

Final Reconciliation 
The cost approach yielded a value indication of $4,020,000, and the comparison approach yielded a value 
of $4,450,000. Both approaches had their strengths and weaknesses. The cost approach provided a highly 
accurate estimate of land value, but its weakness is the difficulty estimating depreciation, and accounting 
for actual costs in the subject’s dwelling. Marshall and Swift data was the primary cost source used, and 
in our experience the costs provided by the service have run slightly low. This is particularly true for a 
dwelling with many unique components such as the subject. The sales comparison approach provided 
more direct market data, but the much of the data is highly dissimilar to the subject property, and required 
very large adjustments. The cost approach is overall considered more reliable, and as such a reconciliation 
is made nearer to the lower end of the range, at $4,200,000. The smaller 20 acre parcel is valued in the 
next section. 
 

Market Value, Fee Simple Interest, APN 126-0480-001, as of April 17, 2013:    

     $4,200,000 

 

 

Item Subject Data 1 Data 2 Data 3 Data 4 Data 5

Address 8319 Sloughhouse Rd 4749 Bell Rd 7250 Grant Line Rd 7550 Dillard Rd 4730 Garden Bar Rd 3536 Tim Bell Rd

City Sloughhouse Auburn Elk Grove Sloughhouse Lincoln Waterford

Price $2,550,000 $2,500,000 $1,150,000 $1,050,000 $3,900,000

Price/SF $476.37 $337.84 $333.62 $197.04 $716.52

Sale Date 1/15/2013 10/13/2011 7/11/2011 2/6/2013 1/4/2012

Conditions of sale Arm's length Arm's length Arm's length REO Arm's length

Adjustment 15%

Post-sale expenditures None None None $250,000 None

Adjustment 24%

Market conditions Stable Increasing Increasing Stable Increasing

Adjustment 15% 15% 10%

Total transaction adjustments 0% 15% 15% 39% 10%

Subtotal $2,550,000 $2,875,000 $1,322,500 $1,459,500 $4,290,000

Location Good Similar Similar Similar Superior view Similar

Adjustment -10%

Site size 237.41 acres 30 acres 61.36 acres 44 acres 236.94 acres 170.38 acres

Adjustment 98% 73% 175% 19%

Underlying land value Inferior Similar Similar Inferior Similar

Adjustment 7% 98%

Gross Living Area (SF) 4,200 5,353 10,360 3,447 5,329 5,443

Adjustment -2% -11% 3% -4% -1%

Quality/Condition Excellent/Excellent Superior Similar Inferior Far inferior Inferior

Adjustment -15% 10% 40% 10%

Other Dwellings None Caretaker unit 2,800 SF Secondary None Caretaker unit None

Adjustment -2% -5% -3%

Other Amenities Barns, pool barn
Vines, pool, 16 stall 

barn, pond

Pool, pool house, 

shop/hangar
River view, pond 3 ponds, arena

Shop, pool, almond 

orchards

Adjustment -10% -24%

Total adjustments 76% 57% 188% 121% 4%

Adjusted price $4,488,000 $4,513,750 $3,808,800 $3,225,495 $4,461,600
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VALUATION—APN 126-0480-002 
 

The two subject parcels are valued separately, given the possibility that the small 20 acre property could 
be sold separately to a different buyer. Below is the valuation for the smaller of the subject parcels, APN 
126-0480-002. 
 

Value Premises/Comparative Unit 

In valuing real estate, three valuation methodologies are accepted as normative in the appraisal process. 
These are the cost approach, the sales comparison approach, and the income approach. Given the market, 
total property price was used in the analysis of the ~20 subject property.  
 

Sales Comparison Approach 

The sales comparison approach utilizes the principle of substitution, wherein recently sold comparable 
properties are found and analyzed for comparability to the subject property. The underlying assumption is 
that market support will be either similar to, or identical to any of a group of adjusted substitute 
properties; thus, the indicated value for the subject is based on a range of adjusted values for the 
“substitute” or “comparable” transactions. The sales comparison approach was used to value this subject 
parcel. 

 

The approaches are discussed in more detail on the following pages.  
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Sales Comparison Approach 
The subject parcel was valued using the following comparable sales. They are discussed in detail on the 
following pages. 
 
Comparable Sales 
Item Comparable #1 Comparable #2 Comparable #3 Comparable #4 Comparable #5 

Address 
11404 Randolph 
Road 

Orange Road 
12624 Simpson 
Ranch Court 

12864 Simpson 
Ranch Court 

12380 Vineyard 
Hill Court 

Sale Date 3/8/2013 3/22/2013 7/27/2012 5/14/2012 12/28/2012 
Sale Price $230,000 $177,500 $250,000 $205,000 $125,000 
Rights Conveyed Fee simple Fee simple Fee simple Fee simple Fee simple 
Conditions of Sale Arm’s length Arm’s length Arm’s length Arm’s length REO 
Financing Private party Cash Cash Cash Cash 
Market Conditions Stable Stable Stable Stable Stable 
City Wilton Wilton Wilton Wilton Sloughhouse 
APN 136-0020-034 128-0181-017 126-0430-007 126-0430-014 126-0440-007 
Site Size (ac.) 11.75 20.00 19.87 19.40 6.311 
Price per Acre $19,574 $8,875 $12,582 $10,567 $19,807 
Zoning A-10 AG-20 AG-20 AG-20 AR-5 
Topography Flat Hilly Rolling Gently rolling Rolling 
Improvements Small shed None None None Driveway 
Soils Class IV Class II & V Class III Class IV & V Class V 

 

Map of Comparable Sales 

Subject Property 

Comparable #3 

Comparable #4 

Comparable #2 

Comparable #1 

Comparable #5 
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Comparable Sale #1 

 
11404 Randolph Road Assessor’s Parcel Number: 136-0020-034 

S
it
e County Sacramento Zoning A-10 

Area Wilton Type/Use Rural residential land 

T
ra
n
sa
ct
io
n
 

Sale Date 3/8/2013 Rights Conveyed Fee simple 

Sale Price 
$230,000 

$19,574 per acre 
Financing Private party 

Buyer Danny & Cheryl Lund Conditions of Sale Arm’s length 

Seller Simas Trust Post-Sale Expenditures None 

Document # 130308-92 Broker 
Diane Pennisi 
Coldwell Banker 

Confirmation: MLS # 11064492, public records 

P
ro
p
er
ty
 

C
h
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Site Size 11.75 acres Topography Flat 

Access Paved public road Irrigation Ag well 

Soils 100% Class IV Improvements Small block outbuilding 

Comments – This is the sale of a flat rectangular parcel located in central Wilton. Surrounding uses are 
average quality rural residential properties, but most of the non-residential land uses within Wilton are 
located within a few blocks of the property. These include Dillard Elementary School, the Wilton Bible 
Church, and the Dillard Store. Overhead power lines cross the site perpendicular to Randolph Road, about 
115 feet northwest of its southwest boundary. The site is improved with a small cinder block shed and an 
agricultural well; there are no other improvements on the site. 
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Parcel Map 

 
 

Aerial View 
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Comparable Sale #2 

 
Orange Road Assessor’s Parcel Number: 128-0181-017 

S
it
e County Sacramento Zoning AG-20 

Area Wilton Type/Use Rural residential land 

T
ra
n
sa
ct
io
n
 

Sale Date 3/22/2013 Rights Conveyed Fee simple 

Sale Price 
$177,500 

$8,875 per acre 
Financing Cash 

Buyer Stuart Krum Conditions of Sale Arm’s length 

Seller Joseph Borges Trust Post-Sale Expenditures None 

Document # 130322-860 Broker 
Gary McEnerney 
Steel Realty & Investments 

Confirmation: MLS #13002469, public records 

P
ro
p
er
ty
 

C
h
a
ra
ct
er
is
ti
cs
 

Site Size 20.00 acres Topography Hilly 

Access Paved private road Irrigation None 

Soils 
44% Class II, 43% Class V, 
13% water 

Improvements None 

Comments – This is the sale of a hilly rectangular parcel located in Wilton. Orange Road is not county 
maintained, and is in rough shape overall. There is a pond at the western edge of the property; the pond is 
split between the westerly neighbor’s property and the data property. Power is overhead and located along 
Orange Road. The surrounding uses are average to good quality rural residential uses. The property is subject 
to covenants, conditions, and restrictions, but the nature of these is unknown to the appraiser. 
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Parcel Map 

 
 

Aerial View 
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Comparable Sale #3 

 
12624 Simpson Ranch Court Assessor’s Parcel Number: 126-0430-007 

S
it
e County Sacramento Zoning AG-20 

Area Wilton Type/Use Rural residential land 

T
ra
n
sa
ct
io
n
 

Sale Date 7/27/2012 Rights Conveyed Fee simple 

Sale Price 
$250,000 

$12,582 per acre 
Financing Cash 

Buyer Jeffry & Jona Adkins Conditions of Sale Arm’s length 

Seller Diamond S Properties 2 LLC Post-Sale Expenditures None 

Document # 120727-10 Broker 
Paul Frank 
PDF Realty 

Confirmation: Paul Frank, MLS #10081088, public records 

P
ro
p
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 C
h
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 Site Size 19.87 acres Topography Rolling 

Access Paved public road Irrigation None 

Soils 100% Class III Improvements None 

Comments – This is the sale of a 19.87 acre lot located in Simpson Ranch. The property sold subject to the 
Simpson Ranch covenants, conditions, and restrictions, which include a minimum house size of 2,500 square 
feet. They also preclude the use of the site for agriculture. The property is rolling, and there is a pond on the 
site. The property is improved with a domestic well, though it needs a septic system and holding tank. 
Electricity is underground along Simpson Ranch Court. According to the selling agent, the buyer owns the 
adjacent property, and purchased this site without the intent to build a house on it. It was instead purchased as 
an amenity. The surrounding uses are higher-end rural estate properties. 
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Parcel Map 

 
 

Aerial View 
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Comparable Sale #4 

 
12864 Simpson Ranch Court Assessor’s Parcel Number: 126-0430-014 

S
it
e County Sacramento Zoning AG-20 

Area Wilton Type/Use Rural residential land 

T
ra
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ct
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n
 

Sale Date 5/14/2012 Rights Conveyed Fee simple 

Sale Price 
$205,000 

$10,567 per acre 
Financing Cash 

Buyer Ryan & Candace Lucchetti Conditions of Sale Arm’s length 

Seller Mark & Kelli Whittaker Post-Sale Expenditures None 

Document # 120514-964 Broker 
Diane Pennisi 
Coldwell Banker 

Confirmation: MLS #12001241, public records 
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Site Size 19.40 acres Topography Gently rolling 

Access Paved public road Irrigation None 

Soils 94% Class IV, 6% Class V Improvements None 

Comments – This is the sale of a lot in the Simpson Ranch subdivision. It is subject to covenants, conditions, 
and restrictions, which include a minimum dwelling size of 3,500 square feet. They also preclude the use of 
the site for agriculture. There are no building improvements on the site. Electricity is underground and to the 
site. The site did not have a well, septic tank, or any other infrastructure improvements at the time of sale. 
The surrounding uses are all rural estates.  
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Comparable Sale #5 

 
12380 Vineyard Hill Court Assessor’s Parcel Number: 126-0440-007 

S
it
e County Sacramento Zoning AR-5 

Area Sloughhouse Type/Use Rural residential land 

T
ra
n
sa
ct
io
n
 

Sale Date 12/28/2012 Rights Conveyed Fee simple 

Sale Price 
$125,000 

$19,807 per acre 
Financing Cash 

Buyer Ying Liu Conditions of Sale REO 

Seller Bank of America Post-Sale Expenditures None 

Document # 121227-143 Broker 
Nate Perkins 
Prudential NorCal Realty 

Confirmation: Nate Perkins, MLS #12062749, public records 

P
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C
h
a
ra
ct
er
is
ti
cs
 Site Size 6.311 acres Topography Rolling 

Access Paved public road Irrigation None 

Soils 100% Class V Improvements Driveway 

Comments – This is the sale of a ~6.3 acre lot located off of Sloughhouse Road. The property was bank-
owned at the time of sale, and a paved driveway had already been completed. It is located at the end of a cul-
de-sac. The site backs to Deer Creek. Underground power is to the site. Most of the other lots along Vineyard 
Hill Court have already been developed. Surrounding uses are rural estates and agricultural uses. 
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Transaction Elements 

The following factors were considered in analyzing the comparable sales. The properties were analyzed 
on a total property price basis. 
 

Rights Conveyed—All of the comparable properties conveyed the bulk of property rights usually 
associated with rural homesite deals (fee simple interest). No adjustment was necessary for this 
element. 

 

Immediate Post-Sale Expenditures—Expenditures that buyers are expecting to make upon 
purchase of a property are considered in the property valuation analysis. Typically, the estimated 
amount of these expenditures is known by the buyer and factored into their purchase decision. 
This is often reflected as a credit to the buyer through escrow. None of the buyers anticipated 
significant post-sale expenditures, to the best of our knowledge, and no adjustment was made for 
this element. 

 

Financing—Financing adjustments, also known as cash-equivalency adjustments, relate to 
favorable or unfavorable sale terms, relative to typical market terms in place at the time of sale. 
All of the properties were purchased with cash or equivalent financing.  

 
Conditions of Sale—As they affect a comparable transaction, conditions of sale tend to be tied to 
either buyer or seller motivation. Some conditions include 1031 exchanges, sales between related 
parties, and assemblages. Comparable #5 was a foreclosure sale, which carries significant stigma 
in the current marketplace. It was adjusted upward to account for this. 

 

Market Conditions—The rural homesite market has not seen the same kind of uptrending 
present in the improved residential marketplace, though brokers have noted strengthening demand 
as buyers are aware that prices will be increasing in the future. As such, no adjustment was made 
to this element. 
 

Elements of Comparison 

Elements of comparison are the characteristics of properties that help explain the variance of prices paid 
for real estate. Factors which are relevant to this portion of the appraisal are described below. 
Consideration is given to differences between the comparable properties and the subject property. Based 
upon the value market participants place on these items, comparison differences will be reflected. 

  

Location—Comparables #1 and #2 are located in Wilton proper, and have inferior quality 
surrounding uses. They were adjusted upward to account for this.  
 
Size—Comparables #1 and #5 are significantly smaller than the subject property, and were 
adjusted upward to account for this. 
 
Access—Comparable #2 is accessed by a rough road that is not county-maintained, and was 
adjusted upward. 

 

Agricultural utility—The subject property could be used for agriculture. The CC&R’s for 
comparables #3 and #4 explicitly prohibit non-residential uses, and could not be farmed. 
Comparables #2 and #5 have very hilly topography, and similarly would not be appropriate for 
agriculture. All of these data were adjusted upward. 



 
 
 
 
 

 
Bartholomew Associates, Inc. Page 86 8139 Sloughhouse Road 

 
 

Reconciliation – Land Component Only-~20 Acre Property 

In valuing the land component of the property, all relevant data was collected and examined. The price for 
these comparable properties was considered for transactional elements such as rights conveyed, market 
conditions, post-sale expenditures, financing, and conditions of sale.  
 
The sale properties were then considered for the physical elements of comparison. The adjustments are 
shown on the table below, and a value conclusion follows the table. 

 

 
 
The adjusted prices of the data properties range from $186,875 to $276,000. The average adjusted price is 
$229,725 and the median is $230,750. These are in close agreement. Data #5 is physically the closest to 
the subject property, but also required the most net adjustment (along with data #2), and was given the 
least weight. The Simpson Ranch comparables (#3 and #4) required zero net adjustment, but also had 
fairly widely varying prices for essentially highly similar land units. Overall, reconciliation is made at the 
mid-range, at $230,000. 
 

Total Property Value 
The market value of the entire subject property is shown below. The opinion is as of the effective date of 
value, and subject to the attached assumptions, limiting conditions, and extraordinary assumptions. This is 
the summation of the market value, fee simple interest: 
 

APN 126-0480-001, April 17, 2013, Fee Simple Interest:  $4,200,000 

 

APN 126-0480-002, April 17, 2013, Fee Simple Interest:  $230,000 

 

Total Property Value, April 17, 2013, Fee Simple Interest:  $4,430,000 

 

 
This concludes the report. 

Item Subject Data 1 Data 2 Data 3 Data 4 Data 5

Address 8319 Sloughhouse Rd 11404 Randolph Rd Orange Rd 12624 Simpson Ranch Ct 12864 Simpson Ranch Ct 12380 Vineyard Hill Ct

City Sloughhouse Wilton Wilton Wilton Wilton Sloughhouse

Price $230,000 $177,500 $250,000 $205,000 $125,000

Price/Acre $19,574 $8,875 $12,582 $10,567 $19,807

Sale Date 3/8/2013 3/22/2013 7/27/2012 5/14/2012 12/28/2012

Conditions of sale Arm's length Arm's length Arm's length Arm's length REO

Adjustment 15%

Post-sale expenditures None None None None None

Adjustment

Market conditions Stable Stable Stable Stable Stable

Adjustment

Total transaction adjustments 0% 0% 0% 0% 15%

Subtotal $230,000 $177,500 $250,000 $205,000 $143,750

Location Good Inferior Inferior Superior Superior Similar

Adjustment 10% 10% -10% -10%

Site size 20.57 acres 11.75 acres 20.00 acres 19.87 acres 19.40 acres 6.311 acres

Adjustment 10% 20%

Access Good Similar Inferior Similar Similar Similar

Adjustment 10%

Ag utility Good Similar Inferior Inferior Inferior Inferior

Adjustment 10% 10% 10% 10%

Total adjustments 20% 30% 0% 0% 30%

Adjusted price $276,000 $230,750 $250,000 $205,000 $186,875
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ADDENDA 
 

Appraiser’s Resume 
 

Lee Bartholomew, ASA, MRICS 
 

Appraisal Experience: 
 

1985-1986 Cypress Valuation Group—Staff Appraiser. 
 
1986-1987 Smith-Denton Associates; Staff Appraiser. Assignments included residential and 

commercial appraisal in the 9-bay county region.  
 
1987-present Bartholomew Associates, Inc.: Owner of an independent fee appraisal firm.   
   

Education, Certification, Designations: 
 

1972 B.A., California State Univ., San Jose (Social Sciences, music, & philosophy) 
 
1976 M.Div.; Fuller Theological Seminary  

 
1989 Lifetime Community College Teaching Credential; Real Estate 

 
1990+ Appraisal Institute, General Associate Member 

 
1992 General Appraisal Certification, State of California (number AG004317) 

 
1999 California Real Estate Broker’s License (number 00767609, exp.) 

 
 1990+ Testified in El Dorado, Humboldt, Placer, Sacramento, Shasta, Solano, Stanislaus, & 

Yolo County Superior Courts as an expert witness   
 
 2012 Accredited Senior Appraiser, American Society of Appraisers (ASA) 
 
 2012 Member of the Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors (MRICS) 

 

Specific Appraisal/Real Estate Coursework: 
 

• Real Estate Appraisal Principles, 1986 (AIREA Course 1a-1) 

• Residential Valuation, 1986 (AIREA Course 8-2) 

• Capitalization Theory & Techniques, Part A, 1986 (AIREA Course 1b-a) 

• Residential Demonstration Report Writing, 1987 (AIREA Workshop) 

• Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice, part A & B, 1988 (AIREA Course) 

• Farm Valuation, 1991 (AIREA Workshop) 

• Subdivision Analysis, 1993 (AIREA Workshop) 

• Small Residential Income Property Valuation, 1993 (AI Workshop) 

• Appraisal Report Writing, 1994 (Audit) (AI Course 500) 

• Small Office Appraisal Software/Hardware, 1995 (AI Workshop) 
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• FIRREA; Overview & Application, 1995 (REEI Workshop) 

• Course 410; Standards of Practice, Part A, 1996 (AI Course) 

• Course 410, Standards of Practice, Part B, 1996 (AI Course) 

• Large Scale Developments—Issues, solutions, and risks, 1996 (AI Workshop) 

• Federal & State Laws & Regulations, 1996 (AI Workshop) 

• Appraiser’s Technology Workshop, 1996 (AI Workshop) 

• Forecast `97 Workshop, 1997 (AI Workshop) 

• Course 600—Valuation of Small Mixed Use Properties, 1999 (AI Course) 

• FHA Seminar, 1999 (AI Seminar required for FHA appraisal) 

• The Ugly House Seminar, 2003 (AI four hour Seminar) 

• Counting Costs, 2003 (AI Seminar on Marshall-Swift cost guide) 

• Course 510, Advanced Income Capitalization, 2005 (AI Course) 

• Residential Construction Defect Litigation, 2006 (Lorman Seminar) 

• Course 520, Highest & Best Use and Market Analysis, 2006 (AI Course) 

• Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (15 hour), 2006 (AI Course) 

• Course 540, Report Writing and Valuation Analysis, 2006 (AI Course) 

• Course 810, Lease by Lease Analysis; Computer cash flow modeling, 2004 (AI Course) 

• Uniform Appraisal Standards for Federal Land Acquisitions, 2006 (AI Seminar) 

• Course 530, Advanced Sales Comparison and Cost Approach, 2007 (AI Course) 

• Office Building Valuation—a Contemporary Perspective, 2007 (AI Seminar) 

• Course 550, Advanced Applications, 2007 (AI Course) 

• Current Issues in Appraising, 2007 (AI Workshop) 

• Appraisal in Litigation, 2007 (AI Workshop) 

• Appraisal Institute 2008 Economic Update, 2008 (AI Seminar) 

• Appraisal Institute 2009 Economic Update, 2009 (AI Seminar) 

• Appraisal Institute 2010 Economic Update, 2010 (AI Seminar) 

• Appraisal Institute 2009 Summer Conference (AI Seminar) 

• Forecasting Revenue; AI Seminar, 2009 

• Appraising Distressed Properties; AI Seminar, 2009 

• The DCF Model: Concepts, Issues & Applications AI Seminar, 2010 

• Using Spreadsheets in RE Appraisal; AI Seminar, 2010 

• IRS Valuation Summit, AI Seminar, 2011 

• Qualitative Analysis, AI Seminar, 2011 
     
Professional Experience: 
 

26 years full-time appraisal experience. Assignments have included simple and complex properties in 
several Northern California Counties.  
 

Client List: 
 

Law Firms: 

• Alborg, Veiluva & Martin, LLP 
• Anderson, McPharlin & Connors, LLP 
• Andrew Thompson Jr. 
• Bair & Bair, Attorneys at Law 
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• Bartholomew, Wasznicky & Molinaro 
• Ben-Ezra & Katz, PA 
• Borton Petrini, LLP 
• Calfee & Young 
• Carlson Law Group 
• Caulfield, Davies & Donahue, LLP 
• Chaffin & Samuels 
• Charlotte Keeley, Attorney at Law 
• Christopher H. Engh, Attorney 
• Diepenbrock & Cotter LLP 
• Downey Brand Attorneys LLP 
• Gardner, Janes, Nakken, Hugo & Nolan 
• Goodman & Associates 
• Hakeem, Ellis & Marengo 
• Harry D. Roth, Attorney at Law 
• Hauser & Mouzes 
• Hollingshead & Associates 
• John C. Wallace, Attorney at Law 
• Kronick, Moskovitz, Tiedemann & Girard 
• Larsen & Chaffin, LLP 
• Law Division of NRT Incorporated 
• Law Offices of Bailey & Brown 
• Law Offices of Charles R. Jensen 
• Law Offices of Christine Callahan 
• Law Offices of Henry Wang 
• Law Offices of Hoppin & Hoppin, Inc 
• Law Offices of Jennifer Hamilton Skinner 
• Law Offices of Kelly J. Trujillo 
• Law Offices of Les Hait 
• Law Offices of Lundgren & Reynolds 
• Law Offices of Malovos & Mendoza 
• Law Offices of Palmer J. Swanson 
• Law Offices of Poulos & Fullerton 
• Law Offices of Randall L. Blake 
• Law Offices of Roger Hahn 
• Law Offices of Stanley Wells 
• Law Offices of Stephen M. Reynolds 
• Lewis & Blevans, Attorneys at Law 
• Mark Y. Umeda, Attorney at Law 
• Michael Hanson, Attorney at Law 
• Michael Rand & Associates 
• Middleton, Young & Minney, LLP 
• Moore & Moore, Attorneys at Law 
• Moyer, Parshall & Tweedy, LLP 
• Offices of Borton, Petrini & Conron 
• Peyton & Associates 
• Robert Millsap 
• Roger L. Gambatese 
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• Ronald C. Hufft 
• Telles, Walker & Kochenderfer, LLP 
• UC Davis Family Protection Clinic 
• Wendell, Rosen, Black & Dean, LLP 
• William D. Kopper, Attorney at Law 
• William E. Woodcock, Attorney 
• Wilson, Petty, Kosmo & Turner, LLP 
• Yasmin Cogswell Spiegel 
• Zipperian & Chediak Law Corporation 

 

Accounting Firms: 

• Brown, Fink, Boyce & Astle LLP 
• Carbahal & Company 
• Foothill Securities 
• G. Paul Hendriks, CPA 
 

Municipalities/Agencies: 

• City of Dixon 
• City of Winters 
• City of Woodland 
• Davis Joint Unified School District 
• Esparto Unified School District  
• Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency 
• University of California  
 
Private Entities: 

• Brandenburg Properties 
• Centex Homes 
• Cohousing Partners 
• Davis Commercial Properties, Inc. 
• First Baptist Church of Woodland 
• Harvest Valley School 
• KB Home Corporation  
• McCamant & Durett, LLC 
• Monley Cronin Properties 
• Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 
• Russell Ranch Development 
• Sacramento Suburban Cohousing, LLC 
• Stonyford Land Company 
• Streng Brothers’ Homes 
• Tower Investments, LLC 
• University of California 
 

Lenders: 

• CGB Agrifinancial 
• Farm-Credit West 
• First Community Bank 
• First Northern Bank of Dixon 
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• Napa Valley Bank 
• Rabobank, NA 
• Sacramento Valley Farm Credit 
• Yolo Federal Credit Union 
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Capital SouthEast Connector Board of Directors             Item # 5 
                         Resolution 
August 5, 2013 
 
Extend the Term of Current Connector JPA Board Chair and Vice Chair 
 
Issue: To extend the term of the current Board Chair and Vice Chair until January, 2014. 
 
Recommendation:  Staff recommends that the Board extend the term of the Chair and Vice Chair to preside over the 
FY 2013-14 board meetings for an additional five months until the first board meeting of 2014. 
 
Discussion:  In June 2012, the Board of Directors nominated and elected David Sander as Chair of the Board and 
Don Nottoli as Vice-Chair, pursuant to section 6.c (1) of the Authority’s Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement.  Staff 
wishes to recognize Chair Sander and Vice-Chair Nottoli for their service during the previous fiscal year, and is 
requesting an extension of their service in their current capacity through the end of calendar year 2013. This extension 
will allow additional time for Director Nottoli to complete his responsibilities with the Bay Delta Stewardship Council and 
provide continuity across several items of significance that Director Sander has engaged in as Chair.  
 
The Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement indicates that the Board Chair shall be elected annually, and the Authority’s 
Bylaws state that the term of office for the Chair and Vice-Chair shall be one year.  Article IV, section 4 of the 
Authority’s Bylaws state that if no successor is named by the end of an officer’s one year term, the officer shall 
continue in the office until a successor is named.  The attached resolution provides that the current Board Chair and 
Vice Chair shall continue in office through the calendar year 2013. At the first JPA Board meeting of 2014, a vote of the 
Board will be taken to elect a new Chair and Vice Chair.   
 

 
Respectfully Submitted, 

 
Tom Zlotkowski 
Executive Director 

 



 
 

                                 
 Item # 5  

                           Attachment 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 2013-12 
  

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
OF THE CAPITAL SOUTHEAST CONNECTOR AUTHORITY 

EXTENDING THE TERM OF THE CURRENT  
CHAIR AND VICE CHAIR TO DECEMBER 31, 2013 

 
 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Directors (“Board”) of the Capital SouthEast Connector 
Authority (“Authority”) that the current Chair and Vice Chair shall continue in office until their 
successors are named at the first meeting of the JPA in 2014.   
 

This Resolution shall take effect from and after the date of its passage and adoption. 
 

* * * * * 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 5th day of August, 2013, by the following vote: 

 
 AYES:    

 
 NOES:   

 
 ABSENT:  

 
 
 

______________________________ 
Chairperson 

 
ATTEST: 

 
 
 

______________________________ 
Secretary 
 
 

 
 

 



 
 

Capital SouthEast Connector Board of Directors             Item # 6 
                            Resolution 
August 5, 2013 
 
Resolution of Support for Submittal of Application for Regional/Local Funding Grant 
 
Issue: To support the submission of a request to the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) for funding under 
the current round of Federal/State grant funding for project development work. 
 
Recommendation:  Approve the attached resolution that provides mutual support for the submission of a $6 million regional 
funding grant to SACOG in support of program development work for the Connector Project. 
 
Discussion:  Every two years, SACOG conducts a programming round to allocate funds to projects based on regional  
apportionments of Federal Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ), Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP), 
and State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) funds. These funds are then designated to regional programs for 
projects specific to Community Design, Bicycle/Pedestrian, and Regional/Local projects. The last SACOG funding cycle was 
completed in 2012. In the 2012 programming round, SACOG approved a Federal and State Programing Project List totaling 
$115 million in new program funding.  
 
Using the latest information available, SACOG has identified approximately $190 million in this cycle to fund various projects. 
The $190 million is comprised of the following: 
 
 STIP funds: Funds are available in State Fiscal Years 2014/15 through 2018/19 with most of this capacity anticipated in 

the last two years of the STIP (State Fiscal Year 2017/18 and 2018/19). STIP funds are available for a wide variety of 
capital projects. 

 
 Federal Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) funds are available in Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2014/15 

through 2016/17 for a wide variety of capital projects, programs, and road rehabilitation on federal aid eligible corridors. 
 

 Federal Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) funds are available in FFY 2014/15 through 2016/17 for capital 
projects, programs, and transit operating assistance that can demonstrate air quality improvement benefits. 
 

Consistent with the cash flow projections adopted in the Initial Plan of Finance, the overall Federal/State revenue estimate is 
anticipated to be 30% of the project costs ($137 million).  This proposed SACOG funding request will support eligible project 
development items consisting of preliminary engineering, further environmental documentation, right-of-way acquisition and 
utility relocations. 
 
At this time, staff is recommending that the Board approve the submission of an application for $6 million in STIP or RSTP 
funds in general conformance with the requirements of the project development budget. 
 
Respectfully Submitted: 

 
Tom Zlotkowski 
Executive Director 



 
            Item # 6  
            Attachment 

 
RESOLUTION NO. 2013-13 

 
RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

OF THE CAPITAL SOUTHEAST CONNECTOR AUTHORITY  
AUTHORIZING THE SUBMITTAL OF APPLICATION FOR  

REGIONAL/LOCAL FUNDING GRANT  
 

WHEREAS, the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) has called for the submission of 
applications for their 2014 round of Regional/Local funding; 
 

WHEREAS, the Capital SouthEast Connector Project has been supported by SACOG in previous 
efforts and those efforts have been approved by their Board of Directors;  
 

WHEREAS, the Capital SouthEast Connector Project has developed a program development budget 
that requires the use of Federal and State funds to advance the project towards timely construction; 

 
BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Directors (“Board”) of the Capital SouthEast Connector supports 

the submission of an application to the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) for a regional/local 
funding grant. 
 
This Resolution shall take effect from and after the date of its passage and adoption. 
 
 

* * * * * 
 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 5th day of August, 2013, by the following vote: 
 
 AYES: 
 
 NOES: 
 
 ABSENT: 
 
 
            
     Chairperson 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
      
Secretary 



 
 

Capital SouthEast Connector Board of Directors            Item # 7  
                             Presentation 
August 5, 2013 
 
Presentation of the Revised Plan of Finance for the Connector Project 
 
Issue:   To present to the Board of Directors, the first revision (Rev 1) to the Plan of Finance for the Connector 
Project.   
 
Recommendation:  Hear a presentation on the initial revision to the Plan of Finance; receive staff and public 
comments on the plan, and direct staff to work with member jurisdiction staff and interested parties on comments 
for an adoption of the plan in September, 2013. 
 
Background:  At your March, 2013 meeting, the Board adopted the Initial Plan of Finance (POF) with the 
understanding that it was developed to provide an initial overview of how JPA staff felt it could deliver the project as 
previously directed by the Board. The plan outlined a number of critical aspects of project delivery that included 
both segment and overall cost; anticipated revenue sources; the timing of these anticipated revenues; and a cash 
flow model to provide currently available financial details on an annual basis for the next 25+ years. The POF 
included a discussion of phasing that separates the project into two separate phases based on a desire to 
complete a backbone Connector Project that will provide an acceptable level of service for a number of years as a 
first phase of work.  Phase two of the program completes the project identified in the approved PEIR over a series 
of subsequent contracts to provide the supplemental capacity if and when it is needed to allow build-out of the land 
uses analyzed in the PEIR. 
 
The adoption of the Initial POF was a vital first step in providing the financial framework required to advance the 
project concepts to the next stage of discussion involving delivery responsibility, mutual project benefit and identity, 
and project ownership.  For the first time in the development of the project, it matched up project funding with 
expenditures and timing in a single document that could be adjusted and expanded as necessary to address the 
dynamics of the various project element environments. 
 
Discussion: Since the March adoption of the Initial POF, staff has worked to refine a number of areas in the plan    
that were developed based on information that was readily available, including the introduction of: (1) a reduced 
growth alternative; (2) project development budget; and (3) environmental considerations related to federal funding. 
As is common for projects of this size, relatively small adjustments regarding critical assumptions can result in 
larger cumulative effects over time. This initial revision provides additional information that is considered critical to 
the proposed initiation of construction currently planned for 2018 and the duration of that construction to 2023. It 
also provides additional detail on the program development funding necessary to initiate construction in that time 
period. In addition, a number of smaller clarifications based on comments received and discussions with our 
Project Development Team members have been introduced.  

 
1) Future Growth Forecast 
 
The initial Plan of Finance was based on future growth forecasts taken directly from the Connector’s certified 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). These numbers were developed with input from jurisdictional staff 
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based on the general plans of the major jurisdictions modified slightly to represent trends which developed prior to 
the PEIR development and publication.  Since that work began in 2009, it was difficult to anticipate how the 
duration and extent of the national economic downturn would impact the local economy that was represented in the 
model through housing and employment growth. Staff has now recognized that the growth scenarios used in the 
PEIR to appropriately represent the upper range of potential environmental impacts do not necessarily correlate to 
the level and pace of build-out for the Connector study area. Updated regional and local growth projections used by 
several of the member jurisdictions, as well as others, in the update of their respective transportation and fee 
programs present a significant overall reduction in growth within the 25+ year study window of the Connector POF 
as shown below. 
 

 EIR Growth Scenario                                        Reduced Growth Scenario 

 
The table indicates that total growth in the study area between the two scenarios is consistent at just over 408,000 
Equivalent Dwelling Units (EDUs). The major difference from the perspective of the POF is that the Reduced 
Growth Scenario has over half or 62.7% of that growth occurring beyond the 2039 horizon year of the POF. That 
translates to an average drop in both growth and associated fee revenues to the POF of about that same 62.7% 
level. Chapter 8 of the revised POF goes into greater detail with regard to this Reduced Growth Scenario and its 
resulting decrease in overall revenues to the POF from $549.7M to $427.1M over the life of the plan (2012-2039). 
 
At this point, it is not possible to estimate the exact level of future growth in the Traffic Analysis Study Area (TASA) 
for the study years of the plan, but the team feels it is necessary to revise the POF to provide for a range of growth 
to be accommodated by the project, while at the same time preserving options on construction of the currently 
planned project, should it be required. Staff has proposed a commensurate reduction in project scope within the 
plan years to allow initiation of the project as planned while still providing significantly improved performance and 
efficiency in the corridor under the Reduced Growth Scenario. This results in a reduction in total project 
expenditure during the term of the POF from $456M to $311M. Completion of the $311M baseline project of 4 
lanes for the entire 33.4 miles is still estimated by 2024 via construction loans that extend out an additional 6 years 
beyond that currently estimated in the initial POF. The Reduced Growth Scenario also anticipated commensurate 
reductions in Federal/State revenues by holding them constant at 30% of overall revenues.  
 
Staff believes that evaluating a more conservative approach to the project scope (4-lane baseline) while working 
from a reduced growth and revenue forecast is prudent for several reasons: 
 

 
Time Period 

Housing 
EDUs 

Employee
EDUs 

Total
EDUs 

 Housing
EDUs 

Employee 
EDUs 

Total
EDUs 

 
2014 - 2025 

 
68,702 

 
40,898 109,599

 
39,614 23,586 

 
63,200

2026 - 2039 59,236 35,277 94,513 55,284 32,916 88,200
Subtotal 2014 - 2039 127,937 76,175 204,112  94,897 56,503 151,400

 

Post 2039 
 

0 
 

0 0  160,978 95,847 
 

256,825 
 

TOTAL 
 

255,875 
 

152,350 408,225  350,772 208,852 
 

408,225 
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   Even under the original EIR growth projections, the 4-lane base project provided acceptable service 
levels well into the mid 2020’s. Should this growth be realized, revenues from the higher than expected 
growth could fund supplemental improvements as were originally the plan. 

 
   The 4-lane base project will be necessary in several segments along the project corridor within the next 

several years to accommodate regional trips and goods movement. Already, certain locations have seen 
an increase in safety concerns that need to be addressed. The only alternate to relieve these interim 
needs is to invest in isolated and relatively inefficient projects. Those projects will take several years to 
develop both from an environmental perspective as well as a fiscal one. 

 
   Pursuit of a reduced regional project would still warrant higher consideration from federal, state, and local   

sources than individual alternative projects. 
 
  A considerable public investment has already been made in the project that will provide a higher level of 

service that would be realized form the construction of individual projects. 
 

Conclusion: At this time, staff recommends the Board introduce the Reduced Growth Scenario and 
commensurate revised project scope to the POF but direct staff to continue to pursue the project under the 
timeframe and development scenario presented in the initial plan.   
 
 
2) Project Development Budget 
 
Chapter 3 – Project Cost Estimates, of the initial POF included a section that summarized Costs Incurred to Date 
(2007- October 2012). This summary provided an annual perspective of both the JPA budget and the actual 
expenditures incurred over the first five plus years of the organization. It revealed that JPA had spent $8.7M or 
61.7% of its annual budgets in pursuit of the project. These expenditures have resulted in a number of significant 
project milestones and required elements including: A Certified Program EIR; an Initial Plan of Finance; Project 
Design Guidelines; selection of the General Alignment, along with the required technical processes and extensive 
public outreach and public hearings to formalize/document them.  
 
An additional section is proposed for both Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 to expand upon the inclusion of the Project 
Development Cost sheet, which outlines the various major processes and capital components that are necessary 
to initiate construction as proposed in the current POF. The project development cost sheet outlines the major 
components and their related costs on an annual basis. It is broken down into administrative, technical, and capital 
requirements which will all be pursued both independently and in sequence with each other to enable an initial 
design-build contract to be awarded. Broken down into major categories of expenditure, it is critical that this 
schedule of costs be addressed through a commensurate revenue stream over the next six years if project 
initiation is to occur as currently planned. The majority of costs are incurred in the pursuit of required capital cost 
elements such as Environmental Mitigation, Right-of-Way Acquisition and Utility Relocation. Those three capital 
cost items account for almost 70% of the required budget with the remaining 30% allocated towards, design, 
environmental processing, and administration.  
 
Should the Board choose to introduce the Reduced Growth Scenario into the plan, some adjustment to these costs 
will likely be required as right-of-way and utility relocation costs will be reduced. This reduction will also be 
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governed by the reduced levels of developer fee/fair share and state/federal funds that could be expected during 
this five year period.  

        

Beg PA/ED Beg ROW Aq
add JPA staff

FY 07/08 - 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
FY 11/12 FY 12/13 FY 13/14 FY 14/15 FY 15/16 FY 16/17 FY 17/18

PA/ED

JPA Internal 
Administration:  
Project Support 799,710$       852,000$       872,160$       1,004,925$   1,029,673$   1,167,163$   5,725,630$   

Consultant Contracts 
for Project 
Administration 1,055,440$   632,027$       664,327$       587,200$       437,200$       437,200$       3,813,394$   

Subtotal JPA Admin & 
Capital  Exp 1,855,150$   1,484,027$   1,536,487$   1,592,125$   1,466,873$   1,604,363$   9,539,024$   

Phase 1 Design 
Contracts -$               1,874,036$   1,874,036$   1,874,036$   1,874,036$   1,874,036$   9,370,181$   

Env ironmental 
Mitigation 40,000$         75,000$         4,250,833$   4,115,833$   4,115,833$   4,115,833$   16,713,333$ 

Subtotal Design & 
Environmental 40,000$         1,949,036$   6,124,870$   5,989,870$   5,989,870$   5,989,870$   26,083,515$ 

PA/ED Total PA/ED Costs
8,169,247$ 1,895,150$   3,433,063$   7,661,357$   7,581,994$   7,456,742$   7,594,232$   35,622,539$ 

Utility 
Subtotal Utility Relocation Costs

-$               -$               1,710,000$   1,710,000$   1,710,000$   1,710,000$   6,840,000$   

ROW
Subtotal ROW Costs

-$               4,185,480$   4,185,480$   4,185,480$   4,185,480$   4,185,480$   20,927,400$ 

Total Expenditures 8,169,247$ 1,895,150$   7,618,543$   13,556,837$ 13,477,474$ 13,352,222$ 13,489,712$ 64,000,000$ 

Subtotal FY 
12/13 thru 

17/18TASKPHASE

Milestones

JPA Administration & Capital Expenditures

Preliminary Design,  Environmental Document, and Environmental Mitigation Costs

 
 
Under either growth scenario, it is essential that the Board provide support towards the pursuit of the necessary 
revenues that will provide for the program as outlined. In addition, it is critical that the various processes and 
associated timetables for the individual pursuits be established and adhered to. The majority of these tasks are 
identified with additional detail in the annual work plan and schedule presented annually to the Board in the spring, 
just prior to the introduction of the annual budget.  
 
Conclusion: Staff recommends that the Board include the Project Development Costs section to the POF and 
direct staff to make the necessary adjustment to the costs if the Reduced Growth Alternative is also included. 
 
 
3) Federal Funding Requirements and Impacts on the POF 
 
The potential for federal funding for the entire corridor and individual segments within the approximate 33.4 mile-
long alignment requires the JPA to fully consider the optimal National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance 
strategy as well as the need to conduct project-level NEPA review for individual project segments. JPA staff has 
been investigating the impacts and requirements for NEPA compliance throughout the corridor. NEPA applies 
whenever a proposed activity or action: 
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 is proposed on federal lands, or 
 involves the use of federal funds (in part or in whole), or 
 requires a federal permit or other federal approval. 

An additional discussion  is proposed  to identify, compare, and recommend a comprehensive NEPA compliance 
strategy for the Connector in light of potential future triggers for NEPA compliance (e.g., federal funding, federal 
permitting, or tie-ins to federal highway facilities) affecting the Connector.  In developing an optimal NEPA 
compliance strategy for the Connector, the JPA must consider whether to conduct NEPA review for the entire 33.4 
mile-long project, or conduct separate NEPA reviews for the individual project segments.  In determining whether 
an individual project is eligible for federal funding, the U.S. Department of Transportation regulations for 
“Environmental Impact and Related Procedures” (23 CFR 771) which prescribe US DOT/FHWA policies and 
procedures for implementing NEPA, require projects evaluated under NEPA to have both logical termini and 
independent utility.  The benefits of investigating which segments are eligible for Federal Funding under a phased 
approach is that individual project segments can be cleared and made ready for final design and construction more 
quickly and costs for environmental review of the segments can be spread over a longer period of time to allow for 
cash flow management. 
 
The NEPA compliance strategy will also consider the Connector partnership with the South Sacramento Habitat 
Conservation Plan (SSHCP), which could provide some of the required permitting and documentation that would 
allow the JPA to mitigate biological and aquatic resources impacts of its projects and obtain permits required under 
the federal and state Endangered Species Act (ESA), the federal Clean Water Act, and the State’s Porter-Cologne 
Water Quality Act. Inclusion of the Connector in an adopted HCP would also allow more streamlined consultation 
for ESA and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act for any subsequent NEPA review requirements. 

Conclusion: Staff recommends that the Board include an analysis and discussion on the implications and impacts 
of federal funding on the Plan of Finance, and develop a comprehensive NEPA compliance strategy and 
recommendations. 
 
Staff expects to be back before your Board by September, 2013 to request formal adoption of the first revised POF 
with the changes outlined herein and after meeting with and addressing comments from the technical staffs of the 
member jurisdictions, regional and state agencies, and interested stakeholder groups with direct ties to the plan. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 

 
Tom Zlotkowski 
Executive Director 
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Chapter 1 - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

The Capital SouthEast Connector is a 35‐mile long multi‐

modal transportation facility that will link communities in 

Sacramento and El Dorado Counties, including Elk 

Grove, Rancho Cordova, Folsom, and El Dorado Hills.  

The project is a state-of-the-art controlled access 

facility that extends from the Interstate 5 (I‐5)/Hood 

Franklin Road interchange in southwest Sacramento 

County to approximately 35 miles northeastward, 

terminating at U.S. Highway 50 (US 50) in the 

community of El Dorado Hills, near Silva Valley Parkway 

approximately 3 miles east of the Sacramento 

County/El Dorado County line.   

 

The Project is divided into 5 transportation corridor segments that were based on 

several factors including geographic and jurisdictional boundaries, roadway 

classification, adjacent community characteristics, projected traffic demand, and 

potential financing opportunities.  

SEGMENT DESCRIPTION 
LOCAL 

JURISDICTION 

A 4-lane expressway, on Kammerer Rd from the I-5/Hood 

Franklin IC to Bruceville Rd and 6 Lane thoroughfare 

from Bruceville Rd. to SR99 

Sacramento County 

B 4 to 6 lane thoroughfare, from SR 99 to  

Bond Rd 

Elk Grove, 

Sacramento County 

C 4-lane roadway, on Grant Line Rd from Bond Rd to 

Calvine Rd (Sheldon Area) 

Elk Grove, 

Sacramento County 

D 4 to 6 lane expressway, on Grant Line/ Rd and White 

Rock Rd from Calvine Rd to the Sacramento‐El Dorado 

County line 

Rancho Cordova, 

Sacramento 

County, Folsom 

E 4 to 6 lane thoroughfare, on White Rock Rd from the 

County line to US 50/Silva Valley Pkwy IC 

Folsom, El Dorado 

County 

Exhibit 1-21-2:  Segment Description 

Due to the availability of timely funding to construct the $456 million project, the 

Plan of Finance (POF) analyzes a phased, but accelerated,  approach to allow the 

JPA to develop a portion of the project and accelerate some of the benefits to the 

region, while the JPA also continues to seek out additional funding sources to close 

the funding gap for the remaining phases.   

Exhibit 1-11-1:  Vicinity Map 
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The phasing approach is based on the desire to complete a backbone Connector 

Project that will provide an acceptable level of service throughout the entire length 

of the corridor as part of a first phase of improvements. These improvements consist 

of the following “backbone” improvements that eseentially include 4 continuous 

travel lanes, expanded at grade intersections at all designated major access points, 

and a continuous multi-modal path. 

 

Completion of the first phase of the project should provide capacity for between 

five to fifteen years depending on the location and growth rate of the adjacent 

area.  

 

Phase two of the overall program will finish the project by proving the remaining 

features and additional capacity to allow for full build-out of the land uses analyzed 

in the programmatic environmental document.  It is exected that these 

improvements will be realized as the need arises. 

The Plan of Finance is organized into the following Sections: 

Chapter 2 – Introduction to the Capital SouthEast Connector Project 

Presents the project and the sponsoring agencies. 

 

Chapter 3 – Project Cost Estimate to Completion 

Identifies the key cost components and estimating methodology for the $ project. 

 

Chapter 4 – Project Implementation Plan 

Presents the project schedule and identifies the actual and projected expenditures 

by fiscal year. 

 

Chapter 5 – Project Financing and Revenues 

Identifies committed and anticipated funding from the following sources: 

 Measure A 

 Federal/State Regional 

 Member Jurisdiction Developer Impact Fees 

 Other Contributions 

 Member Jurisdiction Contributions 

 Future Potential Revenue Funds 

o Supplemental Local Sales Tax 

o State Vehicle License Fee 

o Federal Stimulus Funds 

o Federal Transportation Grants 

o User Fees 

o Other Miscellaneous Revenues 
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Chapter 6 – Project Cash Flow 

Summarizes anticipated funding account balances on an annual basis and 

concludes sufficient funds will be in place to meet capital expenditure requirements. 

 

Chapter 7 – Other Factors 

Includes cost containment strategies, responsibilities of the sponsors, as well as 

related agreements and issues pertaining to the project financing requirements. 

 

Appendices 

Includes a discussion on design-build procurement and various contracting options, 

a summary of the evaluation criteria that will be used as a tool to eventually decide 

how the project should be phased, a preliminary schedule of the projects by 

contract, a cash flow summary, and a comparison of the scope and cost 

differences between the Project and the current Metropolitan Transportation Plan 

(MTP).  

 

Chapter 2  INTRODUCTION 

Project Description 
 

The proposed project is a 35‐mile multi‐modal transportation facility that will link 

communities in Sacramento and El Dorado Counties, including Elk Grove, Rancho 

Cordova, Folsom, and El Dorado Hills. The project limits extend from the Interstate 5 

(I‐5)/Hood Franklin Road interchange in southwest Sacramento County to 

approximately 35 miles northeastward, terminating at U.S. Highway 50 (US 50) in the 

community of El Dorado Hills, near Silva Valley Parkway approximately 3 miles east 

of the Sacramento County/El Dorado County line.  

Exhibit 2-1:  Project Overview 

The Connector is envisioned to link residential areas and employment centers in the 

Project corridor, serving both local and regional travel needs and substantially 

reducing the excessive traffic volumes that currently overburden existing two‐lane 

roadways, which were never intended to serve as major commuter routes. When 

completed, the proposed project would be a road of four to six traffic lanes with 

limited access points that would accommodate a variety of regional transportation 

needs.  
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 Exhibit 2-12-1:  Project Overview 

The project will consist of the following features for a significant portion of the entire 

project: 

 Controlled access facility  

 3 or 4-leg Interchanges at various locations throughout the facility 

 Various typical sections (as shown in the exhibits 2-2 through 2-5) , 

depending on the type of roadway classification and surrounding land 

uses including: 

 

 Expressway (4-6 lanes, expansive natural median, Class I multi-

modal trail, limited access, intersection/interchange access 

connections) 

 Thoroughfare (6 lanes, continuous improved median, Class I or 

II bikeway, limited intersection spacing) 

 Arterial (4 lanes, continuous improved median, Class I or Class 

II bikeway, limited intersection spacing) 

 Special Sheldon Community section (4 lanes, continuous 

improved median, unimproved shoulders, Class I multi modal 
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trail, selected intersection spacing and adjacent parcel 

access) 

 

 Sustainability elements throughout the corridor, as defined by the 

Sustainability Concept Committee (SCC)1.   As a result of the committee’s 

recommendations, 8% of the construction costs (5% of the overall project 

costs)  have been included in the project costs for sustainability elements 

(The SCC recommendations and input can be found in a separate report 

title “Capital SouthEast Connector Project Sustainability Approach and 

Final Assessment Results” dated September 18, 2012). 

 Corridor aesthetics, as well as specific segment aesthetic elements as 

defined by the Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC)2.  (The SAC 

recommendations and input can be found in a separate report titled 

“Capital SouthEast Connector Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) 

Involvement Summary” dated November 6, 2012). 

  

 Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) elements that include: 

 Dynamic message boards 

 Corridor access management 

 CCTV 

 Transit queue jumps 

 100-year flood protection 

                                                 
1 The Sustainability Concept Committee (SCC) consists of business/industry, agency, program, and 

advocacy representatives with focused interest and expertise in sustainability. 
2 The Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) consists of members from the community, regional   

organizations, and business or property owners. This advisory committee is viewed as the pulse of the 

community and was formed to provide input on the community elements and broader issues of the 

Connector Project.   
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Exhibit 2-22-2:  Typical Expressway w/ Frontage Road Cross Section 

 
Continuous way finding and signage
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Exhibit 2-32-3:  Typical 4 to 6-Lane Thoroughfare Cross Section 
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Exhibit 2-5:  Sheldon Area Typical Section 
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Exhibit 2-4 Typical 4 Lane Thoroughfare at Intersection 
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Project Benefits 
 

The 

Connector will provide options for a variety of travel modes throughout the project 

corridor, supporting several of the seven principles of the Sacramento Area Council 

of Governments’ (SACOG’s) Blueprint, which is an in‐depth analysis of land use and 

transportation development patterns that addresses Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 

and air quality emissions in SACOG’s six‐county, 22‐city region (Sacramento Area 

Council of Governments 2004).  The 35-mile controlled access facility is intended to: 

 

Exhibit 2-54 Typical 4 Lane Thoroughfare at Intersection 
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 Decrease traffic on several local arterial/collector roadway segments in the 

traffic analysis study area, as well as decreased traffic volumes on portions of 

area freeways 

 Reduced congested VMT and VHT percentages on area roadways in the 

study area 

 Substantially reduced delay and travel times along the project alignment 

 Reduced travel times between communities 

 Improved good movement capabilities in the study corridor 

 Provide comprehensive protection of  natural resources in the corridor 

 Introduce a number of positive sustainable practices in project delivery and 

operations to reduce overall GHG emissions 

 Provide a continuous all weather alternative emergency route across the 

entire south County of Sacramento  

 Accelerate project completion to enhance the corridors economic 

competitiveness 

 

The Connector’s design will strike a balance between meeting regional 

transportation needs; preserving open space, habitat and agriculture; and 

maintaining the livability of neighboring communities. When built, the Connector will 

have four to six traffic lanes, with limited access points in some areas to keep traffic 

moving and minimize impacts to local roads. The Connector will provide options for 

a variety of travel modes throughout the corridor, including transit, bicyclists, 

pedestrians and even equestrians. 

 

 Less time behind the wheel 

 More livable communities 

 Easier access to work, shop and play 

 Less congestion on freeways 

 Less fuel consumption 

 Less air pollution 

 Boost to local economy—jobs, goods movement, commercial access 

 Multi-modal—cars/trucks, transit, walkers, bicyclists (even equestrians!) 

 Less cut-through traffic, safer neighborhoods 

 Open space and habitat protection 

 Less traffic on two-lane roads 

 

The project is anticipated to provide extensive positive economic benefit in the form 

of additional construction, direct and indirect benefits. These benefits will be both 

increased and accelerated by the construction of the facility as envisioned in this 

Plan of Finance as opposed to its build-out as currently envisioned. 
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Project History 
 

Planning for a regional transportation facility, such as the Connector, to serve the 

project corridor has proceeded for more than two decades. Sacramento County 

conducted the East Area Transportation Study in 1984, which identified a need for a 

circumferential “beltway” to accommodate increasing development, population, 

and transportation demands (Sacramento County 1984). This became the focus of 

a feasibility study conducted by SACOG in 1985. In 1986, the California Department 

of Transportation (Caltrans) prepared a route concept report for two proposed 

highways in southern Placer County and eastern Sacramento County: State Route 

(SR) 65 and SR 148. The beltway and the proposed alignments of the highways were 

located within the corridor between Elk Grove in the south and southern Placer 

County in the north (Caltrans 1986). 

 

In 1988, the voters of Sacramento County passed Measure A, a countywide 0.5% 

sales tax to be levied over a 20‐year period (1989–2009). The proceeds of the tax 

were specified to be used to fund a comprehensive program of roadway and 

transit improvements. In 2004, the voters extended the tax an additional 30 years. 

The ballot text of the Measure A extension, as approved by the voters, identifies the 

proposed project as the “I‐5/SR99/US50 Connector” and specifies that receipt of 

funding for construction is contingent on the establishment, approval, and adoption 

of a habitat conservation approach by the local recipient of funds. 

 

In the early 1990s, Caltrans undertook the SouthEast Area Transportation Study (SATS) 

to identify transportation alternatives for meeting future travel demand in the same 

general corridor that had been identified in SACOG’s Metro Study. The SATS was 

intended to be a feasibility study for a broader area that included the corridor, but 

with a greater emphasis on multi‐modal transportation options (Caltrans 1993). 

  

During preparation of the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) 2025 by SACOG in 

2002, a project in the corridor area was designated as the “Elk Grove–Rancho 

Cordova–El Dorado Connector” (Sacramento Area Council of Governments 2002). 

Immediately following adoption of MTP 2025, SACOG undertook a project planning 

process—the Elk Grove–Rancho Cordova–El Dorado Connector Study—to generate 

input from a wide range of stakeholders on project purpose and need for the 

Connector corridor, and to define a set of conceptually defined project alternatives 

to be considered in a future environmental review process. As a result of this 

process, four conceptual alternatives along with a no‐project alternative were 

developed, which generally follow Hood Franklin, Kammerer, Grant Line, and White 

Rock Roads, and include segments using either Bradshaw Road or Sunrise 

Boulevard. 
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As part of the project planning process, SACOG facilitated extensive participation 

by local government agencies, community residents, and other stakeholders 

affected by the project. A Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) and a Technical 

Advisory Committee (TAC) met regularly to develop the elements of the project’s 

objectives and purpose and need, which were presented to a policy advisory 

committee that included representatives from each of the five member agencies. 

During this pre–environmental studies phase, these committees continued to meet 

regularly. Community residents and other members of the public attended these 

meetings and the six public information sessions. Oral and written comments were 

received from committee members, local residents, community representatives, 

and other interested parties. In May 2005, the SACOG Board of Directors approved 

a final concept plan report (Sacramento Area Council of Governments 2005). 

 

Detailed descriptions of the conceptual alternatives developed during the 

Connector study were outlined in the report, along with initial elements of purpose 

and need. The project was also included in MTP 2035 (Sacramento Area Council of 

Governments 2008), and is part of the current planning efforts to update MTP 2035 

to include sustainable communities requirements and be in compliance with Senate 

Bill (SB) 375. 

History of the Plan of Finance 
 

The initial Plan of Finance (POF) for the Connector was approved by the JPA Board 

in February, 2009. It was developed primarily to outline the Planning and Project 

Development Funding aspects of the JPA and to allocate costs amongst the 

member jurisdictions. The aspect of Construction Funding was deferred until such a 

time that more information regarding the specifics of the Project (alignment, size, 

right-of-way, resource mitigation) could be determined. With the economic 

downturn significantly impacting potential project revenues in FY 2009-10, the focus 

of the plan shifted from developing a capital cost estimate that would accurately 

convey the cost of the project to exploring alternative funding sources to 

supplement the known forms of revenue. 

  

In January, 2010, the JPA Board of Directors heard a presentation on the value of 

P3’s (Public Private Partnerships) as a mechanism to provide the necessary financing 

to accelerate project delivery. One of the considerations of such a partnership 

would introduce the potential for the Connector to be tolled (or partially tolled) in 

order to provide the necessary revenue over time to reimburse the private partner 

and financier. The Board instructed staff to continue to explore the details of such a 

concept but to not rely on it exclusively as a revenue source.  
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In March, 2011 and again in January, 2012, the JPA’s financial advisor provided the 

additional details regarding traffic and revenue estimates for developing certain 

portions of the project as toll facilities. The results indicated variable success with 

tolling as a primary component of a funding strategy and introduced questions 

regarding the public acceptance of such a proposal. Complications regarding 

access, parallel facility requirements, long-term lifecycle costs, and industry 

compatibility further complicated the concept. Staff began the exploration of 

revenue alternatives to tolling in earnest but kept the user fee (tolling) model as part 

of a back-up plan. 

 

Since August, 2012, staff has presented a number of alternative delivery 

mechanisms with and without tolling a primary component of the plan. Staff also 

provided the details of a project delivery by the individual member jurisdictions as 

an alternative to pursuing any comprehensive project development by the JPA. In 

October 2012, staff recommended that a Design-Build delivery without tolling should 

be considered as the primary method to fund the project with the Design-Build with 

tolling as a back-up plan in the event that no reasonable alternative could be 

considered. The Design-Build strategy also used the concept of project phasing as 

one way to overcome cash flow and financing cost issues associated with an 

accelerated project delivery window.  

 

Environmental Documentation 

The project represented in this report is described in further detail in the Program 

Environmental Impact Report for the Capital SouthEast Connector, State 

Clearinghouse #2010012066 and certified by the JPA Board of Directors in April, 

2012.   
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Chapter 3 – PROJECT COST ESTIMATES 

Structure of the Cost Estimate 
 

For increased flexibility related to the timing of funding availability, the 5 main 

corridor segments (A-E) were broken down into smaller segments that were based 

primarily on geographic and jurisdictional boundaries and roadway classification. 

The cost estimate for the Capital SouthEast Connector Project is divided into these 9 

segments to analyze for potential phases, as shown in Exhibit 3-1 below.   

Exhibit 3-13-1:  Project Segments 

Within each of the project segments, five cost elements have been identified to 

breakdown the estimate to a greater level of detail, as shown in Exhibit 3-2.  To 

further refine the estimates, major items were identified for the construction cost 

estimate as shown in Exhibit 3-3.   

Cost Element Cost Description 

1. Preliminary 

Engineering 

Costs include the design consultant contracts under the design- build 

procurement plan as well as JPA staffing costs. 

2. Right-of-Way Costs Include all non-mitigation related right-of-way 

3. Right-of-Way 

Administration 

Costs include Production Consultants, Property Managers, 

Production/Property Management Oversight, and state staffs. 

4. Environmental 

Mitigation 

Costs include environmental mitigation 

5. Construction Costs include construction costs for all segments. Components of the 

costs are broken down to include  roadway, signalized intersections,  

interchanges, frontage road improvements, multi-use trails, landscaping 

and irrigation, traffic handling, and sustainability elements. 

Exhibit 3-23-2:  Cost Elements 

Segment Phase Roadway Segment 

Segment 

Length  

(miles) 

A 
A1 I-5 to Bruceville Road 3.04 

A2 Bruceville Road to State Route 99 3.01 

B B State Route 99 to Bond Road 4.38 

C C Bond Road to Calvine Road 2.72 

D 

D1 Calvine Road to Jackson Road 4.47 

D2 Jackson Road to White Rock/Grant Line Road 7.22 

D3 
White Rock/Grant Line Road to Sacramento/El 

Dorado County Line 6.37 

E 
E1 El Dorado County Line to Latrobe 1.09 

E2 Latrobe to US-50/Silva Valley Parkway 1.09 

 

  Total 33.41 
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Cost Estimate Methodology 
 

The methodology explains how the cost estimate in current and constant dollars are 

derived for the Connector Project.   The Project was estimated consistent with the 

Final Program Environmental Impact Report (FPEIR) for the Capital SouthEast 

Connector at its final buildout.  However, two phases were introduced that allows 

for the base project to be completed while maintaining the flexibility of constructing 

other improvements (i.e. interchanges, landscape and irrigation,  and widening) as 

the need arises and funding becomes available. 

 

Project Delivery Method 
 

Although the cost analysis was initially performed assuming a design-bid-build 

process, the project finance plan is built upon constructing the Capital SouthEast 

Connector as a design-build project. While there are many risks to benefit variations 

within the general design-build delivery model, the numbers represented in this Plan 

of Finance represent a more conservative approach of procurement. It assumes the 

JPA to be responsible for completion of a number of advance development 

components such as right-of-way acquisition, utility relocation, and project level 

environmental review. This reduced level of risk transfer to the design-builder is 

reflected in a more conservation reduction in overall project costs over what might 

normally be expected with a greater degree of project development responsibility 

transfer in other alternative design-build delivery models. Once refinements to a 

selected delivery process are agreed to prior to contract execution, they will be 

presented in subsequent updates of this report and they could affect the overall 

schedule and phasing of the segments.  A summary of the various contract options 

that will be investigated further is discussed in Appendix A.  

 

Cost Estimate in Current Dollars ($ 2012) 
 

The previous cost estimates prepared for the Environmental Impact Report were 

reviewed for both content and methodology.  Assumptions were reviewed, items 

that had the most impact on costs were identified, and considerations were given 

to 1) the size of the project, 2) the proximity of material sources, 3) items of work that 

cannot be easily quantified at this stage of the project, and 4) the project delivery 

method.  

   

The cost estimate was developed assuming that only minor improvements are 

needed at the I-5 and SR 99 connections.  It was also assumed that the Silva Valley 

Parkway Interchange will be completed with El Dorado Traffic Impact Mitigation 

Fees (and other outside funding sources), and the project is not included in this 

estimate.  Other projects along the Corridor that are assumed to be funded and 
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constructed and funded by others include the 4-lane widening of Grant Line Road 

between Prairie City and White Rock Road (Sacramento County), and the 4-lane 

widening between East Stockton n Blvd. and Waterman, including construction of 

the 4-lane railroad grade separation (City of Elk Grove).   

Exhibit 3-3 summarizes the methodology, assumptions, and factor considered for 

each of the major cost elements, with the construction categories broken down into 

greater detail. 

  

Item of Work Notes 

Project Planning & Preliminary Engineering 

Project Support Costs  Reviewed historical data 

 Estimated at 20% of the capital construction costs 

 Includes environmental, design, and construction 

management 

Right of Way 

Acquisition  Based on EIR estimates 

 15% Contingency for Eminent Domain and Unforeseen 

Items 

 Reflects additional costs associated with acquisition of 

access rights along certain locations within the project 

 Some dedication assumed along the length of the 

Connector 

Right of Way Administration 

Engineering and 

Support Costs 

 Includes allowance for owner appraisals 

 Approximately 11% of the capital costs 

 

Environmental Mitigation 

  Includes the dedicated $15M in Measure A funds for  open 

space protection 

 Included funds necessary for compliance with the 

Programmatic EIR for the project 

 Reflects the commitments made in settlement agreements 

on prior litigation 

 Includes estimated funds required for compliance with the 

future SSHCP and project permits 

Construction 

Clearing and 

Grubbing 

 Calculated from non-paved area within Proposed R/W  

Roadway Excavation  Volume based on excavation required for structural section 

 Factor for Additional Earthwork established based on 
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segment terrain (i.e. flat vs. rolling) 

Structural Section  Includes HMA/RAC/AB 

 Uniform Pavement Section used for estimate, but R-Value 

likely varies (i.e. 5 in Elk Grove Area, 20 near Aerojet) 

Drainage  Project Drainage Assumed to be 2% of Roadway Costs 

Signing/Striping/Street 

Lighting 

 Expressways – Lighting at Intersections Only 

 Arterials – Lighting every 150’ (both sides) 

At-Grade 

Intersections 

 Signalized and Right-In/Right-Out 

 Lump Sum Cost Estimates for Turn Lanes/Signals/Lighting 

 Interchanges  Costs prepared by Mark Thomas & Company  

Railroad Grade 

Separations 

 Cost for the Elk Grove Grade Separation of GLR between E. 

Stockton Blvd to Waterman Road not included.  Assumed 

to be constructed under separate contract. 

Frontage Roads  Assumes limits established in the EIR Estimate are correct  

Multi-Use Path  12’ wide path in Expressway segments 

 Costs include path, lighting, landscaping, irrigation, and 

decorative fencing 

Class 1 Path  10’ wide class 1 path on both sides of the road for 

thoroughfare segments 

 10’ wide class 1 path on one side of the road in “Rural” 

Arterial segments 

Landscaping and 

Irrigation  

 Landscaping and Irrigation costs are included with the  

Multi-Use path costs for expressway segments 

 Landscaping and Irrigation costs are included with the  

roadway costs for all other classifications 

Sustainability  8% of construction costs (5% of the overall project costs) 

included for sustainability and aesthetic elements 

Exhibit 3-33-3:  Cost Element Description 

Basis for Escalation 
 

Both Present Value Dollars (current dollars) and Year of Expenditure (YOE$) Dollars 

are presented in the Plan of Finance. However, the Cost Estimates in this Chapter 

are presented in Present Value Dollars.  YOE$ were calculated using an inflation rate 

and cost increase of 4.79%, which was derived from Caltrans historical data. 

Summaries of the Current Cost Estimates   
 

Summaries of the cost estimates are presented in two different ways as shown in 

Exhibits 3-4A and 3-4B, Present Value Dollars. The first summary allocates the project 

costs by segment. The second method apportions the project cost estimates by the 

major project cost elements listed in Exhibit 3-2. 
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Exhibit 3-43-4A: Project Cost Estimate by Segment (PV) 

 

 

 

  

Major 

Segment Segment Roadway Segment

Total Project Cost 

Estimate % of Total

A1 I-5 to Bruceville Road  $  45,998,000 10%

A2 Bruceville Road to State Route 99  $  30,196,000 7%

B B State Route 99 to Bond Road  $  56,746,000 12%

C C Bond Road to Calvine Road  $  25,471,000 6%

D1 Calvine Road to Jackson Road  $  50,721,000 11%

D2 Jackson Road to White Rock/Grant Line Road  $106,590,000 23%

D3
White Rock/Grant Line Road to Sacramento/El 

Dorado County Line  $118,324,000 26%

E1 El Dorado County Line to Latrobe  $  10,654,000 2%

E2 Latrobe to US-50/Silva Valley Parkway  $  11,700,000 3%

456,400,000$   100%

E

A

D

 $45,998,000  

 $30,196,000  

 $56,746,000  

 $25,471,000  

 $50,721,,000  
 $106,590,000  

 $118,324,000  

 $10,654,000   $11,700,000  

C 

Exhibit 3-4B: Project Cost Estimate by Segment Chart (PV) 

A1 

A2 

B 

D3 

E1 E2 

D2 

D1 
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Cost Allocation by Project Element and Contract 

The following cost estimates, presented in Exhibits 3-5A&B, are organized by six 

standard project cost categories (per Exhibit 3-2) for each of the 5 major segments.  

 

Exhibit 3-53-5A: Project Cost Estimate by Segment Chart (PV $ in millions) 

 

 

 
 

Exhibit 3-5B:  Total Project Cost Estimate by Cost Category Chart (PV) 

Costs Incurred to Date (2007 – October June 20122013) 
 

Exhibit 3-6 summarizes the approved budget and expenditures to date, as well as a 

summary of the budget vs. expenditures on a per year basis. Since the inception of 

the Joint Powers Authority, the JPA has expended $8.710.1 million from 2007 –

through OctoberJune, 20122013, out of a total estimated project cost of 

approximately $456 Million.  This amounts to approximately 12.72% of the overall 

Element
Segment 

A

Segment 

B

Segment 

C

Segment 

D

Segment 

E

Total Project 

Cost 

Estimate

Project Delivery Costs 10.5 6.4 3.0 40.7 2.7 63.2

Right-of-Way 4.7 12.5 3.9 4.4 3.6 29.0

Right-of-Way Administration 0.6 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.2 3.2

Environmental Mitigation 4.4 3.2 2.0 13.1 1.6 24.2

Construction 47.1 29.5 13.3 180.8 11.8 282.5

Construction Contingency 8.4 4.4 2.5 36.0 2.5 53.8

Totals (PV) 75.7 56.7 25.5 275.6 22.4 455.9

Project Delivery 
Costs, 14% 

Right-of-Way, 
6% 

Right-of-Way 
Administration, 

1% 

Environmental 
Mitigation, 5% 

Construction, 
62% 

Construction 
Contingency, 

12% 
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project costs that have been spent to date. The voter approved Measure A is the 

primary revenue source for the current activities. 

 

Expenditures to date included the formation of the JPA, Project Administration Costs, 

Project Planning, preparation and approval of the Final Program Environmental 

Impact Report, Preliminary Engineering to support the Final EIR and cost estimates, 

development of the Project Design Guidelines, preparation of the Plan of Finance, 

and various Public Outreach and Agency Coordination.  Exenditures also include 

beginning the preparation of the right of way and utility policies as well as the 

General Plan Amednment Process for the member juridsdictions.  

 

  FY 07/08 FY 08/09 FY 09/10 FY 10/11 FY 11/12 FY 12/13 Totals 

JPA Annual 

Budget 
$1,275,000  $1,776,454  $2,775,507  $2,609,800  $2,666,688  $3,004,902  $14,108,351  

Expenditures $   455,243  $1,651,178  $1,807,969  $2,827,723  $1,427,134  
$1,895,753* 

$ 598,895* 

$10,065,000  

$ 8,768,142  

                

Balance  $  819,757   $  125,276   $  967,538   $(217,923) $1,239,554  
 $1,109,149 

$2,406,007 

 $ 4,043,351  

$ 5,340,209  

 

Exhibit 3-63-6: Total Revenue vs. Total Expenditures as of October June  20122013 *Estimated Thru thru  

10/20126/30/12                        

 



Capital SouthEast Connector JPA-Initial Plan of FinanceCapital SouthEast Connector JPA- Plan of 

Finance 

Rev1: July 2013 

Page 3-24 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  



Capital SouthEast Connector JPA-Initial Plan of FinanceCapital SouthEast Connector JPA- Plan of 

Finance 

Rev1: July 2013 

Page 4-25 

Chapter 4 – PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 
 

 

Exhibit 4-14-1:  Total Costs By Phase 

Project Phasing 
 

Exhibit 4-1, as well as in Section 2, illustrates the overall two-phase strategy for project 

delivery proposed by the JPA for the Connector Project. The phasing approach is 

based on the desire to complete a backbone Connector Project that will provide 

an acceptable level of service throughout the entire length of the corridor as part of 

a first phase of improvements. These improvements consist of the following 

“backbone” improvements that include the following: 

 

 4 continuous travel lanes  

 Expanded at grade intersections at all designated major access points 

 Continuous multi-modal path 

 Right-of- way reservation for the ultimate project including future 

interchanges 

 Project level environmental mitigation (as necessary) 

 Utility relocation (as required) 

 Selected  non-essential features (based on funding availability) 

 

Completion of the first phase of the project should provide capacity for between 

five to fifteen years depending on the location and growth rate of the adjacent 

area.  

 

Major 

Segment Segment Roadway Segment

Phase 1 Cost 

Estimate

Phase 2 Cost 

Estimate Total Costs

A1 I-5 to Bruceville Road  $  44,444,304  $    1,553,552  $  45,997,856 

A2 Bruceville Road to State Route 99  $  24,099,838  $    6,096,544  $  30,196,382 

B B State Route 99 to Bond Road  $  45,850,190  $  10,896,296  $  56,746,486 

C C Bond Road to Calvine Road  $  24,810,822  $       660,000  $  25,470,822 

D1 Calvine Road to Jackson Road  $  35,384,781  $  15,336,192  $  50,720,973 

D2
Jackson Road to White Rock/Grant Line 

Road  $  45,450,559  $  61,139,733  $106,590,292 

D3
White Rock/Grant Line Road to 

Sacramento/El Dorado County Line  $  69,371,880  $  48,951,704  $118,323,584 

E1 El Dorado County Line to Latrobe  $  10,653,793  $                 -    $  10,653,793 

E2 Latrobe to US-50/Silva Valley Parkway  $  11,700,235  $                 -    $  11,700,235 

311,766,403$   144,634,021$   456,400,424$   

A

D

E
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Phase two of the overall program will finish the project by proving the remaining 

features and additional capacity to allow for full build-out of the land uses analyzed 

in the programmatic environmental document. While not all of these improvements 

will be required at the same time, analysis indicates that they can be grouped for 

delivery based on geographic and/or chronological need into several large 

contracts.  It is expected that the entire program can be divided into five to seven 

contracts over a 10 to 20 year time frame. Exhibit 4-3 in the “Project Schedule” 

section illustrates an example of what an overall program delivery might look like. 

 

The anticipated capital cost of Phase 1 will likely require sub-phases of work within 

the overall Phase 1 program to allow the necessary revenues to be achieved. While 

additional detail on this aspect of the Plan of Finance is covered under Chapter 4, 

Project Financing and Revenues, the plan also provides a look into some of the 

distinctive features and needs of each of the project segments in a comparative 

matrix shown in Exhibit 4-2.  

Summary of Rankings for Segments 
 

In order to better understand and inform the relative sequencing of the project 

segments for construction, a number of critical elements in each of the sub-

segments were preliminarily studied. The seven elements analyzed were based on 

existing and future travel management needs as well as technical, environmental, 

and fiscal factors relative to each other.  

 Segment A Segment B Segment C Segment D Segment E 

Element 

A1 A2 
SR 99 to 

Bond 
Bond to 
Calvine 

D1 D2 D3 E1 E2 

I-5 to 
Bruceville 

Bruceville 
to SR 99 

Calvine 
to 

Jackson 

Jackson 
to White 

Rock 

White 
Rock to 

EDC  

EDC 
Line to 
Latrobe 

Latrobe to 
US 

50/SVP 

Existing Traffic N/A 4 8 4 8 8 8 0 4 

Future Traffic 9 4 9 8 0 4 0 4 4 

Environmental / 
Permitting 49 49 40 

80
 
9
8 

4
8 

9
8 

0 0 

Construction Costs 9 8 9 8 0 9 4 4 4 
Safety/Accident 
Considerations 

N/A 0 4 0 0 4 4 0 9 
Fair Share 
Contributions 8 94 9 8  9 8 4 4 4 
Ease of 
Construction 49 88 94 4 0 8 8 4 0 
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Full descriptions of the elements that make up the matrix are shown in Appendix B. 

 

As the matrix indicates, there are several sub-segments of the entire project that 

may be easier to deliver than others, depending on what particular element is given 

priority.  Safety and level of service considerations would likely take precedence 

over others unless there are interim measures/improvements that could be applied 

to remedy a specific issue without committing to the full delivery of that sub-

segment. Environmental considerations and ease of construction would also provide 

additional information regarding both anticipated initiation and duration of 

construction. The remaining elements regarding construction costs and available 

fair share contributions will provide a relative perspective on the fiscal deliverability 

of a sub-section.     

 

It should be noted that the relative order of construction that could result from the 

application of the matrix may be more suggestive than required since allowing the 

private partner in a design-build contract some interpretive flexibility could result in 

substantial capital cost reductions depending on the perspective of a specific 

design-builder.  While a design-build contract could require a precise order of 

construction it is likely that allowing some flexibility to customize their proposal would 

likely result in a sequence which would favor the particular abilities, needs, and style 

of the eventual design-builder. 

 

Given this is the initial release of the Connector Plan of Finance, details and 

recommendations beyond the basic two-phase delivery approach will not be 

presented at this time but is being presented for future consideration and use. 

Project Schedule 
 

Exhibit 4-3, the summary schedule for the Connector Project, illustrates the project’s 

tasks by overarching project activities as well as by contract for both Phase 1 and 

Phase 2 projects.  This schedule depicts Phase 1 improvements beginning in 2018 

with an anticipated completion date by the end of 2023, allowing the backbone of 

the project to be constructed to provide the needed capacity with an acceptable 

Level of Service.  Once phase 1 is completed, the phase 2 contracts will be 

completed as funding becomes available (see Chapter 6) and the improvements 

8 4 4 

Exhibit 4-24-2:  Comparative Matrix for Ranking Segments 

Legend 

 
High Benefit from Project  Medium Benefit  Low Benefit  
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are warranted based on capacity and development of the surrounding area.  This 

approach will allow the needed flexibility to prioritize the phase 2 improvements as 

they are needed along the corridor. 

 

Preliminary activities (design, environmental clearance, utility relocation, right-of-

way acquisition) are somewhat dependent on the delivery method (i.e. design-

build, design-build finance, Pre-Development Agreement).  Since design-build is 

anticipated to be the delivery method due to cost savings and schedule 

acceleration, the schedule below is exemplary of the design-build procurement 

allowing final design to be somewhat concurrent with construction.  With the many 

options available for the design-build procurement, as discussed in Appendix A, 

there is some schedule flexibility on when the preliminary activities can occur, 

although it is preferred to complete many of these activities (such as environmental, 

utility relocation, and right of way acquisition) as early as possible to minimize risk to 

both the JPA and the contractor. 

 

 

 

Beg End Beg End Beg End Beg End Beg End Beg End Beg End Beg End Beg End Beg End Beg End

Phase 1 Project

Preliminary Design

Environmental

Right of Way Acquisition

Utility Relocation

Final Design

Permitting

D-B Agreement/PDA

Advertise and Award

Construction

2023
ACTIVITY

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

Contracts 1- 3

Prel . Design

Environ

Phase 1 Contract 1

Uti l ity Relocation

D/B Agree/PDA

N/A

Final Design

Acquisition

Prel . Design

Environ

Phase 1 Contract  2

Uti l ity Relocation

N/A

Final Design

Acquisition

Permitting Permitting

Prel . Design

Environ

Phase 1  Contract  3

Uti l ity Relocation

N/A

Final Design

Acquisition

Permitting

Beg End Beg End Beg End Beg End Beg End Beg End Beg End Beg End Beg End Beg End Beg End

Phase 2 Project

Preliminary Design

Environmental Approval

Right of Way Acquisition

Utility Relocation

Final Design

Permitting

Construction

ACTIVITY
20342024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033

Contracts 4 and 5

Prel. Design

Environ

Ph2 Contract  4

Uti l ity Relocation

Final

ROW

Permitting

Ph2 Contract  5

Prel. Design

Environ

Uti l ity Relocation

Final

ROW

Permitting
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Exhibit -4-34-3 – Sample Contract Schedules (See Appendix B) 

State Legislative Requirements 
 

Under California state law, there is currently authorization for the use of design/build 

transportation project delivery on five projects on city or county roads, and ten 

projects on the state highway system.  The projects must be applied for through the 

California Transportation Commission (CTC) for approval based on a very basic set 

of information considering project purpose, description, funding and reasoning for 

using a design/build approach for this particular project. 

 

There are two issues for the JPA that need to be addressed in order to comply with 

this authorizing legislation.   The first is that the JPA is only authorized under current 

law to pursue a design/build as a P3 in any case, with the consent of a 

transportation planning agency or a county transportation commission for the 

jurisdiction in which the transportation project will be developed. In the case of the 

Connector Project, that entity is SACOG. The second issue is that the current 

authority requires the project in question to have been approved by the CTC no 

later than December 31, 2016.  This deadline could potentially be an issue, 

depending on availability of funding to the Connector Road Project and the 

structure of the design-build arrangement. In any event, it is likely that the 

introduction of state legislation clarifying the JPA’s authority to use design/build for 

the Connector Road Project and with more flexibility regarding the timing, could be 

pursued in 2013 or 2014.  Such legislation should not be controversial or difficult to 

pass and signed by the Governor into law. 

 

Contract Segment(s) 

Notice to 

Proceed 

Estimated 

Completion 

Date 

1 
Phase 1 Project: 

(Base Project) in 3 Contracts 

Jan-18 Dec-19 

2 Jan-20 Dec-21 

Beg End Beg End Beg End Beg End Beg End Beg End Beg End Beg End Beg End Beg End Beg End

Phase 2 Project Contracts 6

Preliminary Design

Environmental Approval

Right of Way Acquisition

Utility Relocation

Final Design

Permitting

Construction

ACTIVITY
2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042 2043 2044 2045

Prel. Design

Environ

Ph2 Contract  6

Uti l ity Relocation

Final

ROW

Permitting
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3 Jan-22 Dec-23 

4 
Phase 2 Contract 4:  

Interchanges and mainline widening Jan-27 Dec-28 

5 
Phase 2 Contract 5:  

Interchanges and mainline widening Jan-32 Dec-33 

6 
Phase 2 Contract 6:  

Interchanges and mainline widening Jan-38 Dec-39 

Exhibit 4-44-4: Contract Milestones 

 

After all necessary project approvals are obtained, the first major construction 

activity is anticipated to commence in January, 2018.  Exhibit 4-4 summarizes when 

each contract is proposed to be advertised for purposes of Federal and State 

funding concurrence, when the Notice to Proceed (NTP) will be given, and the 

estimated completion date.  These scheduled milestones, as well as the other 

scheduled activities noted in Exhibit 4-3, serve as the basis for the year of 

expenditure cost estimate calculations (as discussed in Chapter 2) as well as the 

expenditure forecast (discussed further below). This schedule is based primarily on 

either of two significant assumptions: 

 

 A design-build contract/P3 relationship will be developed that will provide 

some element of short-term private equity capital to supplement available 

public funds that will allow the entire Phase One Project to be delivered 

without significant interruption over a period of five years. No tolling will be 

considered in this scenario. 

 

 A design-build contract will be developed using all existing and potential 

public funds with the primary goal of constructing the entire length of the 

corridor as a base facility that will provide the level of service elements 

identified in the PEIR. This construction is expected over a five to seven year 

period. No tolling will be considered in this scenario. 

 

With the use of these two assumptions in the approach to a Design-Build/P3 

relationship, the JPA can maintain maximum flexibility and leverage to choose the 

best option at the time of contract execution for one or both phases of the project.  

 

Based on these estimated milestones and start of construction date, the baseline 

project completion for the Connector Project is no later than December, 2025 but 

could be as early as December, 2022. 
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Actual & Forecasted Annual Expenditures 

 

Actual Expenditures 

As noted in the latter portion of Chapter 2 (Exhibit 3-6), the project has expended 

$8.7710.1M from the start of the project planning in 2007 to the end of September, 

2012June 2013.   

Forecast Expenditures 

Given the unique aspects of implementing a design-build contract, where 

engineering and construction tasks occur in parallel and typically start 

simultaneously with Notice to Proceed, (NTP) this Financial Plan incorporated design-

build expenditure profiles as summarized in the following exhibit. 

 

 

Prior to the actual start of construction, planning and project development for the 

Connector must continue beyond the current fiscal year of FY 2012-13, which is the 

last year in the five-year administrative budget adopted by the JPA Board in 

February, 2009. Although there are several forms of Design-Build delivery that may 

be suitable to the JPA, this Plan of Finance represents a more conservative form that 

integrates the private partner into the delivery process subsequent to Project 

Environmental, Right-of-Way acquisition, and Utility Relocation. This assumption was 

made to allow the JPA and member jurisdictions to retain optimal control over 

sensitive aspects of the project planning. While this model reduces the potential 

overall cost benefits of the Design-Build concept, it still allows enough flexibility within 

the contract to significantly reduce cost and delivery scheduling. Accordingly the 

proposed planning and project development budget for the JPA leading to the 

initial delivery phase of the project is shown in Exhibit 4-35 and is discussed later in 

this section. 

 

 

Right-of-way expenditure forecasts were developed based on estimated right of 

way acquisition schedules developed by the JPA.  The schedule of the expenditures 

for the remaining cost categories related to JPA Project Planning, Preliminary 

Engineering, and Environmental Stewardship were estimated on a straight-line basis 

by using the start and end dates identified in the project schedule.  

 

The resulting cash flow summary needed to achieve this schedule is provided in 

Appendix D.  

 

 

Total Expenditure Forecast 



Capital SouthEast Connector JPA-Initial Plan of FinanceCapital SouthEast Connector JPA- Plan of 

Finance 

Rev1: July 2013 

Page 4-32 

Exhibit 4-5 7 provides a summary of the combined actual and forecast expenditures 

for the Capital SouthEast Connector through project completion (as detailed in 

Appendix D). 
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Fiscal Year

Expended to 

Date

Projected 

Expenditures

Total 

Expenditures 

Forecast

Cumulative 

Expenditures

FY 2007/08 455,243$               455,240$               455,240$               

FY 2008/09 1,651,178$            1,651,180$            2,106,420$            

FY 2009/10 1,807,969$            1,807,970$            3,914,390$            

FY 2010/11 2,827,723$            2,827,720$            6,742,110$            

FY 2011/12 1,427,134$            1,427,130$            8,169,240$            

FY 2012/13 1,895,753$            -$                       1,895,750$            10,064,990$          

FY 2013/14 7,620,000$            7,620,000$            17,684,990$          

FY 2014/15 13,560,000$          13,560,000$          31,244,990$          

FY 2015/16 13,480,000$          13,480,000$          44,724,990$          

FY 2016/17 13,350,000$          13,350,000$          58,074,990$          

FY 2017/18 13,490,000$          13,490,000$          71,564,990$          

FY 2018/19 33,660,000$          33,660,000$          105,224,990$        

FY 2019/20 50,260,000$          50,260,000$          155,484,990$        

FY 2020/21 45,580,000$          45,580,000$          201,064,990$        

FY 2021/22 36,070,000$          36,070,000$          237,134,990$        

FY 2022/23 46,260,000$          46,260,000$          283,394,990$        

FY 2023/24 37,160,000$          37,160,000$          320,554,990$        

FY 2024/25 -$                       -$                       320,554,990$        

FY 2025/26 4,520,000$            4,520,000$            325,074,990$        

FY 2026/27 4,520,000$            4,520,000$            329,594,990$        

FY 2027/28 19,950,000$          19,950,000$          349,544,990$        

FY 2028/29 19,950,000$          19,950,000$          369,494,990$        

FY 2029/30 -$                       369,494,990$        

FY 2030/31 5,570,000$            5,570,000$            375,064,990$        

FY 2031/32 5,570,000$            5,570,000$            380,634,990$        

FY 2032/33 25,000,000$          25,000,000$          405,634,990$        

FY 2033/34 25,000,000$          25,000,000$          430,634,990$        

FY 2034/35 -$                       430,634,990$        

FY 2035/36 -$                       430,634,990$        

FY 2036/37 4,520,000$            4,520,000$            435,154,990$        

FY 2037/38 4,520,000$            4,520,000$            439,674,990$        

FY 2038/39 25,490,000$          25,490,000$          456,000,000$        

10,065,000$          420,570,000$        430,634,990$        456,000,000$        
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Exhibit -4-54-5: Annual Actual and Projected Expenditures by State Fiscal Year (PV) 

Exhibit 4-6 8 provides a graphical summary of the annual actual and forecasted 

expenditures for the Connector Project as presented above.  

Fiscal Year

Expended to 

Date

Projected 

Expenditures

Total 

Expenditures 

Forecast

Cumulative 

Expenditures

FY 2007/08 460,000$               460,000$               460,000$               

FY 2008/09 1,650,000$            1,650,000$            2,110,000$            

FY 2009/10 1,810,000$            1,810,000$            3,920,000$            

FY 2010/11 2,830,000$            2,830,000$            6,750,000$            

FY 2011/12 1,430,000$            1,430,000$            8,180,000$            

FY 2012/13 600,000$               2,030,000$            2,630,000$            10,810,000$          

FY 2013/14 5,650,000$            5,650,000$            16,460,000$          

FY 2014/15 7,460,000$            7,460,000$            23,920,000$          

FY 2015/16 8,950,000$            8,950,000$            32,870,000$          

FY 2016/17 10,840,000$          10,840,000$          43,710,000$          

FY 2017/18 19,230,000$          19,230,000$          62,940,000$          

FY 2018/19 33,660,000$          33,660,000$          96,600,000$          

FY 2019/20 50,260,000$          50,260,000$          146,860,000$        

FY 2020/21 47,840,000$          47,840,000$          194,700,000$        

FY 2021/22 42,430,000$          42,430,000$          237,130,000$        

FY 2022/23 46,260,000$          46,260,000$          283,390,000$        

FY 2023/24 37,160,000$          37,160,000$          320,550,000$        

FY 2024/25 -$                       -$                       320,550,000$        

FY 2025/26 4,520,000$            4,520,000$            325,070,000$        

FY 2026/27 4,520,000$            4,520,000$            329,590,000$        

FY 2027/28 19,950,000$          19,950,000$          349,540,000$        

FY 2028/29 19,950,000$          19,950,000$          369,490,000$        

FY 2029/30 -$                       369,490,000$        

FY 2030/31 5,570,000$            5,570,000$            375,060,000$        

FY 2031/32 5,570,000$            5,570,000$            380,630,000$        

FY 2032/33 25,000,000$          25,000,000$          405,630,000$        

FY 2033/34 25,000,000$          25,000,000$          430,630,000$        

FY 2034/35 -$                       430,630,000$        

FY 2035/36 -$                       430,630,000$        

FY 2036/37 4,520,000$            4,520,000$            435,150,000$        

FY 2037/38 4,520,000$            4,520,000$            439,670,000$        

FY 2038/39 25,490,000$          25,490,000$          456,000,000$        

8,780,000$            421,850,000$        430,630,000$        456,000,000$        
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Exhibit -4-64-6: Graphical Summary of Expenditures 

Project Development Budget – Short Term Cash Flow Requirements 

The short term cash flow requirements to allow a 2018 start of construction, leading 

to the initial delivery phase of the project are shown in Exhibit 4-5. 

 

The Project Development (P-D) costs represent the costs needed to begin 

construction of the Phase 1 project.  This assunes 65% of the entire Right of Way 

(ROW) for the project s acxquired prior to mid-2018, 50% of the utilty relaoctions are 

completed, the environmental mitigations are complete. And the preliminary 

engineering of the first segment(s) is completed to sufficiemt detail for a design-build 

contract. 
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Exhibit  4-7 – Project Development Costs Needed for Phase 1 Delivery 

 

Beg PA/ED Beg ROW Aq

add JPA staff

FY 07/08 - 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

FY 11/12 FY 12/13 FY 13/14 FY 14/15 FY 15/16 FY 16/17 FY 17/18

PA/ED

JPA Internal 

Administration:  

Project Support 799,710$       852,000$       872,160$       1,004,925$   1,029,673$   1,167,163$   5,725,630$   

Consultant Contracts 

for Project 

Administration 1,055,440$   632,027$       664,327$       587,200$       437,200$       437,200$       3,813,394$   

Subtotal JPA Admin & 

Capital  Exp 1,855,150$   1,484,027$   1,536,487$   1,592,125$   1,466,873$   1,604,363$   9,539,024$   

Phase 1 Design 

Contracts -$               1,874,036$   1,874,036$   1,874,036$   1,874,036$   1,874,036$   9,370,181$   

Env ironmental 

Mitigation 40,000$         75,000$         4,250,833$   4,115,833$   4,115,833$   4,115,833$   16,713,333$ 

Subtotal Design & 

Environmental 40,000$         1,949,036$   6,124,870$   5,989,870$   5,989,870$   5,989,870$   26,083,515$ 

PA/ED Total PA/ED Costs
8,169,247$ 1,895,150$   3,433,063$   7,661,357$   7,581,994$   7,456,742$   7,594,232$   35,622,539$ 

Utility 

Subtotal
Utility Relocation Costs

-$               -$               1,710,000$   1,710,000$   1,710,000$   1,710,000$   6,840,000$   

ROW

Subtotal
ROW Costs

-$               4,185,480$   4,185,480$   4,185,480$   4,185,480$   4,185,480$   20,927,400$ 

Total Expenditures 8,169,247$ 1,895,150$   7,618,543$   13,556,837$ 13,477,474$ 13,352,222$ 13,489,712$ 64,000,000$ 

** Note:  The Cash Flow Model only accounts for $45 Million +- of the PD Costs

JPA Administration & Capital Expenditures

Preliminary Design,  Environmental Document, and Environmental Mitigation Costs

Milestones
Subtotal FY 

12/13 thru 

17/18TASKPHASE
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Exhibit  4-8 - % Distribution of Project Development Costs 

 

 

 

Exhibit  4-9 – Project Development Costs Summary by FY 

 

These P-D costs must be realized in the Fiscal Years shown in order to begin 

construction by 2018.  Based on the projected schedule for a 2018 start of 

construction, the project-level environmental process will need to begin in early 

2014 and is expected to take 1.5 to 2.5 years.  The environmental process  timeframe 

Task 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 TOTAL % 

PA/ED

Admin $1.86 $1.48 $1.54 $1.59 $1.47 $1.60 $9.54 15%

Des&Env $0.04 $1.95 $6.12 $5.99 $5.99 $5.99 $26.08 41%

TOTAL PA/ED $1.90 $3.43 $7.66 $7.58 $7.46 $7.59 $35.62

UTILITY
1

$0.00 $0.00 $1.71 $1.71 $1.71 $1.71 $6.84 11%

ROW
2

$0.00 $4.19 $4.19 $4.19 $4.19 $4.19 $20.93 33%

TOTAL $1.90 $7.62 $13.56 $13.48 $13.35 $13.49 $64.00 100%

Notes:

Project Development Costs Summary By Fiscal Year ($M)

1.  Utility costs represent 50% of all utility relocation costs 

2.  ROW costs represent 2/3 of total ROW costs
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will largely depend on wheter or not federal funds will be used on the project as a 

whole or on previously identified project segements.  Segments that utilize federal 

funds will require  compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 

 

Additionally, there are several other  major project development processes that are 

inter-related and often linear, realative to each other, that need to begin as soon as 

possible.  These include: 

 

P-D Process Timing  Estimated Completion 
Time (yrs) 

Alignment Refinement Prior to environmental, right of way 

acquisition and utility relocations 
 

0.5 - 1 

Environmental  Prior to acquisition (if federal funds are 

involved) and prior to utility relocation 

1.5 - 2.5 

ROW identification & 
appriasals 

Prior to acquisition 0.5 - 1  

ROW aquisition Prior to utility relocations and cannot begin 
until NEPA is cleared if federal funds are used 

1 - 2 

Utility identification and 
relocation 

 1 - 1.5  

D-B procurement contract and 
award 

 0.5 

Exhibit  4-10 – Project Development Process Timeframes 

 While mant of these tasks can occur concurrently, the minimum timeframe to 

award a D-B contract is approximately 4 years.  The addition of federal funding 

would , at minimum, add an additional year to the P-D process. 

 

Impact of Other Future Cost Changes 
  

The Connector JPA acknowledges the potential for significant changes in 

expenditure that could occur as the project plan is further developed. These 

changes are expected and there is flexibility built into this stage of the plan to 

accommodate the necessary adjustments that may be required. Some of the more 

significant changes may be the result of the following: 

 

 The actual delivery method chosen within the suite of Design-Build (DB) 

options. The particular DB model chosen for this Plan of Finance is 

conservative with regard to applied discounts in engineering, unit pricing, 

and overall cost escalation  
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 The need to fund interim site specific improvements along the corridor in 

advance of segment construction 

 The phasing of the project based on available revenues. A more compressed 

delivery window would reduce costs further 

 Changes in the government permitting process that could delay 

environmental clearance and contract initiation 

 Significant changes in the California economy 

 Unforeseen site condition changes  

 Adjustments in overall project scope 

 Litigation  

Comparative Value of Proposed Project vs. “Do Nothing” or 

General Plan Build-out 
 

It is important to note that completing the project from a regional perspective, with 

larger contracts, has significant financial advantages over the individual jurisdictions 

constructing individual, smaller projects along the corridor.  These financial 

advantages include delivering a more cost-effective and higher performing project, 

and reducing the overall cost to the public, individual jurisdictions, and potential 

private sector partners along the corridor. 

 

This section focus on two comparative values: 1) a comparison of the proposed 

project vs. the “Do Nothing Alternative” or General Plan Build-out, and 2) a 

comparison of the projects scope and costs that are currently in the Metropolitan 

Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP) and Metropolitan Transpiration 

Program.   

Comparative Cost and Schedule Value – Current and Year of Expenditure $ 

The capital construction costs of the entire project (i.e., the upfront capital required 

to deliver the project) were analyzed for both the Do Nothing Alternative and the 

Proposed Project on an accelerated Design-Build Project. Those costs are 

represented in Exhibit 4-7 as two separate capital cost estimates in both 2011   and 

YOE (year of expenditure) dollars. 
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 Exhibit 4-114-7: Cost of Do Nothing vs. Proposed Project  

As proposed in this Plan of Finance, Phase One (the base infrastructure for the entire 

corridor length) of the accelerated Design-Build Project is anticipated to be 

completed by December 2022 to December 2025.  

 

Comparatively, Exhibit 4-8 outlines the likely delivery schedule and funding gap for 

projects proposed by the member jurisdictions to complete their current general 

plan build-outs of the Connector alignment for the “Do Nothing” delivery option. 
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Exhibit 4-124-8: General Plan Buildout 

While the total present value of these funds covers the majority of the total 2012 

construction cost estimate of $550M, the funding gap for the project segments over 

the 23-year delivery window widens considerably toward the end of that 

construction period and does not provide the adequate funds necessary to 

complete the entire project. This shortfall is attributable to the inefficiency of the 

delivery process as well as the expected escalation of project related materials and 

labor disproportionate to the increase value of revenue over a corresponding time 

period. While this figure does not represent the exact number or timing of those 

projects, it does represent the approximate total time required to build out the 

corridor as represented in the SACOG MTP.  Other likely consequences of this 

approach to project delivery are: 

 

 Significantly reduced Levels of Service (LOS) along project segments 

 Significantly reduced opportunity to leverage Federal or State funds 

for projects of Regional Importance 

 Loss of potential economic opportunity available to a completed 

project corridor 
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 Nearly constant construction delays and quality of life impacts along 

the corridor for an extended period 

 Lost opportunity for accelerated conservation and environmental 

preservation 

 Increased potential for project creep and regulatory interference 

 Piecemeal project aesthetics and functionality  

Comparative Economic Value 
 

In addition to the cost savings inherent to accelerating the construction schedule, 

there are also significant economic benefits to completing the project earlier than 

the general plan build-out.   The economic benefits of accelerating the construction 

of the corridor should be noted and includes much earlier realized revenues spread 

across all of the jurisdictions, significant Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) and time 

savings for the public through a more efficient corridor, etc… 

 

Comparative Value of Project as derived from the MTIP 

Exhibit 4-9 summarizes the primary funding and scope differences between the 

Connector Project and the projects that are currently funded in the MTP and the 

MTIP.   

 

In assessing the Comparative Values, the Connector Project, compared to the 

projects listed in the MTP/MTIP is more of a “state of the art” corridor that 

incorporates the community needs using a balanced effort to allow each segment 

to demonstrate its uniqueness while providing a continuous corridor throughout the 

project area.   

 

As can be seen from the scope and cost comparisons, the Connector Project 

includes significant increased value over and above the individual project 

implementation: 

 

 Enhanced vehicular, pedestrian, bicyclists, and transit corridor mobility.   

o Includes 10 interchanges and much fewer signalized 

intersections for a significantly increased Level of Service 

throughout the corridor  

o Sidewalks along the corridor 

o Dedicated funding for Class 1 and Multi-use paths 

 

 Increased structural sections resulting in additional longevity of the 

facility and less future maintenance costs 

 Dedicate funds to Sustainability elements, including constructing an 

“aesthetic theme” for the corridor 
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 Dedicated funds to landscaping, irrigational and lighting 

 Environmental mitigation costs, included in the Phase 1 improvements 

 Additional frontage road improvements  

 

 Cost Comparison  Scope Comparison 

Segment JPA Costs MTP Costs JPA Scope MTP Scope 

A1 $45,998,000 $32,950,000 

 4-lane Expressway 

 2" RAC/8"HMA /25" AB 

 Includes 4-lane grade 

separation over UPRR. 

 $2.8M Sustainability 

 $2.9M Multi-Use Path, 

landscape, & lighting 

 Frontage Road 

improvements 

  4-lanes 

  Based on PSR quantities, the 

3 mile section corresponds to  

4.5" HMA/18" AB 

 Includes 4-lane grade 

separation over UPRR 

 no streetlights 

 Project shown being 

completed by 2020 in 

MTP/SCS 

 $11.6M of funding from 

Developer/Impact Fees and 

other public sources 

A2 $30,200,000 $17,000,000 

 6-lane Thoroughfare 

 2" RAC/6"HMA /25" AB 

 $1.6M Sustainability 

 $2.3M Path, 

landscape, & lighting 

 Frontage Road 

improvements 

  4-lanes 

  Based on the PSR quantities, 

the 3 mile section 

corresponds to a section of 

4.5" HMA/18" AB 

 no streetlights 

 Project shown being 

completed by 2020 in 

MTP/SCS 

 $1.5M of funding has been 

identified for right of way; no 

funding identified for 

construction. 

B & C $82,217,000 $58,312,000 

 Full reconstruction: 4 

Lanes thoroughfare 

(B) 

 Widen to 6 lanes 

between E. Stockton 

and Bradshaw 

 4-lane rural arterial 

(C) 

 2" RAC/6"HMA /25" AB 

 $3.4M Sustainability 

 Class 1 Path, 

landscape, & lighting 

 Frontage Road 

improvements 

 Overlay only – Lent 

Ranch Parkway to E. 

Stockton Blvd 

 Widening  GLR only from 2-

lanes to 4-lanes between 

Waterman Road and Bond 

Road 

 Includes 4-lane grade 

separation over UPRR 

 no streetlights 

 Project shown being 

completed by 2020 (Segment 

B) and 2035 (Segment C) 

 $36.4M of funding from 

Developer/Impact Fees and 

other Public sources  

D1 
 

$50,721,000  
$21,610,000 

 4-lane Expressway  

  $2.4M Sustainability 

 Assumes full cost of widening 

GLR from 2-lanes to 6-lanes. 
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  $4.1 Path, 

landscape/lighting 

 Interchange at 

Sunrise/GLR and 

construction of multi-

use trail 

 Project shown being 

completed by 2035 

 $32.8M of funding from 

Developer/Impact Fees and 

other Public sources has been 

identified for these segments. 

D2 $106,590,000  $86,201,000 

 4-lane Expressway  

 $3M Sustainability 

 $5.4 Path, 

landscape/lighting 

 Interchanges at 

Jackson, Kiefer, 

Chrysanthy, University 

& Douglas 

 Assumes full cost of widening 

GLR from 2-lanes to 4-lanes. 

 Project shown being 

completed by 2035  

 $15.8M of funding from 

Developer/Impact Fees and 

other Public sources 

D3 $118,324,000  $73,104,000 

 4-lane Expressway  

 $4.5M Sustainability 

 $7.3 Path, 

landscape/lighting 

  Interchanges at 

Prairie City, Grant Line 

Road, Scott Road & 

Empire Ranch Road.   

 Widening and/or 

Signalization of Grant 

Line Road, Aerojet 

Road, Prairie City, 

Oak Avenue & Scott 

Road North. 

 Sacramento County is 

widening/realigning WRR 

from 2-lanes to 4-lanes from 

Grant Line Road to Prairie 

City Road. 

 Full cost of widening WRR 

from 2-lanes to 4-lanes. 

 Widening from 4-lanes to 6-

lanes from GLR to Prairie City 

Road, and from 2-lanes to 6-

lanes from Prairie City Road 

to Scott Road. 

 Project shown being 

completed by 2020 

 $38.9M of funding from 

Developer/Impact Fees and 

other Public sources  

E1 & E2 $22,354,000  $26,400,000 

  4 to 6 lane 

Thoroughfare  

  $1.1M Sustainability 

  Overlay only: Latrobe 

to Manchester 

 New signals at Carson 

& manchester 

 Assumes full cost of widening 

WRR from 2-lanes to 6-lanes. 

 Project shown being 

completed by 2035  

 $14.1M of funding from 

Developer/Impact Fees and 

other Public sources has 

been identified for these 

segments. 
Exhibit 4-134-9: Project and MTIP Comparison 

In conclusion, the cost estimates shown in the MTP/MTIP for the connector related 

projects are too low as they do not represent the appropriate scope needed for 

construction of the Connector Project.  In addition, very little revenue has been 

identified for construction of the majority of these projects.
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Chapter 5 – PROJECT FINANCING AND REVENUES 

Overall Financing Plan 
 

The variety of funding sources to be used is intended to provide a greater degree of 

flexibility and stability than would result from a single-sourced funding plan.  These 

funds are described individually below as well as shown in Exhibit 5-1 and Appendix 

D. 

Committed Funding Sources - $ 118.0 Million 

Connector JPA Measure A funds - $118.0 M – These local sales tax funds were 

allocated specifically to the project on the 2004 ballot measure. Funds are currently 

indicated for distribution across the entire 30 years of the tax and accompanying 

developer fee, with the majority of the funds being deferred to the last 5 years of the 

Measure’s expenditure plan but are largely consistent with the 2012 MTP/SCS. 

Anticipated Revenue Sources - $3610.50M  

Federal and State Regional Funds – $136.9 – These are Federal and State funds that 

are derived from annual apportionments to SACOG for funding of transportation 

projects.  They include federal Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) 

funds, federal Congestion Management Air Quality (CMAQ) funds, and other 

federal discretionary funds. State funds include STIP funding. Both sets of funds are 

modestly escalated based on historical rates but are largely consistent with 

projection in 2012 MTP.  

  

Member Jurisdiction Development Impact Fees – $198.57.0M - These are funds 

collected from new development on a per unit basis by the member jurisdictions 

and applied to projects identified in their respective Capital Improvement Plans. 

Only funds that are currently identified as located on the Connector alignment 

have been included under this revenue category. Revenues from these fees will 

depend on development activity because the fee revenue is generated at the 

issuance of building permits.  An average annual level of growth has been assumed 

throughout the planning period.  Growth in the early years of the revenue plan is 

likely to be less than average.  Over time, fee revenues will be variable.  The JPA will 

need to reach an agreement with each jurisdiction regarding the amount and 

timing of these development fees. There are funds that member jurisdictions have 

included in their Capital Improvements Programs to fund road projects along the 

Connector alignment in addition to development impact fees.  Jurisdictions are not 

permitted to include the cost to cure existing deficiencies in their road system in their 
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calculation of development impacts, so these funds are provided through other 

sources.   

  

Other Contributions – $23.8M – These are funds that are anticipated to be collected 

by the member jurisdictions as a result of mitigation fees for either development 

projects or other projects such as the Stonebridge and Teichert Quarry projects. 

These funds are collected specifically to mitigate direct impacts along the 

Connector alignment above and beyond what is collected as part of a 

development impact fees. All of these mitigation programs include some modest 

inflationary cost increases to account for unit cost and other increases. 

   

Member Jurisdiction Direct Contributions – $2.3M – These are the funds expected to 

be made available directly from the member jurisdictions as to match funding from 

other areas. These funds could also include possible in-kind contributions right-of-

way, utility relocation, and staffing. 

 

Potential Revenue Sources - $80.0M 

 

While it is not possible to anticipate the future of transportation funding over the life 

of the Plan of Finance, historical trending since the year 2000 have shown that 

revenue supplements have become available  from a variety of  sources, such as 

the recent stimulus funding.  For this Plan of Finance, it is not possible to quantify the 

exact amount that may be available to the project, but it is also not practical to 

assume the status quo and thus limit our capital sources to Committed and 

Anticipated sources. Using a conservative assumption for funding from Potential 

sources, the plan estimates additional revenues for capital construction through the 

below list of sources: 

  

Supplemental Local Sales Tax - This “Measure B” ½ cent sales tax is a 20-year tax that 

is tentatively planned for approval by Sacramento County voters in 2014 and would 

be available for use in 2019.  It is represented as a lump sum allocation in the plan 

assuming that bonds were issued and repaid by the sales tax in future years. 

 

State Vehicle License Fee (VLF) - This is the reinstatement of the original VLF fees 

applied through annual vehicle registrations. The funds would be distributed to the 

jurisdictions by the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) and redistributed to 

the project on an annual basis. 

 

Federal Stimulus Funds - This represents another round of federal stimulus to assist in 

economic recovery and is considered a conservative estimate with regard to the 

funds available to the region from the previous stimulus. 
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Federal Transportation Grants - The current Federal Surface Transportation bill is a 

two-year bill that will expire in 2014. While it is unknown whether a completely new 

bill and accompanying revenue source will be developed, it is likely that additional 

revenues will be realized based on infrastructure needs and the association to the 

national economy. These revenues are not required to be realized early in the Plan 

of Finance but are assumed to be bondable such as a GARVEE bond would be. 

 

User Fees – While not included as a Committed or Anticipated Revenue source, 

tolling and/or some form of mileage-based revenue source is very likely to emerge 

at the federal or state level as an alternative/substitute for the current gasoline tax. 

 

Other Misc. Revenues - Supplementing revenue for a project of this size could 

materialize in a variety of forms and origins. Over the last decade both state and 

federal government have initiated transportation revenue funding from a variety of 

bonds, fees, surcharges, and levies. It is likely that over the next ten-year period, one  

or several of these funding sources can be applied to the Plan of Finance. 

 

Exhibit 5-1 Total projected revenues by source (Millions) 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Measure A, $118.00  

Fed/State, $136.90  
Dev. Fees, $198.50  

Other Contributions 
, $23.80  

Member Direct, 
$2.30  

Potential, $80.00  

Measure A Fed/State Dev. Fees Other Contributions Member Direct Potential
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Chapter 6 – PROJECT CASH FLOW 

Revenue Timing by Source 
 

Connector JPA Measure A funds - $118.0M -  

 

The FY 2013 Measure A Capital Allocation Plan released on October 1, 2012 by the 

Sacramento Transportation Authority (STA), indicates $118M available for the project 

over the 30 year life of the measure. Of this total, approximately $7.8M has been 

expended to date. The remaining $110M are available primarily towards the latter 

years of the plan, post FY 2030. One of the assumptions of this plan is that a majority 

of funds in an available year can be used as backup security against developer fee 

payments to advance a public or private loan to initiate construction much earlier 

than would otherwise be possible. By asking the STA to commit a portion of these 

allocated funds as collateral in the event that developer fees cannot exclusively 

cover the construction loan payments, the project can proceed without waiting for 

sufficient cash accruals to be realized. The remaining Measure A funds will be 

applied to the project on schedule to supplement future construction and or 

finance costs over the Phase 2 portion of the project build out.  Measure A funds are 

based on present estimates (Oct 2012) provided by the Sacramento Transportation 

Authority. 

 

Federal and State Regional Funds - $136.9M – Federal and State Funds typically 

equal 1/3 (33%) of the project costs and are available at the time the project 

expenditures occur.  The finance plan assumes an annual  “cap” of $7.5 million in 

any given year in an effort to limit the amount of state/federal discretionary dollars 

that would be allocated to the connector.  These funds have been applied in a 

range of between 0 and 66% across the duration of the plan with the largest 

percentage concentrated in the period around the Phase 1 delivery.  

Member Jurisdiction Developer Fees - $198.57.0M - Development Impact Fee 

revenues are assumed to be received at an average annual rate through the life of 

the project based on the identified level of development fees for Connector related 

projects in each member jurisdiction’s development impact fee program.  

Development fees are highly variable year by year and depend on the pace of 

development.  Annual revenues from these fees are applied to the model at levels 

representative of the development projections used in the Programmatic EIR for the 

Connector Project. 

Fair Share Contributions - $23.8 - Quarry Mitigation Fees for Connector related 

projects are assumed to be available on an average annual basis until the required 

amount of the mitigation fees are paid.  However, these fees are actually tied to 
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funding specific Connector related projects.  The flow of Quarry Mitigation Fee 

revenues are also highly correlated to the level of development activity in any year. 

Revenues from these projects are applied equally over a 15 year period beginning 

at the initiation of construction of the Phase 1 program. 

 

Member Jurisdiction Direct Contributions - $2.3M - Local Funds provided by member 

jurisdictions, exclusive of developer fees, to match project expenditures have not 

been estimated.  Local jurisdictions may provide funding during the construction of 

the Connector based on local priorities or mitigation requirements. These revenues 

are not represented in the model since they will be used to carry administrative and 

operation costs of the JPA which is not shown as a part of the construction costs. 

Some of this revenue could be applied in the model if required 

Potential Revenue Sources - $80.0M - Other potential revenues cannot be predicted 

with accuracy but are assumed to be available during various heavy construction 

periods. Revenue from this individual or combination of future funding sources has 

not been introduced into the model until 2019 but may be available earlier.   

Total Project Revenue Timing 
 

Exhibit 6-1 represents an overall summary of the full cash flow model projection for 

the project.  

Exhibit 6-16-1; Cash Flow Model 
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Table D1 in Appendix D provides a detailed summary of the various revenue sources 

in the proposed phased delivery plan.  The Cash Flow projections indicate that there 

should be adequate revenues to fund the construction of the Connector through 

build-out given the timing of the construction program and the assumptions about 

the various revenue sources.  

Given these assumptions, it also indicates a revenue surplus at the end of the 

planned construction schedule. Overall, the revenue assumptions appear to be 

reasonable.  In constant 2012 dollars, there is a potential surplus of identified 

revenues if all the sources are actually realized.  However, it is likely that not all of the 

revenues will be received at the level indicated.  Even with an inflation factor for 

revenues at 3.0% and a factor 4.7% for expenditure, there is a surplus of revenues 

over project expenditures if all revenue are realized.  

 

Although the overall revenue assumptions appear reasonable, the timing of the 

receipt of the revenues matching the timing of construction is less certain.  As 

previously mentioned in Chapter 4, the JPA has two key strategies for managing 

cash flow issues: 

 

1. Modification to the Expenditure Plan – Should anticipated revenues be 

delayed, especially due to a sluggish economy and low levels of 

development fees, then the construction program can be reprogrammed.   

2. Bridge Loans – If there are short-term cash flow shortages with good 

prospects for repayment, the JPA could take out construction loans and 

repay the loans with the receipt of the expected revenues. 

Bridge Loan Concepts 

 

In order to resolve short cash flow shortages during the life of the Plan of Finance, 

the Connector Project may need  to borrow funds and repay them with the 

permanent revenues sources.  There are at least 3 key possibilities for these loans. 

 

Sacramento Transportation Authority Measure A Funds - Most of the Measure A 

Funds for the Connector Project are received in the last years of the construction 

program.  In order to facilitate construction of the Connector, STA could provide a 

short-term loan backed by a small set-a-side of the annual Measure A sales tax.  The 

loan would be paid off as quickly as possible, with interest, through the receipt of 

the other programmed revenues sources, particularly the development impact fees.  

The Measure A sales taxes would only be necessary to pay debt service in years 

where the development fee revenues fell below projects.  If the STA approved this 
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approach, there would be a slight delay in the construction of other Measure A 

projects.   

 

Member Jurisdictions - Member jurisdictions may also provide funding advances 

from their development impact fee programs to help Connector Project’s cash flow.  

The funding advances would only be available to the extent that the member 

jurisdiction has prioritized the construction of Connector related improvements.  

Jurisdictions would be reimbursed for these funding advances and interest from the 

programmed funding sources. 

 

California Infrastructure and Economic Development Bank - The California IBANK 

provides low interest 20 years to facilitate construction of major infrastructure 

projects that contribute to economic development. An IBANK loan would probably 

require a secure source of repayment to stand behind the loan, such as a pledge 

from the Measure A sales tax program.  However, the primary source of repayment 

could be development impact fees or receipt of State or Federal funds. 

 

Development Project Advances - A number of development projects along the 

Connector Alignment may be another source funding short-term financing.  

Developers may also be willing to provide advances of their development fees to 

assist the Connector construction program and receive fee credits against future 

fees. Some development projects could also provide advance funding to satisfy 

specific environment mitigation requirements beyond their fair share of funding 

identified through their development impact fees.  

 

As previously mentioned in this chapter and as shown in the cash flow model 

represented in Table D1 of Appendix D, adequate surplus revenue exists at the end 

of the program to allow for some borrowing during peak construction activity 

periods of Phase 1. Additional analysis work will be performed in support of this Plan 

of Finance to further define the specifics of this loan.  
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Chapter 7 - OTHER FACTORS 

Special Cost Containment Strategies 
 

Throughout the planning phase of the Connector Project and development of this 

Plan of Finance, the project sponsors have employed value engineering studies to 

review the cost effectiveness of the design alternatives. During the discussion of 

tolling/user fees earlier in the development of the plan, life-cycle and maintenance 

costs were included in the analysis to maximize the value of the project within the 

identified project budget.  That aspect of future project costs are not included in the 

non-tolled analysis but will be introduced for additional discussion once the capital 

cost aspects of the plan are completed.  In addition, JPA is committed to ensure the 

proper use of capital funds through a comprehensive and aggressive financial and 

construction contract compliance audit program to be developed. 

 

Over the course of the project, cost estimates will be updated to reflect current 

preliminary engineering including construction, right-of-way, utility relocations, 

mitigation, appropriate contingencies, and other factors.  Likewise, the project 

financial plan, including cash flow analysis, will be updated collaboratively, based 

upon input from SACOG, the member jurisdictions and other relevant sources.  

Project and contract scheduling will be used to monitor progress and keep the 

project on track once a specific delivery method is selected and executed.  

Major Responsibilities of All Parties Involved 
 

All aspects of this report assume the Connector construction will be managed by 

the JPA, acting as the member jurisdiction’s agent on the project.  The JPA is 

responsible for assuring the necessary coordination among the firms contracted to 

complete design and construction work for the five sections of the project and 

provide a project wide perspective. 

 

The Plan of Finance was developed to demonstrate what is considered the most 

viable approach to the timely completion of the entire Connector Project as 

defined in the PEIR. The analysis relies on cost estimates, timing, and processes that 

must be executed by a single project representative in order to make those 

assumptions valid. It is recognized that additional coordination and policy 

development between the JPA, SACOG, the member jurisdictions, and others will 

be required to execute this plan. It is also recognized that involvement from the 

state legislature, Caltrans, and the California Transportation Commission may be 

required. This plan is a necessary first step to initiate and advance these discussions. 

Shortly, after the adoption of this plan by the JPA Board, the Authority will begin 
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discussions on a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the member 

jurisdictions and possibly others, which establishes the intent and responsibilities of 

the parties involved. 

   

In conjunction with General Plan and other regulatory approvals, the Authority and 

the member jurisdictions will expand on the existing MOU and enter into a 

subsequent financing and operating agreement, addressing in more detail project 

funding, ownership, operation and maintenance responsibilities, including the JPA’s 

responsibilities for planning, development, design, right-of-way acquisition, and 

construction of the project.  This document will delineate contract approval 

processes, land transfer issues, inter-jurisdictional policies and relationships, revenue 

sharing, and accounting audit procedures.   

Schedule for Future Annual Updates 
 

Adjustments to the cost estimate will be computed in a manner consistent with the 

methodology established in this Initial Plan of Finance.  For future updates, the 

Connector Project will maintain its fiscal year (July 1 – June 30) as the project’s fiscal 

year.  Using the JPA and member jurisdiction’s fiscal year as the benchmark for 

future annual updates is particularly appropriate given that the majority of the 

funding for the project is coming from local funds, state agencies, or agents of the 

State.  This timing will facilitate the development of compatible subsequent six-year 

capital program updates.   

 

Therefore, annual updates to the Plan of Finance will be submitted to the necessary 

parties within 60 days following the end of Connector Authority’s  fiscal year, which 

will be September 1st of each year. 
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Chapter 8 – Phase 1: Reduced Growth Scenario 

Introduction 

The development projections prepared for the Connector Project Environmental 

Impact Report (EIR) and used in the cash flow model discussed in Chapter 6 of this 

Plan of Finance are based on the SACOG growth forecasts for 2008 through 2035 

included in the MTP 2035 adopted in 2008.  These projections were prepared prior to 

the recession and project higher growth than has occurred in recent years.  SACOG 

substantially reduced its growth forecasts in the 2012 MTP update.   

For the purposes of an EIR and estimating maximum environmental impacts, it is 

appropriate to use maximum development projections.  For the purposes of 

preparing a financing plan for a project, however, it is important to consider the 

potential for slower growth so that the availability of various funding sources, such as 

development impact fees, is not overestimated. 

The economic downturn and decline in development since 2007 has resulted in 

slower growth than projected in the early years of the EIR forecasts.  Althoug unlikely, 

it is possible that a slower growth rate could be sustained for the longer term.  

Planning for the Connector Project should include an alternative project 

implementation schedule and financing plan in the event that there is a long term 

slower rate of development.  This chapter discusses an alternate Reduced Growth 

Scenario to the main scenario detailed in this report, and referred to in this chapter 

as the EIR Growth Scenario.  The Reduced Growth Scenario includes slower housing 

and commercial growth projections, a revised Connector Project construction 

schedule, and a revised cash flow analysis.   

Reduced Growth Scenario 

Residential and commercial growth projections were developed for the Reduced 

Growth Scenario after researching historical growth in the region, as well as more 

recent development projections, including SACOG’s reduced projections 

developed for the MTP 2035 Update prepared in 2012.  Exhibit 8-1 summarizes and 

compares the total projected growth in residential and nonresidential equivalent 

dwelling units (EDUs) for the EIR Growth Scenario and the Reduced Growth Scenario 

for several time periods.  The projected dwelling units and employees were 

converted to EDUs so that the total residential and nonresidential development 

could be compared. 
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For the EIR Growth Scenario, projected development in the JPA Area is forecast 

through 2035.  For the Reduced Growth Forecast, the rate of development is slower 

and roughly matches the SACOG projections in the 2012 MTP Update.  The same 

amount of total development is projected for each of the alternatives, but much of 

the growth included in the EIR Growth Scenario occurs after 2035 in the Reduced 

Growth Scenario. 

Note that the cash flow tables for each alternative were prepared through 2039 to 

account for all Measure A allocations.  Consequently, the growth comparisons in 

Exhibit 8-1 are shown for periods before and after 2039 to correlate with the growth 

assumed for the cash flow analyses. 

Exhibit  8-1 – Equivalent Dwelling Units Comaprison 

Cost Changes 

For the EIR Growth Scenario, both the mainline and interchange improvements are 

expected to be constructed within the 2039 cash flow timeframe, with the 

interchange improvements occurring from 2026 through 2039.  For the Reduced 

Growth Scenario, it is assumed that only the mainline improvements will be 

constructed by 2039.  The interchange improvements will be constructed after 2039 

as development continues and demand warrants.   

Cash Flow Changes 

Summary 

The slower growth assumed for the Reduced Growth Scenario will result in lower 

annual development fee and other revenue through 2039. Costs in years 2026 

through 2039 also will be lower since it is assumed that the interchange 

improvements will not be needed or constructed until beyond 2039.   

Housing

EDUs

Employee 

EDUs

Total

EDUs

Housing

EDUs

Employee 

EDUs

Total

EDUs

2014 - 2025 68,702 40,898 109,599 39,614 23,586 63,200

2026 - 2039 59,236 35,277 94,513 55,284 32,916 88,200

Subtotal 2014 - 2039 127,937 76,175 204,112 94,897 56,503 151,400

Post 2039 0 0 0 160,978 95,847 256,825

TOTAL 255,875 152,350 408,225 350,772 208,852 408,225

EIR Growth Scenario Reduced Growth Scenario

Capital Southeast Connector JPA

Equivalent Dwelling Units Comparison

Time Period
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The funding sources and estimated total amount of funding by source will remain 

unchanged for the Reduced Growth Scenario.  The receipt of the funding, however, 

will be extended over a longer timeframe.  It is assumed that Phase 1, in which the 

mainline improvements are constructed, will extend to 2039.  Phase 2, in which the 

interchange improvements are constructed will occur after 2039.  Exhibit 8-2 

summarizes the funding sources and expenses for the Reduced Growth Scenario by 

phase.  Exhibit 8-3 depicts the annual cash flow elements graphically.  Appendix D 

includes the detailed annual cash flow tables for each of the two alternatives.  

Chapter 6 details the cash flow for the EIR Growth Scenario. 

 

Exhibit  8-2 – Recuced Growth Cash Flow Summary 

through 2039 Post 2039

Sources of Funds

Measure A (Connector) $ 110.4 $0.0 $ 110.4

Local Funds $ 0.0 $0.0 $ 0.0

State & Federal Funds $ 93.5 $43.4 $ 136.9

Development Impact Fees & Fair Share $ 148.8 $49.7 $ 198.5

Frontage Improvements Paid by Developers [1] N/A N/A N/A 

Quarry Mitigation Fees (50% of total) $ 14.3 $9.5 $ 23.8

Other Potential Funding $ 60.0 $20.0 $ 80.0

Total $ 427.1 $ 122.6 $ 549.7

Expenses

Mainline Improvements [2] $ 311.8 $ 0.0 $ 311.8

Interchange Improvements $ 0.0 $ 144.6 $ 144.6

Interest Expense $ 33.3 $ 0.0 $ 33.3

Total $ 345.1 $ 144.6 $ 489.7

Surplus/(Shortfall) $82.0 ($22.0) $60.0

Cumulative Surplus/(Shortfall) $82.0 $60.0 $60.0

[1]  Developers are required by several jurisdictions to pay for frontage improvements on the

[2]  Includes Prairie City Interchange.

      the Connector alignment, in addition to development fees.  The JPA is evaluating the revenue

      potential from these frontage requirements.

Capital Southeast Connector JPA

Cash Flow Summary --  Reduced Growth Forecast (2012 Dollars)

Item

Phase 1 Phase2

Total
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Exhibit  8-3 – Reduced Growth Cash Flow Model 

For the Reduced Growth Scenario, there is a revenue surplus in constant 2012 dollars 

at the end of Phase 1 in 2039, as well as at the end of the construction schedule if all 

of the revenue sources are actually realized.  Table D-2 shows, however, that there 

are projected annual deficits in all of the years from 2014 through 2034.  As 

discussed in Chapter 6, the JPA has two strategies for managing cash flow issues: 

 Bridge Loans – If there are short-term cash flow deficits, the JPA could take 

out construction loans and repay the loans with the receipt of expected 

revenues in subsequent years. 

 Modification to the Expenditure Plan – If projected revenues are delayed, 

especially due to lower than anticipated development activity and 

collection of development fees, then the construction program also can be 

delayed.  

  

Revenue Sources 

The revenue sources and amounts (in constant 2012 dollars) for the Reduced 

Growth Scenario are discussed below.   
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Federal and State Regional Funds - $93.5M - The Federal and State Funds are 

estimated as 30% of the project costs and are available at the time the project 

expenditures occur, with a maximum of $7.5 million in any given year.  Federal and 

State revenues available by 2035 would be lower for the Reduced Growth Scenario 

since the interchange costs would not have been incurred yet, and thus the 

associated Federal and State funding would not be available yet.  The total 

estimated Federal and State funding would remain unchanged but would occur in 

later years as the interchanges were constructed. 

Member Jurisdiction Development Fees and Fair Share - $148.8M - The development 

impact fee revenue available by 2035 would be lower for the Reduced Growth 

Scenario since less development is assumed through 2035.  The total estimated 

development fee revenue would remain unchanged but would be collected in 

later years as development continued. 

Quarry Mitigation Fees - $14.3M - The Quarry Mitigation fees are tied to funding 

specific Connector related projects and are highly correlated to the level of 

development activity in any year.  Since there will be less construction and 

development for the Reduced Growth Scenario, the total quarry mitigation fee 

revenues through 2039 are assumed to be one-half of the total for the EIR Growth 

forecast.  This reduced total is divided equally among each of the years from 2016 

through 2039.  It is assumed that the remaining half of the quarry mitigation fee 

revenue would be generated after 2039. 

Other Potential Revenue Sources - $60.0M - Other potential revenues are assumed 

to be available during various heavy construction periods.  Since it is assumed that 

the interchanges improvements will not be constructed until after 2035, the 

associated funding from other sources also is assumed to be delayed until the 

interchange improvements are constructed.  The total estimated development 

funding from other sources would remain unchanged but would occur in later years 

as development continued. 
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APPENDIX A – DESIGN BUILD PROCUREMENT 
 

Summary of the Various Contract Options 
 

In order to deliver the project as efficiently as possible, several delivery options have 

been considered for the SouthEast Connector Project.  These delivery options 

include both traditional design-build and Public-Private Partnerships (P3) as 

described below: 

Delivery Options 
 

 Design-Bid-Build (DBB): the public authority completes separate procurements for 

the design and construction of the project.  Long term operations and 

maintenance remain the responsibility of the public authority 

 Design-Build (DB): a private contractor designs and builds the project, while the 

public authority operates, maintains, and finances 

 Design-Build-Finance (DBF): a private contractor designs, builds and finances the 

project while the public authority operates and maintains 

 Design-Build-Finance-Operate-Maintain (DBFOM): a private contractor designs, 

builds, finances, operates and maintains the project 

 Concession: a private contractor designs, builds, finances, operates and 

maintains the project and also collects the revenue from users of the project 

 Availability Payments: A means of compensating a private concessionaire for its 

responsibility to design, construct, operate, and/or maintain a tolled or non-tolled 

roadway for a set period of time. For a tolled facility the project sponsor retains 

the underlying revenue risk associated with the toll facility rather than the private 

partner 

Public-Private Partnership (P3) 
 

A P3 is a contractual arrangement between a public agency and a private sector 

entity structured to meet the need of the public by: 

 

 Optimizing the skills and assets of each sector (public and private) in delivering a 

service or facility for the use of the general public; and 

 Allocating the risks in the delivery of the service and/or facility to the parties best 

able to manage them. 

 

Note that in all P3 business models, the full ownership reverts back to the public at 

the end of the term.  Control of the asset is maintained by the public through the 

partnering approach and project agreement. 
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These delivery methods are summarized in Figure 1 along with an assessment of the 

risk transfer from the public sector to the private sector and visa versa. 

 
Figure 1 - Risk Transfer variation by delivery option 

Preferred Delivery Option 

As presented in the October 2012 Board of Directors Meeting, while several of the 

above described delivery methods could still be utilized, based on cost and delivery 

efficiencies design-build procurement will be pursued as the primary delivery 

method.

 

Figure 2 - Sequence of Project Delivery Activities by Contract Approach 3 

As demonstrated in figure 2, the Design-Build delivery method offers significant time 

savings over the traditional Design-Bid-Build by consolidating various upfront 

                                                 
3 Source: Dr. Keith Molenaar, University of Colorado at Boulder 
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activities and overlapping a portion of the design process with the actual 

construction of the project. In the case of the Connector Project, this time saving 

could be as much as 12 to 18 months per contract. 

Design-Build Contracting Issues: Risk Assessment 
 

Within the general classification of design-build, there are variations on that delivery 

method that offer further flexibility with regard to risk transfer. For the most part, risk 

transfer is synonymous with exposure to contract areas of work that are out of 

control of the design-builder. More exposure relates to greater risk and less 

opportunity for cost savings.  

 

Below is a brief summary of some of the major issues relating to the use of 

design-build contracting that will directly impact the risk and associated cost 

for both the contractor and owner:  

 Appropriate Level of Preliminary Design:   
While the majority of design-build contracts complete the design to a 30% 

level, survey results indicate that the level of contracting agency satisfaction 

reported for design-build projects was higher for lower levels of preliminary 

design completed before design-build contract award4. This can be directly 

attributed to the design-builder’s ability to influence the project design earlier 

in the process to promote its constructability and cost effectiveness.   

 Project Phasing related to Environmental Clearance, Utility Relocations, and 

Right of Way Acquisition:  

In areas of delivery process that are legislatively controlled such as right-of- 

way control and utility rights, completing these processes outside of the 

contract provides security to the design-builder that the construction process 

can proceed expeditiously once it is started. This can result in lower overall 

exposure to delay and reduce cost. The same is true for the environmental 

process which is heavily regulated and subject to delays associated with 

public interaction and lawsuits. Conversely, should any of these processes be 

viewed more procedurally as part of a contract, the incentive to take 

advantage of additional areas of savings could reduce overall contract costs 

further.  

 

 Pre Development Agreements 

By asking the design-builder to advance the majority of up-front costs 

associated with the design process, the owner realizes a significant cost 

                                                 
4 Design-Build Effectiveness Study - As Required by TEA-21 Section 1307(f) Final Report , January 2006  
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savings and allows the design-builder to participate more exclusively in the 

details of the preliminary design and construction sequencing process. The 

risk to the owner is the requirement to compensate the design-builder for their 

participation in the process should the project not advance to construction.  
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APPENDIX B – MATRIX DETAIL 
 

Plan of Finance Matrix 

Criteria Descriptions 

 
In order to proceed decisively with a phasing plan for the Connector Plan of 

Finance, each segment was evaluated on a number of criteria that were 

considered significant factors that could influence the relative order of delivery. The 

selected factors are as follows:  

 

A) Existing Traffic – Are there any current unacceptable delays on a segment 

that could be reduced or eliminated through the construction of planned 

improvements. Are these delays related to an emerging pattern of future 

growth or created by demand from cross streets and/or off corridor 

influences? 

 

B) Future Traffic - Which segments are more susceptible to unacceptable delays 

during the anticipated delivery of the initial phases of the project starting 

around 2018? What growth areas around the project are more likely to 

accelerate quicker than others?   

 

C) Environmental Considerations – Are there any segments which have less 

environmental impacts or complications that could require additional permits 

and/or complicating design considerations? Are there segments that are 

significantly less complex from this perspective? NOTE: Any additional costs 

related to this criteria are reflected exclusively though the Construction Cost 

factor noted below. 

 

D) Construction Costs - Are the total capital costs of any of the segments 

significantly less on a unit cost basis or more expensive based on unique 

features, i.e. bridges, overcrossings, mitigation requirements, than the others 

to improve deliverability?  

 

E) Safety/Accident Considerations – Is there an outstanding safety improvement 

consideration outstanding on any of the segments that can be improved by 

the planned improvements that cannot be remedied by interim 

improvements at a specific location along the segment?  
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F) Fair Share Contributions – Are there significant fair share revenues available 

from land entitlements, specific plans, or other accrued public funds that are 

dedicated specifically to a segment? Are those funds available in a 

timeframe that gives a segment a better opportunity to be completed in a 

specified time frame? 

 

G) Ease of Construction – Do any of the segments require less traffic control, 

phasing, permitting, or geographic constraints that would extend the overall 

duration of construction? Will any of the phases be more “shovel ready” than 

others to take advantage of any grants or discretionary funding?  

 

The following is a discussion of the methodology used to rank each of the segments 

based on the criteria outlined above. 

Existing Traffic 

 

A primary consideration for measuring the existing operational effectiveness through 

a segment is to compare the volume/capacity ratios, which is a ratio of the existing 

daily traffic volume divided by the traffic capacity of the segment based on a 

number of factors such as number of lanes, geometry, grades and traffic signals or 

stop signs through a segment. 

 

The following table lists the average volume to capacity ratios through each 

segment: 

 

Segment Limits Volume to Capacity Ratio 

A1 I-5 to Bruceville Road NA 

A2 Bruceville Road to SR 99 0.15 

B SR 99 to Bond Road 0.52 

C Bond Road to Calvine Road 0.77 

D1 Calvine Road to Jackson Road 0.59 

D2 Jackson Road to White Rock Road 0.46 

D3 White Rock Road to El Dorado County Line 0.47 

E1 El Dorado County Line to Latrobe Road 0.36 

E2 Latrobe Road to US 50 0.61 
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The evaluation scale for Existing Traffic is as follows: 

 

Volume to Capacity Ratio Score 

0.61 + 4 – High Benefit from Project 

0.41 – 0.60 8 

0.31 – 0.40 0 

0.21 – 0.30 9 

0 – 0.20 4 – Low Benefit from Project 

Future Traffic 

 

Future traffic was based on the 2035 traffic projections analyzed in the Connector 

Programmatic EIR.  The volume to capacity ratio was also used to evaluate which 

connector segments would have the most traffic operational benefit from the 

project in comparison to build-out of the route based on the 2035 Metropolitan 

Transportation Plan (MTP). 

 

The following table lists the average traffic volume to capacity ratios through each 

segment based on the traffic projections in the 2035 MTP: 

 

Segment Limits Volume to Capacity Ratio 

A1 I-5 to Bruceville Road 0.62 

A2 Bruceville Road to SR 99 0.55 

B SR 99 to Bond Road 0.65 

C Bond Road to Calvine Road 0.84 

D1 Calvine Road to Jackson Road 0.79 

D2 Jackson Road to White Rock Road 1.06 

D3 White Rock Road to El Dorado County Line 0.77 

E1 El Dorado County Line to Latrobe Road 0.60 

E2 Latrobe Road to US 50 0.41 

 
The evaluation scale for Future Traffic is as follows: 

 

Volume to Capacity Ratio Score 

0.91+ 4 – High Benefit from Project 

0.81 – 0.90 8 

0.71 – 0.80 0 

0.61 – 0.70 9 

0 – 0.60 4 – Low Benefit from Project 
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Construction Costs 

 

Construction costs for each segment were estimated independently and 

then compared to either the existing estimates in the 2035 MTP or each 

jurisdiction’s estimates.  Estimates were then adjusted to split each segment 

into two phases.  The first phase of the project would construct all elements of 

the Connector except for the interchanges.  Interchanges would be built in 

the second phase when the projected traffic volumes would necessitate the 

operational improvements. 

 

The following table compares the first phase unit cost per lane mile for each 

segment: 

 

Segment Limits Lane 
Miles 

Unit Cost/Lane Mile 
(in Millions) 

A1 I-5 to Bruceville Road 12.2 $3.85 

A2 Bruceville Road to SR 99 13.0 $2.18 

B SR 99 to Bond Road 18.2 $2.61 

C Bond Road to Calvine Road 10.9 $2.39 

D1 Calvine Road to Jackson Road 17.9 $2.18 

D2 Jackson Road to White Rock Road 28.9 $1.73 

D3 White Rock Road to El Dorado County Line 25.5 $2.94 

E1 El Dorado County Line to Latrobe Road 4.4 $2.46 

E2 Latrobe Road to US 50 4.4 $2.73 

 
The evaluation scale for Construction Costs is as follows: 

 

Unit Cost/Lane Mile (in millions) Score 

>$2.2 4 – High Cost Effectiveness 

$2.21 - $2.40 8 

$2.41 - $2.60 0 

$2.61 - $2.80 9 

$2.81+ 4 – Low Cost Effectiveness 

 

Safety/Accident Considerations 

Accident data for the past 5 years that were available was collected and compiled 

for each segment.  For the purpose of this report, it was assumed that the 

percentage of correctable accidents in each segment is the same and that the 

project would reduce the number and severity of accidents in each segment 

proportionately. 
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The following table lists the total number of accidents in each segment from 2006 to 

2011: 

 

Segment Limits # of Accidents 

A1 I-5 to Bruceville Road NA 

A2 Bruceville Road to SR 99 43 

B SR 99 to Bond Road 90 

C Bond Road to Calvine Road 56 

D1 Calvine Road to Jackson Road 54 

D2 Jackson Road to White Rock Road 84 

D3 White Rock Road to El Dorado County Line 140 

E1 El Dorado County Line to Latrobe Road 47 

E2 Latrobe Road to US 50  22 

 
The evaluation scale for Safety/Accidents is as follows: 

 

Volume to Capacity Ratio Score 

80+ 4 – High Benefit from Project 

61 - 80 8 

41 - 60 0 

21 - 40 9 

0 – 20 4 – Low Benefit from Project 

Fair Share Contributions 

 

Future fair share contributions/developer fees that have been earmarked for 

Connector segments were compiled for each jurisdiction.  The anticipated fees 

were then compared to the estimated cost of each Connector segment and 

ranked in the following table based on the percentage of the dedicated future fees 

to the estimated cost. 

Segment Limits Dedicated Fees/Estimated Cost (%) 

A1 I-5 to Bruceville Road 71% 

A2 Bruceville Road to SR 99 0% 

B SR 99 to Bond Road 46% 

C Bond Road to Calvine Road 73% 

D1 Calvine Road to Jackson Road 44% 

D2 Jackson Road to White Rock Road 83% 

D3 White Rock Road to El Dorado County Line 0% 

E1 El Dorado County Line to Latrobe Road 146% 

E2 Latrobe Road to US 50 93% 
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The evaluation scale for Fair Share Contributions is as follows: 

Unit Cost/Lane Mile (in millions) Score 

91%+ 4 – High Cost Effectiveness 

71%-90% 8 

51%-70% 0 

31%-50% 9 

0%-30% 4 – Low Cost Effectiveness 

Ease of Construction 

 

A number of factors were considered in ranking the segments on Ease of 

Construction or “shovel readiness”.  These factors included evaluating the 

complexity of the construction staging/traffic handling, right-of-way acquisitions and 

potential relocations, external coordination with utilities, railroad and Caltrans and 

environmental permitting factors.  These factors were ranked and scored in the 

table below on a 1 to 3 scale with 1 being relatively easy and 3 indicating there are 

complexities with that particular item. 

 

Segment Limits Staging 
Traffic 

Handling 

Right-
of-Way 

Utilities 
Railroad 
Caltrans 

Environ./ 

Permitting 

Total 
Score 

A1 I-5 to Bruceville Rd 1 2 3 3 89 

A2 Bruceville Rd to SR 99 1 12 2 1 56 

B SR 99 to Bond Rd 2 3 2 1 8 

C Bond Rd to Calvine Rd 3 3 1 1.5 98.5 

D1 Calvine Rd to Jackson Rd 1 2 1 2.5 6.5 

D2 Jackson Rd to White Rock Rd 1 1 1 3 56 

D3 White Rock Rd to El Dorado 
County Line 

1 1 1 2.5 5.5 

E1 El Dorado County Line to Latrobe  1 1 1 2 5 

E2 Latrobe Rd to US 50 2 1 2 2 67 
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The evaluation scale for Ease of Construction is as follows: 

 

Total Score Score 

4-5 4 – Easier to Construct 

6 8 

7 0 

8 9 

9+ 4 – More difficult to Construct 
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APPENDIX C - SCHEDULE 
 

 

Notes:  1) Design-Build Agreement/ Pre Development Agreement are one of several procurement options (Reference Appendix A for additional information). 

2) Phase 2 Contracts Timing and Schedule is Dependent on Funding and Need for Improvements. 
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APPENDIX D – CASH FLOW SUMMARY                    Rev 1: March 

2013APPENDIX D – CASH FLOW SUMMARY – EIR GROWTH SCENARIO              Rev 1: July 2013 

 

 

Table D-1

Cash Flow Summary -- JPA EIR Growth Scenario

Available & Potential Funding -  2013 Dollars (in millions)

Identified Sources

$mm YOE Total 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 Check

Sources

Measure A - Original $110.4 -      2.8     -      1.4      1.0      1.0       3.9       4.1       9.9        -        5.7         3.9         1.5        1.5        -        -         -         7.9         7.9         7.9         -        -         -        -        -        8.0         16.6       25.3       110.4     

Measure A - 2012 Dollars $66.2 2.7     -      1.3      0.9      0.9       3.3       3.3       7.8        -        4.2         2.8         1.1        1.0        -        -         -         4.8         4.7         4.5         -        -         -        -        -        3.8         7.7         11.4       66.2       

Available Funding

Measure A (Connector) $110.4 -      2.8     -      1.4      1.0       1.0       3.9       4.1       9.9        -         5.7         3.9         1.5        1.5        -         -         -         7.9         7.9         7.9         -         -         -         -         -         8.0         16.6        25.3        110.4      

Local Funds $0.0 -      -     -      -      -       -       -       -       -        -         -         -         -        -        -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         

  Total Identified Funding $110.4 -      2.8     -      1.4      1.0       1.0       3.9       4.1       9.9        -         5.7         3.9         1.5        1.5        -         -         -         7.9         7.9         7.9         -         -         -         -         -         8.0         16.6        25.3        110.4      

30% State & Federal Funds $136.9 -      0.6     1.7      2.2      2.7       3.3       5.8       7.5       7.5        7.5         7.5         7.5         7.5        7.5        7.5         7.5         7.5         7.5         7.5         7.5         7.5         5.3         -         -         -         1.4         1.4         7.6         136.9      

Development Impact Fees & Fair Share $198.5 -      -     6.8      6.8      6.8       9.4       9.4       9.4       9.4        9.4         9.4         9.4         9.4        9.4        9.4         9.4         9.4         9.4         9.4         9.4         9.4         9.4         9.4         9.4         -         -         -         -         198.5      

Frontage Improvements Paid by Developers $0.0 -      -     -      -      -       -       -       -       -        -         -         -         -        -        -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         

Quarry Mitigation Fees $23.8 -      -     -      -      1.2       1.2       1.2       1.2       1.2        1.2         1.2         1.2         1.2        1.2        1.2         1.2         1.2         1.2         1.2         1.2         1.2         1.2         1.2         1.2         -         -         -         -         23.8        

Other Potential Funding $80.0 -      -     -      -      -       -       -       10.0      10.0      10.0       10.0        10.0        10.0       -        -         -         5.0         5.0         -         -         -         5.0         5.0         -         -         -         -         -         80.0        

  Total Potential Funding $439.2 -      0.6     8.5      9.0      10.6     13.8      16.3      28.1      28.1      28.1       28.1        28.1        28.1       18.1       18.1       18.1        23.1        23.1        18.1        18.1        18.1       20.9        15.6       10.6       -         1.4         1.4         7.6         

Total Funding $549.7 -      3.4     8.5      10.4    11.6     14.8      20.3      32.2      38.0      28.1       33.8        32.0        29.6       19.6       18.1       18.1        23.1        31.0        26.0        26.0        18.1       20.9        15.6       10.6       -         9.4         17.9        32.9        549.7      

Project Costs - 2013 Dollars (in millions)

Preferred Alt. Accel. Design-Build w/o Tolling

$mm YOE Total 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 Check

Uses

Estimated Percent of Costs [1]

Mainline Improvements 100% 0.0% 0.7% 1.8% 2.4% 2.9% 3.5% 6.2% 10.8% 16.1% 15.3% 13.6% 14.8% 11.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100%

Interchange Improvements 100% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.1% 3.1% 13.8% 13.8% 0.0% 3.9% 3.9% 17.3% 17.3% 0.0% 0.0% 3.1% 3.1% 17.6% 100%

Mainline Improvements $311.8 -      2.0     5.6      7.5      8.9       10.8      19.2      33.7      50.3      47.8       42.4        46.3        37.2       -        -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         311.8      

Interchange Improvements $144.6 -      -     -      -      -       -       -       -       -        -         -         -         -        -        4.5         4.5         20.0        20.0        -         5.6         5.6         25.0        25.0       -         -         4.5         4.5         25.5        144.6      

Total Project Costs $456.4 -      2.0     5.6      7.5      8.9       10.8      19.2      33.7      50.3      47.8       42.4        46.3        37.2       -        4.5         4.5         20.0        20.0        -         5.6         5.6         25.0        25.0       -         -         4.5         4.5         25.5        

Cumulative Project Costs -      2.0     7.7      15.1    24.1     34.9     54.2     87.8     138.1    185.9     228.3     274.6     311.8    311.8    316.3     320.8     340.8     360.7     360.7     366.3     371.9     396.9     421.9     421.9     421.9     426.4     430.9     456.4     

Funding Gap - 2012 Dollars

Funding Sources $549.7 -      3.4     8.5      10.4    11.6     14.8      20.3      32.2      38.0      28.1       33.8        32.0        29.6       19.6       18.1       18.1        23.1        31.0        26.0        26.0        18.1       20.9        15.6       10.6       -         9.4         17.9        32.9        549.7      

Project Costs $456.4 -      2.0     5.6      7.5      8.9       10.8      19.2      33.7      50.3      47.8       42.4        46.3        37.2       -        4.5         4.5         20.0        20.0        -         5.6         5.6         25.0        25.0       -         -         4.5         4.5         25.5        456.4      

4% Interest Expense $8.8 -      -     -      -      -       -       -       -       -        -         0.7         1.1         1.7        2.1        1.4         0.9         0.4         0.3         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         8.8         

Funding Surplus/(Shortfall) $84.5 -      1.4     2.8      3.0      2.7       4.0       1.1       (1.5)      (12.3)     (19.8)      (9.4)        (15.4)       (9.3)       17.5       12.1       12.6        2.7         10.7        26.0        20.4        12.5       (4.1)        (9.4)        10.6       -         4.8         13.4        7.4         84.5        

Cumulative Funding Surplus/(Shortfall) -      1.4     4.2      7.1      9.8      13.8     14.8     13.4     1.0        (18.7)      (28.1)      (43.5)      (52.8)     (35.4)     (23.2)      (10.6)      (7.9)        2.8         28.8       49.3       61.8       57.7       48.2       58.8       58.8       63.6       77.0       84.5       

** If negative - Construction Loan is needed 

and Interest Payments Necessary

Funding Gap - Inflated Dollars

Escalation Rate for Funding Sources (2014+) 3.5%

Escalation Rate for Project Costs (2014+) 4.7%

Funding Sources $886.1 -      3.4     8.7      11.2    12.9     17.0      24.1      39.5      48.3      37.0       46.0        45.2        43.2       29.6       28.3       29.3        38.7        53.8        46.7        48.3        34.7       41.6        32.1       22.5       -         21.4        42.3        80.6        886.1      

Project Costs $809.8 -      2.0     5.9      8.2      10.3     13.0      24.2      44.3      69.3      69.1       64.1        73.2        61.6       -        8.2         8.6         39.7        41.6        -         12.7        13.3       62.7        65.6       -         -         13.6        14.3        84.2        809.8      

4% Interest Expense [2] $27.6 -      -     -      -      -       -       -       -       -        0.5         1.8         2.6         3.8        4.7        3.7         3.1         2.3         2.5         2.1         0.3         -         -         -         0.2         -         -         -         -         27.6        

Funding Surplus/(Shortfall) $48.7 -      1.4     2.8      3.0      2.6       4.0       (0.1)      (4.8)      (21.0)     (32.6)      (19.9)       (30.7)       (22.2)      24.9       16.3       17.6        (3.4)        9.7         44.6        35.3        21.4       (21.1)       (33.5)      22.3       -         7.8         28.1        (3.6)        48.7        

Cumulative Funding Surplus/(Shortfall) -      1.4     4.2      7.2      9.8       13.8      13.7      8.9       (12.1)     (44.7)      (64.7)       (95.3)       (117.5)    (92.7)      (76.3)      (58.7)       (62.2)       (52.5)       (7.9)        27.4        48.8       27.7        (5.8)        16.5       16.5       24.2        52.3        48.7        

** If negative - Construction Loan is needed 

and Interest Payments Necessary

   cf detail

[1]  Costs prior to 2013 are not shown her and assumed to fund project management expenses.

[2]  Funding gap not adjusted by interest expense payments.

JPA EIR Growth Scenario
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Table 1

Capital Southeast Connector JPA

Cash Flow Summary -- 2035 Development

Avail. & Potential Funding -  2012$
Identified Sources

$mm YOE Total 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 Check

Sources

Available Funding -             

Measure A (Connector) $110.4 -       2.8      -     1.4       1.0      1.0      3.9      4.1      9.9        -        5.7        3.9        1.5         1.5        -        -        -        7.9        7.9        7.9        -        -        -        -        -        8.0        16.6      25.3      110.4          

Local Funds $0.0 -       -     -     -       -      -      -      -      -        -        -        -        -        -        -        -        -        -        -        -        -        -        -        -        -        -        -        -        -             

  Total Identified Funding $110.4 -       2.8      -     1.4       1.0      1.0      3.9      4.1      9.9        -        5.7        3.9        1.5         1.5        -        -        -        7.9        7.9        7.9        -        -        -        -        -        8.0        16.6      25.3      110.4          

30% State & Federal Funds $136.9 -       0.6      1.7      2.2       2.7      3.3      5.8      7.5      7.5        7.5        7.5        7.5        7.5         7.5        7.5        7.5        7.5        7.5        7.5        7.5        7.5        5.3        -        -        -        1.4        1.4        7.6        136.9          

Development Impact Fees & Fair Share $197.0 -       -     4.0      9.4       9.4      9.4      9.4      9.4      9.4        9.4        9.4        9.4        9.4         9.4        9.4        9.4        9.4        9.4        9.4        9.4        9.4        9.4        9.4        5.4        -        -        -        -        197.0          

Quarry Mitigation Fees $23.8 -       -     -     -       1.2      1.2      1.2      1.2      1.2        1.2        1.2        1.2        1.2         1.2        1.2        1.2        1.2        1.2        1.2        1.2        1.2        1.2        1.2        1.2        -        -        -        -        23.8            

Other Potential Funding $80.0 -       -     -     -       -      -      -      10.0    10.0      10.0      10.0      10.0      10.0       -        -        -        5.0        5.0        -        -        -        5.0        5.0        -        -        -        -        -        80.0            

  Total Potential Funding $437.7 -       0.6      5.7      11.6     13.3    13.8    16.3    28.1    28.1      28.1      28.1      28.1      28.1       18.1      18.1      18.1      23.1      23.1      18.1      18.1      18.1      20.9      15.6      6.6        -        1.4        1.4        7.6        

Total Funding $548.2 -      3.4     5.7     13.0    14.3   14.8   20.3   32.2   38.0     28.1     33.8     32.0     29.6      19.6     18.1     18.1     23.1     31.0     26.0     26.0     18.1     20.9     15.6     6.6       -       9.4       17.9     32.9     548.2        

Project Costs - 2012 Dollars
Preferred Alt. Accel. Design-Build w /o Tolling

$mm YOE Total 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 Check

Uses

Estimated Percent of Costs [1]

Mainline Improvements 100% 0.0% 0.7% 1.8% 2.4% 2.9% 3.5% 6.2% 10.8% 16.1% 15.3% 13.6% 14.8% 11.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100%

Interchange Improvements 100% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.1% 3.1% 13.8% 13.8% 0.0% 3.9% 3.9% 17.3% 17.3% 0.0% 0.0% 3.1% 3.1% 17.6% 100%

Mainline Improvements $311.8 -       2.0      5.6      7.5       8.9      10.8    19.2    33.7    50.3      47.8      42.4      46.3      37.2       -        -        -        -        -        -        -        -        -        -        -        -        -        -        -        311.8          

Interchange Improvements $144.6 -       -     -     -       -      -      -      -      -        -        -        -        -        -        4.5        4.5        20.0      20.0      -        5.6        5.6        25.0      25.0      -        -        4.5        4.5        25.5      144.6          

Total Project Costs $456.4 -      2.0     5.6     7.5      8.9     10.8   19.2   33.7   50.3     47.8     42.4     46.3     37.2      -       4.5       4.5       20.0     20.0     -       5.6       5.6       25.0     25.0     -       -       4.5       4.5       25.5     

Cumulative Project Costs -     2.0    7.7    15.1   24.1  34.9  54.2  87.8  138.1  185.9  228.3  274.6  311.8   311.8  316.3  320.8  340.8  360.7  360.7  366.3  371.9  396.9  421.9  421.9  421.9  426.4  430.9  456.4  

Funding Gap - 2012 Dollars

Funding Sources $548.2 -       3.4      5.7      13.0     14.3    14.8    20.3    32.2    38.0      28.1      33.8      32.0      29.6       19.6      18.1      18.1      23.1      31.0      26.0      26.0      18.1      20.9      15.6      6.6        -        9.4        17.9      32.9      548.2          

Project Costs $456.4 -       2.0      5.6      7.5       8.9      10.8    19.2    33.7    50.3      47.8      42.4      46.3      37.2       -        4.5        4.5        20.0      20.0      -        5.6        5.6        25.0      25.0      -        -        4.5        4.5        25.5      456.4          

4% Interest Expense $7.9 -       -     -     -       -      -      -      -      -        -        0.6        1.0        1.6         2.0        1.3        0.8        0.3        0.2        -        -        -        -        -        -        -        -        -        -        7.9              

Funding Surplus/(Shortfall) $83.9 -      1.4     0.0     5.6      5.3     4.0     1.1     (1.5)    (12.3)    (19.8)    (9.3)      (15.3)    (9.2)       17.6     12.3     12.7     2.8       10.9     26.0     20.4     12.5     (4.1)      (9.4)      6.6       -       4.8       13.4     7.4       83.9           

Cumulative Funding Surplus/(Shortfall) -     1.4    1.4    7.0      12.3  16.3  17.3  15.8  3.5       (16.2)   (25.5)   (40.8)   (50.0)    (32.5)   (20.2)   (7.5)     (4.6)     6.2       32.3    52.7    65.2    61.1    51.6    58.2    58.2    63.1    76.4    83.9    

Funding Gap - Inflated Dollars
Escalation Rate for Funding Sources (2014+) 3.5%

Escalation Rate for Project Costs (2014+) 4.7%

Funding Sources $880.5 -       3.4      5.9      14.0     15.8    17.0    24.1    39.5    48.3      37.0      46.0      45.2      43.2       29.6      28.3      29.3      38.7      53.8      46.7      48.3      34.7      41.6      32.1      14.0      -        21.4      42.3      80.6      880.5          

Project Costs $809.8 -       2.0      5.9      8.2       10.3    13.0    24.2    44.3    69.3      69.1      64.1      73.2      61.6       -        8.2        8.6        39.7      41.6      -        12.7      13.3      62.7      65.6      -        -        13.6      14.3      84.2      809.8          

4% Interest Expense [2] $25.9 -       -     -     -       -      -      -      -      -        0.4        1.7        2.5        3.7         4.6        3.6        2.9        2.2        2.3        1.9        0.1        -        -        -        0.1        -        -        -        -        25.9            

Funding Surplus/(Shortfall) $44.8 -      1.4     (0.0)    5.8      5.5     4.0     (0.1)    (4.8)    (21.0)    (32.5)    (19.8)    (30.5)    (22.1)    25.0     16.5     17.7     (3.3)      9.8       44.8     35.4     21.4     (21.1)    (33.5)    14.0     -       7.8       28.1     (3.6)      44.8           

Cumulative Funding Surplus/(Shortfall) -      1.4     1.4     7.1      12.7   16.7   16.6   11.8   (9.3)      (41.8)    (61.6)    (92.1)    (114.2)  (89.2)    (72.7)    (55.0)    (58.2)    (48.4)    (3.6)      31.8     53.2     32.1     (1.4)      12.5     12.5     20.3     48.4     44.8     

cf detail

[1]  Costs prior to 2013 are not shown her and assumed to fund project management expenses.

[2]  Funding gap not adjusted by interest expense payments.

Forecast Option: 

EIR Growth Estimate
2035 Cash Flow

** If negative - Construction Loan is needed and Interest 

Payments Necessary

** If negative - Construction Loan is needed and Interest 

Payments Necessary
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APPENDIX D – CASH FLOW SUMMARY – SLOW GROWTH SCENARIO              Rev 1: July 2013 

 

Table D-2

Capital Southeast Connector JPA

Cash Flow Summary -- Reduced Growth Scenario

Available & Potential Funding -  2013 Dollars (in millions)

Identified Sources

$mm YOE Total 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039Check

Sources

Measure A - Original $110.4 -   2.8  -   1.4   1.0   1.0    3.9    4.1    9.9     -     5.7     3.9     1.5      1.5     -     -     -     7.9     7.9     7.9     -     -     -     -     -     8.0     16.6   25.3   ####

Measure A - 2012 Dollars $66.2 2.7  -   1.3   0.9   0.9    3.3    3.3    7.8     -     4.2     2.8     1.1      1.0     -     -     -     4.8     4.7     4.5     -     -     -     -     -     3.8     7.7     11.4   66.2  

Available Funding -    

Measure A (Connector) $110.4 -    2.8   -   1.4    1.0    1.0    3.9    4.1     9.9      -      5.7      3.9      1.5       1.5      -      -      -      7.9      7.9      7.9      -      -      -      -      -      8.0      16.6    25.3    110.4 

Local Funds $0.0 -    -   -   -    -    -    -    -     -      -      -      -      -       -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -    

  Total Identified Funding $110.4 -    2.8   -   1.4    1.0    1.0    3.9    4.1     9.9      -      5.7      3.9      1.5       1.5      -      -      -      7.9      7.9      7.9      -      -      -      -      -      8.0      16.6    25.3    110.4 

30% State & Federal Funds $93.5 -    0.6   1.7   2.2    2.7    3.3    5.8    7.5     7.5      7.5      7.5      7.5      7.5       7.5      7.5      7.5      7.5      2.3      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      93.5  

Development Impact Fees & Fair Share (74% of total) $148.8 -    -   1.5   2.5    3.3    4.8    5.5    6.3     6.3      6.3      6.3      6.3      6.3       6.3      6.3      6.3      6.3      6.3      6.3      6.3      6.3      6.3      6.3      6.3      6.3      6.3      6.3      6.3      148.8 

Frontage Improvements Paid by Developers $0.0 -    -   -   -    -    -    -    -     -      -      -      -      -       -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -    

Quarry Mitigation Fees ( approximately 50% of total) $14.3 -    -   -   -    0.6    0.6    0.6    0.6     0.6      0.6      0.6      0.6      0.6       0.6      0.6      0.6      0.6      0.6      0.6      0.6      0.6      0.6      0.6      0.6      0.6      0.6      0.6      0.6      14.3  

Other Potential Funding $60.0 -    -   -   -    -    -    -    10.0   10.0    10.0    10.0    10.0    10.0     -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      60.0  

  Total Potential Funding $316.6 -    0.6   3.2   4.7    6.6    8.6    11.8  24.3   24.3    24.3    24.3    24.3    24.3     14.3    14.3    14.3    14.3    9.1      6.8      6.8      6.8      6.8      6.8      6.8      6.8      6.8      6.8      6.8      316.6 

Total Funding $427.1 -    3.4   3.2   6.1    7.6    9.6    15.8  28.4   34.2    24.3    30.0    28.3    25.8     15.8    14.3    14.3    14.3    17.1    14.8    14.8    6.8      6.8      6.8      6.8      6.8      14.8    23.4    32.1    427.1 

Project Costs - 2013 Dollars (in millions)

Preferred Alt. Accel. Design-Build w/o Tolling

$mm YOE Total 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 Check

Uses

Estimated Percent of Costs [1]

Mainline Improvements 100% 0.0% 0.7% 1.8% 2.4% 2.9% 3.5% 6.2% 10.8% 16.1% 15.3% 13.6% 14.8% 11.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100%

Interchange Improvements 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0%

Mainline Improvements $311.8 -    2.0   5.6   7.5    8.9    10.8  19.2  33.7   50.3    47.8    42.4    46.3    37.2     -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      

Interchange Improvements $0.0 -    -   -   -    -    -    -    -     -      -      -      -      -       -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      

Total Project Costs $311.8 -    2.0   5.6   7.5    8.9    10.8  19.2  33.7   50.3    47.8    42.4    46.3    37.2     -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      

Cumulative Project Costs -   2.0  7.7   15.1  24.1  34.9  54.2  87.8   138.1  185.9  228.3  274.6  311.8   311.8  311.8  311.8  311.8  311.8  311.8  311.8  311.8  311.8  311.8  311.8  311.8  311.8  311.8  311.8  

Funding Gap - 2012 Dollars

Funding Sources $427.1 -    3.4   3.2   6.1    7.6    9.6    15.8  28.4   34.2    24.3    30.0    28.3    25.8     15.8    14.3    14.3    14.3    17.1    14.8    14.8    6.8      6.8      6.8      6.8      6.8      14.8    23.4    32.1    427.1 

Project Costs $311.8 -    2.0   5.6   7.5    8.9    10.8  19.2  33.7   50.3    47.8    42.4    46.3    37.2     -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      311.8 

4% Interest Expense $33.3 -    -   -   0.0    0.1    0.2    0.2    0.4     0.6      1.2      2.2      2.8      3.7       4.3      3.8      3.4      2.9      2.5      1.9      1.4      0.8      0.6      0.3      0.1      -      -      -      -      33.3  

Funding Surplus/(Shortfall) $82.0 -    1.4   (2.5)  (1.4)   (1.5)   (1.4)   (3.7)   (5.6)    (16.6)   (24.7)   (14.6)   (20.8)   (15.0)    11.6    10.6    11.0    11.4    14.6    12.9    13.4    6.0      6.3      6.5      6.8      6.8      14.8    23.4    32.1    82.0  

Cumulative Funding Surplus/(Shortfall) -   1.4  (1.1)  (2.5)  (3.9)  (5.3)   (9.0)   (14.6)  (31.2)  (55.9)  (70.5)  (91.3)  (106.3)  (94.7)  (84.1)  (73.2)  (61.7)  (47.1)  (34.2)  (20.8)  (14.8)  (8.5)    (2.0)    4.8     11.6   26.5   49.9   82.0   

** If negative - Construction loan is needed

 and Interest is calculated.

Funding Gap - Inflated Dollars

Escalation Rate for Funding Sources (2014+) 3.5%

Escalation Rate for Project Costs (2014+) 4.7%

Funding Sources $696.3 -    3.4   3.3   6.6    8.4    11.0  18.7  35.0   43.6    32.1    40.9    39.9    37.7     23.9    22.4    23.2    24.0    29.6    26.6    27.5    13.2    13.6    14.1    14.6    15.1    33.9    55.3    78.6    696.3 

Project Costs $445.3 -    2.0   5.9   8.2    10.3  13.0  24.2  44.3   69.3    69.1    64.1    73.2    61.6     -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      -      445.3 

4% Interest Expense [2] $58.3 -    -   -   0.0    0.1    0.2    0.3    0.5     0.9      2.0      3.5      4.6      6.1       7.3      6.7      6.0      5.3      4.6      3.6      2.7      1.7      1.2      0.7      0.2      -      -      -      -      58.3  

Funding Surplus/(Shortfall) $192.7 -    1.4   (2.6)  (1.7)   (2.0)   (2.2)   (5.8)   (9.9)    (26.7)   (39.0)   (26.7)   (37.9)   (30.0)    16.6    15.8    17.2    18.7    25.0    23.0    24.8    11.5    12.4    13.4    14.4    15.1    33.9    55.3    78.6    192.7 

Cumulative Funding Surplus/(Shortfall) -    1.4   (1.2)  (2.9)   (4.9)   (7.1)   (12.8) (22.7)  (49.4)   (88.4)   (115.1) (153.1) (183.0)  (166.4) (150.6) (133.4) (114.7) (89.7)   (66.7)   (41.9)   (30.4)   (18.0)   (4.6)     9.8      24.9    58.8    114.1  192.7  

** If negative - Construction loan is needed

 and Interest is calculated.

cf rev

[1]  Costs before 2013 are not shown here and are assumed to fund project management expenses.

[2]  Funding gap not adjusted by interest expense payments.

Reduced Growth 

Scenario
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Capital SouthEast Connector JPA – Plan of Finance 
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APPENDIX E – PROJECT COMPARISONS 
 

Scope Differences between MTP & Connector Projects 

Kammerer Road (I-5 to Bruceville Road) – Segment A1 

 
For the Kammerer Road extension from I-5 to Bruceville Road, the primary scope 

differences between the MTP project and the Connector project are with the 

proposed structural sections (thickness of asphalt and aggregate base sections) 

and the overall pavement width based on the facility type. 

 

The cost listed in the MTP for the I-5 to Bruceville extension of Kammerer Road is 

based on a Project Study Report (PSR) that was prepared for this project in 2009.  

The PSR cost used in the MTP assumed a standard City 4-lane arterial cross section 

for Kammerer Road that included four 12-foot wide lanes, a 12-foot wide raised 

center median, 6-foot bike lanes, 3-foot graded shoulders with roadside ditches and 

no streetlights.  Based on the preliminary quantities used in the PSR estimate, the 

structural section assumed for the 3-mile Kammerer Road extension corresponds to 

a structural section of approximately 4.5 inches of asphalt over 18 inches of 

aggregate base. 

 

The Connector project assumes the same Kammerer Road section will be a divided 

4-lane expressway segment which based on Caltrans Highway Design Manual 

standards corresponds to four 12-foot wide travel lanes, 5-foot wide paved inside 

shoulders, 10-foot wide paved outside shoulders, 36-foot wide center median, and a 

12-foot wide multi-use trail with landscaping and lighting.  The pavement section of 

the expressway segment has been designed using Caltrans standards for pavement 

design and preliminary geotechnical information about the relatively poor existing 

soil conditions in the area which show that a larger structural section would be 

required to handle the projected vehicle and truck traffic through this segment.  

Based on this preliminary information and Caltrans standard pavement design, the 

Connector project assumes a structural section of 2 inches of rubberized asphalt 

over 8 inches of asphalt over 25 inches of aggregate base.  The Connector project 

estimate also includes an additional $2.8 million in sustainability elements and $2.9 

million in Class 1 path, landscaping and lighting improvements that are not included 

in the MTP scope. 
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 Cost Comparison  Scope Comparison 

Segment JPA Costs MTP Costs JPA Scope MTP Scope 

A1 $45,998,000 $32,950,000 

 4 Lane Expressway 

 2" RAC/8"HMA /25" 

AB 

  Includes 4-lane grade 

separation over UPRR. 

  $2.8M Sustainability 

 $2.9M Multi-Use Path, 

landscape, & lighting 

 Frontage Road 

improvements 

  4-lanes 

  Based on PSR quantities, the 3 

mile section corresponds to  

4.5" HMA/18" AB 

 Includes 4-lane grade 

separation over UPRR 

 no streetlights 

 Project shown being completed 

by 2020 in MTP/SCS 

 $11.6M of funding from 

Developer/Impact Fees and 

other Public sources has been 

identified for this segment. 

 

Kammerer Road (Bruceville Road to SR 99) – Segment A2 

The primary differences between the project scoped in the MTP and the Connector 

project through this segment are with the proposed structural sections and the 

assumptions of widening the existing roadway versus full replacement. 

 

The scope and corresponding cost listed in the MTP assumes that existing Kammerer 

Road will be widened from the existing 2-lane facility to ultimately a 6-lane City 

standard thoroughfare section.  Based on the MTP cost estimate, it is assumed that 

the structural section for the widened portion of Kammerer Road will match the I-5 

to Bruceville section of Kammerer Road of 4.5 inches of asphalt over 18 inches of 

aggregate base.  The MTP breaks this into two phases, an initial widening from 2 to 4 

lanes and an ultimate project which widens from 4 to 6 lanes.  There will be 

challenges to implementing the project as scoped in the MTP as the existing 

structural section of Kammerer Road is not adequate to handle the anticipated 

future traffic and would likely need to be rebuilt. 

 

The Connector project assumes building this segment in two phases with the initial 

phase reconstructing Kammerer Road to provide a 4-lane thoroughfare segment.  

The second phase would utilize the median to widen and provide the ultimate 6-

lane thoroughfare segment.  Based on the preliminary geotechnical information 

and Caltrans standard pavement design, the Connector project assumes a 

structural section of 2 inches of rubberized asphalt over 8 inches of asphalt over 25 

inches of aggregate base.  The Connector project estimate also includes an 
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additional $1.6 million in sustainability elements and $2.3 million in path, landscaping 

and lighting improvements that are not included in the MTP scope. 

 

 Cost Comparison  Scope Comparison 

Segment JPA Costs MTP Costs JPA Scope MTP Scope 

A2 $30,200,000 $17,000,000 

 6 Lane Thoroughfare 

 2" RAC/6"HMA /25" 

AB 

 $1.6M Sustainability 

 $2.3M Path, landscape, 

& lighting 

 Frontage Road 

improvements 

  4-lanes 

  Based on the PSR quantities, 

the 3 mile section corresponds 

to a section of 4.5" HMA/18" 

AB 

 no streetlights 

 Project shown being 

completed by 2020 in 

MTP/SCS 

 $1.5M of funding has been 

identified for right of way; no 

funding identified for 

construction. 

 

Grant Line Road (SR 99 to Bradshaw Road) – Portion of Segments B  

Similarly to the Kammerer Road segments, the primary scope differences between 

the MTP project and the Connector project are with the assumptions of number of 

lanes, required structural section and the widening or replacement of existing Grant 

Line Road. 

 

The MTP project scope assumes utilizing the existing Grant Line Road and widening 

to provide the interim 4-lane project.  A project to widen Grant Line Road to 6-lanes 

is not currently included in the MTP. 

 

The Connector project assumes building this segment in two phases with the initial 

phase reconstructing Grant Line Road to provide a 4-lane thoroughfare segment.  

The second phase would utilize the median area to widen and provide the 6-lane 

thoroughfare segment as defined in the Connector PEIR.  Based on the preliminary 

geotechnical information and Caltrans standard pavement design, the Connector 

project assumes a structural section of 2 inches of rubberized asphalt over 8 inches 

of asphalt over 25 inches of aggregate base.  The Connector project estimate also 

includes an additional $2.1 million in sustainability elements that are not included in 

the MTP scope. 
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Grant Line Road (Bradshaw Road to Calvine Road)  

For the segment from Bradshaw Road to Calvine Road, the primary scope 

differences between the MTP project and the Connector project are with the 

assumptions of the required structural section and the widening or replacement of 

the existing Grant Line Road and the consolidation of access points with the 

Connector project. 

 

The MTP project scope assumes utilizing the existing Grant Line Road and widening 

to provide 4-lanes through this segment.  A project to widen Grant Line Road to 6-

lanes is not currently included in the MTP. 

 

The Connector project proposes to reconstruct Grant Line Road to provide a 4-lane 

thoroughfare segment between E. Stockton Blvd and Bradshaw Road and a 4-lane 

rural arterial between Bradshaw Road and Calvine Road.   Based on the preliminary 

geotechnical information and Caltrans standard pavement design, the Connector 

project assumes a structural section of 2 inches of rubberized asphalt over 8 inches 

of asphalt over 25 inches of aggregate base.  The Connector project estimate also 

includes an additional $1.3 million in sustainability elements that are not included in 

the MTP scope. 

 

 Cost Comparison  Scope Comparison 

Segment JPA Costs MTP Costs JPA Scope MTP Scope 

B & C $82,217,000 $58,312,000 

 Full reconstruction: 4 

Lanes thoroughfare (B) 

 Widen to 6 lanes between 

E. Stockton and 

Bradshaw 

 4 lane rural arterial (C) 

 2" RAC/6"HMA /25" AB 

  $3.4M Sustainability 

 Class 1 Path, landscape, 

& lighting 

 Frontage Road 

improvements 

 Overlay only – Lent 

Ranch Parkway to E. 

Stockton Blvd 

 Widening  GLR only from 2-

lanes to 4-lanes between 

Waterman Road and Bond 

Road 

 Includes 4-lane grade 

separation over UPRR 

 no streetlights 

 Project shown being 

completed by 2020 (Segment 

B) and 2035 (Segment C) in 

MTP/SCS 

 $36.4M of funding from 

Developer/Impact Fees and 

other Public sources has been 

identified for these segments. 

 

Grant Line Road (Calvine Road to Jackson Road) – Segment D1 

For the segment from Calvine Road to Jackson Road, the primary scope differences 

between the MTP project and the Connector project are with the assumptions of 

the required structural section, the widening or replacement of the existing Grant 
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Line Road and the construction of an interchange at Sunrise Boulevard/Grant Line 

Road with the Connector project. 

The MTP project scope assumes utilizing the existing Grant Line Road and widening 

to provide 6-lanes through this segment.   

The Connector project proposes to reconstruct Grant Line Road to provide a 4-lane 

expressway segment.   Based on the preliminary geotechnical information and 

Caltrans standard pavement design, the Connector project assumes a structural 

section of 2 inches of rubberized asphalt over 8 inches of asphalt over 25 inches of 

aggregate base.  The Connector project estimate also includes an additional $2.4 

million in sustainability elements and $4.1 million in path, landscaping and lighting 

improvements that are not included in the MTP scope. 

 

 Cost Comparison  Scope Comparison 

Segment JPA Costs MTP Costs JPA Scope MTP Scope 

D1 
 

$50,721,000  
 

$  21,610,000 

 4 Lane Expressway  

  $2.4M Sustainability 

 $4.1 Path, 

landscape/lighting 

 Interchange at 

Sunrise/GLR and 

construction of multi-use 

trail 

 Assumes full cost of 

widening GLR from 2-lanes 

to 6-lanes. 

 Project shown being 

completed by 2035 in 

MTP/SCS 

 $32.8M of funding from 

Developer/Impact Fees and 

other Public sources has 

been identified for these 

segments. 

 
Grant Line Road (Jackson Road to White Rock Road) – Segment D2 

For the segment from Jackson Road to White Rock Road, in addition to the scope 

differences listed in the previous segments (structural section, widening versus full 

replacement), the primary scope difference between the MTP project and the 

Connector project is with the proposed connector interchanges at Jackson Road, 

Kiefer Road, Chrysanthy Road, University Road and Douglas Boulevard.   

 

The Connector Project estimate also includes an additional $3.0 million in 

sustainability elements and $5.4 million in path, landscaping and lighting 

improvements that are not included in the MTP scope. 
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 Cost Comparison  Scope Comparison 

Segment JPA Costs MTP Costs JPA Scope MTP Scope 

D2 $106,590,000  $86,201,000 

 4 Lane Expressway  

 $3M Sustainability 

 $5.4 Path, 

landscape/lighting 

 Interchanges at 

Jackson, Kiefer, 

Chrysanthy, 

University & 

Douglas 

 Assumes full cost of 

widening GLR from 2-

lanes to 4-lanes. 

 Project shown being 

completed by 2035 in 

MTP/SCS 

 $15.8M of funding from 

Developer/Impact Fees and 

other Public sources has 

been identified for these 

segments. 

 

White Rock Road (Grant Line Road to El Dorado County Line) – Segment D3 

For the segment from White Rock Road to the El Dorado County Line, in addition to 

the scope differences listed in the previous segments (structural section, widening 

versus full replacement), the primary scope difference between the MTP project 

and the Connector project is with the proposed connector interchanges at Grant 

Line Road, Scott Road and Empire Ranch Road.  Also major widening and/or 

signalized intersections will be constructed at Grant Line Road, Aerojet Road, Prairie 

City Road, Oak Avenue and Scott Road North.   

 

The Connector project estimate also includes an additional $4.5 million in 

sustainability elements and $7.3 million in path, landscaping and lighting 

improvements that are not included in the MTP scope. 

 Cost Comparison  Scope Comparison 

Segment JPA Costs MTP Costs JPA Scope MTP Scope 

D3 $118,324,000  $73,104,000 

 4 Lane Expressway  

 $4.5M Sustainability 

 $7.3 Path, 

landscape/lighting 

  Interchanges at 

Prairie City, Grant 

Line Road, Scott 

Road & Empire 

Ranch Road.   

 Widening and/or 

Signalization of 

Grant Line Road, 

Aerojet Road, Prairie 

City, Oak Avenue & 

Scott Road North. 

 Sacramento County is 

widening/realigning WRR from 

2-lanes to 4-lanes from Grant 

Line Road to Prairie City Road. 

 Full cost of widening WRR 

from 2-lanes to 4-lanes. 

 Widening from 4 to 6-lanes 

from GLR to Prairie City Road, 

& from 2 to 6-lanes from Prairie 

City Road to Scott Road. 

 Project shown being completed 

by 2020 in MTP/SCS 

 $38.9M of funding from 

Developer/Impact Fees and 

other Public sources has been 

identified for these segments. 
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White Rock Road (El Dorado County Line to Silva Valley Parkway 

Interchange) – Segment E 

For the segment from the El Dorado County Line to Silva Valley Parkway, the 

Connector scope and MTP scope are similar except that the MTP project scope 

widens White Rock Road to 6 lanes, while the Connector project limits the widening 

of White Rock Road to 4 lanes.  The Connector project also includes $1.1 million in 

sustainability elements that are not part of the MTP project scope. 

 Cost Comparison  Scope Comparison 

Segment JPA Costs MTP Costs JPA Scope MTP Scope 

E1 & E2 $22,354,000  $26,400,000 

 4 Lane Thoroughfare  

  $1.1M Sustainability 

  Overlay only: Latrobe to 

Manchester 

 Assumes full cost of 

widening WRR from 2-

lanes to 6-lanes. 

 Project shown being 

completed by 2035 in 

MTP/SCS 

 $14.1M of funding 

from Developer/Impact 

Fees and other Public 

sources has been 

identified for these 

segments. 
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Appendix F – Federal NEPA Complicance Strategy 

 

The potential for federal funding for the entire corridor and individual 

segments within the approximate 33.4 mile-long alignment requires the 

JPA to fully consider the optimal National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

compliance strategy as well as the need to conduct project-level NEPA 

review for individual project segments. JPA staff has been investigating 

the impacts and requirements for NEPA compliance throughout the 

corridor. NEPA applies whenever a proposed activity or action: 

 

 is proposed on federal lands, or 

 involves the use of federal funds (in part or in whole), or 

 requires a federal permit or other federal approval 

 

 

(Additional details regarding this federal strategy is in 

development and will be included in this section prior to 

September, 2013 for approval)
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Capital SouthEast Connector Board of Directors           Item # 8  
                             Presentation 
August 5, 2013 
 
Presentation of the Revised Project Design Guidelines for the Connector Project 
 
Issue:   To present to the Board of Directors the first revision (Rev 1) of the Project Design Guidelines (PDG) for 
the Connector Project. 
 
Recommendation:  Hear a presentation on the initial revision to the Project Design Guidelines, receive staff and 
public comments, and direct staff to work with member jurisdiction staff and interested parties on addressing 
comments for an adoption in September, 2013. 
 
Background: At the February, 2013 Board of Directors meeting, staff introduced a draft of the Project Design 
Guidelines (PDG).  The February introduction of the PDG was primarily focused on describing the unique iterative 
development process and the diverse groups of stakeholders that were involved in the development of the PDG.  
Subsequent to the meeting, comments were received from the member jurisdictions and stakeholders and a 
majority of the comments were resolved before the Board took action at the March, 2013 meeting to approve the 
PDG with the exception of the Design Exception Policy.   

As expressed by the member jurisdictions at the March, 2013 meeting, there was not a consensus among the 
member jurisdictions on the proposed Design Exception Policy that gave final approval authority to the JPA Board 
of Directors.  The key issue that needed to be resolved among the member jurisdictions was determining who 
retains the ultimate design exception approval authority -- the JPA or the member jurisdictions? 
 
At the March, 2013 meeting, the Board directed staff to continue working with staff from the member jurisdictions to 
resolve this issue and collaboratively form a revised Design Exception Policy, and to incorporate any additional 
comments that might be received from members of the Project Development Team. 

 
Discussion: Since the adoption of the PDG in March, 2013, staff has received a number of requested changes, 
and has developed an alternative Design Exception process with the intent of addressing the concerns raised. 
Today’s presentation is intended to review these comments as well as the revised exception process and report 
back to the Board in September to seek approval of the first revision to the PDG.  
 
Previously Proposed Design Exception Process 
 
The Design Exception Process is intended to be used when a proposed project along the Connector route has a 
design element that differs from what is listed in the PDG.  The exceptions would be classified into three different 
levels of approval depending upon the extent of the requested exception. The previous draft of the Design 
Exception Policy required that all design exception requests be approved by the local policy board of the 
requesting entity prior to being submitted to the JPA for consideration. The three categories of exception were 
classified as follows: 
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Category 1 – Non safety/non-controversial design elements of aesthetic or non-functional nature. 
   

Approval Body – Local Jurisdiction and JPA Executive Director. 
 

Category 2 - Exceptions to the design standards that are generally classified as “technical”, but not involving                   
significant interaction with local jurisdictional policy and/or adjacent land use planning. 
 

Approval Body – JPA Technical Committee and the JPA Executive Director (the Technical 
Committee would be comprised of Transportation and/or Public Works Directors from each of the five 
member jurisdictions, Planning Director from SACOG, and the JPA Executive Director) 

. 
Category 3 – Design exceptions that include safety, access, right-of-way standards, or controversial items that 
involve considerations outside of the development of the project itself. 
 

Approval Body – JPA Board of Directors. 
 
In all cases, if agreement couldn’t be reached at given approval level, the process could be appealed to the next 
level. The exception to that is Category 3, in which the JPA Board would have been the final authority. 
 
Member Jurisdiction Comments 
 
While the jurisdictions supported the concept of the Design Exception Process, some issue was taken with the 
previous draft policy because it was based on the premise that the JPA is the “owner” of the project and has 
authority to approve or reject design exceptions in all of the member jurisdictions. 
  
Based on the Board direction at the March, 2013 meeting, staff conducted additional meetings with member 
jurisdictions to vet this issue and through this outreach it was clear that the member jurisdictions wanted to retain 
the final approval authority over design exceptions within their jurisdiction.   
 
Proposed Design Exception Process Revisions 
 
The attached revised draft Design Exception Policy takes the jurisdictions concern into account while still providing 
a formal mechanism for the JPA Board, Executive Director and Technical Committees to make recommendations 
on proposed design exceptions that would ultimately be incorporated into the member jurisdiction’s public hearing 
process for any Category 3 design exceptions.  
 
The following summarizes the proposed changes to the revised exception policy, shown in Exhibit 1, for Category 3 
exceptions: 
 
1. Requires the jurisdictions to seek the JPA Board recommendation on proposed design exceptions that fall 

within Category 3. 
a. Any change to the location and the type of access will require a transportation report to document the 

effect to traffic operations on the Connector. 
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b. JPA staff will review and approve the access change request transportation report which will be 
included as part of the request to the JPA Board of Directors for their recommendation(s) to the 
requesting jurisdiction. 

i. For a change in access to be presented to the JPA Board with JPA staff recommendation of 
approval, the transportation study must show that the proposed access change request will 
provide acceptable peak hour conditions for intersection level of service (LOS), expressway 
segment LOS, and thoroughfare travel speed, as applicable: 
 

2. The JPA Board will make a recommendation (via resolution) to be incorporated into a hearing process at the 
member jurisdiction’s elected body for final consideration of the exception. 
 

3. The ultimate authority to approve/deny the design exception is retained by the jurisdictions.  
 
While this change to the exception policy is an effort to address one of the primary concerns over who retains final 
approval authority, there is also a need to ensure that the regional aspects of the project are maintained, particularly 
with regards to access points.  Staff believes that the Transportation Report will provide a mechanism for the jurisdiction and 
the JPA to ensure the regional aspects of the project are maintained.  
 
Additional Requested Changes 
 
Exhibit 2 outlines additional changes to the Project Design Guidelines requested by the jurisdictions.  In general, 
these changes consist of ensuring that completed and planned projects that may not meet all of the design 
standards are addressed in the PDG, a request for minimum interchange spacing less than 1 mile apart, language 
clarifications, and differing design standards between jurisdictions.   
 
JPA staff will meet with the commenting jurisdiction(s) to discuss the comments that either require further 
discussion or cannot be incorporated without consulting with the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC).   
Subsequent to the one-on-one meetings, the comments that require TAC approval will be discussed and vetted 
through the committee.  The revised Project Design Guidelines will be presented for adoption in September, 2013. 
 
Respectfully Submitted: 

 
Tom Zlotkowski 
Executive Director 
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The Project Design Guidelines document has been prepared with the support and collaboration from the 

member jurisdictions of the Capital SouthEast Connector JPA.  The member jurisdictions that 

participated in the development process of these guidelines approve of this document and the 

information contained herein. 
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Title  

Herein describes an exception approval process for non-standard or special conditions which deviate 

from the standard policy or requirements contained in the Connector Project Design Guidelines (PDG). 

Policy 

Approvals for proposed non-standard conditions are needed when the JPA and a local jurisdiction(s) or 

project partner are sharing responsibilities or funding for a project along the Connector.  The approval 

process should be documented to record the background and basis for the deviation from standard 

policy or requirements contained in the PDGs. The need for the Design Exception Policy is to provide a 

mechanism to allow changes to the Connector project above and beyond that already identified in the 

PEIR while providing conformance to the following: 

 Consistency in the planning and design of the Connector 

 Consistency with the functional guidelines 

 Assuring the intended minimum Level of Service (LOS) on the Connecter is not compromised 

 Protecting the validity of the PEIR for the project  

 Assuring conformance with the provisions of the approved settlement agreement with the 
Environmental Council of Sacramento  

 Accounting for any additional private funding contributions to the Connector Plan of Finance  

 Project financing 

Approval of exceptions should be pursued and obtained as early as possible in the project development 

process for the request, particularly when the project concepts, costs or funding depend upon the 

approvals. 

Definition and Background 

 

The Connector project consists of a combination of existing and new roadway alignments through rural 
and urban environments. The development of the Connector project is anticipated to be accomplished 
in phases (noted as segments in this Project Design Guidelines) that will be generally consistent with 
these environments. Also, planned projects within the Connector corridor are in various stages of design 
and construction by state and local agencies that will construct portions of the Connector. The order of 
implementing the various segments is not determined at this time. It will be subject to funding 
availability and existing and future traffic demand. 
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The PDGs have been prepared to establish one overall guidance document to enable consistent planning 

and design of the Connector. They provide for the development of the Connector project such that it has 

the following characteristics: 

 Is uniform in character, appearance, facilities provided, and blends with the communities. 

 Is positioned effectively with the surroundings to minimize impacts. 

 Provides effectively located access to maximize the efficiency of the corridor. 

 Integrates other modes of travel and provides a high level of service. 

 Provides well-coordinated, efficient traffic operations. 

 Implements sustainable solutions.  

 Maintains the integrity of the regional transportation systems. 

 Allows cost-effective implementation of the project. 

The PDGs are a technical tool used for development of a facility to provide clarity in scope, shape, and 

appurtenant features. In addition, the guidelines and the final program environmental impact report 

(FPEIR) will provide supporting documentation to the JPA and the local jurisdictions for the various 

general plan amendment processes to incorporate the Connector project.  

The guidelines establish design guidance for the preliminary planning and are intended to help designers 

as follows: 

 Establish street configurations. 

 Identify and plan appurtenant facilities. 

 Identify anticipated project right-of-way (ROW). 

 Identify areas of ownership/responsibility. 

 Maintain continuity between project segments. 

 Maintain continuity with the communities. 

The level of detail included is commensurate with the phase of project development. The guidelines are 

intended to be updated periodically as additional clarification is made and future phases of the 

project(s) begin.  

Where guidelines conflict or information is missing, the designer should bring it to the attention of the 

JPA for resolution. The JPA will maintain ownership of the project design guidelines and will provide 

periodic updates at its discretion. Changes to the guidelines will require review and approval by the JPA 

Board of Directors before being used on the project. 
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Design Exceptions 

Design exceptions assist designers and owners in finding a transportation solution that balances impacts 

to design characteristics, site constraints, site specific needs, and environmentally sensitive areas while 

still providing for safety and mobility.  Due to circumstances presented within the multi-agency corridor, 

a situation may arise in which the existing design requirements cannot be met,  the impact of meeting 

the requirements is too restrictive, or the jurisdiction along the corridor requests changes due to other 

factors.   In this case, designers or individual jurisdictions must request a design exception. 

Design exceptions will be classified into three categories which have different levels of 

approvals required.  All design exception requests are required to have preliminary approval of 

the governing Local Jurisdiction Staff prior to a formal request being sent to the JPA. 

Category 1 (Local Agency /JPA Executive Director Approval Authority): 

Category 1 design exceptions include minor exceptions to the design standards 

that are not classified as Category 2 or Category 3, are deemed to be non-safety 

and non-controversial between jurisdictions, or are consistent with the examples 

listed in Table 1.   Approval for Category 1 design exceptions lies with the Local 

Jurisdiction and the JPA Executive Director.  

 If there is disagreement between the two approval authorities, the exception 

request is elevated to Category 2. 

Category 2 (JPA Technical Committee/JPA Director Approval Authority):   

Category 2 design exceptions include exceptions to the design standards that are 

generally classified as technical design standards or those listed in Table 1.  

Approval for Category 2 design exceptions lies with the JPA Technical Committee 

and the JPA Executive Director. 

If there is disagreement between the two approval authorities, the exception 

request is elevated to Category 3. 

Category 3 (JPA Board Referral): 

Category 3 design exceptions include exceptions to the design standards that are 

generally related to safety, access, right-of-way, or involve/require a public hearing 

before a member jurisdictions elected body, such as the examples listed in Table 1.  

Recommendations shall be made by the Local Agency, Technical Committee and 

Executive Director. The request, with the appropriate level of justification and 

technical analysis (see below) must then be made to the JPA Board for their 

consideration and recommendation at a public JPA Board meeting. That 

recommendation (via resolution), will then be incorporated into the hearing 

process at the member jurisdictions elected body for final consideration. To be 

recommended for approval, exceptions cannot: (1) adversely affect peak hour 

conditions (as described in this document), safety, or project financing; or (2) be 
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inconsistent with Measure A or the JPA’s original Functional Guidelines.  The 

benefits of any Design Exception granted must outweigh the impacts, and may be 

subject to supplemental CEQA review. 

Table 1 – Examples of Design Exception Categories 

Design Exception 

Category 

1 2 3 

Technical Design 

   -design elements* 

  - cross section elements* 

  - structural section 

  - other considerations* 

 X  

Drainage 

  - hydrologic and hydraulic design standards* 

  - stormwater quality analysis and design standards* 

  - construction stormwater standards* 

 X  

Integrated Travel Modes* X   

Interchanges & Intersections* 

  - interchange/intersection spacing and locations 

  - access that differs from the PEIR 

  X 

Right-of-Way, Utilities & Railroad Facilities*   X 

Structures  X  

Traffic 

  - pavement delineation & striping 

  - signal equipment, lighting & ITS* 

 X  

Landscaping & Aesthetics* X   

Sustainability  X  
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Environmental* 

  - sounds barriers 

  - wildlife crossings 

  - South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan 

  X 

*As defined in the Project Design Guidelines and/or Program EIR 

REQUIREMENTS IN SUPPORT EXCEPTION REQUESTS 

Category 1 

(under consideration) 

Category 2 

(under consideration) 

Category 3 

Access changes must be requested by jurisdictions along the Connector corridor for JPA Board 

consideration. Any change to the location and the type of access will require a transportation 

report to document the effect to traffic operations on the Connector. 

JPA staff will review and approve the access change request transportation report which will be 

included as part of the request to the JPA Board of Directors for their recommendation(s) to the 

requesting jurisdiction. JPA staff will need to be consulted early in this process to assist with 

developing the transportation report scope and requirements. The access change request 

transportation report may be combined with the transportation analysis performed for CEQA 

analysis required in support of the discretionary action. 

Analysis Criteria 

All Category 3 design exception requests will be presented to the JPA Board for a 

recommendation to the requesting jurisdiction.  For a change in access to be presented to the JPA 

Board with JPA staff recommendation of approval, the transportation study must show that the 

proposed access change request will provide acceptable peak hour conditions for the following 

performance measures, as applicable: 

 intersection level of service (LOS) 

 expressway segment LOS, and 

 thoroughfare travel speed.  

On the Connector, signalized intersections should operate at LOS D or better except for the 

Sheldon are Section C, where the LOS is E.  At unsignalized intersections, the movement with 

the worst delay should operate at LOS E or better.  
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For thoroughfare segments (4 or 6 lanes), average travel speed is used as an additional 

performance measure. This will ensure that operations along the Connector are favored over 

side-street approaches. Average segment speeds were developed based on the posted speed and 

average signal delay of 20 seconds per intersection. Table 1 lists the threshold travel speed. The 

average travel speed for the thoroughfare segment must be equal to or greater than the threshold 

travel speed shown in Table 1. 

For expressway segments operating with intersections prior to Phase II interchange conversions, 

any additional access requests must also satisfy expressway LOS D or better for the new 

intersection and meet the threshold travel speeds shown in Table 2. In addition, the study must 

demonstrate that the new intersection can operate at LOS D in a Phase II configuration of 

intersections/interchanges that includes ramp merge, diverge, and weave movements. 

TABLE 2 – THOROUGHFARE TRAVEL SPEED THRESHOLDS 

Thoroughfare 

Segment 

Limits 

Posted Speed Threshold Speed From To 

A2 Bruceville Road Highway 99 45 28 

B Highway 99 Bond Road 45 33 

C Bond Road Calvine Road 40 30 

E1 El Dorado County Line Latrobe Road 45 24 

E2 Latrobe Road Highway 50 45 31 

Analysis Methodology 

(Currently under development) 

Analysis Results 

The report must contain all of the assumptions and critical input used, the analyses performed 

and the resulting impacts on traffic operations and performance measures. Tables and figures 

should be used to help the reader more easily understand the analyses and conclusions. If 

applicable, visual simulation results should be shown. Resulting changes in performance 

(intersection LOS and through travel speed) due to the proposed project should be conveyed for 

all scenarios, including existing, opening year, interim year, 20-year horizon and buildout 

conditions. If applicable, a discussion should be provided that points out the deficiencies of the 

proposed project and suggests further design or operational changes/mitigations to improve 

operations such as adding lanes, extending storage lengths of turn lanes, and changing signal 

timing to improve traffic progression on the Connector. 
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Roles and Responsibilities 

JPA Technical Committee 

 The JPA Technical Committee shall consist of: 

o Transportation and/or Public Works Directors from each of the five member jurisdictions 

o Planning Director or designee from SACOG 

o JPA Executive Director 

 Develops policies and procedures to implement the Policy objective. 

 Reviews, oversees, and ensures compliance with agreed upon terms through the 
implementation process, including supplemental studies, review, or analyses required to 
evaluate outcomes. 

 Coordinates the development of language or process documentation in collaboration with other 
involved agencies or entities as necessary. 

 Coordinates review and approval of documented process by approving authorities. 

 Participate in resolving requests by local entities for deviation from JPA standard policies and 
procedures. 

JPA Executive Director 

 Coordinates the review and approval by legal counsel, accounting, and other entities, as 
necessary. 

 Reports on the status of policy review, approvals, and implementation to the Board of Directors. 

 Executes Board polices. 

 Approves Category 1 design exceptions. 

 Provides recommendations to the JPA Board of Directors on Category 2 Design Exceptions. 

JPA Board of Directors 

 Approves or adopts JPA policies and exceptions from standard policy processes or 

implementation. 

 Institutes a Board Resolution to recommend approval or denial of the access change request for 

the hearing process at the member jurisdictions elected body for final consideration. 

Applicability 

 Technical or Non-Technical Exception Process 
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 Cooperative Agreement 

 Right of Way Administration 

 Utility Coordination and Agreements 
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I. Introduction 
In December 2006, the Cities of Elk Grove, Rancho Cordova, and Folsom, and Counties of Sacramento 
and El Dorado (member agencies) collaborated to form the Capital SouthEast Connector Joint Powers 
Authority (JPA) to facilitate the Capital SouthEast Connector Project (also known as the “Connector”). 
The project is a 35‐mile‐long multi‐modal transportation facility, extending between Interstate 5 (I-5) 
and U.S. Highway 50 (US 50), that will link communities in Sacramento and El Dorado Counties, including 
Elk Grove, Rancho Cordova, Folsom, and El Dorado Hills.  See Figure 1 for the project vicinity. When 
completed, the proposed project would be a roadway of four to six traffic lanes with limited access 
points that would accommodate a variety of regional 
transportation needs. The Connector will achieve the 
following: 

 Relieve demand on local streets and roads 
and regional freeway facilities (US 50, State 
Route [SR 99], and I-5). 

 Provide options for a variety of travel modes 
throughout the project corridor. 

 Provide transportation options that enable 
flexibility among automobile, transit service, 
bicycle, and pedestrian uses, while 
incorporating Intelligent Transportation 
System (ITS) elements where possible. 

 Discourage growth in areas not designated for 
growth as determined by local jurisdiction 
general plans. 

A program-level environmental impact report (EIR) 
has been prepared for the Connector. The program-
level EIR acts as the first‐tier analysis for subsequent, 
more detailed project‐specific environmental review. 
Use of a tiered EIR allowed the selection of a maximum 800‐foot‐wide corridor. The subsequent, 
project‐specific environmental documents for corridor segments will incorporate by reference the 
previously prepared EIR, and concentrate solely on the issues specific to the environmental analysis 
prepared for a project segment.  
 
The Connector project consists of a combination of existing and new roadway alignments through rural 
and urban environments. The development of the Connector project is anticipated to be accomplished 
in phases (noted as segments in this Project Design Guidelines) that will be generally consistent with 
these environments. Also, planned projects within the Connector corridor are in various stages of design 
and construction by state and local agencies that will construct portions of the Connector. The order of 
implementing the various segments is not determined at this time. It will be subject to funding 
availability and existing and future traffic demand. 
 
The JPA is responsible for selecting the Connector corridor and is the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) lead agency for the purpose of conducting environmental review. Sacramento County, El 
Dorado County, and the Cities of Elk Grove, Rancho Cordova, and Folsom may carry out future 
development of specific projects that would be a part of the Connector and, therefore, are responsible 
agencies under CEQA. 

Figure 1 – Project Vicinity 
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Purpose 
These Project Design Guidelines has been prepared to establish one guidance document to enable 
consistent planning and design of the Connector. They provide for the development of the Connector 
project such that it has the following characteristics: 

 Is uniform in character, appearance, facilities provided, and blends with the communities. 

 Is positioned effectively with the surroundings to minimize impacts. 

 Provides effectively located access to maximize the efficiency of the corridor. 

 Integrates other modes of travel and provides a high level of service. 

 Provides well-coordinated, efficient traffic operations. 

 Implements sustainable solutions.  

 Maintains the integrity of the regional transportation systems. 

 Allows cost-effective implementation of the project. 

The Project Design Guidelines is a technical tool used for development of a facility to provide clarity in 
scope, shape, and appurtenant features. In addition, the guidelines and the final program environmental 
impact report (FPEIR) will provide supporting documentation to the JPA and the local jurisdictions for 
the general plan amendment process to incorporate the Connector project.  
 
The process of developing the Connector Project Design Guidelines has included the attention and input 
from three committees formed to represent key stakeholder focus areas: Technical, Sustainability, and 
Community. These committees were organized to focus on their subject matter expertise as follows: 

 The Technical Advisory Committee consisted of representatives from each of the five member 
jurisdictions and other transportation related agencies and planning organizations. This advisory 
committee, with expertise in the technical application of engineering policy, planning, and 
design guidelines, provided input to the JPA on the Project Design Guidelines for the Connector 
corridor. 

 The Sustainability Concept Committee (SCC) consisted of business/industry, agency, program, 
and advocacy representatives with focused interest and expertise in sustainability (also referred 
to as  the “Triple Bottom Line” for economy, people, and environment). This advisory 
committee, consisting of individuals with an understanding and expertise in the application and 
implementation of sustainable solutions, provided input to the JPA through the successful 
completion of a sustainability assessment process to identify concepts and opportunities to 
apply to the Connector corridor. 

 The Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) consisted of members from the community, regional 
organizations, and business or property owners. This advisory committee provided input from 
the perspective of the eyes, ears, and pulse of the community regarding community elements 
and broader issues of the Connector corridor. 
 

The Connector JPA Sustainability Assessment Update Memorandum and Capital Southeast Connector 
SAC Involvement Summary Memorandum are included in the appendix to these Project Design 
Guidelines. 

II. Project Design Guidelines 
These guidelines provides sufficient criteria to allow for the planning and development of the Connector 
corridor at a preliminary engineering level with detail necessary for the general plan amendment 
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process with the local jurisdictions and for project-level environmental documentation activities during 
project development.  

 
These guidelines establish design guidance for the preliminary planning and are intended to help 
designers as follows: 

 Establish street configurations. 

 Identify and plan appurtenant facilities. 

 Identify anticipated project right-of-way (ROW). 

 Identify areas of ownership/responsibility. 

 Maintain continuity between project segments. 

 Maintain continuity with the communities. 
 
The level of detail included is commensurate with the phase of project development. The guidelines are 
intended to be updated periodically as additional clarification is made and future phases of the 
project(s) begin.    
 
Where guidelines conflict or information is missing, the designer should bring it to the attention of the 
JPA for resolution. Consistent with the joint powers agreement, the JPA will maintain ownership of the 
project design guidelines and will provide periodic updates at its discretion. Changes to the guidelines 
will require review and approval by the JPA Board of Directors before being used on the project.  For 
policy guidance on guideline updates and review process, see Policies section of these guidelines. 

III. Project Documents 
The following list of documents has been prepared for the planning, environmental clearance, and 
design of the Connector project. The Connector and its project segments should maintain consistency 
with the requirements, mitigations, recommendations, and conclusions of the following documents 
unless superseded by a more recently approved document or directed by the JPA: 

 FPEIR for the Capital SouthEast Connector Project, revised February 2012 

 Functional Guidelines, dated November 8, 2006 

 Integrated Modes Policy 

Change in the areas surrounding the Connector will occur. Changes that are proposed within a local 
jurisdiction that affect the Connector and the approved PFEIR may require separate studies and 
approvals. The proposed changes should be investigated by the local agency and/or the project 
proponent to determine the impact on the Connector. Any action(s) requiring a change should include 
the affected portion of the Connector, and separate documentation and approvals obtained by the 
parties involved, including the modifications to the Connector. 

IV. Route Description 
The 35-mile-long Connector corridor identified in the EIR traverses the southern Sacramento Valley and 
eastern foothills through the Cities of Elk Grove, Rancho Cordova, and Folsom, and Counties of 
Sacramento and El Dorado, via Kammerer Road, Grant Line Road, and White Rock Road, with 
connections to I-5 at Hood-Franklin Road Interchange, SR-99 at Grant Line Road, SR-16/Jackson Road at 
Grant Line Road, and US 50 at the Silva Parkway Interchange. Table 1 lists and describes the five 
segments of the Connector corridor along with the Route Segment Map shown in Figure 2. 
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Segment Description Local Jurisdiction 

A Four-lane expressway, on Kammerer Road from the I-
5/Hood-Franklin Road Interchange to Bruceville Road 

Elk Grove, Sacramento County 

B Four- to Six-lane thoroughfare, on Kammerer Road and 
Grant Line Road from Bruceville Road to Bond Road 

Elk Grove, Sacramento County 

C Four-lane roadway, on Grant Line Road from Bond Road to 
Calvine Road (Sheldon Area) 

Elk Grove, Sacramento County 

D Four- to Six-lane expressway, on Grant Line Road and 
White Rock Road from Calvine Road to the Sacramento-El 
Dorado County line 

Rancho Cordova, Sacramento 
County, Folsom 

E Four- to Six-lane thoroughfare, on White Rock Road from 
the County line to US 50/Silva Valley Parkway Interchange 

Folsom, El Dorado County 

Table 1 – Connector Project Segments 

 

 

Figure 2 – Route Segment Maps 
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V. Design Standards 
Standards should be applied to the Connector and the 
associated improvements, to provide uniformity to the 
regional transportation network, in the following 
order: 

 Connector mainline, interchanges, and 
intersections 

 Local jurisdiction cross streets, frontages, and 
adjacent street modifications 

 Connectivity to the state highway facilities 

 Figure 3 – Application of Standards 

A. Application of Standards 
The order in which standards are applied should maintain this continuity (see Figure 3). 

SouthEast Connector  

Planning and design of the Connector should be in accordance with American Association of State 
Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) “A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets,” 
dated 2004 (Green Book), and these design guidelines.  

Connector Intersections  

Where the Connector intersects with the cross streets identified in these Project Design Guidelines, the 
improvements at the intersection should be designed in accordance with the Sacramento County 
Improvement Standards (SCIS), dated October 6, 2006, or an approved equivalent, and these guidelines, 
for all facilities within the planned ROW footprint and access control limits of the Connector and the 
intersection. 

Caltrans State Highways  

Where connections are made to I-5, SR-16, SR 99 and US 50, the improvements should be planned and 
designed in accordance with the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Highway Design 
Manual (HDM), most current edition, for all facilities within the ROW and control of access for the 
highway or interstate (see Figure 3). 

Local Jurisdiction 

Where local street improvements are made to accommodate the Connector, including intersecting cross 
streets, adjacent local roads, and frontage roads, the improvements should be designed in accordance 
with the improvement standards of the local jurisdiction and these Project Design Guidelines.  

Design manuals and criteria to be used on the project are as follows: 

 AASHTO Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, 2004 

 AASHTO Roadside Design Guide, 3rd Edition 2006 with updated Chapter 6 

 AASHTO Guide for Development of Bicycle Facilities, 1999 

 County of Sacramento County, Municipal Services Agency, Improvement Standards, dated 
October 1, 2006 

 Sacramento County Volume 2 Hydrology Standards, December 1996 

 City of Elk Grove Improvement Standards, dated June 1999 

 City of Elk Grove Rural Road Improvement Policy, dated November 14, 2007 
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 City of Elk Grove Rural Road Improvement Standards, dated November 14, 2007 

 City of Elk Grove Trails Master Plan, dated January 10, 2007 

 City of Folsom Design and Procedure Manual and Improvement Standards, dated May 22, 2003 

 County of El Dorado Design and Improvement Standards, dated May 18, 1990 

 El Dorado County Standard Plans, 2011 (Draft – pending adoption) 

 County of El Dorado Drainage Manual, March 1995 

 National Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO) Urban Bikeway Design Guide, 
Current Edition 

 U.S. Department of Transportation's Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Standards for 
Transportation Facilities, 2006 and updated by the Department of Justice's 2010 ADA Standards 
for Accessible Design 

 Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Equestrian Design Guidebook for Trails, Trailheads and 
Campgrounds, December 2007 

 Caltrans Highway Design Manual, Current Edition 

 Caltrans Project Development Procedures Manual (PDPM), Current Edition 

 Caltrans ROW Manual, Current Edition 

 Caltrans Traffic Manual, Current Edition 

 California Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), Current Edition 

 Caltrans Bridge Design Procedures and Design Aids, Current Edition(s) 

 National ITS Architecture – Version 7.0 (http://www.iteris.com/itsarch/) 

 Regional ITS Architecture for Sacramento area 

 FHWA Rule 940 

 FHWA Systems Engineering Guidebook for ITS (http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/cadiv/segb/) 

 FHWA Freeway Management and Operations Handbook 
(http://www.ops.fhwa.dot.gov/freewaymgmt/publications/frwy_mgmt_handbook/) 

 Institute of Transportation Engineers  Manual of Traffic Signal Design 

 Caltrans Highway Performance Monitoring System 

B. Design Exceptions 
Where criteria established in these Project Design Guidelines are not met, a design exception will be 
required.  The criteria to be met should be the minimum standard design values established by these 
guidelines. 

See August 5, 2013 Agenda Item #8  - Exhibit 1 for revised policy 

Existing SouthEast Connector Segments 

Portions of tThe existing Kammerer Road, Grant Line Road, and White Rock Road street system is 
extensively developed. At certain locations, the existing street may be consistent with all or a portion of 
the proposed Connector identified in the FPEIR. At these locations, the roadway, ROW, and public utility 
easements established, and drainage, traffic, utility, and integrated modes infrastructure already in 
place. 

Where this condition exists, the infrastructure may not conform to the criteria defined in these 
guidelines, and making modifications may create excessive impacts to the existing infrastructure and 
adjacent properties. Under these conditions, a design exception may be requested for the standards not 
metis not required.  

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/cadiv/segb/
http://www.ops.fhwa.dot.gov/freewaymgmt/publications/frwy_mgmt_handbook/
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The intent of an not requiring an exception for the existing street conditions is to effectively use existing 
sections of the roadways that materially and functionally conform to the defined Connector project. It is 
not intended to exclude sections of the roadway system or specific features from improvement. 

To the extent these Guidelines are inconsistent with plans approved by the jurisdictions prior to the 
adoption of these Guidelines, the approved plans shall control.  The following areas have tentatively 
been identified: 

Segment A 

 The I-5/Hood-Franklin Road Interchange 

Segment B 

 Grant Line Road, from Lent Ranch Parkway to Mosher Road 

 SR 99/Grant Line Road Interchange 

 Grant Line Road/Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) Grade Separation project, pending completion of 

design and construction 

Segment E 

 White Rock Road, from Carson Crossing to Post Street 

 US 50/Silva Valley Parkway Interchange project, pending completion of design and construction 

Other improvements identified as part of the Connector that can be accommodated within the location 
under consideration should be provided for, including, but not limited to, the following: 

 Median and intersection channelization 

 Lighting, traffic, and ITS improvements 

 Landscape, transit, and non-motorized facilities 

Each location should be accessed for impacts on the ultimate project and any phased conditions under 
consideration. Approval of a design exception for an early phase of the project does not apply to the 
ultimate Connector project unless specifically stated. Separate design exception approval should be 
obtained for each location being considered.  

VI. SouthEast Connector and Cross Street Facility Types 
The Connector project is a significant connection between the urban areas along the corridor and, in 
accordance with AASHTO, is defined as an “Urban Principal Arterial.” The Connector has been described 
as three different types of roadways – expressway, thoroughfare, and rural roadway – depending on the 
segment location and accessibility requirements. For these guidelines, the facility type is further defined 
by segment as follows. 

A. Segment A – Kammerer Road from the I-5/Hood-Franklin Road 

Interchange to Bruceville Road 
Intent – Provide a high-speed connection to I-5 with limited cross street connections. 
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Consideration – The Connector would join two existing streets, Hood-Franklin Road and Kammerer 

Road. The alignment is through farmlands and rural properties (natural terrain) except where it meets 

with Hood-Franklin Road at I-5. Currently, local traffic circulation and property access occur on the 

existing street system, adjacent to the Connector alignment, except at the I-5 connection. 

Facility Type: Expressway – A high-speed, fully divided, urban arterial. 

B. Segment B – Kammerer Road and Grant Line Road from Bruceville Road 

to Bond Road 
Intent – Provide an urban arterial street that is consistent with the existing developed street and 

maintains identified cross street connections. 

Consideration – These streets currently serve as an urban arterial roadway leading into and through the 

southern limits of Elk Grove. The roadway is on the existing street alignment and currently provides 

access to residential and commercial properties through individual driveways, local road intersections, 

and to SR 99 at the Grant Line Road Interchange. 

Facility Type: Thoroughfare – An urban arterial with raised median. 

C. Segment C – Grant Line Road from Bond Road to Calvine Road (Sheldon 

Area) 
Intent – Provide an urban arterial street that is consistent with the rural arterial setting of the existing 

developed street and maintains identified cross street connections. 

Consideration – Grant Line Road currently serves as a rural roadway through Sheldon and passes 

through its business district. The roadway is on the existing alignment and currently provides access to 

closely spaced residential and commercial properties through individual driveways and local road 

intersections. 

Facility Type: “Special Section” – To Be Determined – Urban arterial with divided median and rural 

arterial setting. 

D. Segment D – Grant Line Road and White Rock Road from Calvine Road to 

the Sacramento-El Dorado County Line 
Intent – Provide a high-speed arterial street with limited cross street connections. 

Consideration – These connecting streets currently serve as a rural roadway between Elk Grove and the 

El Dorado Hills Community. The alignment is on the existing roadway and currently runs along rural 

properties (natural terrain) with widely spaced driveways and road intersections. Local access is 

provided by the roadway. 

Facility Type: Expressway – A high-speed, fully divided, urban arterial. 
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E. Segment E – White Rock Road from the County Line to US 50/Silva Valley 

Parkway Interchange  
Intent – Provide an urban arterial street that is consistent with the existing developed street, maintains 

identified cross street connections, and accommodates key local access locations. 

Consideration – White Rock Road currently serves as an urban arterial through the El Dorado Hills 

Community. The alignment is developed as a limited-access facility over the majority of its length. Local 

access is through the connecting street intersections. Residential and commercial driveway accesses are 

along its length. It will also provide access to US 50 through the US 50/Silva Valley Parkway project, 

which will construct a new interchange on US 50 and develop the easternmost end of the Connector 

project between Valley View Parkway and US 50. 

Facility Type: Thoroughfare – An urban arterial with raised median. 

F. Cross Streets 
Intent – Provide arterial street connections to the Connector that are consistent with the facility type 

identified for that arterial by the local jurisdiction. 

Consideration – The cross streets that intersect or cross the Connector are defined by the local 

jurisdiction as part of their transportation system and vary in type and width. In some cases, the street 

system is already developed. The current definition of the street type and width should be maintained 

to enable regional roadway continuity. The SCIS have been used to develop the Connector thoroughfare 

segments and will be used to develop the intersections on the Connector alignment.  

Facility Type: To Be Determined.  

On the basis of the FPEIR traffic studies, the cross streets identified to provide access to the Connector 
include the following intersection types: interchanges, signalized intersections, and unsignalized 
controlled-access intersections consisting of right-in/right-out or left-in/right-out connections. See FPEIR 
Table 16-3 and Figure 16-6 in the Appendix for a complete listing of cross street locations and 
intersection details. 

VII. Roadway Design 
Planning and design of the Connector and cross streets should be in accordance with AASHTO Green 
Book Chapter 2, “Design Controls,” Chapter 3, “Design Elements,” Chapter 4, “Cross Section Elements,” 
and the following: 

 Segments A and D – Expressway, AASHTO Chapter 7 for a high-speed, divided, urban arterial 

 Segments B and E – Thoroughfare, SCIS or equivalent, and AASHTO Chapter 7 for a high-speed 
urban arterial 

 Segment C – Special Section to be determined, SCIS or equivalent, Elk Grove Rural Road 
Improvement Standards, and AASHTO Chapter 7 for an urban arterial 

 Cross street intersections – Thoroughfare, SCIS or equivalent 

Planning and design of the cross streets, local roads, and frontages should be planned and designed in 

accordance with the local jurisdiction standards. 
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Additional clarification under consideration – March 5, 2013 letter from El Dorado County 

The following additional criteria modify or add to the above guidelines and standards and are provided 
for the planning and design of the Connector project.  

A. Segments A and D – Expressway 
The expressway segments are planned to provide a fully divided facility, with grade-separated 
interchanges or signalized intersections, and frontage improvements. The following figures are typical 
sections for the 6- and 4-lane facilities.  See Figures 4-1, 4-2, and 4-3. 

 

Figure 4-1 – Six Lane Expressway with Multi-Use Path on One Side 

 

 
Figure 4-2 – Four Lane Expressway with Multi-Use Path on One Side 

 

 
Figure 4-3 – Four Lane Expressway at Signalized Intersection 

Design Controls 

 Segment A, terrain conditions = flat. 

 Segment D, south of Grant Line Rd/White Rock Rd, terrain conditions = flat. 

 Segment D, north of Grant Line Rd/White Rock Road, terrain conditions = rolling hills. 

 Design speed = 65 miles per hour (MPH). 

 Posted speed = 55 MPH. 

 Design vehicle on the Connector and cross streets intersections =STAA Design Vehicle. 

Design Elements 

 Minimum stopping sight distance (SSD) = 645 feet (ft). 

 Minimum horizontal radius (R) = 2,000 ft; 3,000 ft preferred. 

 Superelevation (Se) = use Method 5. 

 Se, E max = 6 percent, AASHTO Exhibit 3-26. 
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 Standard cross slope, lanes and shoulders = 2 percent. 

 Cross slopes on existing streets = 1.5 percent minimum to 3 percent maximum. 

 Vertical grades, maximum grade = 5 percent; 4 percent preferred. 

 Vertical grades, minimum grade = 0.35 percent; 0.5 percent preferred. 

 Vertical curves (VC) = Crest and sag VC lengths should be based on minimum K-values for the 
design speed. 

 VC length, mainline = 200 ft minimum. 

 Vertical alignment, maximum grade break, Connector = 0.5 percent. 

 Construction alignments should be set at the centerline of the ultimate roadway for plan, 
profile, and Se. 

Cross Section Elements 

 Connector lane requirements = four to six lanes; subject to traffic studies. 

 Lane width, mainline and auxiliary = 12 ft. 

 Lane width, high-occupancy vehicle = 12 ft (6-lane mainline only). 

 Lane width, left turn = 12 ft (signalized intersection only). 

 Lane width, right turn = 10 ft (signalized intersection only). 

 Shoulder width, outside = 10 ft. 

 Shoulder width at right turn lane, outside = 4 ft (signalized intersection only). 

 Shoulder widths, inside = 5 ft (4-lane mainline); 10 ft (6-lane mainline). 

 Median = fully divided, graded (4-lane mainline); barrier separated (6-lane mainline). 

 Median width, 4-lane = 46 ft. 

 Median width, 6-lane = 22 ft. 

 Median slope = 6:1 or flatter. 

 Graded shoulder width between edge of shoulder and hinge point, outside and inside = 
minimum 3 ft at -5 percent. 

 Roadway side slopes = 6:1 or flatter preferred, 4:1 or flatter (fill condition), maximum 2:1 (cut 
condition and structure approaches). 

 Horizontal clear recovery zone, mainline = Design in accordance with AASHTO Roadside Design 
Guide; 30 ft preferred. 

 Vertical clearance = 16 ft 6 inch (in) minimum over the traveled way of the Connector and cross 
streets. 

 Vertical clearances = 16 ft 6 in over Caltrans facilities and 23 ft 6 in over UPRR facilities. 
Clearance requirements should be confirmed for each crossing location and for minor 
structures. 

 A Class I multi-use path should be provided adjacent to within the ROW. In high-demand areas, 
a path on each side of the expressway may be required. A minimum separation of 30 ft (or a 
minimum distance equal to or greater than the width of the clear recovery zone) from the 
nearest edge of traveled way (ETW) should be provided, where feasible, or barrier separation 
provided. 

Other Considerations –  

 A standard crown cross section of -2 percent (no Se) with sufficient curve radii to comply with 
design standards is preferred. 

 Where possible, partially or fully depress the Connector at interchange locations. 

 In areas of sensitive habitat, position the Connector alignment horizontally and vertically to 
protect/preserve wildlife passage. 
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 Provide grade separation structures across railroad crossings where they have been identified to 
remain in service. ** Further discussion needed.  The Sacramento Northern Railroad crossing at 
Payen needs to be discussed further with the jurisdictions as it is currently in the Plan of Finance 
and Cost Estimate as an at-grade xing.  

 All roadway treatments within the clear zone are to conform to the roadside safety provisions in 
the AASHTO Roadside Design Guide. 

 Access control barriers should be provided at the ROW and at the Class I multi-use path. Barriers 
include fencing, sound walls, or other approved types. 

 Consider retaining walls to reduce ROW width requirements from excessive side slopes. 

 Interchanges, signalized intersections, and limited-access intersections are allowed on 
expressways at identified cross street locations.   

 Direct connection of driveways and local roads, not identified as a cross street in Table 16-13 in 
the Appendix, may be allowed as a phased condition only. Where connections are necessary, 
they should be consolidated to the greatest extent practical. Use of frontage and local access 
road connections to the adjacent street system is preferred. 

B. Segments B and E – Thoroughfare 
Thoroughfare segments should be planned in accordance with the typical section, channelization, and 
striping details for a 96-ft ROW thoroughfare in SCIS. It should provide a partially divided facility with 
signalized intersections, limited-access street connections for adjacent streets without cross median 
access,, and frontage improvements. The following Figure 4-4 is a typical section for the 4- and 6-lane 
thoroughfare. 

 

Figure 4-4 – Thoroughfare 

Design Controls 

 Segment B terrain conditions = flat. 

 Segment E terrain conditions = rolling hills. 

 Design speed = 50 MPH. 

 Posted speed = 40 MPH. 

 Design vehicle on the Connector and major arterial cross streets intersections = STAA Design 
Vehicle. 

Design Elements 

 Minimum SSD = 425 ft. ** Further discussion needed 

 Segment B, minimum horizontal R = 2,000 ft; 3,000 ft preferred. 

 Segment E, minimum horizontal R = 1,000 ft; 2,000 ft preferred. 

 Se = use Method 5. 

 Se, E max = 4 percent, AASHTO Exhibit 3-25. 

 Standard cross slope, lanes, and shoulders = 2 percent. 

 Cross slopes on existing streets = 1.5 percent minimum to 3 percent maximum. 
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 Vertical grades, maximum grade= 6 percent; 5 percent preferred. 

 Vertical grades, minimum grade = 0.35 percent; 0.5 percent preferred. 

 VCs = Crest and sag VC lengths should be based on minimum K-values for the design speed. 

 VC length, mainline = 100 ft minimum. 

 Vertical alignment, maximum grade break, Connector = 0.5 percent. 

 Construction alignments should be set at the centerline of the ultimate roadway for plan, 
profile, and Se. 

Cross Section Elements 

 Connector lane requirements = four to six lanes; subject to traffic studies. 

 Lane widths, mainline = 12 ft/11 ft (see SCIS for 96 ft thoroughfare). 

 Lane widths, left turn = 10 ft. ** Further discussion needed 

 Lane widths, right turn = 10 ft. ** Further discussion needed 

 Shoulder widths, outside = 5 ft, ETW to lip of curb and gutter, for Class II bicycle lane. 

 Shoulder widths, inside = 0 ft (at face of median curb). 

 Median = 6-in raised curb median with landscape or hardscape surface treatment. ** Further 
discussion needed 

 Median width = 12 ft minimum on mainline, 2 ft at intersections. 

 Median openings = for left turns at signalized intersections and at limited-access intersections 
for left-in movements. 

 Roadway side slopes = 6:1 or flatter preferred, 4:1 or flatter (fill condition), maximum 2:1 (cut 
condition and structure approaches). 

 Curb, gutter, and sidewalk = Provide Type 2 curb and gutter (SCIS) with a separated 10 ft Class I 
multi-use path and 8 ft landscape buffer on both sides of the roadway. 

 Horizontal clear recovery zone, mainline = Design in accordance with AASHTO Roadside Design 
Guide for urban conditions with barrier curb protection. 

 Vertical clearance = 16 ft 6 in minimum over the traveled way of the Connector and cross 
streets. 

 Vertical clearances = 16 ft 6 in over Caltrans facilities and 23 ft 6 in over UPRR facilities. 
Clearance requirements should be confirmed for each crossing location and for minor 
structures. 

Other Considerations 

 Connector horizontal and vertical alignments should follow the existing alignments to the 
greatest extent practical to minimize impacts to the surrounding properties. 

 A standard crown cross section of -2 percent (no Se) with sufficient curve radii to comply with 
design standards is preferred. 

 In areas of sensitive habitat, position the Connector alignment horizontally and vertically to 
protect/preserve wildlife passage. 

 Equestrian paths may be required in areas adjacent to Segment C. See Segment C and 
equestrian criteria in these guidelines. 

 Provide grade separation structures across railroad crossings where they have been identified to 
remain in service. 

 All roadway treatments within the clear zone are to conform to the roadside safety provisions in 
the AASHTO Roadside Design Guide. ** Further discussion needed 

 Access control barriers should be provided at the ROW where necessary. Barriers include 
fencing, sound walls, or other approved types. ** Further discussion needed 

 Consider retaining walls to reduce ROW width requirements from excessive side slopes. 
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 Signalized intersections for identified cross streets have 1 mile preferred spacing, except in areas 
with existing cross streets where 0.5 mile minimum spacing is allowed. 

 Right-in/right-out only intersection connections will be allowed only if they meet the minimum 
intersection spacing requirements. Limited-access intersections, including right-in/right-out and 
left-in/right-out connections, should be allowed where identified in Table 16-13 in the Appendix. 
Connections should meet the minimum intersection spacing requirements wherever possible.  

 Other local road connections, not identified as cross streets in Table 16-13 in the Appendix, may 
be allowed as a phased condition if the relocation creates excessive impacts to the adjacent 
properties. Connections should be consolidated to the greatest extent practical. 

 No direct connection to driveways will be allowed.  Direct connection of driveways may be 
allowed subject to the intersection spacing requirements. Individual driveways where allowed 
should connect no closer than 750 ft to the signalized intersection and should be right-in/right-
out only. 

C. Segment C – Sheldon Area 
The Sheldon Section will be planned to provide a partially divided facility, with signalized intersections, 
limited-access street connections, driveway accesses without cross median access, and frontage 
improvements. The following Figure 4-5 is a typical section for the 4-lane Special Section. 
 

 

Figure 4-5 – Four Lane Typical Section for Sheldon Area 

Design Controls 

 Segment C, terrain conditions = flat. 

 Design speed = 50 MPH. 

 Posted speed - 40 MPH. 

 Design vehicle on the Connector and cross streets intersections = STAA Design Vehicle. 

 Design vehicle on local streets, frontage roads, and driveway connections – Sheldon Area – to be 
determined = WB40 minimum (i.e., Design Vehicle with 40-ft wheel base). 

Design Elements 

 Minimum SSD = 425 ft. 

 Minimum horizontal R = 850 ft; 2,000 ft preferred. 

 Se = use Method 5. 

 Se, E max = 4 percent, AASHTO Exhibit 3-25. 

 Standard cross slope, lanes, and shoulders = 2 percent. 

 Cross slopes on existing streets = 1.5 percent minimum to 3 percent maximum. 

 Vertical grades, maximum grade = 6 percent; 5 percent preferred. 

 Vertical grades, minimum grade = 0.35 percent; 0.5 percent preferred. 

 VCs – Crest and sag VC lengths should be based on minimum K-values for the design speed. 

 VC length, mainline = 100 ft minimum. 

 Vertical alignment, maximum grade break, Connector = 0.5 percent. 
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 Construction alignments should be set at the centerline of the ultimate roadway for plan, profile, 
and Se. 

Cross Section Elements 

 Connector lane requirements = 4/5 four or five lanes; subject to traffic studies. 

 Lane widths, mainline = 12 ft. 

 Lane widths, left turn = 10 ft. 

 Lane widths, right turn = 10 ft. 

 Shoulder widths, outside = 6 ft, for Class III bicycle route. 

 Shoulder widths, inside = 0 ft (at face of median curb). 

 Median = 6-in raised curb median with landscaped or paved surface treatment. Median curb can 
be eliminated where sufficient median separation is provided. ** Further discussion needed 

 Median width = 12 ft preferred (5 ft minimum) on mainline, 2 ft at intersections. 

 Median openings = for left turns at signalized intersections and at limited-access intersections 
for left-in movements. 

 Graded shoulder width between edge of shoulder and hinge point, minimum 3 ft at -5 percent. 

 Roadway side slopes = 6:1 or flatter preferred, 4:1 or flatter (fill condition), maximum 2:1 (cut 
condition and structure approaches). 

 Horizontal clear recovery zone, mainline = Design in accordance with the AASHTO Roadside 
Design Guide. 

 Vertical clearance = 16 ft 6 in minimum over the traveled way of the Connector and cross 
streets. 

 Vertical clearances = 23 ft 6 in over railroad facilities. Clearance requirements should be 
confirmed for each crossing location and for minor structures. 

 Equestrian Trail = Design in accordance with the Elk Grove Trails Master Plan.  

 Class I multi-use path – Design in accordance with the Elk Grove Trails Master Plan. 

Other Considerations 

 Connector horizontal and vertical alignments should follow the existing alignments to the 
greatest extent practical to minimize impacts to the surrounding properties. 

 A standard crown cross section of -2 percent (no Se) with sufficient curve radii to comply with 
design standards is preferred. 

 In areas of sensitive habitat, position the Connector alignment horizontally and vertically to 
protect/preserve wildlife passage. 

 Where the multi-use path or equestrian trail is contiguous with the roadway, a minimum 
separation distance equal to or greater than the width of the clear recovery zone from nearest 
ETW should be provided, or barrier curb installed.  

 Provide grade separation structures across railroad crossings where they have been identified to 
remain in service.  

 Where curb and gutter is not required, drainage swales should be used along the outside edge 
of roadways. 

 All roadway treatments within the clear zone are to conform to the roadside safety provisions in 
the AASHTO Roadside Design Guide. ** Further discussion needed 

 Access control barriers should be provided at the ROW where necessary. Barriers include 
fencing, sound walls, or other approved types. ** Further discussion needed 

 Signalized intersections for identified cross streets have a 1-mile preferred spacing, except in 
areas with existing cross streets where 0.5-mile minimum spacing is allowed. 
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 Limited-access intersections, including right-in/right-out and left-in/right-out connections, 
should be allowed where identified in Table 16-13 in the Appendix. Connections should meet 
the minimum intersection spacing requirements wherever possible. 

 Other local road connections, not identified as cross streets in Table 16-13 in the Appendix, may 
be allowed as a phased condition or if the relocation creates excessive impacts to the adjacent 
properties. Connections should be consolidated to the greatest extent practical. 

 Direct connection of driveways may be allowed subject to the intersection spacing 
requirements. Connections should be consolidated to the greatest extent practical. Use of 
frontage and local access road connections to the adjacent street system is preferred wherever 
possible. 

 Individual driveways, where allowed, should connect no closer than 750 ft to the signalized 
intersection and should be right-in/right-out only. 

D. Cross Streets 
Cross streets identified in Table 16-13 in the Appendix should be planned and designed in accordance 
with local jurisdiction standards for the facility type and width established by the agency.  In the absence 
of specific local jurisdiction standards and to encourage consistency in the design standards along the 
Connector corridor, the following guidelines may be considered. 
 
Where the cross street is planned to intersect the Connector via an interchange or a signalized 
intersection, the cross street should meet the minimum requirements identified by the local jurisdiction 
for the type of facility involved. Where the identified facility type is found to be insufficient for the 
Connector project traffic demand, the facility provided should conform to the provisions as specified in 
Section VII under, Segments B and E – Thoroughfare, of these guidelines and the following. 

Design Elements 

 In Sacramento County – minimum horizontal R = 2,000 ft. 

 In El Dorado County – minimum horizontal R = 1,000 ft. 

 VC length = 50 ft minimum. 

 Vertical alignment, maximum grade break = 1.5 percent. 

Cross Section Elements 

 Lane requirements = subject to traffic studies. 

 Curb, gutter, and sidewalk = Provide curb, gutter, and sidewalk consistent with the existing 
street design to provide continuity to the existing condition. 

 Class I multi-use path = Provide accommodation for a path at locations where the existing street 
provides a Class I path. The planned path should be consistent with the existing facility. Where 
there is no path or the existing path is determined to be outside the project limits, connect the 
multi-use path to the existing pedestrian and bicycle facilities on the existing street. 

 PUE corridors and landscape buffers should be provided to match with the existing street. 

Other Considerations 

 Direct connection of individual driveways and streets is allowed outside the Connector control 
of access. 

E. Other Roadways 
Other roadways not identified in Table 16-13 in the Appendix that are necessary for the project include 
the following: 
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 New public frontage roads – These are new roadways located generally along the Connector 
ROW, are used to consolidate existing street and driveway access, and do not currently exist as 
part of the local street network. A facility type should be identified in conjunction with the local 
jurisdiction that meets the project need and maintains continuity with the surrounding street 
network. 

 Existing public streets – These streets are either new or existing streets requiring modification as 
part of the project and are part of the local jurisdiction street network. The facility type 
identified by the local jurisdiction should be followed.  

 Private driveways and streets – These driveways and streets are privately owned accesses that 
require modification to maintain access to the existing or proposed street network. 

 
These improvements should be planned and designed in accordance with the appropriate local 
jurisdiction standards.  In the absence of specific local jurisdiction standards and to encourage 
consistency in the design standards along the Connector corridor, the following guidelines may be 
considered. 

Design Controls 

 Design and posted speed = to be determined. 

Design Elements 

 Vertical grades, maximum grade = 6 percent; 5 percent preferred. 

 Vertical grades, minimum grade = 0.35 percent; 0.5 percent preferred. 

 VCs – Crest and sag VC lengths should be based on minimum K-values for the design speed. 

 VC length = 50 ft minimum. 

 Vertical alignment, maximum grade break = 2 percent. 

Cross Section Elements 

 Lane requirements = subject to adjacent street system and traffic studies. 

 Roadway side slopes = 6:1 or flatter preferred, 4:1 or flatter (fill condition), maximum 2:1 (cut 
condition and structure approaches). 

 New frontage road ROW width = 50 ft minimum. 

Other Considerations 

 A half street widening may be use  d in accordance with the local standards. 

 Proposed street improvements that are part of a planned development may be impacted by the 
Connector design.  Where this occurs, the Connector will be designed consistent with the 
requirements of the Project Design Guidelines and to accommodate the revisions to the planned 
development.  Modifications required to the planned development to accommodate the 
Connector will remain the responsibility of the planned development area. 

F. Interchanges and Intersections 
Interchanges and intersections should be provided at the locations listed in Table 16-13, “Assumed 
Travel Lanes and Access to Connector for Proposed Project,” in the Appendix. Any new or alternative 
points of access would be subject to the design exception process as set forth in the Policies section of 
these guidelines as well as further environmental review and public hearings. 

In general, the connecting streets will be limited to the following: 

 1 mile preferred, 0.5 mile minimum spacing on the expressways 
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 0.5 mile minimum spacing on thoroughfares and in the Sheldon Area 

Interchanges 

The preferred intersection connection type for expressways is the interchange, as follows:  

 Interchanges should be designed at the locations identified in Table 16-13. 

 Caltrans HDM, Chapter 500, should be the basis of design for the interchanges and ramps. 

 The interchange type selected should be determined through detailed analysis of the 
applicability of the interchange to the project conditions, including standard interchange design 
requirements, traffic demand, existing and future site conditions, and project phasing. 
Uniformity in the types of interchanges included along the Connector should also be considered. 
** Further discussion needed 

 The preferred interchange type should be a Type L-1 “compact (narrow) diamond” 
configuration, subject to confirmation of its applicability. ** Further discussion needed 

 Every effort should be made to minimize the footprint of the selected interchange type. 

 Where access beyond the Connector is not desirable because of environmental conditions or to 
limit development, a Tee interchange-type connection should be considered to limit the 
extension of the roadway beyond the Connector. 

 Spacing between ramp intersections should be based on storage length requirements for left-
turn movements and channelization for the storage pockets. Side-by-side left-turn lanes that 
extend the entire distance between ramp intersections are acceptable, but the lanes should not 
extend through the intersections. 

 The design of the interchanges and ramps should provide for the future accommodation of 
ramp metering and auxiliary lanes. 

 Ramps should intersect the cross street at a preferred 90 degree angle, but not less than 75 
degrees. 

 Ramps should have 12 ft lanes, 4 ft left and 8 ft right shoulders. 

 Ramp intersections should be designed to comply with current ADA requirements. 

 Provisions for bus stops are not allowed on the cross street between ramp intersections.  

 Side slopes and graded shoulders should match the conditions of the Connector and the 
connecting roadway. 

 Interchanges and ramp design should accommodate a Class I multi-use path and/or PUE at the 
ROW line. 

 Where traffic studies show that a signalized intersection will operate at a Level of Service C or 
better at the expressway intersection in lieu of the interchange, the footprint for the 
interchange should be established for the ROW based on the preferred Type L-1 diamond 
configuration, and a signalized intersection must should be designed as a phased improvement.  

 Where existing intersections cannot be economically relocated to accommodate the required 
interchange spacing, a right-in/right-out connection or a signalized intersection meeting the 
minimum spacing requirements may be considered as a phased condition. Any connection 
considered should be analyzed to enable acceptable traffic operations for the proposed 
connection. 

 No driveway or street connections should be allowed within the interchange control of access. 

 Street and driveway connections to the interchange cross street that are within 500 ft of a 
planned ramp intersection should be right-in/right-out only.  

Signalized Intersections 

The preferred connection type for thoroughfares and for the Sheldon Area is the signalized intersection, 
as follows: 
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 Signalized intersections should be provided at the locations identified in Table 16-13. 

 Planning and design of signalized intersections should conform to the requirements in SCIS for a 
96-ft-wide thoroughfare and in AASHTO Green Book, Chapter 9,“ Intersections.” ** Further 
discussion needed 

 Where traffic studies indicate the proposed signalized intersection cannot meet the LOS C or 
better criteria, an alternative intersection configuration that can meet the criteria should be 
identified. An interchange may be considered subject to meeting minimum spacing 
requirements. 

 Cross streets should intersect at a preferred 90 degree angle, but not less than 75 degrees. 

 Intersection channelization should accommodate the design vehicles specified for the 
connecting streets. 

 Intersections should be designed to comply with current ADA requirements. 

 Profile grades of the larger street should govern over the smaller connecting street. The smaller 
street profile should connect at the projected lip of gutter of the larger street (larger street 
determined by higher volume/higher standard). 

 No driveway or street connections will be allowed within the cross street control of access. 

 Street and driveway connections to the cross street that are within 500 ft of a planned 
intersection should be right-in/right-out only. 

Other Intersection Types 

The following unsignalized intersection connections have been identified in Table 16-13 in the Appendix, 
to provide limited access to the Connector: 

 Right-in/Right-out Tee intersection 

 Left-in and Right-in/Right-out Tee intersection  

Where these connections are included, they should provide for the following: 

 Speed-change lanes and transitions on the Connector alignment of sufficient length to 
accommodate traffic operations 

 Intersection channelization using raised medians and islands to discourage wrong-way 
movements 

 Passage of pedestrian, bicycle, and equestrian traffic, where present 
 

Alternate intersection designs may be considered, where appropriate and improvement to the 
Connector traffic operations is realized, subject to approval by the JPA. 

G. Integrated Travel Modes 
Integrated travel modes, including transit, bicycle, pedestrian, and equestrian, should be considered 
when planning and designing the Connector.  

Transit 

The Connector project will coordinate with transit providers to coordinate transit services and facilities 
needs to better use the corridor in accordance with the Integrated Modes Policy and the Functional 
Guidelines as follows: 

 Work with transit providers to plan transit services and provide facilities that maximize transit 
route and service planning for new/modified local fixed route, express bus, and bus rapid transit 
(BRT) with the transit operators including City of Elk Grove, Folsom Stage Lines, El Dorado 
Transit, and Sacramento Regional Transit. 
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 Help provide ROW and/or facilities to create meaningful travel time improvement for transit 
routes within the Connector corridor. 

 May support strategic, cost-effective transit improvements such as queue jumps and signal 
priority/ITS equipment on other roadway segments, especially on parallel routes that show 
strong potential for successful, well-used service. 

 Where identified, expressway segments should provide more than four lanes, the fifth and sixth 
lanes should be high-occupancy vehicle/transit unless the traffic analyses show unacceptable 
traffic operations for a segment. 

 Encourage connectivity between different travel modes; that is, help provide park and ride lots 
and transit centers at strategic locations within the corridor accessible by pedestrian, bicycle, 
bus, and auto travel modes. 

 Encourage smart growth with developers/jurisdictions to provide transit-friendly development 
within Connector corridor. 

Pedestrians and Bicycles 

The Connector will provide continuous, uniform bicycle and pedestrian facilities with access and 
connectivity to the roadway, transit, and other bicycle/pedestrian facilities. The alignments and access 
points will be coordinated between the Connector facilities and the following: 

 Existing and future development of the off-corridor multi-use trail system 

 Locations where local/regional trails intersect 

 Local development access within 0.5 mile of the corridor 

 Existing and future transit facilities 

 Existing and future equestrian facilities 
 

Planning and design of the Class I path should be in accordance with the Elk Grove Trail Master Plan and, 
as referenced, Caltrans HDM, Chapter 1000. Where information is not available, the design should 
conform to the NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide, as follows: 

 On expressways, the paths should be 12 ft wide with graded shoulders a minimum of 2 ft. 

 On thoroughfares and off-corridor locations, the path should be 10 ft wide graded shoulders a 
minimum of 2 ft. 

 Class I paths should connect to cross streets at the nearest signalized intersection. ** Further 
discussion needed 

 Where bicycle and pedestrian volumes along the Connector are high and may adversely affect 
the cross street operations, a grade-separated crossings of the affected cross street(s) should be 
considered. ** Further discussion needed 

 Where spacing between intersections is greater than 0.5 mile and where bicycle and pedestrian 
crossing demand is anticipated to be high, a protected crossing should be provided. The 
following types should be considered, subject to safe traffic and crossing operations: 
 A grade-separated structure 
 Pedestrian signals with raised median refuge – thoroughfares only  
 As a phasing option, separate paths on both sides of the Connector with access via planned 

cross streets  

 Where grade-separated structures are proposed, both overcrossing and undercrossing 
structures should be considered. 

 On expressways, access control fencing should be installed between the path and traveled way. 
The fence height should be a minimum of 54 in and should not be a hazard to the drivers or 
bicyclists. Where installations are necessary within the expressway clear recovery zone, it should 
be designed integrally with the protective barrier. 
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 On thoroughfare Segments B and E, protective-barrier curb and a landscape buffer should be 
provided between the roadway and path, and access fencing will not be required. 

 On Segment C – Sheldon Area, when an off-corridor alignment is not used, barrier protection 
should be provided if the separation from the roadway is less than the horizontal clear recovery 
zone. 

 Class I paths should intersect frontage roads and driveways as close to a 90 degree angle as 
possible, with no connection less than 75 degrees. 

 Street and driveway crossings should meet ADA standards for grade and cross slope. 

 Transportation Management Plans and traffic control plans should consider pedestrians, 
equestrians, and bicyclists through construction work zones. 

Equestrian 

The Connector will provide equestrian facilities to maintain continuity of the existing equestrian trail 
systems near the communities of Sheldon and Wilton in Segment C. The alignments and access points 
will be coordinated between the Connector facilities and the following: 

 Planned bicycle and pedestrian facilities  

 Existing and future development of the off-corridor multi-use trail system 

 Locations where local/regional trails intersect 

 Local development access within 0.5 mile of the corridor 

Planning and design of the trail should be in accordance with the Elk Grove Trail Master Plan. Where 
information is not available, the FHWA Equestrian Design Guidebook for Trails, Trailheads and 
Campgrounds will be used, including the following guidance: 

 The trail may be located either immediately adjacent to the roadway ROW or off-corridor along 
a separate trail or local roadway system.  

 If the location is close to the Connector, sufficient separation should be provided to eliminate 
the need for barrier protection. If insufficient separation is available, barrier curb separation will 
be required at the edge of roadway. 

 Where a Class I multi-use path is planned, the equestrian trail may be located jointly with the 
path, as shown on Figure 5 of the Elk Grove Trails Master Plan. 

 The trail should provide connections to the existing trail system where appropriate. 

 The trail should provide the trail connectivity identified in the master plan through Segment C. 

VIII. Structural Section 
Planning and design of roadway structural sections should be in accordance with Caltrans HDM, Chapter 
600, “Pavement Engineering,” methodology. Traffic indices and soils resistance values (R-value) for each 
roadway in each segment of the Connector will be developed as follows: 

 The traffic index for each roadway will be developed based on volumes from the traffic report. 
At a minimum, the following values should be used for each type of roadway unless the traffic 
data show a larger value is necessary: 
 I-5, SR 99, and US 50 – coordinate with Caltrans 
 Expressway and thoroughfare segments – traffic index = 10 
 Cross streets, frontage roads, and local roadways and driveways – coordinate with local 

jurisdiction standards 

 R-values will be established, based on project-specific soils reports, for all segments of the 
Connector and all major arterial cross streets. 
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 On local streets and frontage roads, a minimum R-value of 5 may be used in lieu of a soils report 
with JPA approval.  

 New roadway structural sections should consist of one of the following: 
 Hot-mix asphalt (HMA), aggregate base, and subbasesub base materials (where necessary) 
 Portland cement concrete pavement (PCCP) 

 Life-cycle cost analysis should be done for HMA vs. PCCP surfacing. 

 Where R-values are low and highly variable, stabilization/treatment of the subgrade materials 
with cement, lime, geotextile materials, or others soil-strengthening methods, will be 
considered. 

 Alternate road-building materials may be used, as recommended by the geotechnical engineer 
or as required to mitigate traffic noise impacts as follows: 
 Subgrade stabilizing, isolating geotextiles, and grids 
 Pavement stress-absorbing layers 
 Subgrade add mixtures 
 Recycled materials 
 Rubberized asphalt concrete (AC) or open graded asphalt 
 SubbaseSubcase drainage facilities 

 Where roadways are planned to be constructed in phases, either by the project or in 
coordination with future development, the interim (temporary) street structural section should 
be planned and designed to provide the full structural section for future widening. 

 In transition areas between street standards, the stronger structural section should be used in 
the transition area. 

IX. Drainage 
Drainage within the corridor is a mix of natural drainage ways and culvert crossings in the rural or 
undeveloped areas of Segments A, B, C, and D, and closed-conduit curb and gutter sections in the 
developed areas in Segments B and E. Areas of flooding and creek influences are on the Connector 
corridor. To provide a consistent approach to the design and construction of drainage and stormwater 
infrastructure, the following design approach, standards, and design criteria should be used for 
construction of the project. The drainage design should be consistent with the mitigation measures set 
forth in the FPEIR and achieve the following: 

 Maintain existing drainage flow patterns and incorporate existing drainage infrastructure as 
much as possible, given the existing physical constraints. 

 Minimize diversions from one watershed to another. 

 Provide low-impact development and stormwater treatment best management practices to 
treat the pavement runoff to the maximum extent practicable in accordance with applicable 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirement. 

 Improve water quality of stormwater runoff leaving the ROW. 

 Protect stormwater quality from the impacts of the project.  

 Control flows to minimize erosion and sedimentation downstream. 

 Reduce water pollution from construction activities. 

A. Hydrologic and Hydraulic Design Standards 
The following design manuals and permits should be used to perform hydrologic and hydraulic analysis 
and design of drainage features for the project, and are incorporated by reference. 

For projects within Caltrans’ ROW, the following design standards and manuals should be used: 
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 HDM, Chapter 800 

 Stormwater Quality Handbook, Project Planning Design Guide 

 California Bank and Shore Protection Manual 
 

For projects within Sacramento County, the Sacramento City/County Drainage Manual, Volume 2: 
Hydrology Standards should be used. 
 
For projects within the County of El Dorado, the County of El Dorado Drainage Manual should be used. 
 
Where local and state design manuals do not provide adequate design criteria, other available 
engineering design manuals may be used; for example, the following:  

 FHWA Hydraulic Engineering Circulars 

 FHWA Hydraulic Design Series 

 United States Army Corps of Engineers Engineering Manuals  

 City of Sacramento Design and Procedures Manual, Section 11 – Storm Drainage Design 
Standards 

 Design and Construction of Urban Stormwater Management Systems (American Society of Civil 
Engineers Manual of Practice No. 77) 
 

The following standard design criteria should be applied for the Connector project:  

 All roadway drainage facilities design should be based on a 10-year, 25-year, and 100-year storm 
events, dependent on the facility involved. ** Further discussion needed 

 Drainage systems for Segments A and D – expressways and Segment C – Sheldon Area should 
consist of open-swale systems and cross culverts/structures to convey stormwater from the 
corridor to its natural water course. 

 Drainage systems for Segments B and E – thoroughfares should be closed-conduit systems, 
matching the existing conditions, with inlets, laterals, manholes, and storm drain mainlines 
connecting to existing water courses. 

 The Connector drainage systems should be planned and designed based upon the drainage 
needs of the ultimate conditions. 

 The Connector is an emergency route and should be designed to be above the 100-year flood 
event. 

 Where established waterway crossings occur, the design of the crossing should consider wildlife 
passage in the area when selecting the crossing structure. Types include the following: 
 Bridges 
 Open-bottom concrete box culverts or arches 
 Reinforced concrete box culverts 
 Pipe culverts 

 Maintenance access roads should be provided where required for upkeep of the facilities. The 
preferred locations of the maintenance access connections are at the cross streets. 

B. Stormwater Quality Analysis and Design Standards 
The following design manuals and permits should be used to perform stormwater quality analysis and 
design: 

 Projects within the cities of Folsom, Elk Grove, and Rancho Cordova are subject to the 
Sacramento Areawide NPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit (Order No. R5-2008-0142). For 
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projects within the cities of Folsom, Elk Grove, and Rancho Cordova, use the Sacramento 
Stormwater Quality Partnership Stormwater Quality Design Manual, 2007.  

 Projects within Caltrans ROW are subject to Caltrans’ Statewide NPDES permit (Order No. 99-06-
DWQ). This permit is anticipated to be renewed in 2012, and Caltrans is expected to reissue its 
Stormwater Quality Handbook. For projects within Caltrans ROW, use the Caltrans Stormwater 
Quality Handbook, Project Planning Design Guide, 2010.  

 Projects within the unincorporated areas of El Dorado and Sacramento Counties are subject to 
Order No. 2003-0005-DWQ. This permit is anticipated to be renewed in 2012, with new 
requirements. Projects within the unincorporated areas of El Dorado and Sacramento Counties 
should comply with the most current version of this permit.  
 

Projects should incorporate low-impact design to slow down runoff and reduce peak flows and volumes. 
Preference is given toward design measures that rely on evapotranspiration, infiltration, and rainwater 
harvesting. Specific examples of stormwater treatment best management practices include the 
following: 

 Bioretention areas 

 Extended detention basins 

 Flow-through planter boxes 

 Infiltration trenches and basins 

 Media filters 

 Tree well filters 

 Vegetated buffer strips 

 Vegetated swales 

 Green roofs 

 Pervious paving 
 

Where required by the NPDES permits, projects should also incorporate hydromodification management 
measures that promote infiltration or otherwise minimize the change in the rate and flow of runoff, 
when compared to the predevelopment condition. 

C. Construction Stormwater Standards 
Construction of any project will be subject to the requirements of the Construction General Permit 
(Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ) plus amendments (Order No. 2010-0014-DWQ). Projects constructed 
within Caltrans ROW will also be subject to Caltrans’ Statewide NPDES Permit (Order No. 99-06-DWQ). 
This permit is currently being considered for renewal by the State Water Resources Control Board. A 
draft permit is under review and subject to public review and comment period. The new permit is 
anticipated to be issued in 2012. 

X. Right-of-Way, Utilities, and Railroad Facilities  
The existing roadways that make up the Connector are established public ROW and utility corridors. The 
ROW ownerships include federal, state, local, and private lands. The utilities include both public and 
privately owned facilities that are located in various types of property ownerships and easements. They 
often share the ROW or are built and maintained in easements adjacent to transportation facilities and 
include water, wastewater, stormwater, and sewer systems; solid waste management systems; 
petroleum pipelines; natural gas; electrical; and telecommunications services. 
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The ROW and utility corridors will be maintained, modified, and/or supplemented with new ROW and 
utility easements/corridors as part of the Connector project. ROW and utility planning, design, and 
relocation activities will be done in accordance with the Caltrans ROW Manual and the following. 

A. Right-of-Way 

 For policy guidance on Right-of-Way, see Policies section of these guidelines. 

B. Utilities 
  For policy guidance on Utilities, see Policies section of these guidelines. 

C. Railroad Facilities 
Several identified railroad facilities are within the segments as follows: 

 Segment A – UPRR railroad east of Franklin Boulevard 

 Segment B – UPRR railroad west of Waterman Road 

 Segment C – Sacramento Northern, east of Aleilani Lane 

 Segment D – Sacramento Placerville Transportation Corridor 
 

These facilities are planned to be grade separated at the Connector crossings where the facility is 
identified to remain in operation. The crossings should be planned in conjunction with the local 
jurisdiction, the Public Utilities Commission, and the railroad company requirements. 
 
Where Connector roadways, paths, and trails cross the railroad ROW, they should be grade separated in 
the ultimate condition. Use of at-grade railroad crossings as a phase of the project is subject to the 
railroad company approval. 

XI. Structures 

A. Bridges  
Roadway bridge crossings ** Further discussion needed and planned railroad grade separation are 
within the project limits. Locations of the current facilities, either in design or constructed, are as 
follows: 

 US 50/Silva Parkway (proposed) 

 UPRR/Grant Line Road (proposed) 

 SR 99/Grant Line Road 

 I-5/Hood-Franklin Road 

 UPRR/Franklin Road 

These structure types are typical of the roadway bridge structures in the region, consisting of cast-in-
place concrete box structures.  

New crossing structures are anticipated at following locations: 

 Interchanges on expressways – Roadway overcrossings or undercrossings 

 Railroads – Grade separations over or under the railroad tracks 

 Creeks and streams – Roadway bridges or culvert crossings over the drainage 

 Paths and trails – Bridges or culvert crossings over or under the Connector or cross streets 
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B. Retaining Walls 
Retaining wall locations are to be determined. 

Where bridge and retaining wall structures are required, the structures should be planned and designed 
in accordance with Caltrans Bridge Design Standards and Design Aids, including project structure design 
requirements for the following: 

 Design loads  

 Minimum clearances (during both construction and operation) 

 Material requirements 

 Design life 

 Durability standards 

 Geotechnical assessments and potential foundation types 

 Standard design details 

All structures proposed on the project should follow the Caltrans structure type selection process for 
approval by the JPA. To maintain continuity throughout the corridor, structure types should consider the 
following: 

 The existing character of structures and facilities across the segment should be considered to 
achieve a consistent design aesthetic, rather than a series of disconnected and random 
structures. 

 New construction should be of the same design family as existing facilities. 

 Individual projects should be considered as part of the larger context of the Connector facilities. 

Construction-related studies should include staging approaches, potential traffic management 
approaches during construction over existing operating roadways and railways, and approaches for 
widening existing bridges. Staging of structures at major interchanges with I-5, SR 99, and US 50 should 
be studied to determine potential impacts on structures types and feasibility of construction. 

A consistent aesthetic should be maintained for the bridges, walls, and other structures along the length 
of the corridor. Visual quality standards that address forms, textures, details, and other design features 
should be developed in conjunction with the project public involvement program and allow for 
community preferences.  

XII. Traffic 

A. Pavement Delineation and Signing 
Pavement delineation and signing should be planned and designed in accordance with the following: 

 Expressways – Caltrans Traffic Manual, California MUTCD 

 Thoroughfares – SCIS, California MUTCD 

 Cross streets, local roads, and frontages – Local jurisdiction standards, California MUTCD 
 

In addition to these guidelines, the FPEIR, Functional Guidelines, and Integrated Modes Policy specify 
the following: 

 Proposed project signing should minimize the visual impact on the Connector corridor. 

 Signalized intersections should have marked cross walks on all four corners. 

 School cross walks should be marked where crossing guards are provided. 
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 At unsignalized uncontrolled intersections, marked cross walks and safety enhancements (such 
as, medians and curb extensions) should be provided. 

 Marked cross walks may be installed at other high-volume locations without median or curb 
extensions if a traffic study shows a benefit. 

B. Signals, Lighting, and Intelligent Transportation System 
The Connector is a mix of free-flowing expressways with interchanges, high-speed urban arterials with 
signal control, rural arterials with signal control, and intermittent unsignalized limited-access control 
connections. In addition, there are six different agencies with jurisdiction over the regional system that 
the Connector serves. 

 
These facilities should be coordinated, through the use of a combination of effective traffic signing and 
pavement delineation, signalization of intersections and crossings, and ITS solutions to provide an 
efficient transportation system. 

 
Traffic signals and lighting on the Connector should comply with the SCIS. Where the signal and lighting 
are part of a State highway facility, the traffic signal and lighting and any required modifications should 
comply with Caltrans standards. Where the traffic signal lighting is on a cross street or other local 
roadway, it should comply with the requirements of the local jurisdiction.  

 
Items for consideration during the planning and implementation of traffic signals include the following: 

 Provide traffic signals at Connector intersections. 

 Provide pedestrian and bicycle push button and loop detector facilities at all signalized 
crossings. 

 Provide railroad signal and crossing gate systems where at-grade crossings are allowed. 

 Provide interchange ramp metering signals where required. 

 Consider signalized mid-block pedestrian crossings on thoroughfares, where appropriate. 

 Consider transit signal priority, where appropriate. 
 

Items for consideration during the planning and implementation of lighting systems include the 
following: 

 Provide roadway lighting systems for the Connector interchanges and intersections. 

 Provide street lighting systems for the cross streets and local streets. 

 Provide lighting systems for the Class I multi-use paths, where appropriate. Consider continuous 
lighting. 

 Provide continuous street lighting along thoroughfare segments. 

 Provide lighting fixtures that are the same or similar throughout the Connector corridor. 

 Provide lighting methods consistent with the FPEIR that minimize the release of light and glare 
upward or toward residences and properties adjoining the corridor. 

 Provide lighting facilities that are uniform and meet current energy star requirements. 

 Provide lighting fixtures that are “Dark Star”-compliant. 

 Low energy lighting systems, such as light-emitting diode (LED) fixtures, should be evaluated for 
application. 

 ** Further discussion needed 

Items for consideration during the planning and implementation of ITS systems and solutions include 
the following: 
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 Provide ITS systems to interconnect traffic signal systems on the Connector to efficiency of 
moving traffic through the major intersections. 

 Consider providing ITS systems to interconnect the Connector signal systems with the local 
jurisdiction traffic signal network. 

 Consider other ITS solutions to maximize efficiency and safety of the Connector and adjacent 
street network. 

XIII. Landscaping, Aesthetics, and Community 
Aesthetics is how we translate our visual appeal with respect to the appearance of our surroundings to a 
project. We think about and design the aesthetics features of a project to look appealing or pleasing in a 
particular setting. Aesthetics are usually accomplished by employing the shape, texture, color, type of 
material, symmetry, and simplicity of repeated patterns used in the design. For the Connector, 
aesthetics should be included in the development of the project. The aesthetic features should include 
the following: 

 Application of a common thematic design to enable uniformity to the Connector as a single 
facility. 

 Application of unique thematic detail to represent the character of individual communities.  

 Incorporation of the urban, rural, natural environmental and historical settings that surround 
the Connector corridor. 

 Strategic placement of facilities to blend with the surroundings. 

 Minimization of visual obstructions through lowered profile designs and undergrounding of 
overhead infrastructure. 
 

Landscaping and aesthetics includes the application of shape, texture, and color to roadway bridges, 
retaining walls, barriers, fencing, sound walls, and the inclusion of vegetation, surface treatments, and 
materials selection into the roadsides, urban and rural streetscapes, and other infrastructure 
improvements to aid in the blending of the Connector with the surroundings, consistent with the FPEIR 
and adopted mitigation measures. 

The JPA, through the SAC has provided initial guidance on project aesthetics. The results of their efforts 
are included in the Capital Southeast Connector SAC Involvement Summary Memorandum included in 
the Appendix.  

The purpose and role of the SAC is as follows: 

 To represent the pulse of the users and communities within the project area. 

 To provide a community perspective and input on the aesthetic elements for the Project Design 
Guidelines. 

 To identify and collaborate on themes that can translate throughout the project. 

 To work with the project team to better understand how people circulate within the 
communities along the Connector and the region, considering various integrated modes of 
transportation. 

Their work has provided initial community input on thematic principles for the Connector, for the 
individual communities, and for the environments. This work will be continued in subsequent efforts to 
be incorporated in the Connector project. 
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Figure 5 – Thematic Image Concept 

Figure 5 is an image concept developed to memorialize the SAC's contribution and support for defining 

and enhancing the beauty, character, and functionality of the Connector.  This image is intended to 

illustrate the regionally and historically significant oak tree leaf blending into the Connector roadway in 

a natural color scheme.   

 

Working with the community through a series of SAC meetings and an aesthetics workshop, project Fact 

Sheets were developed which summarize the SAC perspectives and input that are unique to each 

segment yet thematically contiguous along the corridor.  See Figures 6 through 10 which represent the 

SAC input on local mobility, aesthetics, and theme by each segment along the corridor. 

In addition, the Connector project has identified features that should be considered as part of the 
project development process consistent with the FPEIR, Functional Guidelines, and the Integrated 
Modes Policy. These are summarized as follows: 

 High-canopy trees and landscaping should be considered as a buffer and for shading on the Class 
I path where space allows. 

 Where appropriate, include landscaping; quality materials; treatments for medians; pedestrian 
areas; and adjacent facilities, barriers, and buffer zones. 

 Aesthetics need to consider users and adjacent properties. 

 Landscape buffer may be used between the roadway and the Class I path. 

 Consider using native, noninvasive, drought-tolerant plant species. 

 Consider using plants that will not pose a safety hazard to the corridor. 

 Consider a layering concept based on the appropriate clear zone for 
the roadway segment. 

 Consider vegetative bioswales for filtration of road runoff. 

 Where landscape and aesthetic concepts are implemented, they 
should be consistent and uniform in color and design throughout the 
corridor. 
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XIV. Phasing 
The Connector project is anticipated to be planned, designed, and constructed in phases to 
accommodate funding conditions, logical termini of facilities, and design and construction constraints. 
The Connector project delivery and phasing plan will be a function of the Plan of Finance and the 
General Plan amendment process in coordination with the local jurisdictions. 

As stated in the FPEIR, the JPA or individual jurisdictions may move forward with project‐level design 
and environmental review to implement specific project components. Improvements could take place 
where design and planning has advanced or where funding will become available.  Phasing of the 
Connector will be planned and coordinated with the local jurisdictions. 

There are locations where improvements are necessary on the proposed Connector alignment, or 
directly adjacent to the corridor, prior to any improvements proposed as part of the project. These 
include the following: 

 Traffic operations and safety improvements at intersections 

 New or modified property access from individual properties 

 Proposed development projects that will affect Grant Line Road or White Rock Road public ROW 
or create access to/from adjacent development 

 
The public project improvements will be coordinated with the JPA and Connector improvements to 
minimize future reconstruction costs. If possible, the improvements should be located to accommodate 
the Connector.  
 

Access at individual properties will be coordinated with the JPA and Connector improvements to 
minimize consolidation. Proposed development improvements should be coordinated with the JPA and 
the Connector.  

XV. Sustainability 
The JPA, through the SCC has provided an initial assessment of a best practice approach to integrate 
sustainability into planning, design, and construction of the Connector. The results of their efforts are 
included in the Connector JPA Sustainability Assessment Update Memorandum included in the 
Appendix. 

The purpose and role of the SCC is as follows: 

 To provide input/feedback on the sustainability assessment process. 

 To help identify sustainable solutions that can make the project more sustainable. 

 To provide guidance on technical aspects of sustainable solutions. 

 To integrate sustainability into the project. 

Their work will be continued in subsequent efforts to be incorporated in the Connector project. 

In addition, the Connector project, as part of FPEIR, Functional Guidelines, and the Integrated Modes 
Policy and a separate sustainability assessment, has identified sustainable design and construction 
practices that should be considered throughout the corridor as part of the project development process 
consistent with the FPEIR. These are summarized as follows: 

 Recycled materials (pavement, Poly-pipe, etc.) 

 Noninvasive native, drought-tolerant plant species for landscaping 
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 Oversized drainage structures to improve ecological connectivity, where practical 

 Roadway lighting or luminaires that meet current energy star requirements 

 Solar panels to offset energy requirements for illuminated signs, etc. 

 Permeable pavement in the shoulders and/or multi-use paths 

 Quiet pavement for the travel lanes 

 Vegetative bioswales or natural drainage systems for treatment of water runoff, where 
appropriate 

 Reduction of fossil fuel requirement for the non-road construction equipment fleet and required 
use of biofuel or biofuel blends as a replacement for fossil fuel in a percentage of the 
construction equipment 

 Use of local materials 

 Warranty for the pavement structure 

XVI. Environmental 
Environmental impacts and mitigations have been identified as part of the FPEIR in Table S-1, “Summary 
of Environmental Effects of the Capital SouthEast Connector Project.” This information will be refined as 
part of the project-level environmental documents. The design of the Connector project segments and 
adjacent facilities should take identified impacts into consideration and strive to lessen the impacts and 
associated mitigations required.  

A. Sound Barriers 
The corridor passes through a mix of open lands, urban commercial, and urban and rural residential 
areas. The existing facilities along the established street sections of the corridor consist of masonry 
block fencing at the property lines. These residential areas and other new locations may require 
mitigation for noise-level increases based on noise studies performed during the Tier II environmental 
process. In the areas where noise attenuation is identified and cannot feasibly be addressed with 
setbacks or site design, sound barriers should be planned and designed as follows: 

 Sound barriers should be planned and designed in accordance with Caltrans PDPM, Chapter 30, 
“Highway Traffic Noise Abatement,” and the Caltrans Memo To Designers, 22-1 “Soundwall 
Design Criteria.” 

 Sound-barrier materials considered should include the following: 
 Masonry block 
 Precast concrete panel 
 Other concrete, timber, steel, plastic, composite, or recycled material designs 

 Additional information on the above material types are included in the FHWA, Noise Barrier 
Design Handbook, Chapter 5, “Noise Barrier Materials and Surface Treatments.” 

 Wherever possible, the use of earthen berms should be considered, as follows: 
 Where the Connector profile is depressed  
 Where ROW is not constrained 
 Where wall heights would be considered excessive 
 Where a wall would not be consistent with the corridor aesthetics 

 The dimensions of the earthen berms should be determined on a location by location basis. 

 Where there are existing walls adjacent to the proposed location(s), the same or similar wall 
type and aesthetic treatment should be maintained. 

 Wall types used should be consistent throughout each location. If multiple locations are in 
proximity, the wall type used for the series of locations should also be consistent. 
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 Sound barriers should be located at the ROW line unless the noise study identifies additional 
need or an alternate location to improve attenuation. 

 Vegetation should be used in barrier design, where appropriate for both aesthetic appeal and to 
discourage graffiti. 

B. Wildlife Crossings 
The project corridor traverses through widely varied wildlife habitats and terrain conditions. To 
incorporate the corridor into these surroundings, animal crossings have been identified as potential 
mitigation in the FPEIR. No specific locations are established. 

Crossings will vary widely to accommodate the types of terrain and degree of development, including 
rural, urban, farmland, river, creeks, rolling foothill, and other conditions. Crossings should consider the 
following: 

 Species and size of animal 

 Type and location of habitat crossing 

 Development – existing and future conditions 

 At-grade surface crossings 

 Grade-separated crossings 

 Modification of existing roadway and drainage crossing locations to accommodate wildlife 
crossings 

 Combined wildlife crossings, subject to compatibility: 
 Drainage/stream  
 Equestrian/pedestrian 
 Connector and cross street roadway structures 

 Appurtenances for effective crossing control, including fencing and advanced warning signage 

Following the assessment of potential locations for crossings, further study should be conducted into 
appropriate crossing configurations and geometric requirements. 

Where crossings are identified to be included in the project, the planning and design of the crossing 
infrastructure should be in accordance with the following: 

 Chapter 4, “Selecting Avoidance, Minimization, or Compensatory Mitigation Measures,” Wildlife 
Crossings Guidance Manual, Caltrans, Version 1.0, October 2007 

 Chapter 4 – “Design, Toolboxes, Guidelines, and Practical Applications,” Wildlife Crossing 
Structure Handbook, Design and Evaluation in North America, FHWA Central Federal Lands, 
Publication No. FHWA-CFL/TD-11-003, March 2011 

C. South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan 
The Connector is included in the South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan (SSHCP) as a covered 
project. The SSHCP is currently under preparation; an administrative draft was prepared in July 2010 
(Sacramento County, 2010a, <http://www.southsachcp.com/Documents>). The SSHCP will protect 
plants and wildlife, vernal pool, wetland, and stream habitats that are subject to the federal Clean Water 
Act, California's Porter‐Cologne Water Quality Control Act, and Streambed Alteration Agreement 
requirements under Fish and Game Code Sections 1600, et seq. The SSHCP will be carried out through 
an Implementation Agreement among SSHCP participants that include Sacramento County, City of Elk 
Grove, City of Galt, City of Rancho Cordova, Sacramento County Water Agency, Sacramento Regional 
Sanitation District, Sacramento Area Sewer District, and the JPA.  The Connector design should be 
consistent with the SSHCP. 
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Revised Table 16‐13. Assumed Travel Lanes and Access to Connector for Proposed Project  Page 1 of 4 

Connector 
Roadway  Cross Street 

Future without Project  Future with Project 
Lanes   
Facility 
Type 

Traffic 
Signal 

Comments on 
Assumed Access 

Lanes   
Facility 
Type 

Traffic 
Signal  Interchange  Comments on Assumed Access1 

White Rock 
Road 

US 50 EB Ramps 

4‐T 

1    

4‐T 

1       
Vine/Valley View Pkwy  1     1       
Sunset     

Right in/out 
     

Right in/out Keables Lane          
Monte Verde Dr          
Post St     Left in/Right out        Left in/Right out 
Latrobe Road  1     1       
Windfield Way  1     1       
Manchester Drive  1     1       
Bailey Circle     Right in/out        Right in/out 
Stonebriar/ 
Four Seasons 

1     1       

Carson Crossing  1     1       
Empire Ranch Road 

4‐T 

1    

4‐E 

   1    
Placerville Rd/Payen Rd  1           Right in/out 

RR Crossing 
  

At‐Grade 
Crossing 

      At‐Grade Crossing 

Scott Road (E)  1        1    
Collector 

6‐T 

   Right in/out 

4 + 2 
HOV  
‐ E 

      No connection 

Oak Avenue Pkwy 
1     1    

Acceptable 2035 LOS as signalized 
intersection 

Scott Rd (W) 
1          

Existing access eliminated and 
realigned with Prairie City Rd 
Interchange 

Collector     Right in/out        No connection 
Prairie City Rd  1        1    

OHV Park East Ent    
Right in/out 

(except events)       
Connected to realigned Scott Rd (W) 
with access to  Prairie City Rd 
Interchange 

 OHV Park West Ent/ 
Aerojet Rd 

1     1       

                                                             
1 Other connections will only be allowed along the Proposed Project if the JPA determines that the design would ensure an acceptable LOS and meet 
performance standards for the Connector. 
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Connector 
Roadway  Cross Street 

Future without Project  Future with Project 
Lanes   
Facility 
Type 

Traffic 
Signal 

Comments on 
Assumed Access 

Lanes   
Facility 
Type 

Traffic 
Signal  Interchange  Comments on Assumed Access1 

Grant Line 
Road 

Grant Line Rd 

4‐T 

1    

4‐E 

   1    

Teichert Entrance    

Realign across 
from either North 
Douglas access or 
White Rock Rd 

     
No access between White Rock Rd and 
Centennial 

North Douglas Access  
(future Centennial)  1 

Centennial 
extension 
 post‐2035 

1     Future interchange with interim signal 

Douglas Rd 
1        1 

Potential Right in/out access for 
residence north of Douglas Rd 

Glory Lane 
  

Access through 
Cordova Hills or 
Right in/out 

     
Frontage road to Douglas Road, or 
other potential design option that 
ensures an acceptable LOS and meets 
performance standards for the 
Connector, as determined by the JPA) Cordova Hills  1          

Chrysanthy Blvd  1        1    
University  1        1    
Kiefer Blvd  1        1    

Rancho Cordova Pkwy 
1 

Rt in/RT out to 
driveways 

1    
Acceptable 2035 LOS as signalized 
intersection 

Jackson Rd  1     1 
Frontage road to Michlen Ct for 
driveway access north of Jackson Rd 

Sunrise Blvd 

1     1 

Frontage road connecting existing six 
driveways on SE side to single right 
in/ out access; access to residence 
near Sunrise Blvd via frontage road 

Eagles Nest Rd/ 
Sloughhouse Rd  

1  1     Right in/out for residence 
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Connector 
Roadway  Cross Street 

Future without Project  Future with Project 
Lanes   
Facility 
Type 

Traffic 
Signal 

Comments on 
Assumed Access 

Lanes   
Facility 
Type 

Traffic 
Signal  Interchange  Comments on Assumed Access1 

Grant Line 
Road 

Calvine Rd 

4‐T  

1  Rt in/RT out to 
driveways 

4‐T 

1    

Three field entrances connected via 
frontage road with one access point; 
Residence access Calvine Rd via 
frontage road; North private drive 
access via frontage road to 
Sloughhouse Rd 

Farm Road    

All driveways and 
local roads 
remain open. 
Median with 
Right in/out 

(except signalized 
intersections) 

     

High Access Roadway: Maintain access 
to all driveways and local roads with 
Right in/ out with signals at same 

locations as Baseline 
 

Reduced Access Roadway: Reduce the 
number of driveways and local road 

connections along Grant Line Road and 
provide access to properties via 

alternative access 
 

Deer Creek Causeway: No access on 
causeway. Maintain access to all 

driveways and local roads along Grant 
Line Road 

  

Richert Lane          
Poppy Seed Lane          
Spanish Grant Rd          
Public Road          
Bradley Ranch Rd          
Beitzel Rd          
Graybill Lane          
Oak Pond Lane          
Sheldon Woods Way          
Sheldon Rd  1  1    
Mooney Rd          
Siefker Ct  1       
Aleilani Lane  1  1    
Wilton Road  1  1    
Pleasant Grove School Rd     Right in/out       

De Souza Lane 
 

Realign with 
Sherman Oaks       

Sherman Oaks Ct  1 
Right in/out for 
all driveways and 

local roads 

     
Upton Ct          
Menlo Oaks Ct          
Clark Lake Lane          
Bond Road  1    1    



Revised Table 16‐13. Continued  Page 4 of 4 

Connector 
Roadway  Cross Street 

Future without Project  Future with Project 
Lanes   
Facility 
Type 

Traffic 
Signal 

Comments on 
Assumed Access 

Lanes   
Facility 
Type 

Traffic 
Signal  Interchange  Comments on Assumed Access1 

Grant Line 
Road 

Equestrian Dr 

4‐T 

   All driveways and 
local roads 
remain open  

 
  

Left in (no LT 
out) could be 
considered at 

some local roads 

        Cul‐de‐sac; access to Wrangler Dr.  
Pavich Lane             Right in/out 
Freeman Rd     4‐T        Right in/out 
Jetmar Way             Realigned to Elk Grove Blvd 
Elk Grove Blvd  1    1      Driveway access via frontage roads to 

Bradshaw Rd and Elk Grove Blvd Bradshaw Rd  1    1    

Mosher Rd 

6‐T 

1 

6‐T 

1    
One access for 2 residents on NW side; 
frontages roads to Mosher & Bradshaw 

Waterman Road  1     1       
UPRR     Grade separated        Grade separated 

E. Stockton Blvd 
1     1    

Driveways routed to E. 
Stockton/Survey  

SR 99 NB Ramps  1     1       

Kammerer 
Road 

SR 99 SB Ramps 

6‐T 

1    

6‐T 

1       
W Stockton Blvd  1  3 existing right 

in/ out access 
points  

1    
Existing right in/out access points 
maintained  

Lent Ranch Pkwy  1  1    

Lotz Pkwy 
1 

3 existing right 
in/ out access 

points  
1    

Existing right in/ out access points 
maintained 

Collector  1     1       
Big Horn Blvd  1     1       

Rau Road 
   Right in/out       

Frontage road to Bruceville or Big 
Horn 

Collector 2  1     1     No access to Kammerer Bypass Option 
Bruceville Rd 

4‐T 

1    

4‐E 

1       
Willard Pkwy  1     1       
UPRR     Grade separated       Grade separated 
Franklin Blvd  1     1       
Hood Franklin Rd     Right in/out        Right in/out 
I5 NB Ramps  1     1       

 Red = Future Roadways  Total  49     Total  3436  10   Bold = Major CrossStreets 
Source: DKS Associates 2010.   T = Thoroughfare    E = Expressway  3 additional signals with Sheldon No Build Option 
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                        Exhibit 1 
DRAFT Design Exception Policy 
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Title  

Herein describes an exception approval process for non-standard or special conditions which deviate from 
the standard policy or requirements contained in the Connector Project Design Guidelines (PDG). 

Policy 

Approvals for proposed non-standard conditions are needed when the JPA and a local jurisdiction(s) or 
project partner are sharing responsibilities or funding for a project along the Connector.  The approval 
process should be documented to record the background and basis for the deviation from standard policy 
or requirements contained in the PDGs. The need for the Design Exception Policy is to provide a 
mechanism to allow changes to the Connector project above and beyond that already identified in the PEIR 
while providing conformance to the following: 

 Consistency in the planning and design of the Connector 

 Consistency with the functional guidelines 

 Assuring the intended minimum Level of Service (LOS) on the Connecter is not compromised 

 Protecting the validity of the PEIR for the project  

 Assuring conformance with the provisions of the approved settlement agreement with the 
Environmental Council of Sacramento  

 Accounting for any additional private funding contributions to the Connector Plan of Finance  

 Project financing 

Approval of exceptions should be pursued and obtained as early as possible in the project development 
process for the request, particularly when the project concepts, costs or funding depend upon the 
approvals. 

Definition and Background 
 
The Connector project consists of a combination of existing and new roadway alignments through rural and 
urban environments. The development of the Connector project is anticipated to be accomplished in 
phases (noted as segments in this Project Design Guidelines) that will be generally consistent with these 
environments. Also, planned projects within the Connector corridor are in various stages of design and 
construction by state and local agencies that will construct portions of the Connector. The order of 
implementing the various segments is not determined at this time. It will be subject to funding availability 
and existing and future traffic demand. 
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The PDGs have been prepared to establish one overall guidance document to enable consistent planning 
and design of the Connector. They provide for the development of the Connector project such that it has 
the following characteristics: 

 Is uniform in character, appearance, facilities provided, and blends with the communities. 

 Is positioned effectively with the surroundings to minimize impacts. 

 Provides effectively located access to maximize the efficiency of the corridor. 

 Integrates other modes of travel and provides a high level of service. 

 Provides well-coordinated, efficient traffic operations. 

 Implements sustainable solutions.  

 Maintains the integrity of the regional transportation systems. 

 Allows cost-effective implementation of the project. 

The PDGs are a technical tool used for development of a facility to provide clarity in scope, shape, and 
appurtenant features. In addition, the guidelines and the final program environmental impact report (FPEIR) 
will provide supporting documentation to the JPA and the local jurisdictions for the various general plan 
amendment processes to incorporate the Connector project.  

The guidelines establish design guidance for the preliminary planning and are intended to help designers 
as follows: 

 Establish street configurations. 

 Identify and plan appurtenant facilities. 

 Identify anticipated project right-of-way (ROW). 

 Identify areas of ownership/responsibility. 

 Maintain continuity between project segments. 

 Maintain continuity with the communities. 

The level of detail included is commensurate with the phase of project development. The guidelines are 
intended to be updated periodically as additional clarification is made and future phases of the project(s) 
begin.  

 

Where guidelines conflict or information is missing, the designer should bring it to the attention of the JPA 
for resolution. The JPA will maintain ownership of the project design guidelines and will provide periodic 
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updates at its discretion. Changes to the guidelines will require review and approval by the JPA Board of 
Directors before being used on the project. 

Design Exceptions 

Design exceptions assist designers and owners  in finding a transportation solution that balances impacts 
to design characteristics, site constraints, site specific needs, and environmentally sensitive areas while still 
providing for safety and mobility.  Due to circumstances presented within the multi-agency corridor, a 
situation may arise in which the existing design criteriarequirements cannot be met,  the impact of meeting 
the criteria would berequirements is too greatrestrictive, or the jurisdiction along the corridor requests 
changes due to other factors.   In this case, designers or individual jurisdictions must request a design 
exception. 

Design exceptions will be classified into three categories which have different levels of approvals required.  
All design exception requests are required to have preliminary approval of the governing Local Jurisdiction 
Staff prior to a formal request being sent to the JPA. 

 

Category 1 (Local Agency /JPA Executive Director Approval Authority): 

Category 1 design exceptions include minor exceptions to the design standards that 
are not classified as Category 2 or Category 3, are deemed to be non-safety and non-
controversial between jurisdictions, or are consistent with the examples listed in Table 
1.   Approval for Category 1 design exceptions lies with the Local Jurisdiction and the 
JPA Executive Director.  

 If there is disagreement between the two approval authorities, the exception request 
is elevated to Category 2. 

  

Category 2 (JPA Technical Committee/JPA Director Approval Authority):   

Category 2 design exceptions include exceptions to the design standards that are 
generally classified as technical design standards or those listed in Table 1.  Approval 
for Category 2 design exceptions lies with the JPA Technical Committee and the JPA 
Executive Director. 

If there is disagreement between the two approval authorities, the exception request 
is elevated to Category 3. 

 

Category 3 (JPA Board Approval AuthorityReferral): 
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Category 3 design exceptions include exceptions to the design standards that are 
generally related to safety, access, right-of-way, or involve public controversy/require 
a public hearing before a member jurisdictions elected body, such as the examples 
listed in Table 1.  Recommendations shall be made by the Local Agency, Technical 
Committee and Executive Director but final approval authority for Category 3 design 
exceptions lies with the JPA Board of Directors.   
 

To be approved, exceptions cannot: (1) adversely affect Levels of Service,. The 
request, with the appropriate level of justification and technical analysis (see below) 
must then be made to the JPA Board for their consideration and recommendation at a 
public JPA Board meeting. That recommendation (via resolution), will then be 
incorporated into the hearing process at the member jurisdictions elected body for 
final consideration. To be recommended for approval, exceptions cannot: (1) 
adversely affect peak hour conditions (as described in this document), safety, or 
project financing; or (2) be inconsistent with Measure A or the JPA’s original 
Functional Guidelines.  The benefits of any Design Exception granted must outweigh 
the impacts, and may be subject to supplemental CEQA review. 
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Table 1 – Examples of Design Exception Categories 

Design Exception 
Category 

1 2 3 

Technical Design 
   -design elements* 
  - cross section elements* 
  - structural section 
  - other considerations* 

 X  

Drainage 
  - hydrologic and hydraulic design standards* 
  - stormwater quality analysis and design standards* 
  - construction stormwater standards* 

 X  

Integrated Travel Modes* X   

Interchanges & Intersections* 
  - interchange/intersection spacing and locations 
  - access that differs from the PEIR 

  X 

Right-of-Way, Utilities & Railroad Facilities*   X 

Structures  X  

Traffic 
  - pavement delineation & striping 
  - signal equipment, lighting & ITS* 

 X  

Landscaping & Aesthetics* X   

Sustainability  X  

Environmental* 
  - sounds barriers 
  - wildlife crossings 
  - South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan 

  X 

*As defined in the Project Design Guidelines and/or Program EIR 
 
REQUIREMENTS IN SUPPORT EXCEPTION REQUESTS 
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Category 1 
(under consideration) 
 
Category 2 
(under consideration) 
 
Category 3 
Access changes must be requested by jurisdictions along the Connector corridor for JPA Board 
consideration. Any change to the location and the type of access will require a transportation report to 
document the effect to traffic operations on the Connector. 

JPA staff will review and approve the access change request transportation report which will be included as 
part of the request to the JPA Board of Directors for their recommendation(s) to the requesting jurisdiction. 
JPA staff will need to be consulted early in this process to assist with developing the transportation report 
scope and requirements. The access change request transportation report may be combined with the 
transportation analysis performed for CEQA analysis required in support of the discretionary action. 

Analysis Criteria 

All Category 3 design exception requests will be presented to the JPA Board for a recommendation to the 
requesting jurisdiction.  For a change in access to be presented to the JPA Board with JPA staff 
recommendation of approval, the transportation study must show that the proposed access change request 
will provide acceptable peak hour conditions for the following performance measures, as applicable: 

 intersection level of service (LOS) 

 expressway segment LOS, and 

 thoroughfare travel speed.  

On the Connector, signalized intersections should operate at LOS D or better except for the Sheldon are 
Section C, where the LOS is E.  At unsignalized intersections, the movement with the worst delay should 
operate at LOS E or better.  

For thoroughfare segments (4 or 6 lanes), average travel speed is used as an additional performance 
measure. This will ensure that operations along the Connector are favored over side-street approaches. 
Average segment speeds were developed based on the posted speed and average signal delay of 20 
seconds per intersection. Table 1 lists the threshold travel speed. The average travel speed for the 
thoroughfare segment must be equal to or greater than the threshold travel speed shown in Table 1. 

For expressway segments operating with intersections prior to Phase II interchange conversions, any 
additional access requests must also satisfy expressway LOS D or better for the new intersection and meet 
the threshold travel speeds shown in Table 2. In addition, the study must demonstrate that the new 
intersection can operate at LOS D in a Phase II configuration of intersections/interchanges that includes 
ramp merge, diverge, and weave movements. 
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TABLE 2 – THOROUGHFARE TRAVEL SPEED THRESHOLDS 

Thoroughfare 
Segment 

Limits 

Posted Speed Threshold Speed From To 

A2 Bruceville Road Highway 99 45 28 

B Highway 99 Bond Road 45 33 

C Bond Road Calvine Road 40 30 

E1 El Dorado County Line Latrobe Road 45 24 

E2 Latrobe Road Highway 50 45 31 

Analysis Methodology 

(Currently under development) 

Analysis Results 

The report must contain all of the assumptions and critical input used, the analyses performed and the 
resulting impacts on traffic operations and performance measures. Tables and figures should be used to 
help the reader more easily understand the analyses and conclusions. If applicable, visual simulation 
results should be shown. Resulting changes in performance (intersection LOS and through travel speed) 
due to the proposed project should be conveyed for all scenarios, including existing, opening year, interim 
year, 20-year horizon and buildout conditions. If applicable, a discussion should be provided that points out 
the deficiencies of the proposed project and suggests further design or operational changes/mitigations to 
improve operations such as adding lanes, extending storage lengths of turn lanes, and changing signal 
timing to improve traffic progression on the Connector. 

Roles and Responsibilities 
 

JPA Technical Committee 

 The JPA Technical Committee shall consist of: 

o Transportation and/or Public Works Directors from each of the five member jurisdictions 

o Planning Director or designee from SACOG 

o JPA Executive Director 

 Develops policies and procedures to implement the Policy objective. 

 Reviews, oversees, and ensures compliance with agreed upon terms through the implementation 
process, including supplemental studies, review, or analyses required to evaluate outcomes. 
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 Coordinates the development of language or process documentation in collaboration with other 
involved agencies or entities as necessary. 

 Coordinates review and approval of documented process by approving authorities. 

 Participate in resolving requests by local entities for deviation from JPA standard policies and 
procedures. 

JPA Executive Director 

 Coordinates the review and approval by legal counsel, accounting, and other entities, as 
necessary. 

 Reports on the status of policy review, approvals, and implementation to the Board of Directors. 

 Executes Board polices. 

 Approves Category 1 design exceptions. 

 Provides recommendations to the  JPA Board of Directors on Category 2 Design Exceptions. 

JPA Board of Directors 

 Approves or adopts JPA policies and exceptions from standard policy processes or 
implementation. 

 Institutes a Board Resolution to recommend approval or denial of the access change request for 
the hearing process at the member jurisdictions elected body for final consideration. 

Applicability 

 Technical or Non-Technical Exception Process 

 Cooperative Agreement 

 Right of Way Administration 

 Utility Coordination and Agreements 
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Project Design Guidelines Comments Received 

 
 

Page No. Date Comment From Status 

  Exception Policy: Jurisdictions needs to have final say in 

exception policy for access control.  

City of Elk 

Grove 

Incorporated.   

Pg. 6/7 June 6 2013 General comment: As discussed within the comment letter 

from the County dated November 15, 2012, the DPDG should 

mention variations for design criteria where portions of the 

segment have already been constructed to its ultimate 

alignments or designs have already been completed.  The 

County has completed several Capital Improvement Program 

(COP) projects along White Rock Road (Segment E of the 

Capital SouthEast Connector) The portion completed is along 

White Rock Road from Manchester drive to Latrobe Road (El 

Dorado County CIP Project No. 72401).  Additionally, the 

County has completed the construction of the Latrobe 

Road/White Rock Road intersection, which is at ultimate build-

out.  In addition, the county has 100% design plans and is in the 

process of going out to bid for the White Rock Road/Silva 

Valley Parkway segment and interchange.  The county has also 

constructed several traffic signals within the specified corridor. 

El Dorado 

County 

Incorporated. 

 Section V, Design Standards, Sub-section 

B, has been revised to address completed 

and planned projects.  

Pg. 6/7  Comment letter for the County dated November 13, 2012: staff 

identified areas where Sacramento County Design Guidelines 

are being used instead of El Dorado County Design Guidelines.  

Therefore, the guidelines need to be amended to reflect the 

following documents: El Dorado County Design and 

Improvements Standards Manual, El Dorado County 2005 

El Dorado 

County 

Partially Incorporated - Further discussion 

needed. 

Section V, Design Standards, Sub-section A, 

Design Standards already references the El 

Dorado County Design Standards.  Edits 

made in regard to the previous comments 
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General Plan, Design criteria for the White Rock road 

(Manchester Drive to Latrobe Robe) record drawings, 100% 

design for White Rock Road/Silva Valley Parkway as presented 

in the Project Plans for construction on State Highway in El 

Dorado county near El Dorado Hills from the Latrobe Road 

undercrossing to .033 mi west of the Bass Lake road 

undercrossing. 

El Dorado County has identified how segments of the 

Connector will be constructed via their various design 

guidelines, record drawings, and roadway plans, there is still a 

potential to make future minor geometric retrofits to the 

roadways and signal designs.  However, these modifications are 

not currently identified within the County’s Capital 

Improvement Program. 

incorporates and existing record drawings 

and planned construction.  

Further discussion needed:  It is the intent 

guidelines to establish consistency along the 

Connector alignment, while maintaining 

local design standards with intersecting 

cross streets and frontage roads.  The TAC, 

which was comprised of jurisdiction staff 

and agency representatives, would need to 

be consulted to change the governing design 

standard along the Connector alignment. 

However, the exception policy could 

address this issue. 

 May 5, 2013 Comment: the guidelines need to be amended to reference the 

County Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 048-2012, in 

support of the general alignment of the Capital SouthEast 

Connector project.  The resolution provided specific direction 

regarding County’s retention of its land use authority, rights, 

and input on the guidelines being consistent with the County’s 

General Plan, design standards, and existing design documents 

El Dorado 

County 

Partially Incorporated. - Further discussion 

needed. 

While reference is not specifically made to 

the Resolution, clarification has been added 

to Section VII, Roadway Design. 

  As discussed with the comment letter from the County dated 

March 5, 2013, the County’s primary concern with respect to 

these Guidelines is that the ultimate right-of-way be consistent 

with the County’s General Plan, design standards, and existing 

design documents. 

El Dorado 

County 

Incorporated.  

Section V, Design Standards, Sun-section B, 

has been revised to address completed and 

planned projects to be consistent with the 

jurisdictions design documents. 

Pg. 6/7  As discussed within the comment letter from the County dated 

March 5, 2013, under Section E, Consideration, what about 

discussion of current approved plans with the County for some 

of the proposed improvements of its ultimate construction (i.e. 

100% design for White Rock Road/Silva Valley Parkway as 

presented in the Project Plans for the Construction on State 

El Dorado 

County 

Incorporated on page 6 and 7. 
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Highways in El Dorado County near El Dorado Hills form 

Latrobe Road undercrossing to 0.33 mi west of the bass lake 

road undercrossing). 

  As discussed with the comment letter from the County dated 

March 5, 2013, under Section VIII. Roadway Design, Segments 

B and E only refer to Sacramento County Standards.  Why is El 

Dorado County standards not referenced? 

El Dorado 

County 

Further discussion needed. 

The TAC established the Sacramento 

County Standards as the default standards 

along the connector alignment.  However, as 

previously noted, language has been added 

for portions already completed or designed. 

Pg. 12 – 

Revision 

made on 

page 10, 

Section 

VII, 

Roadway 

Design 

 1) Under the discussion of Section B, Segments B and E – 

Thoroughfare, the comments dated November 15, 2012 had a 

comment regarding El Dorado County Right-of-Way, of which 

this section does not discuss.  The comments state: “Under the  

discussion of the “Cross Section Elements.” As a suggestion, 

include language stating that these elements may vary in cases 

where there is right-of-way constraints, portions of roadway 

have already been constructed, or portions of a project have 

already been designed.” 

El Dorado 

County 

Incorporated.  Since this may apply to all 

jurisdictions, language has been added to 

page 10 which applies to all segments. 

  2) Under Section B, Design Elements, as discussed in the 

comments dated November 15, 2012, for Segment E, the 

minimum horizontal R is 750-ft. 

El Dorado 

County 

Incorporated. 

Pg. 13  1)  Under the Cross Section Elements: 

a. Per the November 15, 2012 comments, the third bullet should    

be 14 ft. and not 10 ft.   

b. Per the November 15, 2012 comments, the fourth bullet   

should be 12 ft. and not 10 ft. 

El Dorado 

County 

Further discussion needed. 

Pg. 17  

Pg. 21- 

Revision 

made on 

Pg. 6/7, 

 As discussed within the March 5, 2013 comment letter from the 

county, under the interchanges Section (pg. 17) and Structural 

Section (pg. 21), include a discussion of the existing approved 

documents within the County. 

El Dorado 

County 

Incorporated. 

Existing projects and their design elements 

are now addressed under the Design 

Exceptions section on Pages 6 and 7. 
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Design 

Exceptions 

Pg. 24  As discussed within the March 5, 2013 comment letter from the 

County, under the Right-of-Way section, include a discussion 

regarding consistency with the County General Plan and 

approved design documents. 

El Dorado 

County 

Incorporated. 

Existing projects and their approved design 

elements are now addressed under the 

Design Exceptions section 

Table 16-

13 in the 

appendix 

of the 

PDG 

 As discussed within the March 5, 2013 comment letter from the 

County, there is an existing signal at Post Street identified in 

the PEIR table 13-16;however the PDG does not reflect this.  

Review and revise as necessary 

El Dorado 

County 

Further analysis and discussion needed. 

Table 16-

13 in the 

appendix 

of the 

PDG 

June 2013 1) Table 16-13: Currently the Placerville Road/Payen road 

intersection is identified as a right in/out intersection with 

White Rock Road in the Design Guidelines document.  This 

may be a problem with traffic circulation for the proposed 

collector, and turn movement should not be restricted as this 

other roadway will also be an arterial roadway.  Please include 

a signalized intersection at this location.  

2) Table 16-13: Based on an agreement approved in September 

16 20098 by El Dorado County Board of Supervisors, an 

additional encroachment was approved for a future project.  

The specific location has not been identified at this time; 

however, it will be between Stonebriar and Carson Crossing 

Drive on the Western side of White Rock Road with a right 

in/out only restriction.  Please include in Table 16-13. 

El Dorado 

County 

Further analysis and discussion needed. 

Attached 

after 

Exhibit 2 

 3) El Dorado County has also included a proposed Design 

Exception Policy to be considered for segments for the Capital 

SouthEast Connector JPA alignment within El Dorado County 

(Attachment at end of these comments). 

El Dorado 

County 

Partially Incorporated. 

New Design Exception Policy has been 

drafted based on feedback and meetings 

with the member jurisdictions. 

     

N/A  Add “Proposed I/C” on the table next to University Sac County This table has been deleted from the POF.  
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Table 16-3 in the Appendix has the correct 

designation for University 

Pg. 11  last bullet: change word “adjacent” to “within” Sac County Incorporated 

Pg. 11/12  Under “Other Consideration”  

4th bullet: questioning Sac Northern? ED? 

8
th

 bullet: change “restricted to” to “preferred spacing of” 

remove “minimum spacing” to minimum spacing of ½ mile” 

Sac County Further discussion needed.  The bullet has 

been modified to be more general. 

Pg. 12  Under “Segments B and E – Thoroughfare  

Define “without cross median access” 

Sac County Incorporated.  Reference deleted 

Pg. 12/13  Under “Design Elements” questioning the 425 Ft 

 

Under “Cross Section Elements: 7
th

  bullet down “median -6-

inch – wants it at 8” allows for an overlay 

Sac County Further discussion needed 

Pg. 13  Bullets 6&7 and 10&12: Applicable on thoroughfare segments? 

Under “Design Elements” question the 850ft (3rd bullet) 

Sac County Further discussion needed for bullets 6 and 

7.  Bullets 10 and 12 Incorporated. 

Pg. 15/16  1st bullet: 4/5 should read 4 or 5 

Bullet 7:  8” not 6”  

Under “Other Considerations” – concerned about bullets 7&8 

being appropriate 

D. Major Arterial Cross Streets: “96 ft. wide thoroughfare” not 

all interesting major streets are 6-lanes many are 4 lane arterial . 

Sac County Partially Incorporated.  Further discussion 

needed 

Pg. 15  Under “Cross Section Elements: changing the 6” to 8” Sac County Further discussion needed 

Pg. 18  Under Interchanges: Bullet 3&4 Consider compact diamond I/C 

with dumbbell roundabouts. 

Sac County Further discussion needed 

Pg. 18/19  1st bullet: “30 ft. minimum clear area: Excessive at ramp which 

will have lower speeds? 

2nd bullet: change “shall” to “may” 

Signalized Intersections: “96 ft. wide thoroughfare” – 

“connecting streets may be narrower?” 

Sac County Partially Incorporated – Further discussion 

needed.  Language modified and reference 

to 30 feet has been deleted. 

Pg. 20  Bullets 3&4: – “I thought the expressway included grade Sac County Further discussion needed 
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separated bike/ped crossings at all intersecting streets” 

Pg. 23  Last Paragraph first bullet: requesting greater definition Sac County Further discussion needed 

Pg. 25  Under Right-of-Way: 2nd bullet change “will” to Should” Sac County This section has been removed and 

discussion will be included in a separate 

right of way policy. 

Pg. 25  Bridges and Retaining Walls: first sentence “bridge crossing” 

question: “Overcrossings?” 

Sac County Further discussion needed 

Pg. 27  Under Signals, Lighting, and ITS: add a bullet under the first 

listing “*transit signal priority” 

Sac County Further discussion needed 

Pg. 35  Under Phasing: 2nd bullet: spell out TMP Sac County Incorporated.  This section has been re-

written. 

Pg. 36  Last sentence: 15ft top width- why? Sac County Incorporated.  Reference removed. 

Pg. 37  First set of indented bullets: question bullet 1: “safety issues 

could create a tunnel affect.  Wall should be at R.W line. 

Sac County Incorporated. 

Pg. 37  Change Animal Crossing to Wildlife Crossing Sac County Incorporated. 

N/A  Suggest offsetting so that pike/ped path area can be widened to 

allow for landscaping areas on both sides of path (typical) 

Suggest developing urban frontage road sections as well.  (D. 

Blank provided sketch) 

Sac County Further discussion needed – Figure deleted 
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Capital SouthEast Connector Board of Directors           Item # 9  
                             Receive and File 
August 5, 2013 
 
Update on Progress of the General Plan Amendment Process and Agreements 
 
Issue: To provide an overview on the anticipated General Plan amendment process within the member 
jurisdictions and outline the timing of such amendments. 
 
Recommendation:  Provide continued support to the process and encourage each jurisdiction to work with JPA 
staff to expedite the process.  
 
Background:  In 2012, JPA staff provided multiple updates to the Board that General Plan Amendments would be 
pursued in each jurisdiction to ensure design consistency and ultimate functionality.  JPA staff and representatives 
have had numerous meetings over the past year with staff from each jurisdiction to discuss the process required to 
amend each General Plan to include the Connector Project.  The General Alignment of the project, as approved by 
the JPA Board, is consistent with planned roadway development in each jurisdiction’s General Plan.  However, 
formal General Plan amendments are necessary to incorporate key elements of the project, as studied in the 
Program EIR, into each General Plan to ensure that the regional nature of the project is maintained and the legal 
aspects of General Plan law in the state are adhered to.   
 
Key project elements to be identified as part of the General Plan amendment process include:  
 

o Identification of right-of-way widths and number of lanes for each project segment within a 
jurisdiction;  

o Roadway designations for each segment (such as “expressway” or “thoroughfare”) to be 
illustrated on the major circulation plans of each jurisdiction; 

o Any special functional control or treatment designations that are necessary along the Connector 
alignment to support the anticipated design and construction; 

o Acceptable levels of service for the continued operation of the project 
 
As discussed during the March Board meeting, JPA staff intended to use the General Plan amendment (GPA) 
process as an opportunity for each member jurisdiction to make key decisions about the level of involvement and 
authority the JPA will have for the future in the planning, construction, and operation of the Connector Project, 
including the draft Exception Process outlined in the Project Design Guidelines.  
 
On April 10, 2013 and July 10, 2013, the JPA met with staff from each jurisdiction to discuss these issues. JPA 
staff has provided a more refined draft of the Exception Process, based on input provided during and after those 
meetings. It was also determined that the necessary agreements and refined design exception process did not 
need to be completed prior to the GPA’s. However, these agreements are important and the hope is they will be 
completed in early 2014.  
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Discussion:   
 
JPA staff has made good progress in working with staff from each jurisdiction to refine this process.  Staff hopes to 
be before each jurisdiction by the end of 2013 for completion of the GPA’s. Before any hearing to amend the 
General Plan, the JPA must comply with the process required by each jurisdiction. To date, only the process and 
timelines outline for Sacramento County and the cities of Rancho Cordova and Folsom have been confirmed. The 
JPA team will continue to work with the City of Elk Grove and El Dorado County to determine their needs so they 
can be appropriately scheduled. The process varies rather extensively across the jurisdictions, with some 
amendment processes needing only one or two public meetings, while others require a number of meetings within 
the community and at both the appointed as well as elected levels. As previously mentioned, the goal will be to 
complete the GPA process by the end of 2013 and begin discussions over the specific operating and revenue 
sharing aspects of the project in early 2014.   
 
JPA staff will continue to meet with staff from the member jurisdictions to refine the General Plan amendment 
process and discuss the terms of the necessary agreements, as outlined above.  An update on the progress of 
these items will be provided at the JPA’s next meeting. 

 
 
Respectfully Submitted: 

 
Tom Zlotkowski 
Executive Director 
 
 

 



 
 

Capital SouthEast Connector Board of Directors           Item # 10 
                             Presentation 
August 5, 2013  
 
Update on the South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan (SSHCP)  
 
Issue:  To update the Board on the process and schedule for the South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan 
(SSHCP) as required in the executed Memorandum of Agreement (MOA). 
 
Recommendation:  To hear an update on the progress of the SSHCP and provide any input as desired.  
 
Background:  The South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan (SSHCP) is a regional effort that will provide 
development and infrastructure components with streamlined, predictable federal and state permitting processes 
while creating a preserve system to protect sizeable habitat preserves, open space, and agricultural lands.  The 
SSHCP is the most efficient means of complying with this regulatory requirement and will greatly assist the 
Connector Project in obtaining many of the federal permits required for construction. The SSHCP is a regional 
project.  In addition to the JPA, the joint applicants include the County of Sacramento, the Cities of Elk Grove, Galt, 
and Rancho Cordova, the Sacramento County Regional Sanitation District, and the Sacramento County Water 
Agency.  
 
In July, 2010, your Board approved an MOA with the SSHCP Partners for the continued development and funding 
of the SSHCP.  The MOA established a formal cost-sharing mechanism to allocate the cost of completing the 
SSHCP in an equitable manner.  The MOA identified the Connector JPA’s fiscal contribution at $500,000 paid on 
the basis of significant milestones to be achieved during the SSHCP development process.  An initial payment of 
$250,000 was made to the SSHCP consistent with the terms of the MOA in November, 2010.  A subsequent MOA 
for FY 2011-12, consistent with the original FY 2010 document, further defined and tied the payments to specific 
milestones as follows:  

 
(i) $75,000 shall be paid upon completion of the Draft Programmatic 404 Permit application, and all associated 

documents, and its release to the plan participants for internal review; and 
 

(ii) $175,000 shall be paid upon publication of the Notice of Availability, the Draft EIR/EIS, the Draft HCP, and the 
Draft Implementation Agreement. 
 

At your August, 2012 Board meeting, the Board approved $40,000 of the remaining $250,000 obligated to the 
development and completion of the SSHCP be released by the JPA prior to the agreed to milestone identified in 
the MOA.  That payment was made to the SSHCP in October, 2012.   
 
In addition to scheduling payments upon completion of the above mentioned milestones, the SSHCP committed to 
providing the JPA Board with quarterly updates on the progress of the plan.  
 
Discussion: At your March, 2013 Board meeting, the Board heard a presentation from SSHCP leadership on the 
progress of the plan and reported out a number of significant efforts in that regard including: 
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 Continued development of a draft document by the SSHCP consultant with an expected completion date of 
mid-2014 

 
 Technical coordination with the federal agencies on a number of required elements including National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
 
 Coordination with the Bay Delta Conservation Plan on areas of common interest and regulation 
 
 Selection of a EIR/EIS consultant to prepare the various documents required to complete the SSHCP 
 
 Preparation of a revised schedule and Memorandum of Understanding for  FY 2012-13 and beyond 

  
Since that presentation last March, several aspects of these pursuits have been necessary in order to keep the 
overall project on track. At your scheduled quarterly update on the SSHCP at today’s meeting, staff has requested 
representatives of the SSHCP management be prepared to provide additional information regarding future SSHCP 
schedule, cost, and coverage of unique requirements of the Connector Project as is currently expected from the 
EIR/EIS process. Following today’s presentation, staff will continue to work with the SSHCP team to refine any 
expected changes to the MOA and return at a future date to present any required changes prior to entering into a 
revised agreement.  
 
 
Respectfully Submitted: 

 
Tom Zlotkowski 
Executive Director 
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