
 

 
 

Meeting of the Board of Directors 
 
Location:  Rancho Cordova Council Chambers 
   2729 Prospect Park Drive 
   Rancho Cordova, CA 
 
Date:  Wednesday, March 7, 2012, 8:30 am – 10:30 am 
 
Roll Call:   Directors Sander, Hume, Knight, Nottoli, 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 request to speak form, 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 Communications:  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. 
 
1. Executive Director’s Report   
 
Consent Agenda 
  
2. Minutes for January 13, 2012, Board Meeting  

 
3. Resolution:  Accept FY 2010-11 Audit Report  

a.  Attachment – Staff Report  
b. Attachment – Audit Report  
c. Attachment – Resolution  

 
4. Fiscal Year 2011-12 Mid-Year Budget Status Report  

a. Attachment – Staff Report  
b. Attachment – Spreadsheet 

 
5. Resolution:  Approve Contract with Smith, Watts & Co. 

a. Attachment – Staff Report  
b. Attachment – Contract  
c. Attachment – Resolution  

 
6. Resolution: Approve Amendment No. 2 with KPMG for Phase II of Financial Services  

a. Attachment – Staff Report  
b. Attachment – Amendment No. 2  
c. Attachment – Resolution  

 
New Business Items 

 
7. Resolution: Approve Contract with CH2M Hill for Facilitation and Committee Engagement Services 

a. Attachment – Staff Report  
b. Attachment – Contract  
c. Attachment – Resolution  

 
8. Capital SouthEast Connector Project Final Hearing – Certify the Final Program EIR, Adopt Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding 

Considerations, Adopt Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan, and Select a General Alignment for the Capital SouthEast Connector 
Project 

a. Attachment – Staff Report 
b. Attachment – Resolution Certifying the Final Program EIR  
c. Attachment – Resolution Adopting Findings of Fact and a Statement of Overriding Considerations for the Connector Project  
d. Attachment – Resolution Adopting a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Connector Project 
e. Attachment – Resolution Approving the Selection of the General Alignment of the Connector Project 



 

 
 

9. CLOSED SESSION:  CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL (Government Code § 54956.9) 
California Clean Energy Committee v. Capital SouthEast Connector Authority 

 
11. 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 
March 7, 2012              
 
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 
 

 Working with the JPA’s outreach consultant, significant changes to the Connector JPA website are 
anticipated to be completed by mid-April.  

 

 Direct mail notices for the availability of the revised Final PEIR for the Connector Project on February 24, 
2012, were mailed to approximately 4000 stakeholders on the JPA team’s composite mailing list.  

 

 Director Sander has notified staff of his unavailability for the April 13th Board meeting. Director Nottoli has 
also indicated a potential conflict. Staff will assume the meeting will be conducted with three Directors 
unless otherwise noticed. The remaining immediate Board meeting calendar through July appears intact.   

 
 

Project 
 

 Staff has contracted with MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers to provide advance planning for right-of-way 
and utilities purposes along White Rock Road south of the Folsom SOI.  This will provide an estimate of 
the necessary adjustments to the proposed alignment to pursue the proposed expressway and future 
grade separations in relation to the existing roadway. 
 

 Discussions continue with the Cordova Hills SPA applicants on a compromise solution to the northerly 
access to the property in relation to the future Douglas Road interchange. An agreement in concept is 
anticipated prior to the initiation of the Cordova Hills hearing process in April. 

 

 Should the Board approve a proposed General Alignment at today’s hearing, initial meetings to request 
approval of the Connector Alignment by each of the member jurisdictions will begin in April. All required 
approvals are anticipated to be completed no later than Fall, 2012. 
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 Staff will be soliciting Nominations for participation in the three committees being formed to further develop  
design guidelines for the Project from the Directors and staff from each of the  member jurisdictions  this 
month, in anticipation of the start of committee activities in mid-April. 

 

 A quarterly update on the progress of the South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan (SSHCP) is 
scheduled for your April Board meeting. 

 

 Staff continues to work with the Sacramento Transportation Authority (STA) to identify potential short term 
financing options for future Connector segments. Additional information will be forthcoming in conjunction 
with an updated STA Plan of Finance to be developed later in the year. 
 

 Fiscal 
 

 The independent audit of the Measure A recipient entities for the fiscal year ended 2010-11 has been 
completed.  Staff is pleased to report there were no Measure A findings for the Connector JPA.   

 

 The contract between the JPA and Parsons Brinckerhoff, Inc. for preliminary engineering/environmental 
services has expired.  The contract period was October, 2008 through December, 2011.  The total amount 
of the contract including contingency was $3,258,149.  The total amount expended for services was 
$3,155,874.   

 

 As reported in the mid-year budget staff report (Item #4), expenses have come in at 23% of the total 
budget.  With the anticipated costs for the remaining six months of the fiscal year, total expenditures are 
projected to be at 52% of the total budget.  The decrease in expenditures is largely due to a savings in the 
following areas:  Salary for a Project Manager, the second and third installments for the SSHCP, and the 
Capital Expenditure Fund.   

 
 Correspondence/Media 
 

 Elk Grove Citizen – 1 06 2012 JPA receiving more public input for major expressway 
 

Miscellaneous 
 

 Staff is working with staff of the tolling agencies in Sothern California to schedule an information session 
for JPA staff and/or Board members to better understand the critical elements associated with tolling and 
user fees should the Board desire additional information on this topic as part of the plan of finance.  

 

 This year’s annual Cap to Cap trip is scheduled for April 21-25. It is anticipated that the Executive Director 
and Board Chair will be participating in the program activities. At this time, no Connector sponsored event  
has been defined. 

 

 Staff is monitoring the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) process. At this time, staff feels that flexibility exists 
within the MTP to continue on course with the Connector program as planned. Additional information will 
be provided to the Board as that MTP/SCS process approaches adoption later in 2012.  
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Respectfully Submitted, 

 
Tom Zlotkowski 
Executive Director 



 

 
Capital SouthEast Connector Board of Directors Item # 2 
 Receive and File 
 
March 7, 2012 
                       
Action Minutes of the January 13, 2012, Meeting 
 
The Capital SouthEast Connector Authority’s Board of Directors met in regular session on January 13, 2012, in the 
Rancho Cordova Council Chambers, located at 2729 Prospect Park Drive, Rancho Cordova, CA, at 8:30 a.m. 
 
Call to Order:   Director Knight called the meeting to order at 8:43 a.m. 
 
Roll Call:  Directors Knight, Nottoli, and Starsky were present.   
 
       
  

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: welcoming Director David Sander as the 
new Board member from the City of Rancho Cordova; formation of committees for the refinement of project 
design/functional guidelines; the conclusion of the contract with PB Americas; and the re-scheduling of informational 
project update meetings with each jurisdiction.     
 
 

Consent Agenda  
 
The consent agenda included: (1) minutes of the December 9, 2011, meeting; (2) minutes of the December 9, 2011, 
special meeting; (3) contract with ICF International; (4) contract with MMS Strategies for Public Outreach; and (5) 
recognition of Director Budge’s service to the Authority.  It was moved by Director Starksy, seconded by Director 
Nottoli, 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 DECEMBER 9, 2011, MEETING; (2) MINUTES OF 
THE DECEMBER 9, 2011, SPECIAL MEETING; (3) CONTRACT WITH ICF INTERNATIONAL; (4) CONTRACT WITH 
MMS STRATEGIES FOR PUBLIC OUTREACH; AND (5) RECOGNITION OF DIRECTOR BUDGE’S SERVICE TO THE 
AUTHORITY. 
 
Amendment No. 3 to Contract with Miller & Owen:  This item was pulled from the consent agenda to allow for 
public comment.  Following public comment, it was moved by Director Starksy, seconded by Director Nottoli, and 
passed by unanimous vote that: 
 
THE CAPITAL SOUTHEAST CONNECTOR AUTHORITY BOARD OF DIRECTORS APPROVES THE AMENDMENT 
NO. 3 TO CONTRACT WITH MILLER & OWEN. 
 
 

New Business Items 
  

Public Hearing to Receive Comments on Revised Chapters 16 and 18 of the Draft Program EIR.  Mr. 
Zlotkowski presented the staff report.  Public comments on this item were provided by from Michael Monasky, 
Sharon Lynes, William Myers, and Ruth Dresher-Brown.   
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Report Back on Next Steps in Development of Financial Model.  Mr. Zlotkowski presented the staff report 
and the proposed work plan for further development of the Plan of Finance for the Project. Following public 
comment, it was moved by Director Starksy, seconded by Director Nottoli, and passed by unanimous vote that: 
 
THE CAPITAL SOUTHEAST CONNECTOR AUTHORITY BOARD OF DIRECTORS APPROVES THE PROPOSED 
WORK PLAN FOR DEVELOPING THE PLAN OF FINANCE. 
 
 
CLOSED SESSION: Conference with Legal Counsel –California Clean Energy Committee v. Capital 

SouthEast Connector Authority.  The Board adjourned to closed session at 9:25 a.m. The Board 
reconvened into open session at 10:10 a.m.  No reportable action was taken.   
   
Adjournment:  The meeting adjourned at 11:00 a.m.   
 
 
Approved By:            Attest: 
 
 
______________________________       _____________________________ 
Director Knight            Tom Zlotkowski 
Chairperson             Board Secretary 



 

 
Capital SouthEast Connector Board of Directors            Item # 3 
                         Consent 
March 7, 2012 
 
Adopt Resolution Accepting the FY 2010-11 Audit Report 
 
Issue:  To adopt a resolution accepting the FY 2010-11 Audit Report. 
 
Recommendation: Receive and accept the FY 2010-11 Audit Report. 
 
Discussion:  Pursuant to Section 6.d(3) of the Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement establishing the 
Authority, the Authority shall cause an independent audit of all financial activities for each fiscal year to be 
prepared by an independent certified public accountant.  The Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement requires 
that the Authority promptly deliver copies of the audit report to each member of the Board and the Members. 
 
The audit firm of Vavrinek, Trine, Day & Co. conducted the audit for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2011.  
The firm contracted with Sacramento County for the prior three years and the contract was renewed for an 
additional three years. As the report states, there were no significant findings during this audit period.  In 
addition, as of June 30, 2011, the JPA had a positive fund balance of $15,849, having recovered from a fund 
deficit of $52,766, as of June 30, 2010.  This deficit originally came about due to various staff members at the 
County assisting in the management of the JPA’s financial matters before permanent staff was hired.  There 
were instances of incorrect coding which resulted in failure to claim reimbursement funding from Measure A.  
This resulted in the JPA accruing considerable unclaimed expenses.  The JPA staff has worked diligently 
since that time to show a significant reduction in operating costs in order to recover from this deficit and I am 
pleased to report, as evidenced by the audit, that we are slowly recovering and have ended Fiscal Year 2010-
11 with a positive fund balance.      
 
The audit report for FY 2010-11 is attached for the Board’s review and acceptance.  Once accepted, the 
Executive Director shall distribute the audit report to the Member jurisdictions, as required under the Joint 
Powers Agreement. 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 

 
Tom Zlotkowski 
Executive Director 























































 
 

                      Item # 3 
                           Resolution 

RESOLUTION NO. 2012-05 
  

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

ACCEPTING THE AUDIT REPORT FOR THE 2010-11 FISCAL YEAR 
  
 BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Directors of the Capital SouthEast Connector Authority hereby 
accepts the Fiscal Year 2010-11 Audit Report in substantially the same form as attached hereto. 
 
This Resolution shall take effect from and after the date of its passage and adoption. 
  

* * * * * 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 7th day of March, 2012, by the following vote: 
 
 AYES:    
 
 NOES:   
 
 ABSENT:  
 
 ______________________________ 
                 Chairperson 
 ATTEST: 
 
 
 
 ______________________________ 
 Secretary 



 

 
Capital SouthEast Connector Board of Directors             Item # 4 

                         Consent 
March 7, 2012 

 
Fiscal Year 2011-12 Mid-Year Budget Status Report 

 
Issue:  A status report on the current FY 2011-12 has been prepared to provide information to the Board and for use in 
preparing the FY 2012-13 budget for adoption in June.   

 
Recommendation:  Receive and file the attached mid-year Budget Status Report for FY 2011-12 and provide feedback 
as needed. 
 
Discussion:  On June 10, 2011, the Board adopted the FY 2010-11 Capital SouthEast Connector JPA budget, which 
took effect on July 1, 2011.  Staff has used that adopted budget to guide the operation and administration of JPA 
activities during the fiscal year. 

 
The adopted budget for FY 2011-12 was approved in the amount of $2,666,688.  The budget was adjusted to 
$2,588,210 to address a fund balance correction.  Accounting data for the first six months of the fiscal year has now 
become available.  Staff has attached a Year-to-Date (YTD) Budget Status Report outlining expenditures in all budget 
categories as well as a projected year-end budget status summary. The expenditure percentages for significant budget 
line items are indicated below: 

 

 Salaries & Benefits:  74% of the budgeted amount will be expended by the end of the fiscal year.  The 
original budgeted amount included a full-time Project Manager.  A savings will be realized as that position 
has remained vacant.  

 

 Capital Expenditure Fund:  None of the funds budgeted for capital expenditures have been, or likely will be 
expended by the end of the fiscal year.   
 

 Facilities, Furniture & Equipment:  55% of the budgeted amount will be expended by the end of the fiscal 
year.  A savings of $27,350 will be realized.  A large portion of that savings is due to the renegotiated terms 
of our renewed lease agreement (three months free rent and a reduction in the monthly rent thereafter).  
Also, there are no planned expenditures for furniture or equipment.    

 

 Legal Services:  115% of the budgeted amount will be expended by the end of the fiscal year.  While legal 
services are within budget for the year, despite unanticipated litigation related expenses, because an 
invoice from FY 2010-11, in the amount of $27K, was paid in this fiscal year, we anticipate that an 
adjustment to this line item may be required. 

 

 Other Professional Services:  77% of the budgeted amount will be expended by the end of the fiscal year.   
 

 SSHCP:  Given the current status of the project, staff does not anticipate that the second and third 
installments will be due and payable this fiscal year.   
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 Support Services:  100% of the budgeted amount will be expended by the end of the fiscal year.   
 

 Allocated Costs:  95% of the budgeted amount will be expended by the end of the fiscal year. 
 

 Other:  31% of the budgeted amount will be expended by the end of the fiscal year.  The savings is due to a 
reduction of expenditures in the following areas:  Business Conference/Travel/Meals, Education/Training, 
Liability Insurance, Office Supplies, and Food Purchases. 

 
 In summary, as the attached chart indicates, only 23% of our budget has been expended through the end 

of December, 2011.  With the anticipated future costs to be incurred over the remaining six months of the 
fiscal year, total expenditures for the year are projected to be at 52% of our total budget.  The decrease in 

expenditures is largely due to a savings in the following areas:  Salary for a Project Manager, the second and third 
installments for the SSHCP, and the Capital Expenditure Fund.   

 
JPA staff is available at today’s hearing to answer any questions you may have regarding this report. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 

 
Tom Zlotkowski 
Executive Director 



Final Budget 
Adjusted 

Final Budget 

Actual          
Year-to-Date 
Expenditures

Percentage 
Expended

Projected 
Year-End 

Expenditures

Projected 
Year-End 

Percentage 
Expended

Projected 
Year-End 
Balance

Salaries & Benefits 610,858$       610,858$      210,530$         34% 450,000$       74% 160,858$      

Capital Expenditure Fund 600,000$       600,000$      -$                     0% -$                   0% 600,000$      

Services & Supplies
Facilities, Furniture, & Equipment 60,340 60,340 12,689 21% 32,990 55% 27,350          

Legal Services 175,000 175,000 92,188 53% 202,000 115% (27,000)         

Professional Consulting Services 798,966 720,488 220,265 31% 553,428 77% 167,060        

So. Sac. Habitat Conservation Plan (SSHCP) 250,000 250,000 0 0% 0 0% 250,000        

Support Services (AFS,Audits,MSA IT) 70,222 70,222 34,725 49% 70,222 100% -                    

Allocated Costs (phones,mail,personnel srvs) 34,846 34,846 13,720 39% 33,193 95% 1,653            

Other (supplies, insurance, copier, etc.) 51,456 51,456 9,231 18% 15,811 31% 35,645          

Total Services & Supplies 1,440,830$    1,362,352$   382,818$         28% 907,644$       67% 454,708$      

Other Charges 15,000 15,000 0 0% 0 0% 15,000          

Total Expenditures 2,666,688$    2,588,210$   593,348$         23% 1,357,644$    52% 1,230,566$   
 

      

Capital SouthEast Connector JPA

Mid-Year Budget Status Report / Projected Year-End
FY 2011-12



 

 

Capital SouthEast Connector Board of Directors             Item # 5 

                              Resolution 
March 7, 2012 
 
Approve Contract for Governmental Relations Services with Smith, Watts & Martinez, LLC 
 
Issue:  To approve the proposed contract for Governmental Relations services with Smith, Watts & Martinez, LLC.  
 
Recommendation:  Approve a 10-month contract for services with Smith, Watts & Martinez, LLC (SWM) effective 
March 1, 2012. 
 
Discussion:  In 2009, the JPA entered into an agreement with Smith, Watts and Company, LLC (SWC) for general 
governmental services and assistance in the development of a Plan of Finance for the Connector Project. During 
that 12-month contract period, SWC provided valuable assistance in a number of key areas that assisted in the 
development of the project including: 
 

 Evaluation of trends in State legislation involving general transportation revenues 

 Evaluation and consultation on specific activities related to public private partnerships (P3) within the State 
of California 

 Exploration of the potential for supplemental local revenue opportunities 

 Assistance in relationship building with potential project concessionaires 

 General intelligence on transportation related activities and accomplishments with similar projects to the 
Connector at both the National and State levels 

 
Upon completion of the contract in May, 2010, staff began to focus attention on securing a Financial Advisor for the 
project that could utilize the information and assistance provided, incorporating it into the basic elements of the 
Plan of Finance for the Connector, which is currently being pursued. The successful proposer, KPMG, is now in a 
position to utilize SWM’s expertise in the exploration of funding/financing components to complete the plan. 
 
At this time, staff recommends that the Board enter into a new sole source contract with SWM.  Given SWM’s prior 
work on behalf of the JPA, SWM is uniquely qualified to provide efficient services to the JPA.  The proposed new 
contract scope with SWM will build on the activities performed by SWM on behalf of the JPA under the prior 2009 
scope. Since the completion of that contract, activities in certain areas of potential project revenue and delivery 
mechanisms have advanced. It is important that the JPA remain current in those areas to take advantage of them 
should the opportunity arise. In addition, this new contract with SWM adds additional responsibilities to provide 
strategic advice on recent developments at the State level on the acceptance of P3’s for local projects such as the 
Connector. SWM will also be assisting the JPA’s financial advisor, KPMG, in the development of the various 
funding/financing scenarios under consideration. SWM is expected to provide expertise in analyzing specific local 
funding sources that could potentially close the funding “gap” identified in previous analyses which is now being 
examined further in more detail. The contract calls for SMW to also take the lead in providing communication and 
advocacy within the local transportation sector with regard to the Plan of Finance and policy considerations that 
could improve the project’s chances of obtaining discretionary funding.  
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SWM has extensive contacts both at the local and state level that will assist in the pursuit of tools necessary to 
further evaluate potential funding sources. This includes access to polling data, surveys, and focus groups. They 
also possess an extensive background in the assembly of capital improvement plans and voter initiated 
expenditure plans.  
 
This contract with SWM will run from March 7, 2012, through December 31, 2012, with the option to extend the 
contract for another 12 month period, if desired. Should this be recommended, staff will bring the request before 
the Board in December, 2012 for ratification.    
 
 
Respectfully Submitted: 

 
Tom Zlotkowski 
Executive Director 
 
 

 



 

 
1 

 ELK GROVE – RANCHO CORDOVA – EL DORADO  
CONNECTOR AUTHORITY 

 
STANDARD AGREEMENT  

 
 THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into this 7th day of March, 2012, at 

Sacramento, California, by and between the Elk Grove – Rancho Cordova – El Dorado 

Connector Authority, a joint powers agency (hereinafter “Authority”), through its Board of 

Directors, and Smith, Watts & Martinez, a Limited Liability Corporation, (hereinafter 

“Contractor”). 

 

RECITALS: 

 

 1. Contractor represents that it is specially trained and/or has the experience and 

expertise necessary to competently perform the services set forth in this Agreement; and  

 

 2. Contractor is willing to perform the services and work described in this 

Agreement under the terms and conditions set forth in this Agreement; and 

 

 3. The Authority desires to contract with Contractor to perform the services and 

work described in this Agreement under the terms and conditions set forth in this Agreement. 

 

 NOW, THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows: 

 

 1. Time of Performance:  Contractor shall commence work upon execution of this 

Agreement and in accordance with the Scope of Work, attached hereto as Exhibit “A” and 

incorporated herein.  Contractor shall complete work as expeditiously as is consistent with 

generally accepted standards of professional skill and care and the orderly progress of work.  

Work shall be completed and this Agreement shall expire on December 31, 2012, with an option 

to extend for one year upon the approval of the JPA Board of Directors, unless otherwise 

terminated as provided for in this Agreement or extended by written agreement between the 

parties.   

 

 2. Scope of Work:  Contractor agrees to fully perform the work described in Exhibit 

“A” - Scope of Work.  In the event of any inconsistency between Exhibit “A” and other terms 

and conditions of this Agreement, Exhibit “A” shall control.  The Authority reserves the right to 

review and approve all work to be performed by Contractor in relation to this Agreement.  Any 

proposed amendment to the Scope of Work must be submitted by Contractor in writing for prior 

review and approval by the Authority's Board of Directors.  Approval shall not be presumed 

unless such approval is made by the Authority in writing. 

 

 3. Standard of Quality:  All work performed by Contractor under this Agreement 

shall be in accordance with all applicable legal requirements and shall meet the standard of 

quality ordinarily to be expected of competent professionals in Contractor's field of expertise. 
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 4. Compliance with Laws:  Contractor shall comply with all applicable federal, state, 

and local laws, codes, ordinances, regulations, orders and decrees.  Contractor warrants and 

represents to the Authority that Contractor shall, at its own cost and expense, keep in effect or 

obtain at all times during the term of this Agreement, any licenses, permits, insurance and 

approvals that are legally required for Contractor to practice its profession or are necessary and 

incident to the performance of the services and work Contractor performs under this Agreement.  

Contractor shall provide written proof of such licenses, permits, insurance and approvals upon 

request by the Authority.  The Authority is not responsible or liable for Contractor's failure to 

comply with any or all of the requirements contained in this paragraph. 

 

 5. Consideration:  Payment to Contractor by the Authority shall be made as set forth 

in Exhibit “A”.  The amount to be paid to Contractor under this Agreement shall not exceed         

fifty thousand dollars  ($50,000), unless expressly authorized in writing by the Authority Board 

of Directors.  An additional contingency in the amount of five thousand dollars ($5,000) is also 

established for possible additional services within the general parameters of this agreement that 

are necessary to address unexpected conditions.  This contingency may only be released upon 

written authorization by the Authority’s Board of Directors.   

 

In no instance shall the Authority be liable for any payments or costs for work in excess of this 

amount, nor for any unauthorized or ineligible costs.  Contractor shall be paid at the times and in 

the manner set forth in this Agreement.  The consideration to be paid Contractor, as provided in 

this Agreement, shall be in compensation for all of Contractor’s expenses incurred in the 

performance of work under this Agreement, including travel and per diem, unless otherwise 

expressly so provided.  

 

  

 6. Reporting and Payment: 

 

 a. Contractor shall submit monthly billings in arrears to the Authority no 

later than the 15th of each month and in accordance with the Scope of Work. 

Contractor shall be notified within fifteen (15) working days following receipt of 

its invoice by the Authority of any circumstances or data identified by the 

Authority in Contractor’s written billing which would cause withholding of 

approval and subsequent payment. Contractor shall be paid within thirty (30) days 

after Authority approval of each billing; however, the Authority, at its own 

discretion, may withhold at least ten percent (10%) of each invoice until the 

successful completion of the scope of work and the delivery and acceptance by 

the Authority of all final products.  Said billings shall indicate the number of 

hours worked by each of Contractor’s personnel and reimbursable costs incurred 

to the date of such billing since the date of the preceding billing, if any.  The 

billings shall include documentation of reimbursable expenses and billed items 

sufficient for the Authority, in its opinion, to substantiate billings.  The Authority 

reserves the right to withhold payment of disputed amounts. 
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 7. Independent Contractor:  The Contractor, and the agents and employees of the 

Contractor, in the performance of this Agreement, shall act as and be independent contractors 

and not officers or employees or agents of the Authority.  Contractor, its officers, employees, 

agents, and subcontractors, if any, shall have no power to bind or commit the Authority to any 

decision or course of action, and shall not represent to any person or business that they have such 

power.  Contractor has and shall retain the right to exercise full control of the supervision of the 

services and work and over the employment, direction, compensation and discharge of all 

persons assisting Contractor in the performance of services under this Agreement.  Contractor 

shall be solely responsible for all matters relating to the payment of its employees, including but 

not limited to compliance with social security and income tax withholding, workers' 

compensation insurance and all regulations governing such matters.  

 

 8. Termination:   

 

 a. The Authority shall have the right to terminate this Agreement for any 

reason, with or without cause, at any time, by giving Contractor fifteen (15) days 

written notice.  The notice shall be deemed served and effective for all purposes 

on the date it is deposited in the U.S. mail, certified, return receipt requested, 

addressed to Contractor at the address indicated in Section 17. 

 

 b.  If the Authority issues a notice of termination: 

 

  (1) Contractor shall immediately cease rendering services 

pursuant to this Agreement. 

 

  (2) Contractor shall deliver to the Authority copies of all 

Writings, whether or not completed, which were prepared by Contractor, 

its employees or its subcontractors, if any, pursuant to this Agreement.  

The term "Writings" shall include, but not be limited to, handwriting, 

typesetting, computer files and records, drawings, blueprints, printing, 

photostating, photographs, and every other means of recording upon any 

tangible thing, any form of communication or representation, including, 

letters, works, pictures, sounds, symbols computer data, or combinations 

thereof. 

 

  (3) The Authority shall pay Contractor for work actually 

performed up to the effective date of the notice of termination, subject to 

the limitations in Section 5 less any compensation to the Authority for 

damages suffered as a result of Contractor's failure to comply with the 

terms of this Agreement.  Such payment shall be in accordance with 

Section 6.  However, if this Agreement is terminated because the work of 

Contractor does not meet the terms or standards specified in this 

Agreement, then the Authority shall be obligated to compensate 

Contractor only for that portion of Contractor's services which is of benefit 

to the Authority. 
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9. Assignment:  The parties understand that the Authority entered into this 

Agreement based on the professional expertise and reputation of Contractor.  Therefore, without 

the prior express written consent of the Authority, this Agreement is not assignable by the 

Contractor either in whole or in part.  

 

10.       Binding Agreement:  This Agreement shall be binding on the parties hereto, their 

assigns, successors, administrators, executors, and other representatives.  

 

11. Time:  Time is of the essence in this Agreement. 

 

12. Amendments:  No alteration or variation of the terms of this Agreement shall be 

valid unless made in writing and signed by the parties hereto, and no oral understanding or 

agreement not incorporated herein, shall be binding on any of the parties hereto. 

 

13. Contractors and Subcontractors:  Contractor shall not subcontract any portion of 

the work without the prior express written authorization of the Authority.  If the Authority 

consents to a subcontract, Contractor shall be fully responsible for all work performed by the 

subcontractor. 

 

 a. The Authority reserves the right to review and approve any contract or 

agreement to be funded in whole or in part using funds provided under this 

Agreement. 

 

 b. Any contract or sub-contract shall require the contractor and its 

subcontractors, if any, to: 

 

(1) Comply with applicable State and Federal requirements that pertain to, 

among other things, labor standards, non-discrimination, the Americans 

with Disabilities Act, Equal Employment Opportunity, and Drug-Free 

Workplace. 

 

(2) Maintain at least the minimum State-required Workers’ Compensation 

Insurance for those employees who will perform the work or any part of it. 

 

(3) Maintain unemployment insurance and disability insurance as required by 

law, along with liability insurance in an amount that is reasonable to 

compensate any person, firm, or corporation who may be injured or 

damaged by the Contractor or any subcontractor in performing work 

associated with this Agreement or any part of it. 

 

(4) Retain all books, records, computer records, accounts, documentation, and 

all other materials pertaining to the performance of this Agreement for a 

period of three (3) years from the date of termination of this Agreement, or 

three (3) years from the conclusion or resolution of any and all audits or 

litigation relevant to this Agreement and any amendments, whichever is 

later. 
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(5) Permit the Authority and/or its designees, upon reasonable notice, 

unrestricted access to any or all books, records, computer records, 

accounts, documentation, and all other materials pertaining to the 

performance of this Agreement for the purpose of monitoring, auditing, or 

otherwise examining said materials. 

 

 14. Indemnity:  Contractor specifically agrees to indemnify, defend, and hold 

harmless the Authority, its directors, officers, agents, and employees (the “Indemnitees”) from 

and against any and all actions, claims, demands, losses, expenses, including reasonable 

attorneys' fees and costs, damages, and liabilities resulting from injury or death to a person or 

injury to property arising out of or in any way connected with the performance of this 

Agreement, however caused, regardless of any negligent act of an Indemnitee, whether active or 

passive, excepting only such injury or death as may be caused by the sole, active negligence or 

willful misconduct of an Indemnitee.  Contractor shall pay all costs that may be incurred by the 

Authority in enforcing this indemnity, including reasonable attorneys' fees.  The provisions of 

this Section shall survive the expiration, termination or assignment of this Agreement. 

 

15. Insurance Requirements:  Contractor hereby warrants that it carries and shall 

maintain, at its sole cost and expense, in full force and effect during the full term of this 

Agreement and any extensions to this Agreement, the following described insurance coverage: 
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POLICY MINIMUM LIMITS OF LIABILITY 
(1) Workers’ Compensation; Employer’s 

 Liability. 

Statutory requirements for Workers’ 

Compensation; $1,000,000 Employer’s 

Liability. 

(2) Comprehensive Automobile: 

 Insurance Services Office, form #CA 

 0001 covering Automobile 

 Liability, code 1 (any auto). 

Bodily Injury/Property Damage $1,000,000 

each accident. 

(3) General Liability: Insurance Services            

 Office Commercial General Liability             

 coverage (occurrence form #CG 

 0001). 

$1,000,000 per occurrence.  If Commercial 

General Liability Insurance or other form 

with a general aggregate limit, such limit shall 

apply separately to this project/location or the 

general aggregate limit shall be twice the 

required occurrence limit. 

(4) Errors and Omissions/Professional             

 Liability (errors and omissions 

 liability insurance appropriate to the 

 Contractor’s profession as defined 

 by the Authority). 

$1,000,000 per claim. 

 

 

 a. Deductibles and Self-insured Retentions:  Any deductibles or self-insured 

retentions in excess of $5,000 must be declared to and approved by the Authority. 

 

b. Required Provisions:  The general liability and automobile liability policies are to 

contain, or be endorsed to contain, the following provisions: 

 

(1) For any claims related to this Agreement, the Contractor’s insurance 

coverage shall be primary insurance as respects the Authority, its 

directors, officers, employees and agents.  Any insurance or self-insurance 

maintained by the Authority, its directors, officers, employees or agents 

shall be in excess of the Contractor's insurance and shall not contribute to 

it. 

 

(2) Any failure by Contractor to comply with reporting or other provisions of 

the policies including breaches of warrants shall not affect coverage 

provided to the Authority, its directors, officers, employees or agents. 

 

(3) Contractor's insurance shall apply separately to each insured against whom 

claim is made or suit is brought, except with respect to the limits of the 

insurer’s liability. 

 

(4) Each insurance policy required by this Agreement shall be endorsed to 

state that coverage shall not be suspended, voided, canceled by either 

party, reduced in coverage or in limits except after thirty (30) days’ prior 

written notice by certified mail, return receipt requested, has been given to 

the Authority. 
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c. Acceptability of Insurers:  Insurance is to be placed with insurers with a current 

A.M. Best’s rating of no less than A: VII, unless otherwise approved by the 

Authority. 

 

d. Certificate of Insurance and Additional Insured Requirement:  Contractor shall 

furnish to the Authority an original Certificate of Insurance on a standard 

ACORD form, or other form acceptable to the Authority, substantiating the 

required coverages and limits set forth above and also containing the following: 

 

(1)  Thirty (30) days prior written notice to the Authority of the cancellation, 

non-renewal, or reduction in coverage of any policy listed on the 

Certificate; and 

 

(2) The following statement with respect to the Commercial General Liability 

policy: “The Authority and its directors, officers, employees and agents, 

are made additional insureds, but only insofar as the operations under this 

Agreement are concerned.” 

 

e. Certified Copies of Policies:  Upon request by the Authority, Contractor shall 

immediately furnish a complete copy of any policy required hereunder, including 

all endorsements, with said copy certified by the insurance company to be a true 

and correct copy of the original policy. 

 

f. Contractor’s Responsibility:  Nothing herein shall be construed as limiting in any 

way the extent to which Contractor may be held responsible for damages resulting 

from Contractor’s operations, acts, omissions, or negligence.  Insurance coverage 

obtained in the minimum amounts specified above shall not relieve Contractor of 

liability in excess of such minimum coverage, nor shall it preclude the Authority 

from taking other actions available to it under this Agreement or by law, including 

but not limited to, actions pursuant to Contractor’s indemnity obligations. 

 

 16. Audit, Retention and Inspection of Records: 

 

 a. The Authority or its designee shall have the right to review, obtain, and copy all 

books, records, computer records, accounts, documentation and any other 

materials (collectively “Records”) pertaining to performance of this Agreement, 

including any Records in the possession of any subcontractors, for the purpose of 

monitoring, auditing, or otherwise examining the Records.  Contractor agrees to 

provide the Authority or its designees with any relevant information requested 

and shall permit the Authority or its designees access to its premises, upon 

reasonable notice, during normal business hours, for the purpose of interviewing 

employees and inspecting and copying such Records to determine compliance 

with any applicable federal and state laws and regulations.  Contractor further 

agrees to maintain such Records for a period of three (3) years after final payment 

under the Agreement or three (3) years from the conclusion or resolution of any 
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and all audits or litigation relevant to this Agreement and any amendments, 

whichever is later. 

 

 b. If so directed by the Authority upon expiration of this Agreement, the Contractor 

shall cause all Records to be delivered to the Authority as depository. 

 

 17. Project Managers:  The Authority’s project manager for this Agreement is 

the Executive Director  unless the Authority otherwise informs Contractor.  Any notice, report, 

or other communication required by this Agreement shall be mailed by first-class mail to the 

Authority’s Project Manager at the following address: 

 

  Tom Zlotkowski 

  Elk Grove – Rancho Cordova – El Dorado Connector Authority 

  10640 Mather Blvd., Suite 120 

  Mather, CA  95655 

   

 Contractor’s project manager for this Agreement is D.J. Smith.  No substitution of 

Contractor’s project manager is permitted without the prior written agreement of the Authority, 

which agreement shall not be unreasonably withheld.  With the exception of notice pursuant to 

Section 8 (a) above, any notice, report, or other communication to Contractor required by this 

Agreement shall be mailed by first-class mail to: 

 

  D.J. Smith 

  Smith, Watts & Martinez, LLC. 

  1111 L Street 

  Sacramento, CA  95814 

 18. Successors:  This Agreement shall be binding on the parties hereto, their assigns, 

successors, administrators, executors, and other representatives. 

 19. Waivers:  No waiver of any breach of this Agreement shall be held to be a waiver 

of any prior or subsequent breach.  The failure of the Authority to enforce at any time the 

provisions of this Agreement or to require at any time performance by the Contractor of these 

provisions, shall in no way be construed to be a waiver of such provisions nor to affect the 

validity of this Agreement or the right of the Authority to enforce these provisions. 

 20. Litigation: Contractor shall notify the Authority immediately of any claim or 

action undertaken by it or against it that affects or may affect this Agreement or the Authority, 

and shall take such action with respect to the claim or action as is consistent with the terms of 

this Agreement and the interests of the Authority. 

 21. National Labor Relations Board Certification:  Contractor, by signing this 

Agreement, does swear under penalty of perjury that no more than one final unappealable 

finding of contempt of court by a federal court has been issued against Contractor within the 

immediately preceding two-year period because of Contractor’s failure to comply with an order 

of a federal court which orders Contractor to comply with an order of the National Labor 

Relations Board (Public Contract Code § 10296). 
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 22. Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990:  By signing this Agreement, 

Contractor assures the Authority that it complies with the Americans with Disabilities Act 

(ADA) of 1990 (42 U.S.C. § 12101, et seq.), which prohibits discrimination on the basis of 

disability, as well as all applicable regulations and guidelines issued pursuant to the ADA. 

 23. Non-discrimination Clause:   

a. During the performance of this Agreement, Contractor and its subcontractors shall 

not unlawfully discriminate, harass, or allow harassment, against any employee or 

applicant for employment because of sex, sexual orientation, race, color, ancestry, 

religion, national origin, physical disability, mental disability, medical condition, 

age or marital status.  Contractor and its subcontractors shall insure that the 

evaluation and treatment of their employees and applicants for employment are 

free from such discrimination and harassment.  Contractor and its subcontractors 

shall comply with the provisions of the Fair Employment and Housing Act 

(Government Code § 12900, et seq.) and the applicable regulations promulgated 

thereunder (California Code of Regulations, Title 2, § 7285.0, et seq.).  The 

applicable regulations of the Fair Employment and Housing Commission 

implementing Government Code §§ 12990 (a-f), set forth in Chapter 5 of Division 

4 of Title 2 of the California Code of Regulations, are incorporated into this 

Agreement by reference and made a part hereof as if set forth in full.  Contractor 

and its subcontractors shall give written notice of their obligations under this 

clause to labor organizations with which they have a collective bargaining or 

other agreement. 

b. Contractor shall include the non-discrimination and compliance provisions of this 

clause in all subcontracts to perform work under this Agreement. 

 24. Drug-Free Certification:  By signing this Agreement, Contractor hereby certifies 

under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that Contractor will comply 

with the requirements of the Drug-Free Workplace Act of 1990 (Government Code § 8350, et 

seq.) and will provide a drug-free workplace by taking the following actions: 

 a. Publish a statement notifying employees that unlawful manufacture, distribution, 

dispensation, possession, or use of a controlled substance is prohibited, and 

specifying actions to be taken against employees for violations. 

 b. Establish a Drug-Free Awareness Program to inform employees about: 

  (1)  The dangers of drug abuse in the workplace; 

  (2) The person’s or the organization’s policy of maintaining a drug-free 

workplace; 

  (3) Any available counseling, rehabilitation, and employee assistance 

programs; and 

  (4) Penalties that may be imposed upon employees for drug abuse violations. 
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 c. Every employee of Contractor who works under this Agreement shall: 

  (1) Receive a copy of Contractor’s Drug-Free Workplace Policy Statement; 

and 

  (2) Agree to abide by the terms of Contractor’s Statement as a condition of 

employment on this Agreement. 

  25.  Union Organizing:  By signing this Agreement, Contractor hereby acknowledges 

the applicability of Government Code § 16645 through § 16649 to this Agreement. 

  a. Contractor will not assist, promote, or deter union organizing by employees 

performing work on this Agreement. 

b. No funds received from the Authority under this Agreement shall be used to 

assist, promote, or deter union organizing.  

c. Contractor will not, for any business conducted under this Agreement, use any 

public property to hold meetings with employees or supervisors, if the purpose of 

such meetings is to assist, promote, or deter union organizing, unless the public 

property is equally available to the general public for holding meetings.  

d. If Contractor incurs costs, or makes expenditures to assist, promote, or deter 

union organizing, Contractor will maintain records sufficient to show that no 

reimbursement from the Authority’s funds has been sought for these costs, and 

Contractor shall provide those records to Authority upon request.  

  26. Conflicts of Interest:  Contractor shall exercise reasonable care and diligence to 

prevent any actions or conditions that could result in a conflict with the Authority’s interest.  

During the term of this Agreement, Contractor shall not accept any employment or engage in any 

consulting work that would create a conflict of interest with the Authority or in any way 

compromise the services to be performed under this Agreement.  Contractor shall immediately 

notify the Authority of any and all potential violations of this paragraph upon becoming aware of 

the potential violation.  

 27. Political Reform Act Compliance:  Contractor is aware and acknowledges that 

certain contractors that perform work for governmental agencies are "consultants" under the 

Political Reform Act (the "Act") (Government Code § 81000, et seq.) and its implementing 

regulations (2 California Code of Regulations § 18110, et seq.).  Contractor agrees that any of its 

officers or employees deemed to be "consultants" under the Act by the Authority, as provided for 

in the Conflict of Interest Code for the Authority, shall promptly file economic disclosure 

statements for the disclosure categories determined by the Authority, to be relevant to the work 

to be performed under this Agreement and shall comply with the disclosure and disqualification 

requirements of the Act, as required by law. 

28. Campaign Contribution Disclosure.  Contractor has complied with the campaign 

contribution disclosure provisions of the California Levine Act (Government Code § 84308) and 

has completed the Levine Act Disclosure Statement attached hereto as Exhibit “B.” 
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  29. Costs and Attorneys’ Fees:  If either party commences any legal action against the 

other party arising out of this Agreement or the performance thereof, the prevailing party in such 

action may recover its reasonable litigation expenses, including court costs, expert witness fees, 

discovery expenses, and reasonable attorneys’ fees.  

  30. Governing Law and Choice of Forum:  This Agreement shall be administered and 

interpreted under California law as if written by both parties.  Any litigation arising from this 

Agreement shall be brought in the Superior Court of Sacramento County.   

 31. Integration:  This Agreement represents the entire understanding of the Authority 

and Contractor as to those matters contained herein and supersedes all prior negotiations, 

representations, or agreements, both written and oral.  This Agreement may not be modified or 

altered except in accordance with Section 12.  

 32. Severability:  If any term or provision of this Agreement or the application thereof 

to any person or circumstance shall, to any extent, be invalid or unenforceable, the remainder of 

this Agreement, or the application of such term or provision to persons or circumstances other 

than those to which it is invalid or unenforceable, shall not be affected thereby, and each term 

and provision of this Agreement shall be valid and shall be enforced to the fullest extent 

permitted by law, unless the exclusion of such term or provision, or the application of such term 

or provision, would result in such a material change so as to cause completion of the obligations 

contemplated herein to be unreasonable. 

 

 33. Headings:  The headings of the various sections of this Agreement are intended 

solely for convenience of reference and are not intended to explain, modify, or place any 

interpretation upon any of the provisions of this Agreement. 

 

 34. Authority:  Each person signing this Agreement on behalf of a party hereby 

certifies, represents, and warrants that he or she has the authority to bind that party to the terms 

and conditions of this Agreement. 

 

 35. Ownership; Permission:   

 

a.   Contractor agrees that all work products, including but not limited to, notes, 

designs, drawings, reports, memoranda, and all other tangible personal property 

produced in the performance of this Agreement, shall be the sole property of the 

Authority, provided that Contractor my retain file copies of said work products.  

Contractor shall provide said work products to the Authority upon request. 

 

b. Contractor represents and warrants that: (i) all materials used or work products 

produced in the performance of this Agreement, including, without limitation, all 

computer software materials and all written materials, are either owned by or 

produced by Contractor or that all required permissions and license agreements 

have been obtained and paid for by Contractor; and (ii) the Authority is free to 

use, reuse, publish or otherwise deal with all such materials or work products 

except as otherwise specifically provided in Exhibit “A.”  Consultant shall 

defend, indemnify and hold harmless the Authority and its directors, officers, 
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employees, and agents from any claim, loss, damage, cost, liability, or expense to 

the extent of any violation or falsity of the foregoing representation and warranty. 

 

 36. Counterparts:  This Agreement may be executed in multiple counterparts, each of 

which shall constitute an original, and all of which taken together shall constitute one and the 

same instrument. 

 

  
  

 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, THE PARTIES HAVE ENTERED INTO THIS 

AGREEMENT AS OF THE DATE HEREIN ABOVE APPEARING: 

 

ELK GROVE – RANCHO CORDOVA – EL DORADO  

CONNECTOR AUTHORITY 

 

 

 ________________________________________ 

 Tom Zlotkowsk 

 Executive Director 

 

 

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

 

 

 ________________________________________ 

 Miller & Owen  

 Legal Counsel to the Authority 

  

 

 

Smith, Watts, & Martinez 

  

 _____________________________________ 

 D.J. Smith 

 Partner 
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Exhibit “A” 
 

Scope of Work 

 

 

The following sets forth services that Smith, Watts & Martinez, LLC. (“Contractor”) proposes to 

provide the Elk Grove – Rancho Cordova – El Dorado Connector Authority (“Authority”) 

between March 7, 2012 and December 31, 2012, with the option of renewal for an additional 12 

month extension to be approved by December, 2012 as follows: 

 

 

Phase I 
 

 

I. General Information and Intelligence. 
 

Contractor to provide the Authority with timely information on transportation funding 

as related to local, regional, state, federal government programs and/or private sector 

opportunities that could specifically be used for or appropriate to Connector Road 

funding.  We would inform the Authority about this program and seek to make sure 

the Authority could qualify for such new funding as the legislation is being 

developed.  This information is obtained from our contacts and daily interaction with 

Business Transportation and Housing Agency, the California Transportation 

Commission, Caltrans, both the Senate and Assembly Transportation Committees, the 

Governor’s Office and various trade organizations, including Transportation 

California (construction Contractors, trade unions, etc.), CSAC and the League of 

Cities. 

Deliverable:  Concise monthly reports via email or direct mail to the Authority 

Executive Director and Board, suitable for insertion in Board packets.  Timing of 

Effort:  On-going, but available to the Authority no later than the fifth day of each 

month. 

 

II. Local Support and Advocacy. 

 

As we have discussed, within the first month of our engagement Contractor would 

take the lead in arranging and staffing a 2-3 hour offsite session with key staff of each 

local government agency in the Authority.  This type of meeting would initially 

involve the Public Works Directors, but may lead to a second session with City 

Managers and Planning Directors.  The purpose of these meetings would be to 

generate a better understanding and political, technical, administrative and potentially 

financial support for our project, while seeking counsel from these local government 

managers and their policy making councils, etc.  In addition, we would be available, 

at the call of the Executive Director for key meetings on Authority business, funding 

advocacy, etc., with other governmental and private sector groups supportive of the 

Connector Road project.  The understanding and support of local governments and 

local interest groups is a fundamental building block for development of an effective 
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funding strategy.  D.J. Smith will take the lead on all “local support and coordination” 

issues for the Authority. 

 

III. Implementation of Program of Finance. 

 

Both Mark Watts and D.J. Smith would assist the Authority regarding the proposed 

“Program of Finance” developed by your financial advisor by: 

 

A. Providing on-going input to the Executive Director on the development of the 

Plan of Finance.  Reviewing and communicating to the Executive Director on 

the draft Plan of Finance before adoption, with specific emphasis on any 

“funding gaps” that may be apparent in the draft Plan of Finance, as well as 

recommending potential revenue sources to fill the gaps identified.  

Deliverable:  Prior to the final draft Plan of Finance, Contractor will assist in 

development of strategic revenue options, and provide review and specific 

recommendations in writing, on a timely basis regarding the entire Plan of 

Finance.   

 

B. Developing a specific implementation plan for the approval of the Executive 

Director implementing the Plan of Finance adopted by the Authority Board.  

Deliverable:  Draft Implementation Options Chapter of Plan of Finance.  

Deliverable:  Ninety days after approval of final Plan of Finance by Executive 

Director. 

 

C. Once approved by the Executive Director, implement a short and long term 

plan for funding of the Connector Road project.  This plan would include, but 

not be limited to the following identified funding programs: local developer 

fees/direct contributions from private development, local Sacramento County 

voter approved sales taxes administered by the Sacramento Transportation 

Authority, any additional local transportation sales tax program that may be 

considered on future local ballots, any state bonds or other STIP funding 

opportunities, P3 or user funded options identified in the Plan of Finance, and 

future federal funding opportunities.  Deliverable: On-going monthly written 

report and verbal communication with the Executive Director and the Board. 

Timing:  Monthly. 

 

D. Contractor will make available resources at his disposal that can represent the 

position taken by concessionaires for market opinions on the draft Plan of 

Finance. Such opinions will not be used for any other purpose other than as a 

sounding board for various financing strategies. Deliverable: Written reports 

as requested on various concession market perspectives. Timing: As 

requested. 
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IV. Legislative/Regulatory Advice and Development.  

 

Mark Watts and D.J. Smith would assist the Authority in the development and 

implementation strategies for necessary legislation, regulatory or administration 

actions to pursue innovative project delivery and finance, such as Design/Build 

authority, authorizing a local toll authority, or any other such actions.  This advice 

shall include work on pursuing Authority objectives at the local and regional level of 

government, as well as reporting the current impediments that may be encountered to 

implement the Plan of Finance in order to strategize a successful outcome.  

Deliverable:  Monthly Reports to the Executive Director, including advocacy 

contacts made or planned to be made in the near future on behalf of the Authority.  

 

As an example, if the Plan of Finance recommends that the Authority pursue a course 

of implementation requiring new state legislative authorization, Contractor would 

draft the legislation, coordinating input from all parties, develop and implement the 

necessary legislative strategy to put the bill in front of the Governor for signature.  

Deliverable:  Legislative drafts, introduction of legislation, advocacy of such 

legislation and passage at dates appropriate to the 2012 or 2013 State legislative 

calendar. 

 

 

V.       Team Coordination:  

 

Contractor will be available to coordinate with the team on a weekly basis via 

telephone to review and advise on current activities. Contractor will be available as 

requested to attend Authority TAC and Board meetings on a monthly basis. Meetings 

will be held primarily at Authority headquarters.  D.J. Smith would represent 

Contractor at most meetings/conference calls. 

 

VI. Fees. 

 

Contractor fees for such work would be a retainer of $5,000 per month or $50,000 for 

the period of March 7, 2012 to December 31, 2012, plus expenses as authorized prior 

to being incurred by the Executive Director of up to $500 per month.  Contractor shall 

comply with all applicable reporting and disclosure requirements as required and 

authorized under California State law necessary to work with the Governor’s Office, 

Business Transportation and Housing Agency, Caltrans, the California Transportation 

Commission and California State Legislature.  

 

VII. Term of Agreement. 

 

The term would start March 1, 2012, and continue through December 31, 2012, with 

a one year extension possible at the option of the Authority Board. 

 

The following are potential “next steps” based on a reassessment during late 2012, or 

early 2013 by the Authority. 
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Phase II 
 

I. Develop and Implement a Strategy for Obtaining Funding for the “SouthEast 

Connector Road Economic Impact Report” Throughout the SACOG Region. 

 

II. Introduce, Pass and Begin Implementation of Necessary Finance/Design/Build, 

and Operate State Legislation 

 

 

III. Develop and Implement Strategy to Secure Project Funding Plan at All Levels of 

Government and the Private Sector. 

 

A. Develop high priority in all AUTHORITY Jurisdictions 

B. SACTO County 

C. SACOG 

D. State S.T.I.P. 

E. Federal 

F. Private Sector 

G. Potential new half cent sales tax for Sacramento County 
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EXHIBIT “B” 

LEVINE ACT DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 

 

California Government Code § 84308, commonly referred to as the “Levine Act,” precludes an 

Officer of a local government agency from participating in the award of a contract if he or she 

receives any political contributions totaling more than $250 in the 12 months preceding the 

pendency of the contract award, and for three months following the final decision, from the 

person or company awarded the contract.  This prohibition applies to contributions to the Officer, 

or received by the Officer on behalf of any other Officer, or on behalf of any candidate for office 

or on behalf of any committee.  The Levine Act also requires disclosure of such contributions by 

a party to be awarded a specified contract.  Please refer to the attachment for the complete 

statutory language. 
 

Current members of the Authority’s Board of Directors are:  

 

David Sander   

John Knight   

Patrick Hume   

Jeff Starsky   

Don Nottoli   
 

 

1. Have you or your company, or any agent on behalf of you or your company, made any 

political contributions of more than $250 to any Authority Director(s) in the 12 months 

preceding the date of the issuance of this request for proposal or request for 

qualifications? 

 

___ YES ___  NO 

 

If yes, please identify the Director(s):   _________________________________________ 

 

2. Do you or your company, or any agency on behalf of you or your company, anticipate or 

plan to make any political contributions of more than $250 to any Authority Director(s) 

in the three months following the award of the contract?  

 

___ YES ___ NO 

 

If yes, please identify the Director(s):   _________________________________________ 
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Answering yes to either of the two questions above does not preclude the Authority from 

awarding a contract to your firm.  It does, however, preclude the identified Director(s) from 

participating in the contract award process for this contract. 

 

   

 

DATE  (SIGNATURE OF AUTHORIZED OFFICIAL) 

   

D.J. Smith, Partner 

  (TYPE OR WRITE APPROPRIATE NAME, TITLE) 

   

Smith, Watts & Martinez, LLC. 

  (TYPE OR WRITE NAME OF COMPANY) 
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California Government Code Section 84308 

 

(a) The definitions set forth in this subdivision shall govern the interpretation of this section. 

(1) "Party" means any person who files an application for, or is the subject of, a 

proceeding involving a license, permit, or other entitlement for use. 

(2) "Participant" means any person who is not a party but who actively supports or 

opposes a particular decision in a proceeding involving a license, permit, or other 

entitlement for use and who has a financial interest in the decision, as described in 

Article 1 (commencing with Section 87100) of Chapter 7.  A person actively supports 

or opposes a particular decision in a proceeding if he or she lobbies in person the 

officers or employees of the agency, testifies in person before the agency, or 

otherwise acts to influence officers of the agency. 

(3) "Agency" means an agency as defined in Section 82003 except that it does not 

include the courts or any agency in the judicial branch of government, local 

governmental agencies whose members are directly elected by the voters, the 

Legislature, the Board of Equalization, or constitutional officers.  However, this 

section applies to any person who is a member of an exempted agency but is acting as 

a voting member of another agency. 

(4) "Officer" means any elected or appointed officer of an agency, any alternate to an 

elected or appointed officer of an agency, and any candidate for elective office in an 

agency. 

(5) "License, permit, or other entitlement for use" means all business, professional, trade 

and land use licenses and permits and all other entitlements for use, including all 

entitlements for land use, all contracts (other than competitively bid, labor, or 

personal employment contracts), and all franchises.  

(6) "Contribution" includes contributions to candidates and committees in federal, state, 

or local elections. 

(b) No officer of an agency shall accept, solicit, or direct a contribution of more than two 

hundred fifty dollars ($250) from any party, or his or her agent, or from any participant, or 

his or her agent, while a proceeding involving a license, permit, or other entitlement for use 

is pending before the agency and for three months following the date a final decision is 

rendered in the proceeding if the officer knows or has reason to know that the participant 

has a financial interest, as that term is used in Article 1 (commencing with Section 87100) 

of Chapter 7.  This prohibition shall apply regardless of whether the officer accepts, 

solicits, or directs the contribution for himself or herself, or on behalf of any other officer, 

or on behalf of any candidate for office or on behalf of any committee. 

(c) Prior to rendering any decision in a proceeding involving a license, permit or other 

entitlement for use pending before an agency, each officer of the agency who received a 

contribution within the preceding 12 months in an amount of more than two hundred fifty 
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dollars ($250) from a party or from any participant shall disclose that fact on the record of 

the proceeding.  No officer of an agency shall make, participate in making, or in any way 

attempt to use his or her official position to influence the decision in a proceeding 

involving a license, permit, or other entitlement for use pending before the agency if the 

officer has willfully or knowingly received a contribution in an amount of more than two 

hundred fifty dollars ($250) within the preceding 12 months from a party or his or her 

agent, or from any participant, or his or her agent if the officer knows or has reason to 

know that the participant has a financial interest in the decision, as that term is described 

with respect to public officials in Article 1 (commencing with Section 87100) of Chapter 7.  

If an officer receives a contribution which would otherwise require disqualification under 

this section, returns the contribution within 30 days from the time he or she knows, or 

should have known, about the contribution and the proceeding involving a license, permit, 

or other entitlement for use, he or she shall be permitted to participate in the proceeding. 

(d) A party to a proceeding before an agency involving a license, permit, or other entitlement 

for use shall disclose on the record of the proceeding any contribution in an amount of 

more than two hundred fifty dollars ($250) made within the preceding 12 months by the 

party, or his or her agent, to any officer of the agency.  No party, or his or her agent, to a 

proceeding involving a license, permit, or other entitlement for use pending before any 

agency and no participant, or his or her agent, in the proceeding shall make a contribution 

of more than two hundred fifty dollars ($250) to any officer of that agency during the 

proceeding and for three months following the date a final decision is rendered by the 

agency in the proceeding.  When a closed corporation is a party to, or a participant in, a 

proceeding involving a license, permit, or other entitlement for use pending before an 

agency, the majority shareholder is subject to the disclosure and prohibition requirements 

specified in subdivisions (b), (c), and this subdivision. 

(e) Nothing in this section shall be construed to imply that any contribution subject to being 

reported under this title shall not be so reported. 

 

For more information, contact the Fair Political Practices Commission, 428 J Street, Suite 800, 

Sacramento, CA 95814, (916) 322-5660. 

 



 
            Item # 5 
            Attachment 

 
RESOLUTION NO. 2012-06 

 
RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
OF THE CAPITAL SOUTHEAST CONNECTOR  

AUTHORITY APPROVING CONTRACT FOR GOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS SERVICES  
BETWEEN THE CAPITAL SOUTHEAST CONNECTOR AND SMITH, WATTS & MARTINEZ, LLC 

 
 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Directors (“Board”) of the Capital SouthEast Connector Authority that the 
Contract for Governmental Relations Services Between the Capital SouthEast Connector and Smith, Watts & Martinez, 
LLC,  presented to the Board at this meeting and attached hereto, is hereby approved, and the Executive Director is 
hereby authorized and directed to execute and deliver said Contract on behalf of the Authority in substantially the same 
form as attached. 

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

* * * * * 
 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 7th day of March, 2012, by the following vote: 
 
 AYES: 
 
 NOES: 
 
 ABSENT: 
 
 
 
            
     Chairperson 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
      
Secretary 

 
 
 



 

 

Capital SouthEast Connector Board of Directors             Item # 6 

                              Resolution 
March 7, 2012 
 
Approve Amendment No. 2 to Contract with KPMG for Financial Advisory Services 
 
Issue:   To approve the proposed Amendment No. 2 to the KPMG contract for financial advisory services  
 
Recommendation:  Staff recommends that the Board approve the proposed contract Amendment No. 2 for 
continued development of the Connector Plan of Finance. 
  
Discussion:  Based on input from the Board at your December 2011 and January 2012 meetings, JPA staff and 
KPMG have developed a scope of services for the next phase of the Plan of Finance for the Connector project. 
This scope is based upon Board feedback from the January 2012 meeting which proposed to broaden the analysis, 
while still examining the potential positive revenue benefits from the application of user fees over specific segments 
of the project. Some of the anticipated outputs of this phase of work include: 
 

 Cost, duration, and funding approaches for up to five alternative project scopes which include selected 
user fee segments as well as a non-financed, traditional delivery model for the entire project; 

 

 Exploration of various project delivery models and their viability in the current financial/contracting market; 
 

 Consultation with a number of industry sources to determine the viability of user fees and/or the use of a 
public private partnership procurement model for the project; 

 

 Exploration of potential local sources of funding to provide for gap funding/financing in combination with 
anticipated revenues; 

 

 Development and recommendation of the highest performing funding options available to the JPA. 
 

This phase of work is anticipated to be completed by August 1, 2012. The results of this phase of work will be 
reported out to the Board for your feedback and direction. Soon thereafter, it is expected that the JPA will be in a 
position to focus on a refined Plan of Finance to advance to adoption later in calendar year 2012. 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted: 

 
Tom Zlotkowski 
Executive Director 



 

 

AMENDMENT NO. 2 

AGREEMENT FOR PROFESSIONAL SERVICES BETWEEN 

 THE ELK GROVE – RANCHO CORDOVA – EL DORADO  

CONNECTOR AUTHORITY AND KPMG LLP 
             

 

  

 This Amendment No. 2 to the November 30, 2010, agreement for Professional 

Services (“Agreement”) between the Elk Grove – Rancho Cordova – El Dorado 

Connector Authority, currently known as the Capital SouthEast Connector Authority 

(“Authority”), and KPMG LLP (“Contractor”), is entered into effective March 7, 2012. 

 

 WHEREAS, on July 20, 2011, the parties amended the Agreement to add 

additional tasks to the Scope of Work, to increase the compensation, and to modify the 

delivery schedule;  

 

 WHEREAS, the parties wish to enter into this second amendment to the 

Agreement to add additional tasks to the Scope of Work and to increase the 

compensation.   

 

 NOW, THEREFORE, the Authority and Contractor agree as follows: 

 

1. Exhibit “A” (Scope of Work) to the Agreement is amended to add Addendum 

No. 2, “Supplemental Scope of Work,” attached hereto and incorporated 

herein, containing additional tasks, and an estimate of additional hours and 

fees.   

  

2.   Exhibit “A” (Scope of Work), Hours and Fees by Task, is amended to state 

that the Contractor will not perform any work exceeding the total budgeted 

amount of Two Hundred Eighty Four Thousand, Three Hundred Ninety-Five 

Dollars ($284,395.00) without advance written authorization from the 

Authority. 

 

2. Except as expressly amended herein, all terms and conditions of the 

Agreement shall remain in full force and effect. 

  



IN WITNESS WHEREOF, THE PARTIES HAVE ENTERED INTO THIS 

AGREEMENT AS OF THE DATE HEREIN ABOVE APPEARING. 

 

ELK GROVE – RANCHO CORDOVA – EL DORADO  

CONNECTOR AUTHORITY 

 

 

 

        

 Chairperson of the Board 

 

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

 

 

 

        

 MILLER & OWEN  

 Legal Counsel to the Authority 

 

 

KPMG LLP (“CONTRACTOR”) 

 

 

 

        

 KURT RAMEY 

 Partner, KPMG LLP 



Addendum #2 

 

Supplemental Scope of Work 

 

 
 

 

 



 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Schedule and Fees  

for Supplemental Scope of Work 

 

(Addendum #2) 

 

 

 



 
            Item # 6 
            Attachment 

 
RESOLUTION NO. 2012-09 

 
RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
OF THE CAPITAL SOUTHEAST CONNECTOR  

AUTHORITY APPROVING AMENDMENT NO. 2 TO   
CONTRACT WITH KPMG FOR FINANCIAL ADVISORY SERVICES   

 
 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Directors (“Board”) of the Capital SouthEast Connector Authority hereby 
approves Amendment No. 2, presented to the Board at this meeting and attached hereto, and the Executive Director is 
hereby authorized and directed to execute and deliver said Amendment No. 2 on behalf of the Authority in substantially 
the same form as attached. 

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

* * * * * 
 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 7th day of March, 2012, by the following vote: 
 
 AYES: 
 
 NOES: 
 
 ABSENT: 
 
 
 
            
     Chairperson 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
      
Secretary 

 
 
 



 

 

Capital SouthEast Connector Board of Directors             Item # 7 

                              Resolution 
March 7, 2012 
 
Approve Contract for Facilitation and Committee Engagement Services with CH2M Hill 
 
Issue:   To approve the proposed contract for facilitation and committee engagement services with CH2M Hill. 
 
Recommendation:  Approve a six-month contract for facilitation and committee engagement services with  
CH2M Hill. 
 
Background: In July 2011, staff introduced to the Board a set of Preliminary Design Guidelines that set forth the 
initial principles and broad objectives addressing the planning, design, and implementation of the Project, as well 
as complementary projects to be undertaken by the Project sponsors that enhance the regional transportation 
system. The guidelines were intended to be applied as a living document that would be revised and refined as 
critical aspects of the project are further defined.   

 
In conjunction with the introduction of the guidelines, staff indicated that it would provide further opportunities for 
interested parties to comment and assist in the further refinement of the guidelines prior to their consideration by 
the Board and application during project construction phases. During the review period for the Program 
Environmental Impact Report, several comments were received that supported this concept and inquired as to the 
nature of the process to be undertaken.   
 
Discussion: In November, 2011, staff released a Request for Proposals (RFP) for Professional Services to 
provide JPA Committee Facilitation, Leadership, and Technical Development for the preliminary design guidelines 
in a manner that would allow a structured environment for interested parties to work with the JPA on this effort. The 
RFP requested expertise in three distinct areas of concentration: Technical, Sustainable Concepts, and Community 
Advisory. A description of the anticipated Charge, Participation, and Term of the three committees is attached to 
this report. 
 
On December 15, 2011, JPA staff received a single proposal from the engineering firm of CH2M Hill to provide 
these services in general accordance with the RFP. CH2M Hill is a global engineering firm with an office in 
Sacramento that provides a wide spectrum of expertise, knowledge, and services across various industries and 
government services. They have a deep history in the development of transportation solutions and are considered 
leaders in the emerging fields of sustainable design and context sensitive solutions for large projects such as the 
Connector. Their proposal includes the engagement of subject matter experts with national experience in these 
areas as well the support of a strong local office.  A draft of the proposed contract with CH2M Hill is attached for 
the Board’s review.  Staff is continuing to work with legal counsel and CH2M Hill to finalize the terms of this 
agreement, but does not anticipate any major substantive changes to the agreement attached.  The attached 
resolution provides for the Executive Director to execute the contract once the agreement in finalized.  
 
Also attached to this staff report is an outline of the proposed process that staff and the consultant have developed 
to further refine the guidelines as indicated. The process envisions both input and review by five teams/committees 
over an eight month period to refine a set of design/functional guidelines for presentation to the board for approval 
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in October, 2012.  Input and review will be provided by the Project team, consisting of staff and the current 
consultants as well as from the PDT or Project Development Team that will review the final products to be 
presented to the board in October.  
 
As the attachments show, the three committees to be formed will meet numerous times to provide input on 
guideline elements.  This will be an iterative process, allowing for both integration of the subject matter, as well as 
considerable focus on specific elements within the specific areas to be refined. The project team will provide 
guidance to the committees at regular steps along the refinement process. It is envisioned that staff from the 
member jurisdictions would participate in several of the committees, as well as other attendees with particular 
interests in the process. Staff is currently in the process of soliciting prospective members for the committees from 
the member jurisdictions. Due to the required precision of the discussions and outputs, participation may need to 
be limited in number to 10-12 participants on each committee. A list of committee members will be provided to the 
board at your April meeting. 
 
Staff envisions that this process will lay the groundwork to allow the Board to adopt the design/functional guidelines 
in December, for use in the next stage of project development and preliminary engineering of the various segments 
of the Connector. Staff will keep the Board apprised of the progress of the committee(s) and the guidelines at 
monthly board hearings during the process.    
 
 
Respectfully Submitted: 

 
Tom Zlotkowski 
Executive Director 
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Project Design/Functional Guidelines 

Review Committees 

February, 2012 
 

 

Technical Advisory Committee 

 

Charge: Review of the Preliminary Design Guidelines as presented to the JPA Board in June 

2011 from a technical and local governance perspective. Committee will provide input and 

specification to complete guidelines for presentation to member jurisdiction governing bodies in 

2012 as part of General Alignment approval process. 

 

Participation: As developed by the PDT and JPA staff 

 

Term: Bi-monthly meetings over 6 to 8 month period beginning in April, 2012 

 

 

Sustainability Concept Committee 

 

Charge: To work with industry expertise and JPA staff to recommend various sustainability 

features of the project as part of required mitigation or desired project features. Sustainability 

concepts will be integrated into the Guidelines as appropriate or established as independent 

features of the project as desired. 

 

Participation: Industry leader in sustainable project design; interest groups with environmental 

ties; liaison from Technical Advisory Committee; SSHCP participants; other 

 

Term:  Meetings initially bi-monthly to develop intent and structure and then called ad hoc to 

integrate with the work of the TAC group between April, 2012 and the first stages of segment 

design. 

 

 

Stakeholder Advisory Committee 

 

Charge: Review of the Preliminary Design Guidelines as presented to the JPA Board, from a user 

perspective, with a concentration on quality of life elements and community compatibility 

perspective. Focus will be to embellish the guidelines to provide continuity yet uniqueness in the 

various segments of the Connector without impacting functionality. 

 

Participation: Member jurisdiction citizens/community leaders; interest group leadership; 

chamber of commerce members; other. 

 

Term: Bi-monthly meetings or as desired through Sept, 2012 through project design period 
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ELK GROVE – RANCHO CORDOVA – EL DORADO   
CONNECTOR AUTHORITY 

 
STANDARD AGREEMENT  

 
 THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into this 7th day of March 2012, at 

Sacramento, California, by and between the Elk Grove – Rancho Cordova – El Dorado 

Connector Authority, a joint powers agency (hereinafter “Authority”), through its Executive 

Director, and CH2M HILL, Inc., a Florida Corporation, (hereinafter “Contractor”). 

 

RECITALS: 

 

 1. Contractor represents that it is specially trained and/or has the experience and 

expertise necessary to competently perform the services set forth in this Agreement; and  

 

 2. Contractor is willing to perform the services and work described in this 

Agreement under the terms and conditions set forth in this Agreement; and 

 

 3. The Authority desires to contract with Contractor to perform the services and 

work described in this Agreement under the terms and conditions set forth in this Agreement. 

 

 NOW, THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows: 

 

 1. Time of Performance:  Contractor shall commence work upon execution of this 

Agreement and in accordance with the Scope of Work, attached hereto as Exhibit “A” and 

incorporated herein.  Contractor shall complete work as expeditiously as is consistent with 

generally accepted standards of professional skill and care and the orderly progress of work.  

Work shall be completed and this Agreement shall expire on December 31, 2012, unless 

otherwise terminated as provided for in this Agreement or extended by written agreement 

between the parties.   

 

 2. Scope of Work:  Contractor agrees to fully perform the work described in Exhibit 

“A” - Scope of Work.  In the event of any inconsistency between Exhibit “A” and other terms 

and conditions of this Agreement, Exhibit “A” shall control.  The Authority reserves the right to 

review and approve all work to be performed by Contractor in relation to this Agreement.  Any 

proposed amendment to the Scope of Work must be submitted by Contractor in writing for prior 

review and approval by the Authority's Board of Directors.  Approval shall not be presumed 

unless such approval is made by the Authority in writing. 

 

 3. Standard of Quality:  All work performed by Contractor under this Agreement 

shall be in accordance with all applicable legal requirements and shall meet the standard of 

quality ordinarily to be expected of competent professionals in Contractor's field of expertise at 

the time services are performed. 

 

 4. Compliance with Laws:  Contractor shall comply with all applicable federal, state, 

and local laws, codes, ordinances, regulations, orders and decrees.  Contractor warrants and 
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represents to the Authority that Contractor shall, at its own cost and expense, keep in effect or 

obtain at all times during the term of this Agreement, any licenses, permits, insurance and 

approvals that are legally required for Contractor to practice its profession or are necessary and 

incident to the performance of the services and work Contractor performs under this Agreement.  

Contractor shall provide written proof of such licenses, permits, insurance and approvals upon 

request by the Authority.  The Authority is not responsible or liable for Contractor's failure to 

comply with any or all of the requirements contained in this paragraph. 

 

 5. Consideration:   

 

 a. Payment to Contractor by the Authority shall be made as set forth in 

Exhibit “A”.  The amount to be paid to Contractor under this Agreement shall not 

exceed         One-hundred Sixty-two Thousand, Two Hundred Nine dollars 

($162,209), unless expressly authorized in writing by the Executive Director.  A 

contingency in the amount of Twenty thousand, ($20,775) is also established for 

possible additional services within the general parameters of this agreement, 

including optional tasks set forth in Exhibit A, or tasks that are necessary to 

address unexpected conditions.  The Executive Director may approve the 

expenditure of contingency funds for additional services valued at less than 

fifteen-thousand dollars ($15,000).  If any unexpected condition requires the 

expenditure of more than fifteen thousand dollars ($15,000), or if any contract 

amendment would exceed the contingency funds available, such expenditures 

shall require written authorization by the Authority’s Board of Directors. 

 

In no instance shall the Authority be liable for any payments or costs for work in 

excess of this amount, nor for any unauthorized or ineligible costs.  Contractor 

shall be paid at the times and in the manner set forth in this Agreement.  The 

consideration to be paid Contractor, as provided in this Agreement, shall be in 

compensation for all of Contractor’s expenses incurred in the performance of 

work under this Agreement, including travel and per diem, unless otherwise 

expressly so provided.  

 

 6. Reporting and Payment: 

 

 a. Contractor shall submit monthly billings in arrears to the Authority no 

later than the 15th of each month and in accordance with the Scope of Work.  

Contractor shall be notified within fifteen (15) working days following receipt of 

its invoice by the Authority of any circumstances or data identified by the 

Authority in Contractor’s written billing which would cause withholding of 

approval and subsequent payment. Contractor shall be paid within thirty (30) days 

after Authority approval of each billing; however, the Authority, at its own 

discretion, may withhold at least ten percent (10%) of each invoice until the 

successful completion of the scope of work and the delivery and acceptance by 

the Authority of all final products.  Said billings shall indicate the number of 

hours worked by each of Contractor’s personnel and reimbursable costs incurred 

to the date of such billing since the date of the preceding billing, if any.  The 
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billings shall include documentation of reimbursable expenses and billed items 

sufficient for the Authority, in its opinion, to substantiate billings.  The Authority 

reserves the right to withhold payment of disputed amounts. 

 

 7. Independent Contractor:  The Contractor, and the agents and employees of 

the Contractor, in the performance of this Agreement, shall act as and be 

independent contractors and not officers or employees or agents of the Authority.  

Contractor, its officers, employees, agents, and subcontractors, if any, shall have 

no power to bind or commit the Authority to any decision or course of action, and 

shall not represent to any person or business that they have such power.  

Contractor has and shall retain the right to exercise full control of the supervision 

of the services and work and over the employment, direction, compensation and 

discharge of all persons assisting Contractor in the performance of services under 

this Agreement.  Contractor shall be solely responsible for all matters relating to 

the payment of its employees, including but not limited to compliance with social 

security and income tax withholding, workers' compensation insurance and all 

regulations governing such matters.  

 

 8. Termination:   

 

 a. The Authority shall have the right to terminate this Agreement for any 

reason, with or without cause, at any time, by giving Contractor fifteen (15) days 

written notice.  The notice shall be deemed served and effective for all purposes 

on the date it is deposited in the U.S. mail, certified, return receipt requested, 

addressed to Contractor at the address indicated in Section 17. 

 

 b.  If the Authority issues a notice of termination: 

 

  (1) Contractor shall immediately cease rendering services 

pursuant to this Agreement. 

 

  (2) Contractor shall deliver to the Authority copies of all 

Writings, whether or not completed, which were prepared by Contractor, 

its employees or its subcontractors, if any, pursuant to this Agreement.  

The term "Writings" shall include, but not be limited to, handwriting, 

typesetting, computer files and records, drawings, blueprints, printing, 

photostating, photographs, and every other means of recording upon any 

tangible thing, any form of communication or representation, including, 

letters, works, pictures, sounds, symbols computer data, or combinations 

thereof. 

 

  (3) The Authority shall pay Contractor for work actually 

performed up to the effective date of the notice of termination, subject to 

the limitations in Section 5 less any compensation to the Authority for 

damages suffered as a result of Contractor's failure to comply with the 

terms of this Agreement.  Such payment shall be in accordance with 
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Section 6.  However, if this Agreement is terminated because the work of 

Contractor does not meet the terms or standards specified in this 

Agreement, then the Authority shall be obligated to compensate 

Contractor only for that portion of Contractor's services which is of benefit 

to the Authority. 

 

9. Assignment:  The parties understand that the Authority entered into this 

Agreement based on the professional expertise and reputation of Contractor.  Therefore, without 

the prior express written consent of the Authority, this Agreement is not assignable by the 

Contractor either in whole or in part.  

 

10.       Binding Agreement:  This Agreement shall be binding on the parties hereto, their 

assigns, successors, administrators, executors, and other representatives.  

 

11. Time:  Time is of the essence in this Agreement. 

 

12. Amendments:  No alteration or variation of the terms of this Agreement shall be 

valid unless made in writing and signed by the parties hereto, and no oral understanding or 

agreement not incorporated herein, shall be binding on any of the parties hereto. 

 

13. Contractors and Subcontractors:  Contractor shall not subcontract any portion of 

the work without the prior express written authorization of the Authority.  If the Authority 

consents to a subcontract, Contractor shall be fully responsible for all work performed by the 

subcontractor. 

 

 a. The Authority reserves the right to review and approve any contract or 

agreement to be funded in whole or in part using funds provided under this 

Agreement. 

 

 b. Any contract or sub-contract shall require the contractor and its 

subcontractors, if any, to: 

 

(1) Comply with applicable State and Federal requirements that pertain to, 

among other things, labor standards, non-discrimination, the Americans 

with Disabilities Act, Equal Employment Opportunity, and Drug-Free 

Workplace. 

 

(2) Maintain at least the minimum State-required Workers’ Compensation 

Insurance for those employees who will perform the work or any part of it. 

 

(3) Maintain unemployment insurance and disability insurance as required by 

law, along with liability insurance in an amount that is reasonable to 

compensate any person, firm, or corporation who may be injured or 

damaged by the Contractor or any subcontractor in performing work 

associated with this Agreement or any part of it. 
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(4) Retain all books, records, computer records, accounts, documentation, and 

all other materials pertaining to the performance of this Agreement for a 

period of three (3) years from the date of termination of this Agreement, or 

three (3) years from the conclusion or resolution of any and all audits or 

litigation relevant to this Agreement and any amendments, whichever is 

later. 

 

(5) Permit the Authority and/or its designees, upon reasonable notice, 

unrestricted access to any or all books, records, computer records, 

accounts, documentation, and all other materials pertaining to the 

performance of this Agreement for the purpose of monitoring, auditing, or 

otherwise examining said materials. 

 

 14. Indemnity:  Contractor specifically agrees to indemnify, defend, and hold 

harmless the Authority, its directors, officers, agents, and employees (the “Indemnitees”) from 

and against any and all actions, claims, demands, losses, expenses, including reasonable 

attorneys' fees and costs, damages, and liabilities asserted by third parties resulting from injury 

or death to a person or injury to property arising out of or in any way connected with the 

negligence or willful misconduct of Contractor in the performance of this Agreement, excepting 

only such injury or death as may be caused by the negligence or willful misconduct of an 

Indemnitee.  Contractor shall pay all costs that may be incurred by the Authority in enforcing 

this indemnity, including reasonable attorneys' fees.  The parties agree that Contractor’s 

obligation to defend the Authority is solely limited to reimbursing the Authority for its cost for 

defending a claim, as those costs are incurred by the Authority.  The parties further agree that 

Authority will reimburse Contractor for that portion of the reasonable costs incurred by the 

Contractor in the defense of Authority which is attributable to the Authority’s active negligence, 

recklessness, or willful misconduct, as determined through settlement, arbitration or litigation. 

The provisions of this Section shall survive the expiration, termination or assignment of this 

Agreement. 

 

15. Insurance Requirements:  Contractor hereby warrants that it carries and shall 

maintain, at its sole cost and expense, in full force and effect during the full term of this 

Agreement and any extensions to this Agreement, the following described insurance coverage: 
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POLICY MINIMUM LIMITS OF LIABILITY 
(1) Workers’ Compensation; Employer’s 

 Liability. 

Statutory requirements for Workers’ 

Compensation; $1,000,000 Employer’s 

Liability. 

(2) Comprehensive Automobile: 

 Insurance Services Office, form #CA 

 0001 covering Automobile 

 Liability, code 1 (any auto). 

Bodily Injury/Property Damage $1,000,000 

each accident. 

(3) General Liability: Insurance Services            

 Office Commercial General Liability             

 coverage (occurrence form #CG 

 0001). 

$1,000,000 per occurrence.  If Commercial 

General Liability Insurance or other form 

with a general aggregate limit, such limit shall 

apply separately to this project/location or the 

general aggregate limit shall be twice the 

required occurrence limit. 

(4) Errors and Omissions/Professional             

 Liability (errors and omissions 

 liability insurance appropriate to the 

 Contractor’s profession as defined 

 by the Authority). 

$1,000,000 per claim. 

 

 

 a. Deductibles and Self-insured Retentions:  Any deductibles or self-insured 

retentions in excess of $5,000 must be declared to and approved by the Authority. 

 

b. Required Provisions:  The general liability and automobile liability policies are to 

contain, or be endorsed to contain, the following provisions: 

 

(1) For any claims related to this Agreement, the Contractor’s insurance 

coverage shall be primary insurance as respects the Authority, its 

directors, officers, employees and agents.  Any insurance or self-insurance 

maintained by the Authority, its directors, officers, employees or agents 

shall be in excess of the Contractor's insurance and shall not contribute to 

it. 

 

(2) Any failure by Contractor to comply with reporting or other provisions of 

the policies including breaches of warrants shall not affect coverage 

provided to the Authority, its directors, officers, employees or agents. 

 

(3) Contractor's insurance shall apply separately to each insured against whom 

claim is made or suit is brought, except with respect to the limits of the 

insurer’s liability. 

 

(4) Each insurance policy required by this Agreement shall be endorsed to 

state that coverage shall not be suspended, voided, canceled by either 

party, reduced in coverage or in limits except after thirty (30) days’ prior 

written notice by certified mail, return receipt requested, has been given to 

the Authority. 



 

 
7 

 

c. Acceptability of Insurers:  Insurance is to be placed with insurers with a current 

A.M. Best’s rating of no less than A: VII, unless otherwise approved by the 

Authority. 

 

d. Certificate of Insurance and Additional Insured Requirement:  Contractor shall 

furnish to the Authority an original Certificate of Insurance on a standard 

ACORD form, or other form acceptable to the Authority, substantiating the 

required coverage’s and limits set forth above and also containing the following: 

 

(1)  Thirty (30) days prior written notice to the Authority of the cancellation, 

non-renewal, or reduction in coverage of any policy listed on the 

Certificate; and 

 

(2) The following statement with respect to the Commercial General Liability 

policy: “The Authority and its directors, officers, employees and agents, 

are made additional insureds, but only insofar as the operations under this 

Agreement are concerned.” 

 

e. Inspection of Policies:  The Authority reserves the right to inspect copies of all 

required insurance policies, at any time at Contractor’s corporate headquarters in 

order to verify compliance with these insurance requirements. 

 

f. Contractor’s Responsibility:  Nothing herein shall be construed as limiting in any 

way the extent to which Contractor may be held responsible for damages resulting 

from Contractor’s operations, acts, omissions, or negligence.  Insurance coverage 

obtained in the minimum amounts specified above shall not relieve Contractor of 

liability in excess of such minimum coverage, nor shall it preclude the Authority 

from taking other actions available to it under this Agreement or by law, including 

but not limited to, actions pursuant to Contractor’s indemnity obligations. 

 

 16. Audit, Retention and Inspection of Records: 

 

 a. The Authority or its designee shall have the right to review, obtain, and copy all 

books, records, computer records, accounts, documentation and any other 

materials (collectively “Records”) pertaining to performance of this Agreement, 

including any Records in the possession of any subcontractors, for the purpose of 

monitoring, auditing, or otherwise examining the Records.  Contractor agrees to 

provide the Authority or its designees with any relevant information requested 

and shall permit the Authority or its designees access to its premises, upon 

reasonable notice, during normal business hours, for the purpose of interviewing 

employees and inspecting and copying such Records to determine compliance 

with any applicable federal and state laws and regulations.  Contractor further 

agrees to maintain such Records for a period of three (3) years after final payment 

under the Agreement or three (3) years from the conclusion or resolution of any 



 

 
8 

and all audits or litigation relevant to this Agreement and any amendments, 

whichever is later. 

 

 b. If so directed by the Authority upon expiration of this Agreement, the Contractor 

shall cause all Records to be delivered to the Authority as depository. 

 

 17. Project Managers:  The Authority’s project manager for this Agreement is 

the Executive Director unless the Authority otherwise informs Contractor.  Any notice, report, or 

other communication required by this Agreement shall be mailed by first-class mail to the 

Authority’s Project Manager at the following address: 

 

  Tom Zlotkowski 

  Elk Grove – Rancho Cordova – El Dorado Connector Authority 

  10640 Mather Blvd., Suite 120 

  Mather, CA  95655 

   

 Contractor’s project manager for this Agreement is Judy Matsui-Drury.  No substitution 

of Contractor’s project manager is permitted without the prior written agreement of the 

Authority, which agreement shall not be unreasonably withheld.  With the exception of notice 

pursuant to Section 8 (a) above, any notice, report, or other communication to Contractor 

required by this Agreement shall be mailed by first-class mail to: 

 

  Judy Matsui–Drury, PM 

  CH2M HILL, INC. 

  2485 Natomas Park Drive, Suite 600 

  Sacramento, CA 95833 

 18. Successors:  This Agreement shall be binding on the parties hereto, their assigns, 

successors, administrators, executors, and other representatives. 

 19. Waivers:  No waiver of any breach of this Agreement shall be held to be a waiver 

of any prior or subsequent breach.  The failure of the Authority to enforce at any time the 

provisions of this Agreement or to require at any time performance by the Contractor of these 

provisions shall in no way be construed to be a waiver of such provisions nor to affect the 

validity of this Agreement or the right of the Authority to enforce these provisions. 

 20. Litigation: Contractor shall notify the Authority immediately of any claim or 

action undertaken by it or against it that affects or may affect this Agreement or the Authority, 

and shall take such action with respect to the claim or action as is consistent with the terms of 

this Agreement and the interests of the Authority. 

 21. National Labor Relations Board Certification:  Contractor, by signing this 

Agreement, does swear under penalty of perjury that no more than one final unappealable 

finding of contempt of court by a federal court has been issued against Contractor within the 

immediately preceding two-year period because of Contractor’s failure to comply with an order 

of a federal court which orders Contractor to comply with an order of the National Labor 

Relations Board (Public Contract Code § 10296). 
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 22. Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990:  By signing this Agreement, 

Contractor assures the Authority that it complies with the Americans with Disabilities Act 

(ADA) of 1990 (42 U.S.C. § 12101, et seq.), which prohibits discrimination on the basis of 

disability, as well as all applicable regulations and guidelines issued pursuant to the ADA. 

 23. Non-discrimination Clause:   

a. During the performance of this Agreement, Contractor and its subcontractors shall 

not unlawfully discriminate, harass, or allow harassment, against any employee or 

applicant for employment because of sex, sexual orientation, race, color, ancestry, 

religion, national origin, physical disability, mental disability, medical condition, 

age or marital status.  Contractor and its subcontractors shall insure that the 

evaluation and treatment of their employees and applicants for employment are 

free from such discrimination and harassment.  Contractor and its subcontractors 

shall comply with the provisions of the Fair Employment and Housing Act 

(Government Code § 12900, et seq.) and the applicable regulations promulgated 

thereunder (California Code of Regulations, Title 2, § 7285.0, et seq.).  The 

applicable regulations of the Fair Employment and Housing Commission 

implementing Government Code §§ 12990 (a-f), set forth in Chapter 5 of Division 

4 of Title 2 of the California Code of Regulations, are incorporated into this 

Agreement by reference and made a part hereof as if set forth in full.  Contractor 

and its subcontractors shall give written notice of their obligations under this 

clause to labor organizations with which they have a collective bargaining or 

other agreement. 

b. Contractor shall include the non-discrimination and compliance provisions of this 

clause in all subcontracts to perform work under this Agreement. 

 24. Drug-Free Certification:  By signing this Agreement, Contractor hereby certifies 

under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that Contractor will comply 

with the requirements of the Drug-Free Workplace Act of 1990 (Government Code § 8350, et 

seq.) and will provide a drug-free workplace by taking the following actions: 

 a. Publish a statement notifying employees that unlawful manufacture, distribution, 

dispensation, possession, or use of a controlled substance is prohibited, and 

specifying actions to be taken against employees for violations. 

 b. Establish a Drug-Free Awareness Program to inform employees about: 

  (1)  The dangers of drug abuse in the workplace; 

  (2) The person’s or the organization’s policy of maintaining a drug-free 

workplace; 

  (3) Any available counseling, rehabilitation, and employee assistance 

programs; and 

  (4) Penalties that may be imposed upon employees for drug abuse violations. 
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 c. Every employee of Contractor who works under this Agreement shall: 

  (1) Receive a copy of Contractor’s Drug-Free Workplace Policy Statement; 

and 

  (2) Agree to abide by the terms of Contractor’s Statement as a condition of 

employment on this Agreement. 

  25.  Union Organizing:  By signing this Agreement, Contractor hereby acknowledges 

the applicability of Government Code § 16645 through § 16649 to this Agreement. 

  a. Contractor will not assist, promote, or deter union organizing by employees 

performing work on this Agreement. 

b. No funds received from the Authority under this Agreement shall be used to 

assist, promote, or deter union organizing.  

c. Contractor will not, for any business conducted under this Agreement, use any 

public property to hold meetings with employees or supervisors, if the purpose of 

such meetings is to assist, promote, or deter union organizing, unless the public 

property is equally available to the general public for holding meetings.  

d. If Contractor incurs costs, or makes expenditures to assist, promote, or deter 

union organizing, Contractor will maintain records sufficient to show that no 

reimbursement from the Authority’s funds has been sought for these costs, and 

Contractor shall provide those records to Authority upon request.  

  26. Conflicts of Interest:  Contractor shall exercise reasonable care and diligence to 

prevent any actions or conditions that could result in a conflict with the Authority’s interest.  

During the term of this Agreement, Contractor shall not accept any employment or engage in any 

consulting work that would create a conflict of interest with the Authority or in any way 

compromise the services to be performed under this Agreement.  Contractor shall immediately 

notify the Authority of any and all potential violations of this paragraph upon becoming aware of 

the potential violation.  

 27. Political Reform Act Compliance:  Contractor is aware and acknowledges that 

certain contractors that perform work for governmental agencies are "consultants" under the 

Political Reform Act (the "Act") (Government Code § 81000, et seq.) and its implementing 

regulations (2 California Code of Regulations § 18110, et seq.).  Contractor agrees that any of its 

officers or employees deemed to be "consultants" under the Act by the Authority, as provided for 

in the Conflict of Interest Code for the Authority, shall promptly file economic disclosure 

statements for the disclosure categories determined by the Authority, to be relevant to the work 

to be performed under this Agreement and shall comply with the disclosure and disqualification 

requirements of the Act, as required by law. 

28. Campaign Contribution Disclosure.  Contractor has complied with the campaign 

contribution disclosure provisions of the California Levine Act (Government Code § 84308) and 

has completed the Levine Act Disclosure Statement attached hereto as Exhibit “B.” 
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  29. Costs and Attorneys’ Fees:  If either party commences any legal action against the 

other party arising out of this Agreement or the performance thereof, the prevailing party in such 

action may recover its reasonable litigation expenses, including court costs, expert witness fees, 

discovery expenses, and reasonable attorneys’ fees.  

  30. Governing Law and Choice of Forum:  This Agreement shall be administered and 

interpreted under California law as if written by both parties.  Any litigation arising from this 

Agreement shall be brought in the Superior Court of Sacramento County.   

 31. Integration:  This Agreement represents the entire understanding of the Authority 

and Contractor as to those matters contained herein and supersedes all prior negotiations, 

representations, or agreements, both written and oral.  This Agreement may not be modified or 

altered except in accordance with Section 12.  

 32. Severability:  If any term or provision of this Agreement or the application thereof 

to any person or circumstance shall, to any extent, be invalid or unenforceable, the remainder of 

this Agreement, or the application of such term or provision to persons or circumstances other 

than those to which it is invalid or unenforceable, shall not be affected thereby, and each term 

and provision of this Agreement shall be valid and shall be enforced to the fullest extent 

permitted by law, unless the exclusion of such term or provision, or the application of such term 

or provision, would result in such a material change so as to cause completion of the obligations 

contemplated herein to be unreasonable. 

 

 33. Headings:  The headings of the various sections of this Agreement are intended 

solely for convenience of reference and are not intended to explain, modify, or place any 

interpretation upon any of the provisions of this Agreement. 

 

 34. Authority:  Each person signing this Agreement on behalf of a party hereby 

certifies, represents, and warrants that he or she has the authority to bind that party to the terms 

and conditions of this Agreement. 

 

 35. Ownership; Permission:   

 

a.   Contractor agrees that all work products, including but not limited to, notes, 

designs, drawings, reports, memoranda, and all other tangible personal property 

produced in the performance of this Agreement, shall be the sole property of the 

Authority, provided that Contractor my retain file copies of said work products.  

Contractor shall provide said work products to the Authority upon request. 

 

b. Contractor represents and warrants that: (i) all materials used or work products 

produced in the performance of this Agreement, including, without limitation, all 

computer software materials and all written materials, are either owned by or 

produced by Contractor or that all required permissions and license agreements 

have been obtained and paid for by Contractor; and (ii) the Authority is free to 

use, reuse, publish or otherwise deal with all such materials or work products 

except as otherwise specifically provided in Exhibit “A.”  Consultant shall 

defend, indemnify and hold harmless the Authority and its directors, officers, 
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employees, and agents from any claim, loss, damage, cost, liability, or expense to 

the extent of any violation or falsity of the foregoing representation and warranty. 

 

 36. Counterparts:  This Agreement may be executed in multiple counterparts, each of 

which shall constitute an original, and all of which taken together shall constitute one and the 

same instrument. 

 

  
  

 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, THE PARTIES HAVE ENTERED INTO THIS 

AGREEMENT AS OF THE DATE HEREIN ABOVE APPEARING: 

 

ELK GROVE – RANCHO CORDOVA – EL DORADO  

CONNECTOR AUTHORITY 

 

 

 ________________________________________ 

 Tom Zlotkowski 

 Executive Director 

 

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

 

 

 ________________________________________ 

 Miller & Owen 

 Legal Counsel to the Authority 

  

 

CH2MHill, Inc 

  

 _____________________________________ 

 Judy Matsui-Drury 

 Project Manager  
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EXHIBIT “A” 

 

Scope of Work 

 

Tasks to be Performed 

 

Refer to the attached Scope of Services dated March 1, 2012. 

  

Contract Term 

 

Contractor shall commence work upon execution of this Agreement and in accordance 

with the Scope of Work.  This Agreement shall expire on December 31, 2012, unless 

otherwise terminated as provided for in this Agreement or extended by written agreement 

between the parties. 

  

Terms of Payment 

 

 

The amount to be paid to Contractor under this Agreement shall not exceed the amount 

established in Section 5 (“Consideration”), unless expressly authorized in writing by the 

Executive Director.  All work will be invoiced on a Time-and-Expense basis in 

accordance with the Contractor Fee Schedule and Section 6 (“Reporting and Payment”). 
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EXHIBIT “B” 

LEVINE ACT DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 

 

California Government Code § 84308, commonly referred to as the “Levine Act,” precludes an 

Officer of a local government agency from participating in the award of a contract if he or she 

receives any political contributions totaling more than $250 in the 12 months preceding the 

pendency of the contract award, and for three months following the final decision, from the 

person or company awarded the contract.  This prohibition applies to contributions to the Officer, 

or received by the Officer on behalf of any other Officer, or on behalf of any candidate for office 

or on behalf of any committee.  The Levine Act also requires disclosure of such contributions by 

a party to be awarded a specified contract.  Please refer to the attachment for the complete 

statutory language. 
 

Current members of the Authority’s Board of Directors are:  

 

David Sander   

John Knight   

Patrick Hume   

Jeff Starsky   

Don Nottoli   
 

 

1. Have you or your company, or any agent on behalf of you or your company, made any 

political contributions of more than $250 to any Authority Director(s) in the 12 months 

preceding the date of the issuance of this request for proposal or request for 

qualifications? 

 

___ YES _X__  NO 

 

If yes, please identify the Director(s):   _________________________________________ 

 

2. Do you or your company, or any agency on behalf of you or your company, anticipate or 

plan to make any political contributions of more than $250 to any Authority Director(s) 

in the three months following the award of the contract?  

 

___ YES _X__ NO 

 

If yes, please identify the Director(s):   _________________________________________ 
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Answering yes to either of the two questions above does not preclude the Authority from 

awarding a contract to your firm.  It does, however, preclude the identified Director(s) from 

participating in the contract award process for this contract. 

 

   

 

DATE  (SIGNATURE OF AUTHORIZED OFFICIAL) 

   

Judy Matsui-Drury 

  (TYPE OR WRITE APPROPRIATE NAME, TITLE) 

   

CH2MHill, Inc 

  (TYPE OR WRITE NAME OF COMPANY) 
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California Government Code Section 84308 

 

(a) The definitions set forth in this subdivision shall govern the interpretation of this section. 

(1) "Party" means any person who files an application for, or is the subject of, a 

proceeding involving a license, permit, or other entitlement for use. 

(2) "Participant" means any person who is not a party but who actively supports or 

opposes a particular decision in a proceeding involving a license, permit, or other 

entitlement for use and who has a financial interest in the decision, as described in 

Article 1 (commencing with Section 87100) of Chapter 7.  A person actively supports 

or opposes a particular decision in a proceeding if he or she lobbies in person the 

officers or employees of the agency, testifies in person before the agency, or 

otherwise acts to influence officers of the agency. 

(3) "Agency" means an agency as defined in Section 82003 except that it does not 

include the courts or any agency in the judicial branch of government, local 

governmental agencies whose members are directly elected by the voters, the 

Legislature, the Board of Equalization, or constitutional officers.  However, this 

section applies to any person who is a member of an exempted agency but is acting as 

a voting member of another agency. 

(4) "Officer" means any elected or appointed officer of an agency, any alternate to an 

elected or appointed officer of an agency, and any candidate for elective office in an 

agency. 

(5) "License, permit, or other entitlement for use" means all business, professional, trade 

and land use licenses and permits and all other entitlements for use, including all 

entitlements for land use, all contracts (other than competitively bid, labor, or 

personal employment contracts), and all franchises.  

(6) "Contribution" includes contributions to candidates and committees in federal, state, 

or local elections. 

(b) No officer of an agency shall accept, solicit, or direct a contribution of more than two 

hundred fifty dollars ($250) from any party, or his or her agent, or from any participant, or 

his or her agent, while a proceeding involving a license, permit, or other entitlement for use 

is pending before the agency and for three months following the date a final decision is 

rendered in the proceeding if the officer knows or has reason to know that the participant 

has a financial interest, as that term is used in Article 1 (commencing with Section 87100) 

of Chapter 7.  This prohibition shall apply regardless of whether the officer accepts, 

solicits, or directs the contribution for himself or herself, or on behalf of any other officer, 

or on behalf of any candidate for office or on behalf of any committee. 

(c) Prior to rendering any decision in a proceeding involving a license, permit or other 

entitlement for use pending before an agency, each officer of the agency who received a 

contribution within the preceding 12 months in an amount of more than two hundred fifty 
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dollars ($250) from a party or from any participant shall disclose that fact on the record of 

the proceeding.  No officer of an agency shall make, participate in making, or in any way 

attempt to use his or her official position to influence the decision in a proceeding 

involving a license, permit, or other entitlement for use pending before the agency if the 

officer has willfully or knowingly received a contribution in an amount of more than two 

hundred fifty dollars ($250) within the preceding 12 months from a party or his or her 

agent, or from any participant, or his or her agent if the officer knows or has reason to 

know that the participant has a financial interest in the decision, as that term is described 

with respect to public officials in Article 1 (commencing with Section 87100) of Chapter 7.  

If an officer receives a contribution which would otherwise require disqualification under 

this section, returns the contribution within 30 days from the time he or she knows, or 

should have known, about the contribution and the proceeding involving a license, permit, 

or other entitlement for use, he or she shall be permitted to participate in the proceeding. 

(d) A party to a proceeding before an agency involving a license, permit, or other entitlement 

for use shall disclose on the record of the proceeding any contribution in an amount of 

more than two hundred fifty dollars ($250) made within the preceding 12 months by the 

party, or his or her agent, to any officer of the agency.  No party, or his or her agent, to a 

proceeding involving a license, permit, or other entitlement for use pending before any 

agency and no participant, or his or her agent, in the proceeding shall make a contribution 

of more than two hundred fifty dollars ($250) to any officer of that agency during the 

proceeding and for three months following the date a final decision is rendered by the 

agency in the proceeding.  When a closed corporation is a party to, or a participant in, a 

proceeding involving a license, permit, or other entitlement for use pending before an 

agency, the majority shareholder is subject to the disclosure and prohibition requirements 

specified in subdivisions (b), (c), and this subdivision. 

(e) Nothing in this section shall be construed to imply that any contribution subject to being 

reported under this title shall not be so reported. 

 

For more information, contact the Fair Political Practices Commission, 428 J Street, Suite 800, 

Sacramento, CA 95814, (916) 322-5660. 

 



SCOPE OF SERVICES 
 

Committee Facilitation, Leadership, and Technical Development 
 

March 1, 2012 

General 
CH2M HILL will assist the JPA with committee facilitation, industry and team leadership, and 
technical development in order to complete the development of the Preliminary Design 
Guidelines for the Connector Project through the delivery of the following tasks: 

 Task 1 – Project Design Guidelines Development 
 Task 2 – Sustainability Assessment and Solutions 
 Task 3 – Community and Stakeholder Involvement 

Criteria 
The work produced under this Scope of Services must meet the laws and regulations 
administered by federal, state, and regional agencies, as well as local jurisdictions. The most 
current version of the following design standards/guidelines/criteria will be used to complete the 
Project Design Guidelines. 
 
The following design standards, or latest edition thereof, govern these design guidelines: 
 AASHTO Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, 2004 
 Caltrans Highway Design Manual, 6th Edition 
 California Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Safety Devices (MUTCD). 
 Sacramento County Improvement Standards, dated October 1, 2006 
 AASHTO Roadside Design Guide, 3rd Edition 2006 with updated Chapter 6 
 City of Elk Grove Improvement Standards, dated June 1999 
 City of Elk Grove Rural Road Improvement Standards, dated November 14, 2007 
 City of Folsom Design and Procedure Manual and Improvement Standards, dated May 22, 

2003 
 El Dorado County Highway Design Manual, dated June 25, 2009 
 

General Assumptions 
The following assumptions and clarifications have been made as part of the development of this 
Scope of Services and are being highlighted to further define all parties’ expectations and limits 
of tasks for this phase of work. During the life of the project, each assumption will be revisited, 
when appropriate, to ascertain its validity. Where assumptions are no longer applicable due to 
new, overriding conditions, the impact to scope, schedule, and budget will be assessed with the 
JPA.  

1) The Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the Capital SouthEast 
Connector Project, if certified in March 2012 (pending) will serve as the basis for the 
preparation of the Project Design Guidelines. Refinement of the Project Design Guidelines 
for final design and construction will be accomplished through the Tier 2 project 
environmental process, currently not included in this Scope of Services. 

2) The JPA shall provide available copies of existing data pertaining to the project and other 
projects in the area. This may include, but is not limited to the following. 



 Electronic computer-aided drafting (CAD) files from the preliminary engineering of the 
Preliminary Design Guidelines  

 As-built plans 
 Project Agreements 
 Engineering and planning reports and documents 
 Relevant City Staff and City Council/Board records 
 Utility data and agreements 
 Operations and Maintenance Plans 
 Plan of Finance 

 
3) A Project Design Guidelines Assessment of the current Guidelines and development of a 

framework for the Final Design Guidelines will be developed as part of this Scope of 
Services. 

4) Project to be completed by October 2012. 

5) Per the RFQ/P, the JPA will provide: 
 List of potential committee members under consideration to be finalized once the committee 

agendas and materials are further refined. 
 Committee and team meeting venue and refreshments. 
 Set of base drawings and specifications that have been previously developed by the JPA as 

presented to the JPA Board of Directors on July, 2011.   
 Services of a traffic and transportation engineering consultant for consultation and subject 

matter expertise on the materials to be discussed and developed during the work. 

Task 1 – Project Design Guidelines Development 
Task 1.1: Review Existing Preliminary Design Guidelines and Related Documentation 
CH2M HILL will review the existing Project Design Guidelines in conjunction with and based 
upon the environmental technical studies for the criteria, methodology, assumptions, and 
context by which the Project Design Guidelines are applied within the overall project limits and 
the jurisdictions.  

CH2M HILL will attend one Kick-Off Meeting with JPA staff and project team to start the project, 
exchange data and information, and review and refine the project schedule and deliverables for 
the project. 

 Deliverables:  

o Participate in project Kick-Off Meeting in person and by phone with JPA staff and 
project team. 

Task 1.2: Prepare Assessment Memorandum/Gap Analysis 
Upon review completion of existing project guidelines and related project documentation, 
CH2M HILL will perform a qualitative gap analysis to identify areas in the Preliminary Design 
Guidelines that may warrant further consideration and guidance documentation based on 
industry practice at a programmatic level. Special emphasis will be given to identification of 
context sensitive design policies that address the unique context and functional design aspects 
of individual Connector segments. The matrix will also identify policies that conflict with one 
another. 

 Assumptions:  

o The Draft Preliminary Design Guidelines (dated June 15, 2011) and the 
Functional Guidelines (November 8, 2006) will serve as the basis and format of 
the review. 

 



 Deliverables:  

o An assessment memorandum/gap analysis on the state of existing Preliminary 
Design Guidelines documents to-date, identifying design considerations for 
further investigation and recommendation of any additional work required to 
complete the material covered in them. 

Task 1.3: Draft Project Design Guidelines 
At the conclusion of the Assessment period, CH2M HILL will discuss the findings of the 
Assessment at a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) meeting and make recommendations 
and provide guidance to the JPA and TAC on the next steps of development.  CH2M HILL will 
explain the process and steps needed to complete the Project Design Guidelines with input from 
the TAC. 

CH2M HILL will work with the JPA to participate and facilitate two (2) internal project team 
meetings for the purpose of planning and preparation of TAC Meeting #1.  The meeting agenda 
will cover combined subject matter discussion on design, sustainability, and community for 
improved staff and meeting efficiency as well as for improved understanding of the overall 
context of project development. 

Based upon the Preliminary Design Guidelines Assessment/Gap Analysis, CH2M HILL will 
develop Draft Project Design Guidelines and supporting policy level analysis considering TAC 
and community and stakeholder input. The Draft Project Design Guidelines will be revised 
based on review and comment by the JPA staff and TAC.   

 Assumptions: 

o TAC meeting attendees will be the same individuals committed to the project 
through the duration of the Project Design Guidelines development.  

o The Draft Preliminary Design Guidelines (dated June 15, 2011) and the 
Functional Guidelines (November 8, 2006) will serve as the basis and format of 
the guidelines development. 

o Review comments must be received within 20 working days in order to move 
forward on the project and maintain the project schedule. 

 Deliverables:  

o Participate in two (2) internal project team meetings 

o Attend and Facilitate TAC Meeting #1; prepare agenda, meeting summary, and 
meeting materials. 

o Prepare the Draft Project Design Guidelines.   

Task 1.4: Project Design Guidelines 
Upon completion of the Draft Project Design Guidelines, CH2M HILL will conduct a second TAC 
meeting (TAC Meeting #2) to review the status and development of the guidelines and to work 
with the TAC by collecting follow-up information and technical input to complete the 
programmatic level Project Design Guidelines.  

CH2M HILL will work with the JPA to participate and facilitate three (3) internal project team 
meetings for the purpose of planning and preparation for TAC Meeting #2 and for project 
reviews.  The meeting agenda will cover combined subject matter discussion on design, 
sustainability, and community for improved staff and meeting efficiency as well as for improved 
understanding of the overall context of project development. 

After the TAC Meeting #2, CH2M HILL will revise the Draft Project Design Guidelines for review 
by the JPA project manager, the TAC, the SCC, and the stakeholder committee(s). 



CH2M HILL will attend and participate in one (1) PDT meeting during the Project Design 
Guidelines development step in order to update the PDT on the progress and status of the 
project. 

TAC Meeting #3 will take place at the close of the TAC review period to discuss and review 
comments from the TAC. 

 Assumptions:  

o TAC meeting attendees shall be the same individuals committed to the project 
through the duration of the Project Design Guidelines development. 

o Review comments must be received within 20 working days in order to move 
forward on the project and maintain the project schedule. 

 Deliverables:  

o Attend and facilitate TAC Meeting #2 and Meeting #3; prepare agenda, meeting 
summary, and meeting materials. 

o Attend and participate in one (1) PDT meeting. 

o Participate in three (3) internal project team meetings. 

o Preparation of the Project Design Guidelines with response to comments by the 
TAC, PDT, and the stakeholder committee(s).   

Task 2 – Sustainability Assessment and Solutions 
When deciding to integrate sustainability into a roadway project, there are many important 
considerations that must first be understood. CH2M HILL will work with the JPA to accomplish 
the following goals: 

 Adopting a definition of sustainability for the JPA and this program;  
 Understanding the sustainability goals and measures of the JPA; 
 Identifying the context of the project to establish appropriateness for sustainability options; 
 Understanding the project life cycle and the limitations that places on the project, and;  
 Recognizing tradeoffs to implementing sustainability within a project. 
CH2M HILL will work with the JPA to determine the appropriate sustainability tools to apply to 
the Connector project and develop a best practice approach to integrate sustainability into 
planning, design and construction. To utilize available tools proactively, the approach must 
consider agency sustainability goals and the global, regional, or local context; involve 
stakeholders; be inter-disciplinary; incorporate accountability; and ensure feedback to agencies 
and project owners. The approach proposed includes the following seven steps: 

Step 1: Define a Sustainable Roadway 
Step 2: Confirm Sustainability Goals 
Step 3: Understand Context 
Step 4: Identify a Range of Sustainable Solutions 
Step 5: Evaluate to Determine Appropriate Solutions 
Step 6: Track/Confirm/Incorporate 1 throughout Implementation 
Step 7: Lessons Learned/Feedback 

Within this approach, CH2M HILL will work with the JPA to consider sustainability options, also 
known as credits or criteria, that are included in the FHWA, Greenroads, and other sustainability 
rating systems, along with the TIGER grant criteria for sustainability.  By considering these in 
the assessment, we can track which will be incorporated into the project. This will enable the 
JPA to document and apply for funding grants that include this criteria, or to report to 



stakeholder which criteria will be included.  It will also enable the JPA to submit for certification, 
if desired, to certifying groups. 

To aid this process, a sustainability leader will be assigned to the project that is responsible for 
guiding the project team in implementing the proposed approach. 

Task 2.1: Establish Sustainability Concept Committee (SCC) 
The roles and responsibilities of the Sustainability Concept Committee must be clearly defined 
in order to effectively make decisions and develop policy on sustainability for the project.  Key 
members forming the SCC include the Sustainability Leader, the TAC/PDT, and other 
individuals identified by the JPA.  The individuals are listed as follows: 

Task 2.1.1: Sustainability Leader 
CH2M HILL will provide a sustainability leader to act both as a task leader to facilitate the 
seven-step proposed approach and also as a Quality Control reviewer to ensure that the 
selected sustainable solutions were, in fact, incorporated. This person must be an engineer with 
experience in sustainability, applying the Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) approach to project 
development, evaluating alternatives, managing projects and performing Quality Control. 

Task 2.1.2: SCC Members 
The SCC members would include the TAC or PDT and/or local individuals designated by the 
JPA, the sustainability leader, and CH2M HILL project manager.  The TAC/PDT are key to the 
technical buy-in for the sustainable solutions. 

Task 2.2: Seven-Step Approach – Meetings 
The SCC will have three (3) meetings at key milestones to go over:  the roles and 
responsibilities of the SCC and the TAC, seven-step approach which includes adopting a 
definition of sustainability, understanding the sustainability goals and measures of the JPA, 
identifying the context of the project, developing a range of sustainable solutions that can be 
implemented, developing evaluation criteria, evaluating and selecting the solutions based on 
goals and trade-offs, and tracking implementation of selected solutions throughout the project. 

 Assumptions:  
o The JPA will nominate representatives for participation in the local SCC.  
o CH2M HILL will develop the agenda, attend, facilitate, and summarize up to three 

SCC meetings.  
o Technical engineering discussion on sustainable solutions would be included in 

the TAC meetings. 
o Steps 6 and 7 of the Seven Step Approach are not included in this scope of work 

since these are steps included as part of project implementation. 
 Deliverables and Activities:  

o Facilitate three (3) meetings with the local SCC.  
o Sustainability Leader to attend TAC meetings; Prepare presentation and 

technical sustainability materials for the TAC. 
o Prepare agenda, meeting summaries, and meeting materials for the SCC 

meetings.  

Task 2.3: Sustainability Assessment 
CH2M HILL will conduct a sustainability assessment for the Connector project to identify and 
review a wide range of sustainable options for consideration and inclusion in the design for the 
project. The sustainability assessment will be accomplished by conducting a (up to) 4-hour 
meeting that should include technical staff with expertise representing urban design, landscape 
architecture, civil engineering, transit/bicycle/pedestrian facility design, low-impact stormwater 
management, electrical engineering, construction, road/pavement design, environmental, 
operations/maintenance, and sustainable development and as approved by the JPA. 



Attendance by specific discipline expertise is not included in this scope until approved by the 
JPA. 
CH2M HILL will facilitate the meeting, and provide staff with the representative expertise. The 
meeting will be held at the JPA office. The JPA will provide additional staff expertise for 
engineering, construction, operations, and maintenance. 
The meeting will identify the range of options; the criteria for evaluating options; and will include 
an evaluation and prioritization of options for inclusion in the project. 
CH2M HILL will develop an initial list of options based upon a library of hundreds of 
sustainability options that CH2M HILL has compiled through other research, as well as the 
mitigation listed in the PEIR. Sustainability options to be identified could include ideas such as 
low-energy lighting; native or drought-tolerant planting; low-impact drainage solutions; porous 
paving options; a wide variety of recycled materials in the construction; traffic optimization using 
Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) elements; surveillance to enhance security; enhanced 
treatments for Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility; and others that the meeting 
experts identify and develop together. 
In the meeting, the participants will evaluate each of the options using criteria including relative 
cost; sustainability benefit; affect on schedule; feasibility. The assessment will include 
recommendations regarding acceptance, need for more evaluation, or rejection of the option. 
CH2M HILL will summarize the results of the meeting in a sustainability report for this project. A 
Draft Sustainability Report will be prepared and submitted electronically to the JPA for review 
and comment.  
Comments received will be incorporated into the Final Sustainability Report, which will be 
submitted electronically to the JPA. 
 Assumptions:  

o This task will be conducted after review and assessment of the current Draft 
Preliminary Design Guidelines  

o The Sustainability Assessment will be prepared with input from the JPA, TAC, 
and SCC and in conjunction with the development of the Project Design 
Guidelines.  TAC input will be facilitated through the TAC meetings and SCC 
input will be facilitated through the three (3) local SCC meetings. 

o Review comments must be received within 20 working days in order to move 
forward on the project and maintain the project schedule. 

 Deliverables and Activities:  
o Draft Sustainability Report  
o Final Sustainability Report 

Task 3 – Community and Stakeholder Involvement 
Task 3.1: Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) 
CH2M HILL will provide technical support for the SAC meetings for this project during the 
Project Design Guidelines development phase. CH2M HILL will work with the JPA staff and 
public outreach consultants to schedule three (3) SAC meetings at key milestones during the 
development of the Project Design Guidelines. The focus of the meetings will be to get input 
from the community stakeholders on quality of life and community compatibility. Community 
feedback will be recorded and translated into engineering and aesthetic solutions for integration 
into the project design guidelines. 

CH2M HILL will work with the JPA to participate in three (3) internal project team meetings for 
the purpose of planning and preparation of the SAC meeting.  See Task 1 above for combined 
subject matter agenda.  The meeting agenda will cover combined subject matter discussion on 



design, sustainability, and community for improved staff and meeting efficiency as well as for 
improved understanding of the overall context of project development. 

 Assumptions:  
o JPA to provide initial stakeholder contact list and venue. 
o CH2M HILL will assist the JPA in developing a meeting format, agenda, 

materials, and summary for up to three (3) SAC meetings at the JPA office. 
o The JPA staff or public outreach consultant will communicate scheduling and 

logistics with community stakeholders. 
 Deliverables and Activities:  

o SAC meeting facilitation leader to participate in three (3) internal project team 
meetings in coordination with the TAC and SCC internal preparation meetings as 
described in Task 1. 

o SAC meeting technical support and supplemental materials preparation for up to 
three (3) SAC meetings.  

Task 4 – Optional Services 
Task 4.1: TAC Meeting #4 
Upon completion of the Project Design Guidelines, CH2M HILL will conduct a fourth TAC 
meeting (TAC Meeting #4) to go over the guidelines with the TAC and address final comments 
prior to submission for Board approval. 

 Assumptions:  

o TAC meeting attendees shall be the same individuals committed to the project 
through the duration of the Project Design Guidelines development. 

o All written comments have already been received from the TAC by the meeting 
date. 

 Deliverables:  

o Attend and facilitate TAC Meeting #4; prepare agenda, meeting summary, and 
meeting materials. 

Task 4.2: SCC Meeting #4 
Upon completion of the Sustainability Assessment, CH2M HILL will conduct a fourth SCC 
meeting (SCC Meeting #4) to go over the Sustainability Assessment and discuss final 
comments prior to submission for Board approval.   

 Assumptions:  
o The JPA will nominate representatives for participation in the local SCC.  
o CH2M HILL will develop the agenda, attend, facilitate, and summarize one SCC 

meeting.  
o Technical engineering discussion on sustainable solutions would be included in 

the TAC meetings. 
o Steps 6 and 7 of the Seven Step Approach are not included in this scope of work 

since these are steps included as part of project implementation. 
 Deliverables and Activities:  

o Attend and facilitate one (1) meeting with the local SCC (SCC Meeting #4).  
o Prepare agenda, meeting summaries, and meeting materials for the SCC 

meeting.  



Task 4.3: SAC Meeting #4 
CH2M HILL will provide technical support for a fourth SAC meeting for this project during the 
Project Design Guidelines development phase. CH2M HILL will work with the JPA staff and 
public outreach consultants to schedule the fourth SAC meeting at completion of the Project 
Design Guidelines. The focus of the meeting will be to present the Project Design Guidelines 
prior to submission for Board approval.  

CH2M HILL will work with the JPA to participate in an internal project team meeting for the 
purpose of planning and preparation of the SAC meeting.  See Task 1 above for combined 
subject matter agenda.  The meeting agenda will cover combined subject matter discussion on 
design, sustainability, and community for improved staff and meeting efficiency as well as for 
improved understanding of the overall context of project development. 

 Assumptions:  
o JPA to provide initial stakeholder contact list and venue. 
o CH2M HILL will assist the JPA in developing a meeting format, agenda, 

materials, and summary for one SAC meetings at the JPA office. 
o The JPA staff or public outreach consultant will communicate scheduling and 

logistics with community stakeholders. 
 Deliverables and Activities:  

o Participate in one (1) internal project team meeting 

o SAC meeting technical support and supplemental materials preparation for one 
(1) SAC meeting.  

●●● 4. Fee-Estimate 

Our fee estimate for services described herein is attached. 

 



CH2M HILL SouthEast Capital Connector JPA
Committee Facilitation, Leadership Technical Development
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Drury

Leslie 
Bonneau

Tim 
Bevan

Tim 
Neuman

Farid 
Nobari

Anneke 
Davis

Teresa 
Darzins

Cheryl 
Derrick

Billing Rate  $           175  $        207  $     243  $      283  $  240  $   112  $      92  $       66 

Task 1 - Project Design Guidelines Development
1.1 Review Existing Project Design Guidelines 8 16 8 32 7,557$              $0 $7,557

Kick-Off Meeting 8 8 16 3,345$              $0 $3,345

1.2 Prepare Assessment Memorandum/Gap Analysis 16 16 32 64 15,751$            $0 $15,751

1.3 Draft Project Design Guidelines 32 16 32 4 8 92 20,038$            $0 $20,038

TAC Meeting #1 8 8 8 8 32 6,345$              $2,000 $2,000 $8,345

1.4 Project Design Guidelines 24 16 4 44 9,684$              $0 $9,684

TAC Meeting #2 8 8 4 8 8 36 5,744$              $2,000 $2,000 $7,744

Response to Comments 8 4 12 2,531$              $0 $2,531

PDT Meeting 2 2 350$                 $0 $350

TAC Meeting #3 Update 4 4 699$                 $0 $699

PDT/TAC Meeting 2 2 350$                 $0 $350

JPA Board Presentation 8 8 1,399$              $0 $1,399

128 0 72 104 8 0 16 16 344 $73,792 $4,000 $0 $4,000 $77,792
Task 2 - Sustainability Assessment and Solutions

2.1 Establish Sustainability Concept Committee 0 -$                  $0

2.2 Meetings 0 -$                  $0 $0

Local Sustainability Concept Committee Meeting #1 8 16 16 8 48 7,813$              $1,000 $1,000 $8,813

Local Sustainability Concept Committee Meeting #2 8 16 16 8 48 7,813$              $1,000 $1,000 $8,813

Local Sustainability Concept Committee Meeting #3 8 16 8 4 36 6,552$              $1,000 $1,000 $7,552

2.3 Sustainability Assessment 0 -$                  $0 $0

Draft Sustainability Report 40 72 8 120 18,304$            $0 $18,304

Draft Review by JPA 0 -$                  $0 $0

Final Sustainability Report 40 72 8 120 18,304$            $0 $18,304

Respond to Comments 16 24 40 6,573$              $0 $6,573

TAC Meeting #3 Update 4 4 973$                 $0 $973

24 0 148 0 0 208 20 16 416 $66,332 $3,000 $0 $3,000 $69,332
Task 3 - Community and Stakeholder Input

3.1 Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) 0 -$                  $0 $0

SAC Meeting #1 8 8 20 36 4,896$              $500 $500 $5,396

SAC Meeting #2 8 8 20 36 4,896$              $500 $500 $5,396

SAC Meeting #3 8 8 8 24 3,793$              $500 $500 $4,293

24 24 0 0 0 0 48 0 96       $13,584 $1,500 $0 $1,500 $15,084

TASKS 1 THRU 3 TOTALS 176 24 220 104 8 208 84 32 856     $153,709 $8,500 $0 $8,500 $162,209

Task 4 - Optional Tasks
4.1 TAC Meeting #4 4 4 2 4 14 2,606$              $0 $2,606

4.2 SCC Meeting #4 8 8 4 4 24 4,159$              $1,000 $1,000 $5,159

4.3 SAC Meeting #4 8 8 8 24 3,793$              $500 $500 $4,293

20 8 12 2 0 4 16 0 62       $10,559 $1,500 $0 $1,500 $12,059

TASKS 1 THRU 4 TOTALS 196 32 232 106 8 212 100 32 918     $164,267 $10,000 $0 $10,000 $174,267
Assumptions: Summary of Deliverables:
Project Duration from March 2012 through October 2012 Kick‐Off Meeting (1) ‐ Internal
**Optional Services provided by MacDonald Architects upon approval by JPA. Internal Project Team Meetings (5); Assume combined subject matter meetings
Optional Tasks (Task 4) provided upon approval by JPA. TAC Meetings (3) ‐ two 4‐hour; one project updates by PM

SCC Meetings  (3) ‐ Assume SCC meetings are paired with 4‐hour TAC meetings (on the same day or on consecutive days)
SAC Meetings (3) ‐ Providing technical Support
PDT Meetings (2) ‐ Attend and participate; provide project update.
Guidelines Assessment Memorandum
Draft Project Design Guidelines
Project Design Guidelines
Draft Sustainability Report
Final Sustainability Report
Meeting Agendas, Summaries
Meeting Facilitation and Attendance for TAC and SCC Meetings
Response to TAC, SCC, and SAC Comments
Optional Tasks:
TAC Meeting (1) - one 2-hour; project update by PM
SCC Meeting (1) - one 2 to 4 hour meeting paired with TAC meeting (on the same day or consecutive days)
SAC Meeting (1) - Providing technical support

DIRECT EXPENSESCH2M HILL LABOR RATES

OPTIONAL TASKS
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Planning/ Draft Sustainability 

Planning/ 
Preparation

Draft Project Design 
Guidelines

Project Design Guidelines Approval

Planning/ 
Preparation

Draft Sustainability 
Assessment

Sustainability Assessment Approval

Project 
Team Kick-Off Review 

Prep-
Meeting

Review/Prep 
Meeting

Prep-
Meeting

Prep-
MeetingTeam

TAC
Meeting

TAC #1 
Meeting

Meeting

TAC #2 
Meeting

TAC #3 
Meeting

TAC #4 
Meeting

SCC

SAC

SCC #1 
Meeting

SAC #1 

SCC #2 
Meeting

SAC #2 

SCC #3 
Meeting

SCC #4 
Meeting

SAC #4 

se
 to

nt
s

PDT

Meeting SAC #3 
Meeting

PDT/TAC 
Meeting

Meeting

PDT/TAC 
Meeting

Meeting

TA
C

Re
vi

ew
Pe

rio
d

TA
C

Re
vi

ew
Pe

rio
d

Re
sp

on
s

C
om

m
eJPA 

Board
Board 
Meeting

OctAprMar May Jun Jul Aug Sep
Project Team Meeting (Internal)
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Lead Sr. Advisor Support Committee

5 12 19 26 2 9 16 23 30 7 14 21 28 4 11 18 25 2 9 16 23 30 6 13 20 27 3 10 17 24 1 8 15 22 29
1 Project Design Guidelines Development

Notice to Proceed
1.1 Review Existing Project Design Guidelines and Document Matsui Neuman Matsui TAC

Kick‐Off Meeting Matsui Bevan Darzins Project Team I
1.2 Prepare Assessment Memorandum/Gap Analysis Matsui Neuman Matsui TAC
1.3 Draft Project Design Guidelines Matsui Neuman Matsui TAC

TAC Meeting #1 Matsui Neuman Bevan TAC I T
JPA Review ~ ~ ~ Project Team I
TAC Review ~ ~ ~ TAC

1.4 Project Design Guidelines Matsui Neuman Matsui TAC
TAC Meeting #2 Matsui Bevan Darzins TAC I T
JPA Review (PDT Meeting) ~ ~ ~ PDT P
TAC Review ~ ~ ~ TAC
Respond to TAC Comments (TAC Meeting #3) Matsui Neuman Bevan Project Team I T
R d t SAC C t M i N B P j T I

Capital SouthEast Connector JPA ‐ Committee Facilitation, Leadership, and Technical Development
Draft Schedule of Deliverables and Committee Meetings

Revised: February 26, 2012
June July August SeptemberMarch April May October

Respond to SAC Comments Matsui Neuman Bevan Project Team I
JPA Review ~ ~ ~ Project Team
PDT/TAC Meeting Matsui ~ ~ TAC P
JPA Board Presentation B

2 Sustainability Assessment and Solutions
2.1 Establish Sustainability Concept Committee Matsui JPA ~ TAC I
2.2 Meetings

Local Sustainability Concept Committee Meeting #1 Matsui Bevan Davis SCC I S
Local Sustainability Concept Committee Meeting #2 Matsui Bevan Davis SCC I S
Local Sustainability Concept Committee Meeting #3 Matsui Bevan Davis SCC I S

2.3 Sustainability Assessment
Draft Sustainability Report Matsui Bevan Davis TAC

JPA Review ~ ~ ~ Project Team I
TAC Review ~ ~ ~ TAC

Final Sustainability Report Matsui Bevan Davis TAC
JPA Review (PDT Meeting) ~ ~ ~ PDT P
TAC Review ~ ~ ~ TAC
Respond to TAC Comments (TAC Meeting #3) Matsui Bevan Davis Project Team T
Respond to SAC Comments Matsui Bevan Davis Project Team I
JPA Review ~ ~ ~ Project Team
PDT/TAC Meeting Matsui ~ ~ TAC/PDT P

3 Community and Stakeholder Input
3.1 Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC)

SAC Meeting #1 Matsui Bonneau Darzins SAC I C
SAC Meeting #2 Matsui Bonneau Darzins SAC I C
SAC Meeting #3 Matsui Bonneau Darzins SAC I C

4 Optional Tasks
4.1 TAC Meeting #4 Matsui Neuman Bevan TAC T
4.2 SCC Meeting #4 Matsui Bevan Davis SCC S
4.3 SAC Meeting #4 Matsui Bonneau Darzins SAC C

Due Date Summary of Deliverables: Tentative Meeting Dates
W Guidelines Assessment Memorandum 3/14/2012 W Kick‐Off Meeting ‐ Internal
W Draft Project Design Guidelines 4/4/2012 W Internal Project Team Meeting #1
W Project Design Guidelines 5/9/2012 W Internal Project Team Meeting #2
W Draft Sustainability Report 6/6/2012 W Internal Project Team Meeting #3
W Final Sustainability Report 8/8/2012 W Internal Project Team Meeting #4
W Response to TAC Comments 9/5/2012 W Internal Project Team Meeting #5
W Response to SAC Comments

Meeting Agendas, Summaries 4/11/2012 W TAC Meeting #1 (up to 4‐hour)
Meeting Facilitation and Attendance for TAC and SCC Meetings 6/13/2012 W TAC Meeting #2 (up to 4‐hour)

3/28/2012
5/2/2012
7/11/2012
5/2/2012
7/11/2012

Per mtg.
Per mtg.

8/29/2012
9/12/2012

Legend
I: Internal planning meeting with Project Team
T: Meeting with Technical Advisory Committee
S:  Meeting with Sustainability Concept Committee
C: Meeting with Community/Stakeholder Committee
P:  Meeting with the Project Development Team
B:  Presentation to Board

:  Combined Subject Matter Meetings on Same Day

Response to TAC, SCC, and SAC Comments 7/18/2012 W PDT Meeting Notes:
8/22/2012 W TAC Meeting #3 (2‐hour, Project Update/Wrap Up) Internal Project Team = JPA Project Manager, Consultant Team

W=Wed 9/12/2012 W TAC Meeting #4 (OPTIONAL TASK) TAC = Jurisdictional Agency leaders
F=Fri 10/3/2012 W PDT/TAC Meeting #4 (2‐hour; Project Technical Approval) SCC = JPA approved special interest groups

SAC = JPA approved community stakeholder group
4/12/2012 W SCC Meeting #1 (2 to 4‐hour); Assume SCC meetings are paired with TAC meetings (on the same day or on consecutive days) PDT = Partner Agencies (includes TAC)
6/14/2012 W SCC Meeting #2 (2 to 4‐hour); Assume SCC meetings are paired with TAC meetings (on the same day or on consecutive days)
8/22/2012 W SCC Meeting #3 (2‐hour); Assume SCC meetings are paired with TAC meetings (on the same day or on consecutive days) (JPA Project Manager and appropriate Internal Project Team
9/12/2012 W SCC Meeting #4 (2‐hour) (OPTIONAL TASK) Members will participate and attend in TAC, SCC, SAC

and PDT meetings per direction from the JPA)
5/2/2012 W SAC Meeting #1 ‐ Providing Technical Support
6/27/2012 W SAC Meeting #2 ‐ Providing Technical Support
9/5/2012 W SAC Meeting #3 ‐ Providing Technical Support
9/12/2012 W SAC Meeting #4 ‐ Providing Technical Support (OPTIONAL TASK)

10/12/2012 F JPA Board Presentation/Approval

Per mtg.



 
            Item # 7 
            Attachment 

 
RESOLUTION NO. 2012-08 

 
RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
OF THE CAPITAL SOUTHEAST CONNECTOR  

AUTHORITY APPROVING CONTRACT WITH CH2M HILL TO PROVIDE  
FACILITATION AND COMMITTEE ENGAGEMENT SERVICES   

 
 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Directors (“Board”) of the Capital SouthEast Connector Authority that the 
Contract for Facilitation and Committee Engagement Services Between the Capital SouthEast Connector and CH2M 
Hill, presented to the Board at this meeting and attached hereto, is hereby approved, and the Executive Director is 
hereby authorized and directed to finalize the contract, with the assistance of counsel, and execute and deliver said 
Contract on behalf of the Authority, in substantially the same form as attached. 

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

* * * * * 
 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 7th day of March, 2012, by the following vote: 
 
 AYES: 
 
 NOES: 
 
 ABSENT: 
 
 
 
            
     Chairperson 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
      
Secretary 

 
 
 



 
  
Capital SouthEast Connector Board of Directors         Item # 8 
               Resolutions 
March 7, 2012              
 
Capital SouthEast Connector Project Final Hearing – Certify the Final Program EIR, Adopt Findings of Fact and 
a Statement of Overriding Considerations, Adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan, and Select a 
General Alignment for the Capital SouthEast Connector Project 
 
Issue:  To Provide an Overview of the PEIR, Conduct a Public Hearing, Certifiy the Final Program Environmental 
Impact Report (PEIR), adopt Findings of Fact and a Statement of Overriding Considerations, adopt the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Plan, and Approve a General Alignment for the Capital SouthEast Connector Project. 
 
Recommendation: Staff recommends that the Board receive public comment on the Final PEIR and consider the 
following Resolutions (attached hereto) for approval: 
 

1. Resolution 2012-09, Certifying the Final PEIR (Exhibit D) 
2. Resolution 2012-10, Adopting Findings of Fact and a Statement of Overriding Considerations (Exhibit E);  
3. Resolution 2012-11, Adopting the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (Exhibit F); and 
4. Resolution 2012-12, Selecting the General Alignment for the Capital SouthEast Connector Project (Exhibit G), 

as defined below and reflected in the proposed General Alignment map (Exhibit A). 
 
Discussion: Staff’s recommendations and the resolutions presented today are consistent with the actions taken by the 
JPA Board last August and October.   
 
As you know, in August 2011, the JPA Board certified a PEIR for the Capital SouthEast Connector Project.  Relying on 
the certified PEIR, the JPA Board also adopted a General Alignment for the Connector Project in October 2011. 
Following the certification of the Program EIR in August and adoption of the General Alignment in October, two 
appellate court decisions were published, Madera Oversight Coalition v. Madera County and Pfeiffer v. City of 
Sunnyvale, both of which address the issue of “baseline conditions” to be analyzed in an EIR. Given the new case law, 
and the omission of the discussion of cumulative agricultural impacts in the Original Program EIR, the JPA Board of 
Directors elected to rescind its certification of the Connector Program EIR and its decision to approve a general 
alignment for the Project on December 9, 2011, and directed JPA staff to clarify those portions of the Draft PEIR 
deemed necessary and recirculate any chapters of the Draft PEIR, if required under CEQA.   
 
Pursuant to this direction, the JPA revised and recirculated two chapters of the Draft PEIR:  Chapter 16, “Traffic and 
Transportation,” and Chapter 18, “Cumulative and Growth-Inducing Impacts.”   
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Recirculation of Chapters 16 and 18 of the Draft Program EIR: The revised and recirculated chapters were 
changed as follows:  

 Revised Chapter 16, “Traffic and Transportation,” provided clarification to the project’s traffic impacts when 
compared to existing conditions in light of recent appellate court decisions on the use of baseline for traffic 
analyses. The chapter also included minor updates related to the Sacramento County General Plan Update, 
which was adopted in November 2011. While the clarifications and updates did not result in significant new 
impacts, or worsened impacts previously disclosed in the original Draft PEIR, the JPA elected to recirculate 
this chapter to provide an opportunity for public review. 

 Revised Chapter 18, “Cumulative and Growth-Inducing Impacts,” identified the proposed project’s contribution 
to cumulative impacts, as well as its growth-inducing impacts, including clarification that a significant 
unavoidable indirect impact related to the conversion of agricultural lands would result from the project. This 
impact, as described in the revised Chapter 18, is cumulatively considerable. 

 

Final Program EIR: The new Final EIR, incorporating all of the changes listed above, was released for public review 
on February 24, 2012.  The new Final EIR, consisting of three volumes, includes all comments received on the original 
draft Program EIR, and all comments received on the revised and recirculated Chapters 16 and 18, plus all responses 
to comments on both the original draft Program EIR and the revised Chapters 16 and 18.  It also includes an errata 
with all of the changes that were made to the original draft EIR in response to comments, plus any changes to the 
revised Chapters 16 and 18 in response to comments received during the public comment period.   

All of the changes to the Draft EIR and Recirculated Chapters 16 and 18 made in response to comments are shown in 
the Final PEIR, Volume II, Chapter 3, “Changes and Errata to the Draft PEIR.” A summary of the key changes in the 
documents includes:   

 Additional mitigation measures to address growth inducement were added in the Final PEIR, in response to 

comments by SACOG; 

 Revisions to transit assumptions, as requested by RT, were made in the Final PEIR; 

 Clarifications were made to emphasize that the JPA is acting to select a General Alignment to allow the JPA to 

preserve right-of-way;  

 Mitigation measures for air quality were added and revised to address green house gas (GHG) emissions 

concerns raised by the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District; and 

 Corrections to mathematical errors in Table 5-1 of the Draft EIR  were made, reflecting a decrease in the total 

estimated acreage affected by the proposed project;   

 Revisions were made to clarify the project’s traffic impacts when compared to existing conditions in light of 

recent appellate court decisions on the use of baseline for traffic analyses; 

 Chapter 18 was clarified to reflect that a cumulatively significant, unavoidable, indirect impact related to the 

conversion of agricultural lands would result from the project; 

 Minor updates were made related to the Sacramento County General Plan Update, which was adopted in 

November 2011, and the Folsom Specific Plan for the SOI South of Highway 50, also adopted in November 

2011. 

 
No additional new significant impacts or substantial increases in the severity of environmental impacts were identified 
that required recirculation of the other Draft PEIR chapters. 
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Certification of the Final Program EIR:  A Program EIR is an environmental document that allows an agency to 
consider broad topics, such as general location, mode choice, area-wide air quality and land use, and other 
environmental issues at an early stage of project development.  Subsequent environmental review will be conducted at 
the project level to focus on a narrower geographical area and additional project level details of the project. 
 
The purpose of the Program EIR was to analyze, on a program level, the environmental effects of the proposed project, 
and to provide local decision-makers and the public with an objective analysis of the potential environmental 
consequences of implementing the proposed Project.1  The Program EIR allows the JPA to select a General Alignment 
for the Connector Project, and to begin preserving right-of-way.  At this time, staff recommends that the Board certify 
the Final Program EIR.   
 
Under CEQA, the Board’s Administrative Record must demonstrate that it reviewed and considered the Final Program 
EIR before acting on the proposed project.  While certification of the Program EIR does not approve a General 
Alignment for the Connector Project, it does certify that the Program EIR:  
 

 Was prepared in compliance with CEQA; 

 Was reviewed and considered by the decision-making body; and  

 Represents the Board’s independent judgment.  
 
A summary of the steps taken to prepare the Program EIR in compliance with CEQA is set forth in the attached 
Resolution No. 2012-09, Exhibit D. 
 
Mitigation Measures: There are a number of feasible mitigation measures included in the Program EIR, as set forth in 
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (“MMRP”), attached hereto as Exhibit F.  As reflected in the MMRP, 
the mitigation measures address a number of construction related impacts, as well as anticipated air quality and 
climate change impacts, potential growth inducement, and impacts to biological resources, cultural resources, water 
quality, significant farmland, noise, and traffic and transportation.  

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts: As shown in the Revised Table S-1 of the Final PEIR, despite the 
implementation of the mitigation measures included in the Program EIR, there are several impacts that would remain 
significant and unavoidable (i.e., impacts that cannot be reduced to a less-than-significant level) as a result of 
implementation of the proposed project or the project options, including: 
 

 The construction of the proposed Project could result in an increase in overall traffic emissions, despite the 
adoption of mitigation measures to reduce air quality impacts, limit the expansion of urban areas, avoid 
changes in land use, and  restrict access to the Connector; 
 

                                                 
1
 Consistent with the Board’s direction on May 21, 2010, the  proposed General Alignment was identified as the Preferred Alignment for study 

in the Program EIR .  On February 10, 2011, the Board also directed staff to study the in-corridor, multi-use path as part of the preferred 
alignment (Alternative #2).  The Program EIR also studied a number of alternatives, including the No-Project alternative, two alternative 
segment alignments on Bradshaw and Sunrise, as well as several optional project components along the project corridor which would provide 
alternative alignments to the proposed Project along Kammerer Road and Grant Line Road, including: (1) Kammerer Road Bypass Option; (2) 
Two Deer Creek Causeway Options; and (3) Sheldon High Access Roadway Option.  Additional background on the history of the proposed 
project and the alternatives/options studied is attached hereto in Exhibit F. 
 
At the Board’s direction JPA staff developed a public outreach program to thoroughly study the options available through the Sheldon Area, 
which resulted in the Sheldon Visioning Process that examined possible roadway configurations through the Sheldon area along Grant Line 
Road, as well as Deer Creek Causeway options. While the Board chose the Reduced Access Roadway through the Sheldon area as a part of 
the Preferred Alignment, it also requested that a equal level of analysis and information be developed for the Deer Creek Causeway  options  
as well. 
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 The construction of the proposed Project could result in permanent impacts on wetlands and loss or 
disturbance of special-species wildlife and their habitats, even though the proposed Project includes a number 
of mitigation measures designed to reduce impacts on wetlands and habitat. 
 

 The construction of the proposed Project could destroy or damage cultural resources or historic architectural 
resources even though staff has recommended a number of mitigation measures to minimize such impacts; 
 

 The construction and operation of the proposed Project would convert both prime farmland and Williamson Act 
lands to non-agricultural uses and result in cumulatively considerable impacts to agricultural lands, despite a 
number of mitigation measures designed to reduce such impacts; 
 

 Both construction and operation of the proposed Project could expose noise-sensitive land uses to noise and 
vibration, despite mitigation measures to reduce these impacts as much as possible; 
 

 The proposed Project may result in the expansion of urban areas and changes in land use, despite the 
addition of mitigation measures to minimize project impacts; 
 

 The proposed Project would increase traffic volumes and adversely affect Level of Service (LOS) on some 
non-project roadways and intersections in the traffic analysis study area; and 
 

 The proposed Project would limit access from one side of the Sheldon community to the other side of Grant 
Line Road. 

 
Proposed General Alignment:  The Joint Powers Agreement  establishing the Connector Joint Powers Authority 
(JPA) provides that the JPA cannot proceed with any portion of the Connector Project, beyond environmental review, 
until the JPA has selected a General Alignment for the Project and each member jurisdiction’s legislative body has 
approved the portion of the General Alignment that runs through its jurisdiction. The Joint Powers Agreement 
anticipates that the ultimate roadway constructed will be within the “General Alignment” as it is defined in the Joint 
Powers Agreement.   
 
Based on the Program EIR, staff recommends that the Board adopt a General Alignment consisting of a 35-mile-long 
corridor along the following roadway segments: 
 

 A new roadway segment from the I-5/Hood Franklin Road interchange, east along an extension of Kammerer 
Road to the existing Kammerer Road/Bruceville Road intersection;   
 

 A segment east on Kammerer Road from its intersection with Bruceville Road to the SR 99 interchange, and 
then northeast on Grant Line Road to its intersection with Bond Road, including two potential bypasses of 
Kammerer Road as described in the Draft EIR; 
 

 A reduced access segment on Grant Line Road from its intersection at Bond Road to its intersection at Calvine 
Road; 
 

 A segment on Grant Line Road from its intersection with Calvine Road to White Rock Road, and on White 
Rock Road from Grant Line Road to the Sacrament County/El Dorado County line;  
 

 A segment on White Rock Road from the Sacramento County/El Dorado County line to Latrobe Road, and a 
segment from Latrobe Road to the US 50/Silva Valley Parkway interchange; and 
 

 A full-length in-corridor multi-use path for non-motorized travel and multi-modal facilities, including Class I, II, 
and or III bike lanes throughout the Project, depending on the design. 

 
The final design and location of any portion of the Connector Project within the General Alignment is not being adopted 
at this time. However, the ultimate right-of-way for the Connector Project is anticipated to vary in width from 



Page 5 of 7 

 

approximately 100 to 200 feet along the roadway segments, with slight increases for certain larger intersections/ 
interchanges.  The adoption of the General Alignment will allow for project level design and placement of the Project 
within the selected corridor to avoid resources and structures to the maximum extent possible.  Additional project-level 
environmental review will be required in the future before a final location for any segment of the Connector Project is 
determined within the General Alignment or constructed.   
 
General Alignment Selection:  Based on the Final Program EIR, the Board may either:  
 

 Disapprove the Project,  

 Modify the Project to reduce or avoid significant environmental effects, or  

 Approve the Project along with the proper findings and a statement of overriding considerations.   
 
As reflected in Resolution 2012-12, attached hereto as Exhibit G, and for the reasons set forth below, the staff 
recommends that the Board adopt the proposed General Alignment, as defined above, for the future Capital SouthEast 
Connector Project.   
 
Notwithstanding that the Grant Line Road segment of the General Alignment is the superior alternative recommended 
by staff, the selection of this General Alignment does not preclude future analysis and pursuit of other options in the 
Sheldon area,  such as the Deer Creek Causeway, either by the JPA or a land use jurisdiction.  There may be, in the 
future, circumstances that could warrant the investigation of such an alternative route.  Such circumstances may 
include: increased corridor traffic growth above current projections, financing opportunties not presently available, or 
changes in environmental permitting, amongst others. 
 
Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations: Because the Program EIR identified significant and 
unavoidable environmental impacts that will result from the Connector Project, CEQA requires the JPA Board of 
Directors to balance the benefits of the Project against its unavoidable environmental risks in determining whether to 
approve the proposed Project.  Despite the implementation of mitigation measures, there are several impacts that 
would remain significant and unavoidable (i.e., impacts that cannot be reduced to a less-than-significant level) as a 
result of implementation of the proposed project, as set forth above.      
 
It is important to note that many of these impacts would be siginificant and unavoidable even if the No Project 
Alternative were selected. Despite these significant and unavoidable impacts,2 Staff recommends that the Board of 
Directors select the proposed General Alignment for the Project.  As set forth in the attached Resolution No.  2012-10 
attached hereto as Exhibit E, Staff believes that there are significant benefits associated with the Connector Project 
that outweigh the significant and unavoidable impacts set forth above.  These benefits are summarized below: 
 

(1) The Connector Project will satisfy a need that has been studied and established through various long-range 
regional planning efforts, beginning in 1984 with Sacramento County’s East Area Transportation Study which 
identified a need for a circumferential “beltway” to accommodate increasing development, population, and 
transportation demands.   
 

(2) The Connector Project has also been included in the regional Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) for more 
than a decade.  The MTP 2025, adopted in 2002, included a project in the corridor area designated as the “Elk 
Grove-Rancho Cordova-El Dorado Connector,” as did the MTP 2035, adopted in 2008.  In addition, the 

                                                 
2
 These significant and unavoidable impacts are also similar to the findings associated with the approval of the MTP 2035 by SACOG, which 

identified the following significant and unavoidable impacts:  the conversion of farmland; an increase in regional energy use; the expansion of 
urban areas and changes in land use and the character of neighborhoods and districts in the Sacramento Region; exposure of noise sensitive 
land uses to increase noise from the operation of roadway and highway facilities, as well as the operation of transit; and a substantial increase 
in congested vehicle miles travelled (VMT) per household. 
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Connector Project is recognized as an element of the Preferred Blueprint Scenario for 2050, adopted by 
SACOG in 2004, and is shown as part of the assumed future transportation network for the Blueprint.  
  

(3) The Project was one of the specific projects identified in the Measure A Ordinance approved by the electorate 
through a popular vote of over 75% of Sacramento County voters in 2004, which established and levied a 
countywide 0.5% sales tax.  Measure A  included specific funding for the planning and construction of a “I-
5/SR99/US50 Connector.” 
 

(4) The Project supports and is consistent with the transportation and land use principles in the adopted General 
Plans of the local jurisdictions, including El Dorado and Sacramento counties and the cities of Elk Grove, 
Folsom, and Rancho Cordova. 
 

(5) The Project will strategically apply access control and capacity characteristics to preserve and enhance 
regional functionality while discouraging growth in areas not designated for growth in the local jurisdictions’ 
general plans, consistent with the JPA’s Planning Principles and Functional Guidelines.   
 

(6) The Project will provide efficient and safe facilities for automobile, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian options for 
multi-modal travel by including an in-corridor multi-use path with non-motorized, multi-modal facilities, including 
Class I, II, and III bike lanes throughout the Project, depending on the design.  

 

(7) The Project will aid economic vitality by improving accessibility to existing and planned job centers and 
commercial areas.    
 

(8) The Project will support the South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan and will preserve open space to 
reinforce and support approved land use plans, as set forth in the proposed mitigation measures.   
 

(9) The Project will provide an all-weather transportation facility to enable mobility and emergency vehicle access, 
by enabling faster and safer access for emergency vehicles and residents in cases of emergency during both 
flood and normal conditions.  

 

(10) The Project will provide numerous transportation benefits for the region, including:  
 

 decreased traffic on several arterial/collector roadway segments in the traffic analysis study area, as well 
as decreased traffic volumes on portions of US 50, SR 99, and I-5;   

 reduced vehicle miles travelled (VMT) and vehicle hours travelled (VHT) percentages on congested 
roadways in the traffic analysis study area;  

 substantially reduced delay and travel times along the project alignment; 

 reduced overall delay on the entire roadway system serving the traffic analysis study area; 

 reduced travel times between communities along the project alignment, especially along the expressway 
segment between Grant Line Road at Calvine Road and White Rock Road at the El Dorado County line; 
and 

 improved goods movement in the corridor by substantially reducing delay and travel times; 

 improved safety through the inclusion of divided lanes, shoulders, and controlled intersections.  
 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP):  CEQA requires a public agency “to adopt a reporting or 
monitoring program for changes to the project which it has adopted or made a condition of project approval in order to 
mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment.”  
 
The proposed MMRP Resolution No. 2012-11, attached hereto as Exhibit F, lists the mitigation measures described for 
the proposed Project, identifies who is responsible for implementing each mitigation measure, when that mitigation 
should be implemented, and what monitoring actions will be taken to ensure that each mitigation measure is 
implemented.  
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Future Decisions of the Board:  As stated, the action being taken at this time involves the selection of a General 
Alignment to be preserved for the future Connector Project.  Once the JPA adopts a General Alignment, each member 
jurisdiction will consider approving that portion of the General Alignment within its jurisdiction.  Staff will begin 
scheduling informational sessions and hearings with each member jurisdiction for such purposes. 
 
The Capital SouthEast Connector Project will involve additional design, construction, and the operation of the roadway.  
Subsequent environmental review will be conducted at the project-level to focus on a narrower geographical area and 
additional project-level details of the Project. 
 

 
Respectfully Submitted, 

 
Tom Zlotkowski 
Executive Director 
 
Attachments:   Exhibit A – Map 

Exhibit B – Grant Line Road/Deer Creek Causeway Comparison 
Exhibit C – Project History and Background 
Exhibit D – Resolution Certifying the Final Program EIR – Reso. No. 2012-09 
Exhibit E – Resolution Adopting Findings of Fact and Statement of Override – Reso. No. 2012-10 

  Exhibit F – Resolution Adopting MMRP – Reso. No. 2012-11 
  Exhibit G – Resolution Approving the General Alignment – Reso. No. 2012-12
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Exhibit B 
 

Grant Line Road/Deer Creek Causeway Comparison 
 
 

History of the Causeway Alternative:  
 
In 2005, the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) was overseeing the preparation of the “Elk Grove-
Rancho Cordova-El Dorado Connector Study” which studied five conceptual project alternatives for what was then 
refered to as the Elk Grove-Rancho Cordova-El Dorado Connector. Alternative number “V” was a two-lane causeway 
beginning east of the Grant Line Road/SR 99 interchange, and extending to an area just west of Sunrise Boulevard.  
The causeway was located within the Cosumnes floodplain area.   
 
In 2005, the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors requested that SACOG modify or drop alternative V from future 
consideration and analysis as it conflicts with the Sacramento County General Plan Policies and Standards.  As a 
result, SACOG did drop Alternative V from future consideration, and did not include it in the Final Connector Concept 
Plan approved by the SACOG Board.   
 
In 2009, the Connector JPA Board determined that it wanted to reintroduce the possibility of a causeway and 
requested that it be included in the range of alternatives to be studied by the JPA during its environmental studies of 
the proposed project.  As a result, two “Deer Creek Causeway” alternatives have been studied through the Program 
EIR process.  This additional in-depth study has provided staff, the JPA Board, and the public with more detailed 
information regarding the potential impacts of  such a causeway.  Based on these potential impacts, as summarized 
below and in the attached tables, staff has recommended that the Board approve a General Alignment for the Project 
that does not include Deer Creek Causeway.     
  
 
Reasons for Recommending the Grant Line Road Alignment:   
 
There are a number of factors supporting staff’s recommendation that the Board adopt the Grant Line Road Alignment 
rather than the Deer Creek Causeway, as depicted in the attached tables.   
 
In addition, significant steps were taken to address the concerns of the Sheldon Community in the Reduced Access 
Roadway Alternative, including a reduction in the right of way through the Shledon area in response to early input from 
residents, as well a a realignment of the bike paths in the Sheldon area to reduce the width of the roadway. 
 

 

 

 

 



 

 

  

                                                               Exhibit B - Table 1 

 

                                  Sheldon Area Options – Impact Comparisons 

Land Cover and 

Biological 

Communities 

Sheldon 

reduced 

Access 

Roadway 

Deer Creek 

Causeway  

Option 1 

Deer Creek 

Causeway  

Option 2 

Uplands 

Annual grassland 1.0 28.4 26.8 

Blue oak woodland 0 1.3 0 

Riparian woodland 0 28.0 11.0 

Uplands Subtotal 1.0 57.7 37.8 

Wetlands and 

Waters 

Seasonal wetland  0.8 0.8 

Swale 0 0 0 

Vernal pool 0 0 0 

Freshwater marsh  0.4 0.5 

Stream 0 0.1 0.5 

Seasonal Pond 0  0.1 

Open Water 0 0.4 0.3 

Wetlands and 

Waters Subtotal 0 2.5 2.2 

Agricultural 

Irrigated pasture 0 51.3 4.0 

Cropland 0.5 120.3 161.2 

Vineyard 2.2 167.3 146.8 

Orchard    

Agricultural 

Subtotal 2.7 338.9 312 

Developed 

Major roads 0 0 0.6 

Landscaped 0 0 0 

Low-density 

development 4.8 6.4 12.0 

High-density 

development 0 0 0 

Dredge tailings 0 0 0 

Disturbed 0 0 0 

Aqueduct 0 0 0 

Developed Subtotal 4.8 6.4 12.6 

Total Acreage 8.5 405.5 364.6 

 

 

 
Source: CSC FEIR errata 8/12/2011 



 

 

 
Exhibit B – Table 2 

 
Sheldon Area Options – Summary Comparison 

 

Area of Comparison 

 Sheldon 

Reduced 

Access 

Roadway 

Deer Creek 

Causeway  

Option 1 

Deer Creek 

Causeway  

Option 2 

Policy  

       Inclusion in MTP?  Yes No No 

       Consistent with Elk Grove GP?  Yes - R/W only N/A      N/A 

       Consistent with Sac County GP?  Yes No No 

     Consistency with JPA Planning Principles  High Moderate Moderate 

SSHCP regional approach consistency  Yes No No 

       Supports Project Objectives to Preserve 

          Open Space, Wildlife Habitat, and Ag  

 Yes Moderate Moderate 

       Supports Measure A Goals to Preserve 

          Ag Land and Unique Natural Amenities 

 Yes No No 

       Consistent with Sac County Open Space  

          Preservation Strategy 

 Yes No No 

 

Design/Performance  

       Length in miles  

       (Waterman Rd to Calvine Rd)  6.2 8.4 8.2 

       Construction Costs (Millions)  $539.8 $826.3 $781.3 

       Major roadway connections  5 0 0 

       Emergency access 

 Yes 

Not 

Envisioned 

Not 

Envisioned 

       Pedestrian/Bike access  Yes No No 

       Number of travel lanes  4 3 3 

       Average 2035 Peak Period Travel Time  

      (Waterman Rd to Calvine Rd in minutes)  11.2 9.2 8.9 

       Average 2035 Peak Hour Speed (MPH)  33 55 55 

       Capacity @ LOS D (ADT)  31-36,000 32,400 32,400 

       Alternative finance potential (user fee)  No Yes Yes 
 

Environmental  

       Floodplain Encroachment  No Yes Yes 

       Cultural resources sensitivity 

 

Lower for 

archeology/ 

Higher for built 

environment 

Higher for 

archeology/ 

Lower for built 

environment 

Higher for 

archeology/ 

Lower for 

built 

environment 

Physically Divide an Established Community?  Yes No No 

      Wetlands and other waters of the US  0 2.5 acres 2.2 acres 

      Agricultural lands  2.7 acres 338.9 acres 312 acres 

      Aesthetic Impacts 

 

Less than 

significant 

Significant 

unavoidable 

Significant 

unavoidable 



 

 

EXHIBIT C 
 

Project History and Background 
 

The Connector Project has been envisioned since 1984 as a multi-modal transportation facility linking the City of Elk Grove, 
the County of Sacramento, the City of Rancho Cordova, the City of Folsom, and the County of El Dorado.   
 

The objectives of the Project are to improve mobility, access, safety, and connections between residential and nonresidential 
land uses, which have been compromised by increasing congestion, and to assist in the preservation of open space and 
threatened habitats.  The project is intended to link employment centers and residential areas in the corridor and contribute 
to the remedy for current and future deficiencies in transportation capacity, safety, and land use compatibility.  The project 
would serve both regional and local travel needs, and would relieve congestion on heavily used local roadways that currently 
serve the corridor.  The specific objectives of the project, as determined by the JPA Board and set forth in the Program EIR, 
include:  
 

 Enhance mobility options within the Project corridor and support planned growth;  

 Aid economic vitality by improving accessibility to existing and planned job centers and commercial areas;  

 Provide a limited access, multi-modal facility; and 

 Preserve open space, wildlife habitat, and productive agricultural uses in the corridor.  
 

These Project objectives, as well as the preferred Project alignment and alternatives studied, have been the result of an 
extensive planning process that has been ongoing for more than two decades. In 1984, Sacramento County conducted an 
East Area Transportation Study, which identified a need for a circumferential “beltway” to accommodate increasing 
development, population, and transportation demands.  This “beltway” became the focus of a feasibility study conducted by 
the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) in 1985.  In 1989, SACOG also completed a Metro Study - a study 
of transportation system improvements for 2010 - which identified the need for a multi-modal corridor starting at I-80 near 
Roseville in Placer County, and connecting to US 50 in eastern Sacramento County and SR 99 and I-5 near Elk Grove in 
southern Sacramento County. 
  

The Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) 2025, adopted in 2002, included a project in the corridor area designated as the 
“Elk Grove-Rancho Cordova-El Dorado Connector.” A study of this Connector Project was initiated in 2004 to gather input 
from a wide range of stakeholders on the purpose and need for the project, and project alternatives to be considered in a 
future environmental review process. This study culminated in a final concept plan report which was approved by the 
SACOG Board of Directors in May 2005.  The Blueprint Scenario for 2050, adopted in 2004, also includes the Connector 
Project in the transportation system created with for purposes of identifying the basic connections between the land use 
pattern and transportation system performance.  In 2008, the current MTP 2035 was adopted, which implemented the 
Blueprint principles, and included the Connector Project.  The Connector Project is described in the current MTP 2035 as a 
four to six lane project.  
 

In 2004, the citizens of Sacramento County renewed Measure A, a countywide 0.5% sales tax, by more than 75% of the 
voters, which included funding for the planning and construction of the Connector Project, identified as the “I-5/SR99/US50 
Connector.”   
 

In December 2006, the cities of Rancho Cordova, Elk Grove, and Folsom, and the counties of Sacramento and El Dorado 
established the Elk Grove – Rancho Cordova – El Dorado Connector Authority, now known as the “Capital SouthEast 
Connector Joint Powers Authority (Connector JPA),” to provide for the coordinated acquisition, planning, design, financing, 
construction, operation, and maintenance of the “Connector Project.”   
 

Since its creation, the Connector JPA has been working toward the completion of Phase I work – the approval of a General 
Alignment for the Connector Project.  These efforts have included monthly Project Development Team (PDT) meetings 
between staff from each of the member jurisdictions, regional and state agency technical staff, JPA staff, and the 
environmental review consultant team.  At the Board’s direction, staff also undertook the Sheldon Visioning Process to 
evaluate Project options through the Sheldon community.  Staff has also held meetings with numerous stakeholder groups, 
including the Four Season Community group in El Dorado Hills, and the Sheldon/Wilton Working Group.    



 
 

       Exhibit D 
       Item # 8 
       Resolution 

RESOLUTION NO. 2012-09 

RESOLUTION OF THE  
CAPITAL SOUTHEAST CONNECTOR JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY 

CERTIFYING THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE CONNECTOR PROJECT  
(State Clearinghouse # 2010012066)  

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to California Government Code, section 6500 et seq., the Capital SouthEast 

Connector Joint Powers Authority (Connector JPA) was formed by the cities of Rancho Cordova, Elk 
Grove, and Folsom, and the counties of Sacramento and El Dorado, to provide for the coordinated 
designation, acquisition, planning, designing, financing, construction, operation, and maintenance of a 
multi-modal transportation corridor to connect the City of Elk Grove, the County of Sacramento, the City of 
Rancho Cordova, the City of Folsom, and the County of El Dorado, known as the “Connector Project”; and 

 
WHEREAS, planning for the Connector Project, which is a regional transportation 

beltway/expressway to connect Interstate 5, State Route 99, and U.S. Highway 50, has been in process for 
more than two decades;  

 
WHEREAS, in 1984, Sacramento County conducted an East Area Transportation Study, which 

identified a need for a circumferential “beltway” to accommodate increasing development, population, and 
transportation demands, which became the focus of a feasibility study conducted by the Sacramento Area 
Council of Governments (SACOG) in 1985; 

 
WHEREAS, during the late 1980s, SACOG conducted the Metro Study, a study of transportation 

system improvements for 2010, which identified the need for a multi-modal corridor starting at I-80 near 
Roseville in Placer County, and connecting to US 50 in eastern Sacramento County and SR 99 and I-5 
near Elk Grove in southern Sacramento County;  

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

sales tax to be levied over a twenty-year period, which was renewed by an overwhelming majority of the 
voters in 2004 for an additional thirty years, at which time the Connector Project, identified as the “I-
5/SR99/US50 Connector” was identified for funding and construction, contingent on the establishment, 
approval, and adoption of a habitat conservation approach by the local recipient of funds;  

 
WHEREAS, in 2002, SACOG prepared and adopted the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) 

2025, and the accompanying EIR, in which the Connector Project was included and designated as the “Elk 
Grove-Rancho Cordova-El Dorado Connector;”  

 
WHEREAS, immediately following the approval of the MTP 2025, a study of the Connector Project 

was initiated to gather input from a wide range of stakeholders on the  project, and the project alternatives 
to be considered in an environmental review process;  
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WHEREAS, the project planning process included extensive participation by local government 
agencies, community residents, and other stakeholders through a stakeholder advisory committee and a 
technical advisory committee, as well as a policy advisory committee which included representatives from 
each of the five member agencies, and culminated in a final concept plan report approved by the SACOG 
Board of Directors in 2005;   

 
WHEREAS, the Connector Project is also included in the transportation system created with the 

Discussion Draft Preferred Blueprint Scenario for 2050, adopted in 2004, for purposes of identifying the 
basic connections between the land use pattern and transportation system performance, as well as the 
MTP 2035, adopted in 2008, which implemented the Blueprint principles;  

 
WHEREAS, the Connector Project is included and described in the adopted MTP 2035, and 

accompanying EIR, as a four to six lane project, and is part of the current planning efforts to update the 
MTP 2035 to include a sustainable communities strategy and be in compliance with SB 375;  

 
WHEREAS, the General Plans for the cities of Elk Grove, Folsom, and Rancho Cordova, and the 

counties of El Dorado and Sacramento (and the accompanying EIRs for each), include the expansion of the 
roadways in the proposed project corridor as part of the transportation improvements expected during the 
planning horizon for each General Plan;  

 
WHEREAS, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for a Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) 

was prepared and released for a 45-day public comment period between February 1, 2010, and March 17, 
2010; 

 
WHEREAS, the Connector JPA held public information and agency scoping meetings in each 

jurisdiction during the NOP comment period to solicit input from agencies and interested parties on critical 
issues of concern;  

 
WHEREAS, a Draft EIR was prepared and circulated for public review and comment for sixty days, 

between March 14, 2011, and May 13, 2011, during which time public meetings were held by the 
Connector JPA in El Dorado Hills on April 12, 2011, in Rancho Cordova on April 13, 2011, in Elk Grove on 
April 14, 2011, in Sacramento County on April 19, 2011, and in Folsom on April 20, 2011, to present 
information and answer questions on the Draft EIR;  

 
WHEREAS, based upon written and oral comments received during the public review period, 

responses to comments were prepared and revisions were made to the Draft EIR, as reflected in the 
“Changes and Errata to the Draft PEIR,” contained in the Final Environmental Impact Report (Original Final 
EIR), dated July 2011; 

 
WHEREAS, all comments raising environmental concerns and responses to comments, as well as 

Errata to the Draft EIR, were included in the Original Final EIR, which was prepared and circulated for 
review on July 19, 2011;  

 
WHEREAS, the Board of Directors of the Connector JPA received numerous public comments on 

the Original Final EIR at noticed public meetings on July 20, 2011, and August 12, 2011; and 
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WHEREAS, based upon additional comments received on the Original Final EIR prior to and 
during the hearing on August 12, 2011, additional revisions were made to the Draft and Original Final EIR; 
and  

WHEREAS, the Board of Directors of the Connector JPA certified the Original Final EIR on August 
12, 2011, and adopted the necessary findings of fact, mitigation monitoring plan, and general alignment on 
October 14, 2011; and 

 
WHEREAS, on December 9, 2011, the Board of Directors rescinded its certification of the Original 

Final EIR and its approval of the general alignment, and directed staff to revise and recirculate the Draft 
EIR as necessary; and  

 
WHEREAS, Chapters 16 and 18 of the Draft EIR were revised to provide clarification on the 

project’s traffic impacts when compared to existing conditions in light of recent appellate court decisions on 
the appropriate baseline for transportation projects, and to include a new significant and unavoidable 
indirect impact related to the conversion of agricultural lands; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Revised Chapters 16 and 18 of the Draft EIR were recirculated for public review 

and comment between December 19, 2011, and February 1, 2012; and  
 
WHEREAS, public comments on the Revised Chapters 16 and 18 of the Draft EIR were received 

at a public hearing on January 13, 2012; and  
 
WHEREAS, based upon written and oral comments received during the public review period on the 

Revised Chapters 16 and 18 of the Draft EIR, responses to comments were prepared and additional 
revisions were made to the Draft EIR, as reflected in the “Changes and Errata to the Draft PEIR,” contained 
in Volume I of the Final Environmental Impact Report, dated February 2012 (Final EIR); and 

 
WHEREAS, all comments raising environmental concerns and responses to comments, as well as 

Errata to the Draft EIR, are included in Volume I of the Final EIR dated February 2012, which was released 
for public review on February 24, 2012; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Final EIR dated February 2012, includes all revisions made in response to the 

Draft EIR during the initial comment period from March 14, 2011, and May 13, 2011, as well as all 
additional revisions made in response to comments received during the comment period from December 
19, 2011, to February 1, 2012, on the Revised Chapters 16 and 18 of the Draft EIR; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Final EIR also includes revisions to the Draft EIR based on the adoption of 

Sacramento County General Plan Update in November 2011, and the Folsom SOI Area Specific Plan, 
adopted November 8, 2011; and  

 
WHEREAS, JPA staff met with staff from its member jurisdictions on February 28, 2012, to discuss 

the Final EIR; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Board of Directors of the Connector JPA has considered the Final Program EIR for 

the Project, which consists of three volumes, including all comments and responses to comments on the 
Draft EIR dated March 2011 and the Revised Chapters 16 and 18 of the Draft EIR dated December 2011 
(Volume 1), , the Draft EIR dated March 2011 (as revised in response to all comments) (Volume II), and all 
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Appendices to the Draft EIR (Volume III), as well as any additional comments of the public (both oral and 
written),  and has reviewed and considered the staff reports, response letters, documents submitted, and all 
written materials in the record connected therewith, and is fully informed thereon;   

 
NOW, THEREFORE, THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE CAPITAL SOUTHEAST 

CONNECTOR JPA RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS: 
 

 1. The Final Program EIR, is hereby certified as being completed in compliance with the 
provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), its implementing regulations, and the 
Connector JPA’s CEQA Policies and Procedures. 
 

  
 
2. The Final Program EIR was presented to the Board of Directors on March 7, 2012, , and 

the Board of Directors discussed the contents of the Final EIR during its meetings on July 20, 2011, August 
12, 2011, and March 7, 2012. 

 
3. The Board of Directors has reviewed and considered the information contained in the Final 

Program EIR prior to making its determination on the Connector Project and the Final Program EIR. 
 
4. The Board of Directors has held numerous public and agency meetings on the Connector 

Project and has considered the information provided to it during the environmental review process. 
 
5. The Final Program EIR represents the independent judgment and analysis of the Board of 

Directors.  
 
6. The Board of Directors hereby directs staff to prepare the necessary resolutions for the 

approval of a General Alignment, for consideration at its next Board meeting.    
 

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

     * * * * * 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 7th day of March, 2012, by the following vote: 
 
 AYES:  

 NOES:  

 ABSENT:  

 ______________________________ 
       Chairperson 
 ATTEST: 
 
 
 ______________________________ 
 Secretary 



 
 

 Exhibit E 
      Item # 8 

         Resolution 
RESOLUTION NO. 2012-10 

RESOLUTION OF THE  
CAPITAL SOUTHEAST CONNECTOR JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY 

ADOPTING FINDINGS OF FACT AND A STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS FOR THE 
CONNECTOR PROJECT  

 (State Clearinghouse # 2010012066)  
 

WHEREAS, pursuant to California Government Code, section 6500 et seq., the Capital SouthEast 
Connector Joint Powers Authority (Connector JPA) was formed by the cities of Rancho Cordova, Elk 
Grove, and Folsom, and the counties of Sacramento and El Dorado, to provide for the coordinated 
designation, acquisition, planning, designing, financing, construction, operation, and maintenance of a 
multi-modal transportation corridor to connect the City of Elk Grove, the County of Sacramento, the City of 
Rancho Cordova, the City of Folsom, and the County of El Dorado, known as the “Connector Project”; and 

 
WHEREAS, planning for the Connector Project, which is a regional transportation 

beltway/expressway to connect Interstate 5, State Route 99, and U.S. Highway 50, has been in process for 
more than two decades;  

 
WHEREAS, in 1984, Sacramento County conducted an East Area Transportation Study, which 

identified a need for a circumferential “beltway” to accommodate increasing development, population, and 
transportation demands, which became the focus of a feasibility study conducted by the Sacramento Area 
Council of Governments (SACOG) in 1985; 

 
WHEREAS, during the late 1980s, SACOG conducted the Metro Study, a study of transportation 

system improvements for 2010, which identified the need for a multi-modal corridor starting at I-80 near 
Roseville in Placer County, and connecting to US 50 in eastern Sacramento County and SR 99 and I-5 
near Elk Grove in southern Sacramento County;  

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

sales tax to be levied over a twenty-year period, which was renewed by an overwhelming majority of the 
voters in 2004 for an additional thirty years, at which time the Connector Project, identified as the “I-
5/SR99/US50 Connector” was identified for funding and construction, contingent on the establishment, 
approval, and adoption of a habitat conservation approach by the local recipient of funds;  

 
WHEREAS, in 2002, SACOG prepared and adopted the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) 

2025, and the accompanying EIR, in which the Connector Project was included and designated as the “Elk 
Grove-Rancho Cordova-El Dorado Connector;”  

 
WHEREAS, immediately following the approval of the MTP 2025, a study of the Connector Project 

was initiated to gather input from a wide range of stakeholders on the  project, and the project alternatives 
to be considered in an environmental review process;  
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WHEREAS, the project planning process included extensive participation by local government 
agencies, community residents, and other stakeholders through a stakeholder advisory committee and a 
technical advisory committee, as well as a policy advisory committee which included representatives from 
each of the five member agencies, and culminated in a final concept plan report approved by the SACOG 
Board of Directors in 2005;   

 
WHEREAS, the Connector Project is also included in the transportation system created with the 

Discussion Draft Preferred Blueprint Scenario for 2050, adopted in 2004, for purposes of identifying the 
basic connections between the land use pattern and transportation system performance, as well as the 
MTP 2035, adopted in 2008, which implemented the Blueprint principles;  

 
WHEREAS, the Connector Project is included and described in the adopted MTP 2035, and 

accompaniying EIR, as a four to six lane project, and is part of the current planning efforts to update the 
MTP 2035 to include a sustainable communities strategy and be in compliance with SB 375;  

 
WHEREAS, the General Plans for the cities of Elk Grove, Folsom, and Rancho Cordova, and the 

counties of El Dorado and Sacramento (and the accompanying EIRs for each), include the expansion of the 
roadways in the proposed project corridor as part of the transportation improvements expected during the 
planning horizon for each General Plan;  

 
WHEREAS, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for a Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) 

was prepared and released for a 45-day public comment period between February 1, 2010, and March 17, 
2010; 

 
WHEREAS, combined public information and agency scoping meetings were held in each 

jurisdiction during the NOP comment period to solicit input from agencies and interested parties on critical 
issues of concern;  

 
WHEREAS, a Draft EIR was prepared and circulated for public review and comment for sixty days, 

between March 14, 2011, and May 13, 2011, during which time public meetings were held by the 
Connector JPA in El Dorado Hills on April 12, 2011, in Rancho Cordova on April 13, 2011, in Elk Grove on 
April 14, 2011, in Sacramento County on April 19, 2011, and in Folsom on April 20, 2011, to present 
information and answer questions on the Draft EIR;  

 
WHEREAS, based upon written and oral comments received during the public review period, 

responses to comments were prepared and revisions were made to the Draft EIR as reflected in the 
“Changes and Errata to the Draft PEIR,” contained in the Final Environmental Impact Report (Original Final 
EIR), dated July 2011; 

 
 
WHEREAS, all comments raising environmental concerns and responses to comments, as well as 

an Errata to the Draft  EIR, were included in  the Original Final EIR, which was prepared and circulated for 
review on July 19, 2011; 

 
WHEREAS, the Board of Directors of the Connector JPA received public comments on the Original 

Final EIR at noticed public meetings on July 20, 2011, and August 12, 2011; and 
 



Page 3 of 4 
 

WHEREAS, based upon additional comments received on the Original Final EIR prior to and 
during the hearing on August 12, 2011, additional revisions were made to the Draft and Original Final EIR; 
and  

WHEREAS, the Board of Directors of the Connector JPA certified the Original Final EIR on August 
12, 2011, and adopted the necessary findings of fact, mitigation monitoring plan, and general alignment on 
October 14, 2011; and 

 
WHEREAS, on December 9, 2011, the Board of Directors rescinded its certification of the Original 

Final EIR and its approval of the general alignment, and directed staff to revise and recirculate the Draft 
EIR as necessary; and  

 
WHEREAS, Chapters 16 and 18 of the Draft EIR were revised to provide clarification on the 

project’s traffic impacts when compared to existing conditions in light of recent appellate court decisions on 
the appropriate baseline for transportation projects, and to include a new significant and unavoidable 
indirect impact related to the conversion of agricultural lands; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Revised Chapters 16 and 18 of the Draft EIR were recirculated for public review 

and comment between December 19, 2011, and February 1, 2012; and  
 
WHEREAS, public comments on the Revised Chapters 16 and 18 of the Draft EIR were received 

at a public hearing on January 13, 2012; and  
 
WHEREAS, based upon written and oral comments received during the public review period on the 

Revised Chapters 16 and 18 of the Draft EIR, responses to comments were prepared and additional 
revisions were made to the Draft EIR, as reflected in the “Changes and Errata to the Draft PEIR,” contained 
in Volume I of the Final Environmental Impact Report, dated February 2012 (Final EIR); and 

 
WHEREAS, all comments raising environmental concerns and responses to comments, as well as 

Errata to the Draft EIR, are included in Volume I of the Final EIR dated February 2012, which was released 
for public review on February 24, 2012; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Final EIR dated February 2012, includes all revisions made in response to the 

Draft EIR during the initial comment period from March 14, 2011, and May 13, 2011, as well as all 
additional revisions made in response to comments received during the comment period from December 
19, 2011, to February 1, 2012, on the Revised Chapters 16 and 18 of the Draft EIR; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Final EIR also includes revisions to the Draft EIR based on the adoption of 

Sacramento County General Plan Update in November 2011, and the Folsom SOI Area Specific Plan, 
adopted November 8, 2011; and  

 
WHEREAS, JPA staff met with staff from its member jurisdictions on February 28, 2012, to discuss 

the Final EIR; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Board of Directors of the Connector JPA has considered the Final Program EIR for 

the Project, which consists of three volumes, including all comments and responses to comments on the 
Draft EIR dated March 2011 and the Revised Chapters 16 and 18 of the Draft EIR dated December 2011 
(Volume 1), , the Draft EIR dated March 2011 (as revised in response to all comments) (Volume II), and all 
Appendices to the Draft EIR (Volume III), as well as any additional comments of the public (both oral and 
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written),  and has reviewed and considered the staff reports, response letters, documents submitted, and all 
written materials in the record connected therewith, and is fully informed thereon;   

 
WHEREAS, the Board of Directors has, by means of Resolution No. 2012-09, certified that the 

Final EIR has been prepared in full compliance with the terms of the California Environmental Quality Act; 
 
WHEREAS, the Board of Directors now wishes to approve the Findings of Fact and Statement of 

Overriding Considerations for the Connector Project;  
 
NOW, THEREFORE, THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE CAPITAL SOUTHEAST 

CONNECTOR JPA RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS: 
 
1. The Board of Directors hereby approves and adopts the Findings of Fact and Statement of 

Overriding Consideration, which makes findings for each of the Project’s significant effects, as set forth in 
Exhibit 1, attached hereto and incorporated  herein by this reference, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §§ 
15091, 15092, and 15093. 

 
2. The Board of Directors certifies that the Final EIR has been presented to it, the Board has 

reviewed the Final EIR, and has considered the information contained in the Final EIR prior to making its 
determination on the Connector Project and the Final EIR, and that the Final EIR reflects the Board of 
Director’s independent judgment and analysis. 

 
3. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15091 (e), the documents and other materials that 

constitute the record of proceedings upon which the Board of Directors has based its decision are located 
in and may be obtained from the Connector JPA’s Secretary, at 10640 Mather Blvd, Suite 120, Mather, CA  
95655.    

 

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

* * * * * 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 7th day of March, 2012, by the following vote: 
 
 AYES:    
 
 NOES:   
 
 ABSENT:  
 ______________________________ 
       Chairperson 
 
 ATTEST: 
 
 
 
 ______________________________ 
 Secretary 
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FINDINGS OF FACT 

AND 

STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

REGARDING THEPROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  

for the  

Capital SouthEast Connector Project  

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 

 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 

 

A. Purpose of CEQA 

 

The California Environmental Quality Act (―CEQA‖), Public Resources Code § 21000, et seq., 

generally requires that no public agency shall approve or carry out a which identifies one or more 

significant effects on the environment that would occur if the project is approved, unless the 

public agency finds that specific overriding economic, legal, social, technological, or other 

benefits of the project outweigh the significant effects on the environment.  Public agencies must 

also take reasonable efforts to mitigate or avoid significant environmental impacts when 

approving a project. 

 

In order to effectively evaluate any potentially significant environmental impacts of a proposed 

project, an environmental impact report (―EIR‖) must be prepared.  The EIR is an informational 

document that serves to inform the agency decision making body and the public in general of any 

potentially significant environmental impacts.  The preparation of an EIR also serves as a 

medium for identifying possible methods of minimizing any significant effects and assessing and 

describing reasonable alternatives to the project.  

 

Once an EIR has been completed which identifies one or more potentially significant 

environmental impacts, the approving agency must make one or more of the following findings 

for each identified area of impact:  

 

1. Changes or alternatives which avoid or mitigate the significant environmental 

effects as identified in the EIR have been required or incorporated into the 

project; or  

 

2. Such changes or alternatives are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of 

another public agency and not the agency making the finding.  Such changes have 

been adopted by such other agency or can and should be adopted by such other 

agency; or  

 

3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 

consideration for the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 

workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified 

in the DEIR.  (Public Resources Code § 21081.) 
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B. Program Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) 

 

A Program EIR has been prepared by the Capital SouthEast Connector Joint Powers Authority 

(―JPA‖) to evaluate the proposed Connector Project,
1
 and to allow the Connector JPA‘s Board of 

Directors to select a General Alignment and preserve right-of-way.   

 

A Program EIR is an environmental document that allows an agency to consider broad topics 

such as general location, mode choice, area-wide air quality and land use, and other 

environmental issues that may be regionally significant at an early stage of project development.  

A Program EIR also provides a framework for future environmental analyses, such as a Project 

EIR, which would be prepared at a later stage to focus on a narrower geographical area (such as 

a specific roadway alignment) and additional details available at the project level. Specific 

analysis of site-specific impacts is not the intended use of a Program EIR, as many elements of 

the Project are not defined to a level that would allow for such analysis.    

 

The EIR for the Capital SouthEast Connector Project (―Connector Project‖) identifies significant 

effects on the environment that may occur as a result of the Project.  In accordance with CEQA 

Guidelines, the Connector JPA is adopting the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

(―MMRP‖) to report on and/or monitor the mitigation measures incorporated to avoid or 

substantially lessen significant environmental effects.   

 

This Program EIR will assist the Connector JPA‘s member jurisdictions in future project-level 

environmental reviews.  The MMRP includes mitigation measures that should be incorporated 

into the project-level environmental documentation.    

 

C. Overview of the Project and Alternatives Reviewed 

 

At this time, the Connector JPA is selecting and preserving a corridor (―General Alignment‖) for 

the future construction of the Connector Project, a roadway improvement project linking 

Interstate 5 in Elk Grove, State Route 99 in Elk Grove, and US Highway 50 in El Dorado Hills.  

This action will allow local government agencies to take steps to preserve land within the 

selected corridor for the construction of the Connector Project in the future.  

 

The planning for the Connector Project involves two phases: (1) the present action selecting a 

General Alignment; and (2) the future project design and selection of a precise alignment within 

the General Alignment.  As stated, the action being taken at this time involves only the selection 

of a General Alignment to preserve.  Physical impacts will occur later, with the construction and 

operation of the future Connector Project.  Because future construction and operation of the 

Connector Project is a reasonably foreseeable effect of the preservation of the General 

Alignment, the EIR also addresses the potential effects of construction and operation of the 

future roadway.  This discussion of the roadway is limited, however, because only the general 

concepts of the roadway design and location are known at this time.  As a result, these findings 

reflect the level of analysis, impact identification, and mitigation appropriate to a Program EIR. 

 

                                                 
1
 The Connector Project is a regional transportation beltway/expressway to connect Interstate 9, State Route 99, and 

Highway 50, as described in more detail below. 
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Throughout this document, the terms ―Proposed Project,‖ ―Connector Project,‖ and ―Project,‖ 

are used to refer to the selection and preservation of the General Alignment.  Where appropriate, 

these terms also refer to the ultimate Connector Project that will be constructed.   

 

1. Description of Proposed Project 

Project Components and Locations 
 

The Proposed Project includes improvements to the following segments along the 35-mile-long 

project corridor, consistent with the Connector JPA‘s joint powers agreement, as follows: 

 a new four-lane expressway segment from the I-5/Hood Franklin Road interchange, east 

along an extension of Kammerer Road to the existing Kammerer Road/Bruceville Road 

intersection, with at-grade signalized intersections (spaced at a minimum of one mile 

apart) at Franklin Boulevard, Willard Parkway and Bruceville Road. These intersections 

would be converted to grade-separated interchanges as required by traffic volumes and 

LOS conditions;  

 a four-to six-lane thoroughfare segment east on Kammerer Road from its intersection 

with Bruceville Road to the SR 99 interchange, and then northeast on Grant Line Road to 

its intersection with Bond Road, with at-grade signalized intersections spaced 0.5 mile 

apart where feasible, and including two potential bypasses of Kammerer Road as 

described in Section S.5.5 of the Draft EIR;  

 a Reduced Access Roadway segment on Grant Line Road from its intersection at Bond 

Road to its intersection at Calvine Road, as described in section 2.5.5.2 of the Draft 

Program EIR;  

 a four- to six-lane expressway segment on Grant Line Road from its intersection with 

Calvine Road to White Rock Road, and on White Rock Road from Grant Line Road to 

the Sacramento County/El Dorado County line, with directional grade-separated 

interchanges at most major cross streets when warranted by LOS conditions;  

 a four- lane thoroughfare segment on White Rock Road from the Sacramento County/El 

Dorado County line to Latrobe Road, and a six-lane thoroughfare segment from Latrobe 

Road to the US 50/Silva Valley Parkway interchange; and 

 a full-length in-corridor multi-use path for non-motorized travel and multi-modal 

facilities, including Class I, II, and III Bike lanes throughout the Project corridor, 

depending on the design. 

 
As stated above, the final design and location of any portion of the Connector Project is not 

being adopted at this time. However, the ultimate right-of-way for the Connector Project is 

anticipated to vary in width from approximately 100 to 200 feet along the roadway segments, 

with slight increases for certain larger intersections/interchanges, and it is anticipated that most 

of the improvements in the project corridor would occur on the centerline of existing and 
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planned roadways.
2
 The adoption of the General Alignment will allow for project level design 

and placement of the Project within the selected corridor to avoid resources and structures to the 

maximum extent possible.   
 
As this is a Program-level EIR, the design assumptions of the Proposed Project in the EIR, such 

as expressway or thoroughfare designations, design speeds, number of interchanges, interchange 

design, etc., were not intended to define the Project, but are assumptions used to establish the 

general scope of the Project and to estimate the potential impacts of the Project.    

Transit Services and Facilities 
The Connector JPA has adopted transit policies, as part of its Integrated Modes Policy, to 

provide capital funding for cost-effective transit facilities along the project alignment and to 

provide funding for strategic, cost-effective capital improvements on routes parallel to the 

project alignment that can demonstrate strong potential for high-use service. As such, the 

proposed project includes considerations for expanded transit service in the project area. In the 

future, the project design may accommodate intersection signal priority (―queue jumps‖), park-

and-ride lots, and other transit-related components, which would be defined and implemented in 

a phased manner, consistent with development and ridership growth trends. 

Off-Corridor Multi-Use Path Alternative Studied 
As an alternative to constructing an enhanced in-corridor multi-use path included in the proposed 

project, the Program EIR studied an off-corridor trail in coordination with local park 

jurisdictions. The Off-Corridor Multi-Use Path would link existing disconnected trail segments 

in the study area. Segments of a Class I multi-use path off the project corridor would be 

constructed along Laguna Creek, the Folsom South Canal, and Alder Creek to complete the off-

corridor trail. The off-corridor multi-use path alternative is described further in Chapter 2 in the 

Draft PEIR.  

Project Options Studied 
Several Project ―Options‖ were considered as alternatives to various segments along the 

proposed corridor. These ―Options‖ would provide alternative alignments to the Proposed 

Project along Kammerer Road south of Elk Grove and along Grant Line Road through the 

community of Sheldon. The following Options were evaluated in the Draft PEIR:  

 Kammerer Road Bypass Option, 

 Deer Creek Causeway Options, and 

 Sheldon High Access Roadway Option. 

 

Bradshaw and Sunrise Alignment Alternatives Studied 

In addition to the Project Option alternatives, a Bradshaw Road alignment and a Sunrise 

Boulevard alignment were studied as alternative alignments to portions of the Proposed Project 

along Grant Line Road.  

 

                                                 
2
 The adopted General Plans for the cities of Elk Grove, Folsom, and Rancho Cordova, and the counties of El 

Dorado and Sacramento currently include the expansion of existing roadways in the proposed project corridor as 

part of the transportation improvements expected during the planning horizon for each General Plan.  
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D. History of Project Environmental Review 

 

Over the last 28 years, a number of transportation studies have been performed in Sacramento 

County relating to the Connector Project.  In 1984, Sacramento County conducted an East Area 

Transportation Study, which identified a need for a circumferential ―beltway‖ to accommodate 

increasing development, population, and transportation demands.  This ―beltway‖ became the 

focus of a feasibility study conducted by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments
3
 

(SACOG) in 1985.  SACOG also conducted the Metro Study, a study of transportation system 

improvements for 2010, which identified the need for a multi-modal corridor starting at I-80 near 

Roseville in Placer County, and connecting to US 50 in eastern Sacramento County and SR 99 

and I-5 near Elk Grove in southern Sacramento County. 

  

The Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP)
4
 2025, adopted in 2002, included a project in the 

corridor area designated as the ―Elk Grove-Rancho Cordova-El Dorado Connector.‖ A study of 

the Connector Project was initiated in 2004 to gather input from a wide range of stakeholders on 

the purpose and need for the project, and project alternatives to be considered in a future 

environmental review process. This study culminated in a final concept plan report which was 

approved by the SACOG Board of Directors in May 2005.  The Blueprint Scenario for 2050
5
, 

adopted in 2004, also includes the Connector Project in the transportation system created with 

for purposes of identifying the basic connections between the land use pattern and transportation 

system performance.  In 2008, the current MTP 2035 was adopted, which implemented the 

Blueprint principles, and included the Connector Project.  The Connector Project is described in 

the current MTP 2035 as a four to six lane project, consistent with this Program EIR.  

 

In 2004, the voters of Sacramento County also renewed Measure A,
6
 a countywide 0.5% sales 

tax, which included funding for the planning and construction of the Connector Project, 

                                                 
3
 The Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) is an association of local governments in the six-

county Sacramento Region. Its members include the counties of El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo 

and Yuba as well as 22 cities, including Elk Grove, Folsom, and Rancho Cordova. SACOG, as the designated 

Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) and Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA) provides 

transportation planning and funding for the region, and serves as a forum for the study and resolution of 

regional issues. As the designated MPO for the six-county region, SACOG must develop the federally 

required MTP and the new state-required Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) in coordination with the 

22 cities, six counties, and other partner agencies in the greater Sacramento region.   

 
4
 The MTP is a regional transportation plan with a minimum planning horizon of 20 years.  Any transportation 

project in the six-county region using federal funding must be included in the MTP. The MTP must conform to 

air quality goals for the region, satisfy financial constraints such that all transportation projects can be reasonably 

funded, and undergo extensive public review. 

5
 The Blueprint Scenario for 2050, adopted by the SACOG in December 2004, serves as a framework to guide local 

government in growth and transportation planning through 2050.  It is also part of the MTP 2035.  The Blueprint is a 

plan for growth that promotes compact, mixed-use development and more transit choices as an alternative to low 

density development. 

6
 In passing Measure A, the voters imposed a countywide one-half percent sales tax to be levied over a 20-year 

period (1989-2009), and established the Sacramento Transportation Authority.  A ―New‖ Measure A was placed on 

the November 2004 ballot to renew the Measure for 30 more years after the original measure expires. Voters 

http://www.sacog.org/2035/the-plan/sustainable-communities-strategy/
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identified in the Measure as the ―I-5/SR99/US50 Connector.‖ Measure A was approved by more 

than 75% of the voters.   

 

In December 2006, the cities of Rancho Cordova, Elk Grove, and Folsom, and the counties of 

Sacramento and El Dorado established the Elk Grove – Rancho Cordova – El Dorado Connector 

Authority, now known as the ―Capital SouthEast Connector Joint Powers Authority (Connector 

JPA),‖ to provide for the coordinated acquisition, planning, designing, financing, construction, 

operation, and maintenance of the ―Connector Project.‖   

 

Since its creation, the Connector JPA has been working toward the completion of Phase I work – 

the approval of a General Alignment for the Connector Project.
7
  These efforts have included 

monthly Project Development Team (PDT) meetings between staff from each of the member 

jurisdictions, Connector JPA staff, and the environmental review consultant team.  At the 

Board‘s direction, staff also undertook the Sheldon Visioning Process
8
 to evaluate Project 

options through the Sheldon community.  Staff has also held meetings, with numerous 

stakeholder groups, including the Four Season group in El Dorado Hills.  Staff has also held a 

number of public meetings and circulated environmental review documents, as described in 

section II.A., below.    

 

 

E. Baseline for Analysis of Project Impacts – Existing Conditions 

 

For the purposes of determining the impacts of the Proposed Project in this EIR, the ―baseline‖ 

conditions are the physical conditions along the SouthEast Connector alignment as they existed 

in 2008, not predicted future conditions.  The 2008 data was used to estimate existing conditions 

based on standard modeling techniques for each impact.  The estimated existing conditions are 

compared to the existing conditions with the Project to determine the whether the Project would 

significantly impact the existing environment.  (DEIR, pp. 4-18, 4-19, 7-1, 7-2, 12-8. 12-9, 16-1, 

16-2; FEIR, p. 2-176 to 2-181.) 

 

This approach is consistent with the recent appellate court decision in Sunnyvale West 

Neighborhood Association v. City of Sunnyvale, and provides a significance determination for 

                                                                                                                                                             
overwhelmingly approved the Measure in 2004. The "New" Measure A took effect April 2009, and included the 

Connector Project, The proceeds of the Measure A tax are used to fund a comprehensive program of roadway and 

transit improvements, including the Connector Project, which was a flagship project identified in the Measure as the 

―I-5/SR99/US50 Connector.‖ The ―New‖ Measure A also includes $15 million in funding for open space 

preservation or other mitigation related to the Connector Project. 

7
 The Joint Powers Agreement establishing the Connector JPA states that the JPA shall not proceed with any 

identifiable portion of the Connector Project within a member agency‘s jurisdictional boundary, except for actions 

necessary to approve and adopt all necessary environmental documents and the General Alignment, until the 

General Alignment has been approved by the legislative body of the member agency.  The ―General Alignment‖ is 

defined as the proposed location of the Connector Project, intended to be within approximately 1,000 feet of the 

actual alignment constructed. 

  
8
 The Sheldon Visioning Process was an extensive outreach and planning process undertaken by the JPA to examine 

alignment options through the Sheldon community.  TheVisioning Process included a number of public workshops 

in the Sheldon community. 
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each impact based on the change from existing conditions.  (Sunnyvale West Neighborhood 

Association v. City of Sunnyvale (2010) 190 Cal.App.4th 1351.)  Since the Sunnyvale West 

decision, two additional appellate court decisions have also addressed questions regarding the 

appropriate CEQA baseline: Madera Oversight Coalition, Inc., v. County of Madera (2011) 199 

CalApp.4th 48, and Pfeiffer v. City of Sunnyvale, 2011 WL 5845009 (Cal.App. 6
th

 Dist.) (Nov. 

22, 2011).   

Because the existing conditions analysis does not include other infrastructure and background 

growth unrelated to the Proposed Project that will impact the area by the time the Proposed 

Project is constructed and operational, the resulting significance determinations for certain 

impacts may be overstated.   

 

The EIR does not ignore the potential impacts of the Project that would occur under the ―future-

with-project‖ conditions.  The ―future-with-project‖ conditions include foreseeable changes and 

expected future conditions as necessary to understand the Project‘s impacts over time, including 

its cumulative impacts.    The study of these conditions evaluates the Project‘s contribution to 

cumulative environmental effects, in connection with other anticipated projects.  These impacts 

are discussed as necessary in chapters 3 through 16 of the Draft EIR to understand the Project‘s 

impacts over time (particularly with regard to Air Quality and Traffic Impacts), and in more 

detail in the cumulative impact discussion found in Chapter 18 (―Cumulative and Growth 

Inducing Impacts‖). (FEIR, Volume II, pp. 4-19, 4-20, 7-1, 7-2, 12-7. 12-8, 16-1, 16-2.)   

    

 
II. FINDINGS REQUIRED UNDER CEQA 

 

A. Procedural Findings 

 

The Connector JPA determined that the Project may have a significant effect on the environment 

and prepared a program environmental impact report (―PEIR‖) on the Project.  The PEIR was 

prepared, noticed, published, circulated, reviewed, and completed in full compliance with the 

California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code §21000 et seq., the CEQA 

Guidelines (14 California Code of Regulations §15000 et seq.), as follows: 

 

a. A Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the Draft EIR was filed with the Office of 

Planning and Research and each responsible and trustee agency and each federal 

agency involved in approving or funding the Project on February 1, 2010, and was 

circulated for public comments from February 1, 2010, to March 17, 2010. The 

NOP, Scoping Report, and Comments received have been included in the Draft 

EIR as Appendix A. 

 

b. Combined public information and agency scoping meetings were held on February 

23, 2010, at the El Dorado Hills Library, El Dorado Hills, February 24, 2010, at 

Rancho Cordova City Hall, Rancho Cordova, March 1, 2010, at the Sacramento 

County Agricultural Extension Auditorium, Sacramento, March 3, 2010, at Elk 

Grove City Hal, Elk Grove, and March 8, 2010, at the Folsom Community Center, 

52 Natoma Street, Folsom. 
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c.  A Notice of Completion (NOC) and copies of the Draft PEIR were distributed to 

the Office of Planning and Research on March 14, 2011, to those public agencies 

that have jurisdiction by law with respect to the Project, or which exercise 

authority over resources that may be affected by the Project, and to other 

interested parties and agencies as required by law.  The comments of such persons 

and agencies were sought.   

 

d. Although an official forty-five (45) day public comment period is required and 

established by the Office of Planning and Research, the Connector JPA opted for a 

sixty (60) day public comment period for the Draft EIR.  The public comment 

period began on March 14, 2011, and ended on May 13, 2011.   

 

e. A Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft PEIR was mailed to all interested 

groups, organizations, and individuals who had previously requested notice in 

writing.  The NOA stated that the Connector JPA had completed the Draft PEIR 

and that copies were available at the Connector JPA Office; City of Elk Grove 

Planning Counter; City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department; City of Folsom 

Planning Counter; El Dorado County Planning Department; Sacramento County 

Public Information Counter.  The letter also indicated that the official sixty day 

(60) public review period for the Draft PEIR would end on May 13, 2011.  The 

NOA was posted at Elk Grove City Hall, Rancho Cordova City Hall, Folsom City 

Hall, El Dorado Hills Library, and the Sacramento County Administration 

Building, and was posted on the JPA‘s website, as well as the websites of each 

member jurisdiction.  

 

f. Five public meetings were held by the Connector JPA to present information and 

answer questions on the Draft PEIR. The meetings were held April 12, 2011, at the 

William Brooks Elementary School in El Dorado Hills, April 13, 2011, at the 

Rancho Cordova City Hall, April 14 2011 at the Elk Grove City Hall, April 19, 

2011, at the Sacramento County Agricultural Extension Auditorium in 

Sacramento, and April 20, 2011, at the Folsom Community Center in Folsom.  

Approximately 6,000 post cards were mailed out and distributed at locations in the 

vicinity of the Project to announce the availability of the Draft EIR, and to provide 

specific information on the public meetings. The public meetings were also 

publicized in the Sacramento Bee, Elk Grove Citizen, Grapevine-Independent, 

Folsom Telegraph, and Village Life.  

 

m. Following closure of the public comment period, all comments received on the 

Draft PEIR during the comment period, Connector JPA‘s written responses to the 

significant environmental points raised in those comments, and additional 

information added by JPA were added to the Draft PEIR to produce the Original 

Final PEIR. 

 

n. Original Final EIR:  The Original Final EIR was released on July 19, 2011.  The 

Final EIR consists of the following documents:  
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 Draft Program EIR for the Capital SouthEast Connector Project (including 

Appendices A through J), dated March 2011; 

 Final EIR (including Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft 

Program EIR, Changes and Errata to the Draft EIR, and the Additional 

Changes and Errata to the PEIR (dated August 12, 2011)). 

 

As required by Section 15088(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, public agencies 

that commented on the Draft PEIR were provided at least 10 days to review the 

proposed responses to their comments prior to the date for consideration of the 

Final PEIR for certification.   

 

o. A hearing was held on August 12, 2011, at which time the Conector JPA‘s Board 

of Directors certified the Final EIR.  

 

p. The Board of Directors of the Connector JPA adopted the necessary findings of 

fact, mitigation monitoring plan, and the General Alignment on October 14, 2011. 

 

q. On December 9, 2011, the Board of Directors rescinded its certification of the 

Original Final EIR and its approval of the general alignment, and directed staff to 

revise and recirculate the Draft EIR as necessary.  

 

r. Chapters 16 and 18 of the Draft EIR were revised to provide clarification on the 

project‘s traffic impacts when compared to existing conditions in light of recent 

appellate court decisions on the appropriate baseline for transportation projects, 

and to include a new significant and unavoidable indirect impact related to the 

conversion of agricultural lands. 

 

t. A Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Revised Chapters 16 and 18 of the Draft 

PEIR was mailed to all interested groups, organizations, and individuals who had 

previously requested notice in writing.  The NOA stated that the Connector JPA 

had completed the Revised Chapters 16 and 18 of the Draft PEIR, and that copies 

were available at the Connector JPA Office; City of Elk Grove Planning Counter; 

City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department; City of Folsom Planning Counter; 

El Dorado County Planning Department; and Sacramento County Public 

Information Counter.  The letter also indicated that the public review period for 

the Revised Chapters 16 and 18 of the Draft PEIR would end February 1, 2012.  

The NOA was posted at Elk Grove City Hall, Rancho Cordova City Hall, Folsom 

City Hall, El Dorado Hills Library, and the Sacramento County Administration 

Building, and was posted on the JPA‘s website.   

 

u. Public comments on the Revised Chapters 16 and 18 of the Draft EIR were 

received at a public hearing on January 13, 2012.  

 

v. JPA staff met with staff from its member jurisdictions on February 28, 2012, to 

discuss the Final EIR.  
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w. Following closure of the public comment period, all comments received on the 

Revised Chapters 16 and 18 of the Draft PEIR during the comment period, the 

Connector JPA‘s written responses to the significant environmental points raised 

in those comments, and additional information added by JPA, was added to the 

Draft PEIR to produce a Final PEIR. 

 

x. The Final EIR, dated February 2012, consists of the following documents:  

 Volume I – Comments received in response to the Draft EIR during the 

initial comment period from March 14, 2011, and May 13, 2011, and all 

responses to comments, as well as all additional revisions made in 

response to comments received during the comment period on the Revised 

Chapters 16 and 18 of the Draft EIR.  Chapter 3 of this volume also 

reflects revisions to the Draft EIR based on the adoption of Sacramento 

County General Plan Update in November 2011, and the Folsom SOI Area 

Specific Plan, adopted November 8, 2011 

 Volume II – Revised Draft PEIR reflecting all changes shown in Volume I 

 Volume III - Appendices A through J; 

 

y. A hearing to certify the Final EIR was held on March 7, 2012, to certify the Final 

EIR, adopt the necessary findings of fact and statement of overriding 

considerations, adopt a mitigation monitoring and reporting program, and to 

approve a General Alignment for the Connector Project.  

 

 

B. Record of Proceedings 

 

For the purposes of CEQA, and the findings herein set forth, the administrative record for the 

Project consists of those items listed in Public Resources Code section 21167.6, subdivision (e).  

The record of proceedings for Connector JPA‘s decision on the Project consists of the following 

documents, at a minimum, which are incorporated by reference and made part of the record 

supporting these findings: 

 

 All environmental documents prepared in compliance with CEQA, public notices, 

public review comments, and supporting reports that were received or were prepared 

for the proposed Capital SouthEast Connector Project, together with all documents 

that the CEQA documents relied upon or incorporated by reference.   

 

 All relevant, non-privileged, staff reports, memoranda, maps, letters, meeting 

minutes, or other documents that were prepared for, or received by, the Connector 

JPA which are available to the public in accordance with the California Public 

Records Act, and all documents cited or referred to therein.   

 

 Matters of common knowledge to the Connector JPA, including all references cited in 

the Draft and Final EIR, but not limited to: 
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1) MTP 2035 (Sacramento Area Council of Governments 2008) and the 

accompanying EIR; 

2) Folsom General Plan (City of Folsom 1993) and the accompanying EIR; 

3) Rancho Cordova General Plan (City of Rancho Cordova 2006a) and the 

accompanying EIR; 

4) Elk Grove General Plan (City of Elk Grove 2009) and the accompanying EIR; 

 

5) El Dorado County General Plan (El Dorado County 2004) and the 

accompanying EIR; 

 

6)   Sacramento County General Plan (Sacramento County 2011) and the 

accompanying EIR; 

 

7)   Folsom General Plan Update, Folsom South of U.S. Highway 50 Specific 

Plan (City of Folsom 2011) and the accompanying EIR, and SACOG‘s draft 

planning scenarios for the MTP 2035 Update, and the accompanying EIR. 

 

8) All other land use policies, ordinances, and regulations of the Connector JPA‘s 

member jurisdictions, and the accompanying EIRs; 

 

9) Blueprint Preferred Scenario for 2050, Sacramento Area Council of 

Governments, December, 2004; 

 

10) Sacramento County Ballot Measure A, November 2, 2004, including Impartial 

Analysis and Ballot Arguments in Favor and Against Measure A, and Rebuttal 

Arguments; 

 

 Other formally adopted laws, ordinances, and policies, including, but not limited to   

§ 65000 of the California Government Code, known unofficially as the Planning and 

Zoning laws. 

 

 Sources of information relied upon in the Draft and Final EIRs for the Project, as 

listed in such documents, and as maintained in the files of JPA. 

 

 Any documents expressly cited in these findings, in addition to those cited above. 

 

 Any other materials required for the record of proceedings by Public Resources Code 

section 21167.6, subdivision (e). 

 

Pursuant to Guidelines section 15091(e), the administrative record of these proceedings is 

located, and may be obtained from the Capital SouthEast Connector JPA, 10640 Mather 

Boulevard, Suite 120, Mather, CA  95655.  
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C. Findings on Environmental Impacts 

 

CEQA requires that the lead agency adopt mitigation measures or alternatives, where feasible, to 

substantially lessen or avoid significant environment impacts that would otherwise occur.  

Mitigation measures or alternatives are not required, however, where such measures are 

infeasible, not environmentally superior, or where the responsibility for the project lies with 

some other agency. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, sub. (a), (b).)   

 

With respect to a project for which significant impacts are not avoided or substantially lessened, 

a public agency, after adopting proper findings, may nevertheless approve the project if the 

agency first adopts a statement of overriding considerations setting forth the specific reasons 

why the agency found that the project‘s ―benefits‖ rendered ―acceptable‖ its ―unavoidable 

adverse environmental effects.‖ (CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15093, 15043, sub. (bb); see also Pub. 

Resources Code, § 21081, subd. (b).)   

 

In seeking to effectuate the substantive policy of CEQA to substantially lessen or avoid 

significant environmental effects to the extent feasible, an agency, in adopting findings, need not 

necessarily address the feasibility of both mitigation measures and environmentally superior 

alternatives when contemplating approval of a proposed project with significant impacts.  Where 

a significant impact can be mitigated to an ―acceptable‖ level solely by the adoption of feasible 

mitigation measures, the agency, in drafting its findings, has no obligation to consider the 

feasibility of any environmentally superior alternative that could also substantially lessen or 

avoid that same impact — even if the alternative would render the impact less severe than would 

the proposed project as mitigated. (Laurel Hills Homeowners Association v. City Council (1978) 

83 Cal.App.3d 515, 521; see also Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 

Cal.App.3d 692, 730-731; and Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the 

University of California (“Laurel Heights I”) (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 400-403.) 

 

In these Findings, Connector JPA first addresses the extent to which each significant 

environmental effect can be substantially lessened or avoided through the adoption of feasible 

mitigation measures.  Only after determining that, even with the adoption of all feasible 

mitigation measures, an effect is significant and unavoidable, does Connector JPA address the 

extent to which alternatives described in the EIR are (i) environmentally superior with respect to 

that effect and (ii) ―feasible‖ within the meaning of CEQA. 

 

In cases in which a project‘s significant effects cannot be mitigated or avoided, an agency, after 

adopting proper findings, may nevertheless approve the project if it first adopts a statement of 

overriding considerations setting forth the specific reasons why the agency found that the 

―benefits of the project outweigh the significant effects on the environment.‖ (Public Resources 

Code, Section 21081, sub. (b); see also, CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15093, 15043, subd.(b).)  In 

the Statement of Overriding Considerations found at the end of these Findings, the Connector 

JPA identifies the specific economic, social, and other considerations that, in its judgment, 

outweigh the significant environmental effects that the Project will cause. 

 

The California Supreme Court has stated that ―[t]he wisdom of approving ... any development 

project, a delicate task which requires a balancing of interests, is necessarily left to the sound 
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discretion of the local officials and their constituents who are responsible for such decisions.  

The law as we interpret and apply it simply requires that those decisions be informed, and 

therefore balanced.‖ (Goleta II (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553 at 576.)  

 

These findings constitute the Connector JPA‘s best efforts to set forth the evidentiary and policy 

bases for its decision to approve the Project in a manner consistent with the requirements of 

CEQA.  To the extent that these findings conclude that various proposed mitigation measures 

outlined in the Final PEIR are feasible and have not been modified, superseded or withdrawn, the 

Connector JPA hereby binds itself to implement these measures.  These findings, in other words, 

are not merely informational, but rather constitute a binding set of obligations that will come into 

effect when the Connector JPA adopts a resolution approving the Project.  These findings also 

contain references to the mitigation measures outlined in the Final PEIR and in the Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Program (―MMRP‖).  Certain mitigation measures have been 

summarized in these findings, due to their length.  These are identified as a ―Summary of 

Mitigation Measure,‖ along with an abbreviation such as POP-1 or AQ-1.  The full text of each 

mitigation measure can be found in the Final PEIR and the MMRP, and the full text of a 

mitigation measure is incorporated in full herein by the reference to the mitigation measure in 

these findings.   

 

The Draft EIR identified a number of beneficial, significant, and potentially significant 

environmental effects (or ―impacts‖) that the Capital SouthEast Connector Project will cause.  

Some of these significant effects can be fully avoided through the adoption of feasible mitigation 

measures.  Other effects cannot be avoided by the adoption of feasible mitigation measures or 

alternatives, and thus will be significant and unavoidable.  Some of these unavoidable significant 

effects can be substantially lessened by the adoption of feasible mitigation measures.  Other 

significant, unavoidable effects cannot be substantially lessened or avoided.  For reasons set 

forth in Section VI infra, however, Connector JPA has determined that the significant, 

unavoidable effects of the Project are outweighed by overriding economic, social, and other 

considerations. 

 

1. Aesthetics  

 

Additional Information on the Aesthetics Impacts of the proposed Capital SouthEast Connector 

is set forth in the Final PEIR.  This information is incorporated into these findings as though 

fully set forth herein.   Considering the above information, other considerations in the record, 

public comments, testimony, staff reports, and the potential impacts identified in the Final EIR, 

the findings of the Joint Powers Authority are as follows:  

 

Impact AES-1: Adverse Effect on a Scenic Vista  

 

Although there are no designated scenic highways that would be affected by the project, 

Sacramento County identifies Scott Road and SR 99 as local scenic corridors. The project 

would change the visual character of some of Scott Road through temporary construction 

activities and increasing the dominance of Grant Line Road. This however, would not 

substantially change the scenic character of most of Scott Road. Regarding scenic vistas, 

the project improvements would consist of at-grade facilities and the long-range views 
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currently experienced by motorists, residents, and workers would not be affected by the 

project. Construction of interchanges and elevated roadway segments could result in view 

blockage of distant natural features; however, because of the rural character of most of 

the project corridor, the number of affected viewers would be minimal. The overall 

impact of the project on scenic vistas would be minimal and is considered less than 

significant (FEIR, Volume II, pp. 3-13, 3-20) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  Based on the analysis contained within the Final 

PEIR, other considerations in the record, and the impact evaluation criteria, the 

Connector JPA finds that the Project has no significant impact on a scenic vista.  Because 

the impact within the Project area is expected to be less than significant, no mitigation 

measures are required (FEIR, Volume II,, pp. 3-13, 3-20)  

 

 

Impact AES-2: Damage to Scenic Resources or Degradation of Existing Visual Character 

or Quality of Project Area and Surroundings 

 

The project would alter the visual character of the aesthetics study area by introducing 

major roadway segments and increasing the visual dominance of paved surfaces. 

However, the continuity of the new roadways would result in a more unified visual 

quality. The improvements would increase the visual dominance of Grant Line Road 

through Sheldon, slightly detracting from the unique rural character and unity of Sheldon, 

but the unique commercial buildings and well-tended residential areas are expected to 

remain.  Construction activities would also be highly visible and could temporarily affect 

grassland, agricultural lands, stream crossings, and similar features that could contribute 

to visual quality in the aesthetics study area. The overall impact of the project on scenic 

resources and visual character and quality would be temporary and/or minimal and is 

considered less than significant. (FEIR, Volume II,, p. 3-15, 3-20) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact: Based on the analysis contained within the Final 

PEIR, other considerations in the record, and the impact evaluation criteria, the 

Connector JPA finds that the Project has no significant impact on scenic resources and 

visual character, and no mitigation measures are required.  (FEIR, Volume II,, pp 3-15, 3-

20) 

 

 

Impact AES-3: New Source of Substantial Light or Glare That Adversely Affects Daytime 

or Nighttime Views  

 

The project could introduce new or enhanced street lighting into rural areas, which would 

alter the existing nighttime aesthetic and create new sources of light and glare. 

The impact would be substantial and is considered significant.  (FEIR, Volume II,, p. 3-

15) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  Based on the analysis contained within the Final 

EIR, other considerations in the record, and the impact evaluation criteria, the Connector 
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JPA finds that the impact of glare on the nighttime aesthetic is expected to be significant.  

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which 

mitigate or avoid the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.   

 

Summary of Proposed Mitigation Measure AES-1:  Prepare and Implement a 

Construction Lighting Plan  

During the design of the project improvements, the Connector JPA or individual 

jurisdictions will prepare and implement a plan for construction lighting that minimizes 

the release of light and glare either upward or toward properties and residences adjoining 

the construction site. (FEIR, Volume II,, p. 3-15) 

 

Summary of Proposed Mitigation Measure AES-2:  Conform to Lighting Design 

Standards 

Operational lighting of the project will be designed for safety and will include features 

that minimize the release of light and glare either upward or toward properties and 

residences adjoining the project corridor. (FEIR, Volume II,, p. 3-16) 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation:   

The Connector JPA finds that the above measures are appropriate and feasible, and may 

substantially lessen or avoid the potential adverse environmental effects associated with 

the Project.  The use full cutoff luminaires and external shields will minimize light 

trespass onto neighboring properties during nighttime construction activities. Also, 

lighting design that will conform to all applicable County, State, Federal, and public 

safety standards, as appropriate will reduce impacts related to nighttime sources of light 

and glare. Therefore, these aesthetic impacts would be reduced to less than significant.  

(FEIR, Volume II,, pp. 3-15,3-16, 3-21)   

 

Impact AES-4: Temporary Alteration of Visual Character of the Project Area and 

Surroundings.  
 

During construction, large equipment and construction activities would be highly visible 

and would detract from the rural and agricultural setting of much of the project area. 

However, this condition would be temporary in nature and is considered less than 

significant.  In addition, construction activities during nighttime hours could result in 

temporary increases in light and glare. The impact would be substantial and is considered 

significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measures AES-1 and AES-2 (see Impact AES-

3 above) would reduce the impact of light and glare to a less-than-significant level.  

(FEIR, Volume II,, p. 3-16, 3-21) 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation:  The Connector JPA finds that the above measures 

are appropriate and feasible, and may substantially lessen or avoid the potential adverse 

environmental effects associated with the Project.  Lighting design that will conform to 

all applicable County, State, Federal, and public safety standards, as appropriate will also 

reduce impacts related to nighttime sources of light and glare. Therefore, these aesthetic 

impacts would be reduced to less than significant.  (FEIR, Volume II,, p. 3-15 and 3-16; 

3-21) 



 17 

2. Air Quality and Climate Change Impacts 

 

Additional Information on Air Quality and Climate Change Impacts of the proposed Capital 

SouthEast Connector is set forth in the Final PEIR.  This information is incorporated into these 

findings as though fully set forth herein.  Considering the above information, other 

considerations in the record, public comments, testimony, staff reports, letters and testimony 

from SMAQMD, and the potential impacts identified in the Final EIR, the findings of the Joint 

Powers Authority are as follows:  

 

Impact AQ-1: Conflict with or Obstruct Implementation of the Applicable Air Quality 

Plan  

 

The proposed project would not conflict with the planning assumptions in the Sacramento 

County, El Dorado County, Elk Grove, Rancho Cordova, and Folsom General Plans and 

is generally consistent with MTP 2035.  Therefore, the proposed project is not considered 

to conflict with the growth projections or emissions analyses assumed by MTP 2035 and 

would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan. This 

impact is considered less than significant.  (FEIR, Volume II,, pp. 4-23, 4-38.) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impacts:  Based on the analysis contained within the Final 

PEIR, other considerations in the record, and the impact evaluation criteria, the 

Connector JPA finds that the Project has no significant impact on applicable air quality 

plan(s), and no mitigation measures are required.   

 

Impact AQ-2: Violate Any Air Quality Standard or Contribute Substantially to an Existing 

or Projected Air Quality Violation  

 

Construction activities could temporarily increase emissions. This would be a significant 

impact. (FEIR, Volume II,, p. 4-24.)  In addition, long-term air quality impacts associated 

with motor vehicles operating on the roadway would result in a net increase in all criteria 

pollutants with the SMAQMD and exceed its significance threshold.  Criteria pollutants 

are not expected to exceed EDAPCD‘s significance threshold.  These increases are 

attributable to increased VMT induced by construction of the new roadway.  This would 

be a significant and unavoidable impact.  (FEIR, Volume II,, pp. 4-31, 4-32, 4-39.) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that the impact of 

violations of air quality standards is expected to be significant.  The mitigation proposed 

to avoid the Project‘s impact to air quality would, in the case of construction emissions, 

reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. However, no mitigation is available to 

render the effects less than significant in the case of operational emissions. Therefore, 

this impact is significant and unavoidable.   (FEIR, Volume II,, p. 4-32) 

 

Summary of Mitigation Measure AQ-1: Implement SMAQMD Basic and Enhanced 

Construction Emission Control Practices to Reduce Fugitive Dust  

The Connector JPA or local agency will require, as a standard or specification of their 

contract, the construction contractor(s) to implement basic and enhanced control 
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measures to reduce construction-related fugitive dust. Although the following measures 

are outlined in the SMAQMD‘s CEQA guidelines, they are required for the entirety of 

the construction area, including the segment within the EDCAPCD. The JPA or local 

agency will ensure through contract provisions and specifications that the contractor 

adheres to the mitigation measures before and during construction and documents 

compliance with the adopted mitigation measures. (FEIR, Volume II,, p. 4-25.) 

Mitigation Measure AQ-2: Limit Maximum Daily Disturbed Area to 15 Acres  

The Connector JPA or local agency will require, as a standard or specification of their 

contract, that the construction contractor(s) limit the maximum daily disturbed area to 15 

acres or 1,800 centerline feet (based on an assumed width of 360 feet) per day. Although 

this measure is outlined in the SMAQMD‘s CEQA guidelines, it is required for the 

entirety of the construction area, including the segment within the EDCAPCD. The JPA 

or local agency will ensure through contract provisions and specifications that the 

contractor adheres to the mitigation measures before and during construction and 

documents compliance with the adopted mitigation measures. (FEIR, Volume II,, p. 4-

26.) 

 

Summary of Mitigation Measure AQ-3: Implement SMAQMD Basic Construction 

Emission Control Practices to Reduce NOx Emissions  

The Connector JPA or local agency will require, as a standard or specification of their 

contract, that the construction contractor(s) implement basic control measures to reduce 

NOx emissions from diesel-powered construction equipment. Although the following 

measures are outlined in SMAQMD‘s CEQA guidelines, they will be required by the 

SMAQMD and EDCAPCD for the entirety of the construction area. The JPA or local 

agency will ensure through contract provisions and specifications that the contractor 

adheres to the mitigation measures before and during construction and documents 

compliance with the adopted mitigation measures. (FEIR, Volume II,, p. 4-27.) 

Summary of Mitigation Measure AQ-4: Implement SMAQMD Enhanced 

Construction Emission Control Practices to Reduce NOx Emissions 

The Connector JPA or local agency will require, as a standard or specification of their 

contract, that the construction contractor(s) implement enhanced control measures to 

reduce NOx emissions from diesel-powered construction equipment. The following 

measures are outlined in SMAQMD‘s CEQA guidelines and are required for the entirety 

of the construction area, including the segment within the EDCAPCD. The JPA or local 

agency will ensure through contract provisions and specifications that the contractor 

adheres to the mitigation measures before and during construction and documents 

compliance with the adopted mitigation measures. (FEIR, Volume II,, p. 4-27.) 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation:  The Connector JPA finds that although 

implementation of these mitigation measures would minimize the potential impacts 

during project construction, they may not reduce impacts to a less than significant level 

during project operation.  Although the impacts of the Project to air quality remain 

significant and unavoidable, the Connector JPA has determined that the benefits of the 
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Project outweigh the adverse impacts and that project should be approved, as explained in 

the Statement of Overriding Considerations set forth in Section VI herein. 

 

Impact AQ-3: Expose Sensitive Receptors to Substantial Pollutant Concentrations  

 

Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM) is the pollutant of primary concern with regard to cancer 

risks to sensitive receptors.  DPM is emitted from diesel-powered construction 

equipment, as well as vehicles operating on roadways.  Since specific project designs are 

not yet finalized, a full health risk assessment pinpointing the location of sensitive 

receptors has not been prepared. While there is the potential for health risks resulting 

from exposure to vehicle exhaust both during construction and operation of the Project, 

this impact is considered less than significant. (FEIR, Volume II,, p. 4-32; 4-39)   

 

Naturally Occuring Asbestos (NOA) is also identified as a possible particulate of concern 

for roadways constructed east of Folsom.  Given current development practices and the 

age of the roadway network, it is unlikely that construction activities would result in 

airborne impacts of asbestos.  However, this impact is considered potentially significant.  

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  Mitigation Measures AQ-2 through AQ-4, as 

described above, will help to minimize concentrations of diesel particulate matter (DPM) 

at nearby sensitive receptors during construction. Regarding operational impacts, the 

proposed project would result in no impact, or a slightly decreased cancer risk to 

receptors adjacent to Sunrise Boulevard, US 50, and SR 99.  Therefore, this impact is 

considered less than significant. Nevertheless, implementation of the exposure reduction 

strategies outlined in Mitigation Measure AQ-5 will help reduce any potential increases 

in cancer risk along the project corridor. 

 

Finally, due to the potential of areas east of Folsom to contain NOA, Implementation of 

Mitigation Measure AQ-6 is required to assess the potential for NOA in the project area 

and ensure that appropriate actions are taken if NOA is found.  

 

Based on the analysis contained within the Final PEIR, other considerations in the record, 

and the impact evaluation criteria, The Connector JPA finds that the impact of sensitive 

receptor exposure to DPM and/or NOA may be significant.  Changes or alterations have 

been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the significant 

environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.  (FEIR, Volume II,, pp. 4-34, 4-39) 

 

Summary of Mitigation Measure AQ-5: Implement Additional Exposure Reduction 

Strategies to Further Minimize Potential Health Risks   

The Connector JPA or local agency will implement the enumerated strategies (e.g. buffer 

zones, additional vegetation) to reduce the potential for sensitive receptors along the 

project corridor to be exposed to DPM. (FEIR, Volume II,, p. 4-34) 
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Summary of Mitigation Measure AQ-6: Conduct a Geological Investigation for 

Naturally Occurring Asbestos and Implement an Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan if 

Naturally Occurring Asbestos Is Found in the Project Area 

The Connector JPA or local agency will conduct a site-specific geological investigation 

for all construction areas with known potential to contain NOA and shall be prepared 

prior to ground breaking by the Connector JPA, local agency, or appointed consultant. 

(FEIR, Volume II,, p. 4-35) 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation:  The Connector JPA finds that the above measures 

are appropriate and feasible, and may substantially lessen or avoid the potential adverse 

environmental effects associated with the Project.  Additional exposure strategies relating 

to vehicle emissions and completion of a NOA study in areas that might contain NOA 

will reduce impacts related to air quality. Therefore, these air quality impacts would be 

reduced to less than significant.  (FEIR, Volume II,, pp. 4-33, 4-39)   

 

Impact AQ-4: Create Objectionable Odors Affecting a Substantial Number of People  

 

Diesel emissions from construction equipment and volatile organic compounds (VOCs) 

from paving activities may create odors during construction. These odors would be 

temporary and localized, and they would cease once construction activities have been 

completed. Therefore, it is not anticipated that construction or operation of the proposed 

project options would create objectionable odors. This impact is considered less than 

significant.  (FEIR, Volume II,, pp. 4-35, 4-39) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that the Project has no 

significant impacts relating to objectionable odors and no mitigation measures are 

required. 

 

 

3. Biological Resources: 

 

Additional Information on the Impacts to Biological Resources for the proposed Capital 

SouthEast Connector is set forth in the Final EIR.  This information is incorporated into these 

findings as though fully set forth herein.  Considering the above information, other 

considerations in the record, public comments, testimony, staff reports, and the potential impacts 

identified in the Final EIR, the findings of the Connector JPA are as follows:  

 

Impact BIO-1: Potential Loss of Special-Status Plant Species  

 

Construction and staging activities could directly or indirectly affect populations of 

special-status plants. Improvements and modifications within existing rights-of way 

would have less potential to affect special-status plants relative to project activities in 

undisturbed areas. Impacts on special-status plants could result in a reduction in local 

population size, lowered reproductive success, or habitat fragmentation. This impact 

would be considered significant.  
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If the SSHCP has been implemented and the Capital SouthEast Connector Project is a 

covered project, the Connector JPA or agencies would comply with the requirements of 

the plan to address this impact. If the SSHCP has not been adopted, Mitigation Measures 

BIO-1, BIO-2a, and BIO-2b would be required to reduce the impact to less than 

significant. (FEIR, Volume II,, p. 5-20; 5-39) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that the impact on 

special-status plants is expected to be significant.  Changes or alterations have been 

required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the significant 

environmental impacts as identified in the Final EIR.      

 

Summary of Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Conduct an Environmental Awareness 

Training Program for Construction Crews   

Before any work occurs in the project area, a qualified biologist will conduct a mandatory 

environmental awareness training program for all construction personnel working on the 

project. A biological monitor approved by the resource agencies will ensure that 

construction personnel adhere to the guidelines and restrictions of all approved 

environmental documents, permits, and other agreements. (FEIR, Volume II,, p. 5-21) 

 

Summary of Mitigation Measure BIO-2a: Avoid or Minimize Impacts on Special-

Status Plant Populations    

As part of the environmental review process for individual projects, the Connector JPA or 

implementing agency will retain a qualified botanist to document the presence or absence 

of special-status plants before project implementation. In addition, steps such as 

including reviewing existing information, coordinating with agencies, and conducting 

field studies will be implemented on a project-by-project basis to document special-status 

plants. 

 

Summary of Mitigation Measure BIO-2b: Compensate for Impacts on Special-

Status Plant Species 

If impacts on pincushion navarretia, dwarf downingia, Boggs Lake hedge hyssop, 

legenere, and Sanford‘s arrowhead cannot be avoided (Ahart‘s dwarf rush, Sacramento 

Orcutt grass, and slender Orcutt grass must be avoided), the Connector JPA or 

implementing agency will compensate for the loss of plants and their habitat by 

contributing to the conservation and recovery of the affected species.  (FEIR, Volume II,, 

pp. 5-21, 5-22.) 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation: As described in Mitigation Measures BIO-1, 2a, and 

2b, implementation of mitigation requiring awareness training for construction crews, 

environmental review by a qualified botanist for individual projects, and special-status 

species compensation would substantially lessen significant impacts associated with 

impacts to special-status plants.  The Connector JPA finds that the above measures are 

appropriate and feasible, and may substantially lessen or avoid potential environmental 

impacts to special-status plants.  Therefore, these impacts on biological resources would 

be reduced to less than significant.  (FEIR, Volume II,, pp. 5-20 to 5-22; 5-39) 
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Impact BIO-2: Potential Introduction or Spread of Invasive Plant Species  

 

Construction of the project could introduce or spread invasive plant species into currently 

uninfested areas, possibly resulting in the displacement of special-status plant species and 

degradation of habitat for special-status wildlife. If the SSHCP has been implemented 

and the Capital SouthEast Connector Project is a covered project, the Connector JPA or 

agencies would comply with the requirements of the plan to address this impact. If the 

SSHCP has not been adopted, Mitigation Measure BIO-3 would be required to reduce the 

impact to less than significant.  (FEIR, Volume II,, p. 5-23) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that the impact resulting 

from the introduction or spread of invasive plant species is expected to be significant.  

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which 

mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impacts as identified in the Final EIR.      

 

Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Avoid and Minimize the Introduction and Spread of 

Invasive Plant Species   

As part of project-level environmental review, the implementing agency will retain a 

qualified botanist to address invasive plant species impacts who will determine whether 

invasive plant introduction or spread are a potential impact of the project. If the botanist 

determines that invasive plants are a potential impact, the project proponent will review 

the County Agricultural Commission‘s noxious weed list, California Department of Food 

and Agriculture‘s A, B, and C lists of noxious weeds, and California Invasive Plant 

Council‘s list of pest plants of ecological concern including the most current ―watch list.‖ 

These lists will be used to identify invasive plants that will be targeted during field 

surveys by the botanist. One or more field surveys will be undertaken by qualified 

botanists to examine the project area. Surveys will focus on target weed species that are 

considered locally important for documentation and control purposes. 

If invasive plant infestations are located during the field surveys, they will be mapped 

and documented in the CEQA and NEPA documentation, as applicable, and the 

implementing agency will implement the following measures into their project plans and 

specifications: 

 Use certified, weed-free, imported erosion-control materials (or rice straw in upland 

areas). 

 Coordinate with the applicable County Agricultural Commissioner and land 

management agencies to ensure that the appropriate best management practices 

(BMPs) are implemented. 

 Educate construction supervisors and managers on weed identification and the 

importance of controlling and preventing the spread of noxious weeds.  

 Clean equipment at designated wash stations after leaving noxious weed infestation 

areas. (FEIR, Volume II,, pp. 5-23, 5-24) 



 23 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation: Implementation of mitigation measure BIO-3 would 

substantially lessen the impact resulting from the introduction or spread of invasive plant 

species. The Connector JPA finds that the above measure is appropriate and feasible, and 

may substantially lessen or avoid potential environmental impacts.  Therefore, this 

impact to biological resources would be reduced to less than significant.  (FEIR, Volume 

II,, pp. 5-23, 5-39) 

 

Impact BIO-3: Potential Loss and Disturbance of Riparian Woodlands 

  

Construction of the project could result in the direct and indirect disturbance of riparian 

woodlands. Any impacts to riparian woodlands could result in long-term degradation of a 

sensitive plant community, fragmentation or isolation of an important wildlife habitat, 

and disruption of natural wildlife movement corridors. If the SSHCP has been 

implemented and the Capital SouthEast Connector Project is a covered project, the 

Connector JPA or agencies would comply with the requirements of the plan to address 

this impact. If the SSHCP has not been adopted, Mitigation Measures BIO-1 (described 

above), BIO-4a, and BIO-4b (described below) would be required to reduce the impact to 

less than significant.  (FEIR, Volume II,, p. 5-24, 5-40) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that the impact to riparian 

communities is expected to be significant.  Changes or alterations have been required in, 

or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental 

impacts as identified in the Final EIR.      

 

Summary of Mitigation Measure BIO-4a: Avoid and Minimize Potential Impacts on 

Riparian Woodlands   

The implementing agency will retain a qualified biologist to document the location and 

type of riparian communities that occur in the site-specific project area and could be 

affected by their project. This information will be mapped and documented as part of 

CEQA and NEPA documentation, as applicable. The implementing agency will avoid or 

minimize impacts on riparian communities by redesign or modification, installation of 

environmentally sensitive fencing, trimming, rather than removing vegetation in order to 

keep root systems intact. Where the Connector runs through Sacramento County, the 

implementation agency will insure that projects are consistent with County General Plan 

Policies C0-87 through C0-92 and associated implementation measures, which address 

the need to protect, enhance, and restore riparian habitat in the County. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-4b: Compensate for the Loss of Riparian Community 

If riparian vegetation is removed as part of a specific project, the responsible 

implementing agency will compensate for the loss of riparian vegetation. Compensation 

will be provided at a minimum 1:1 ratio for restoration and 2:1 preservation, and may be 

a combination of onsite restoration/creation, offsite restoration, or mitigation credits. If 

mitigation is completed on or off site by the JPA or implementing agency, they will 

develop a restoration and monitoring plan that describes how riparian habitat will be 

enhanced or recreated and monitored. At a minimum, the restoration and monitoring plan 
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will include clear goals and objectives, success criteria, specifics on restoration/creation 

(plant palette, soils, irrigation, etc.), specific monitoring periods and reporting guidelines, 

and a maintenance plan. In general, any riparian restoration or creation will be monitored 

for a minimum of 5 years and will be considered successful when at least 75% of all 

plantings have become successfully established. For areas of the Connector that run 

through Sacramento County, restoration and preservation actions will be consistent with 

General Plan Policy CO-58, which states that there will be not net loss of riparian 

woodland in the County, and Policy CO-60, which states that mitigation will be directed 

to lands identified on the Open Space Vision Diagram and associated component maps 

identified in the Open Space Element of the Plan. (FEIR, Volume II, p. 5-25.) 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation: Implementation of mitigation measures BIO-1, 4a, 

and 4b would substantially lessen the impact to riparian woodlands. The Connector JPA 

finds that the above measures are appropriate and feasible, and may substantially lessen 

or avoid potential environmental impacts.  Therefore, this impact to biological resources 

would be reduced to less than significant.  (FEIR, Volume II,, pp. 5-24, 5-40) 

 

Impact BIO-4: Potential Loss or Alteration of Waters of the United States and Waters 

of the State 

  

Construction of the project could result in impacts on waters of the United States and 

waters of the state (streams and isolated wetlands). Although specific wetland 

delineations and mapping of waters the state have not yet been conducted for the project, 

typical habitats that would generally be considered under the jurisdiction of the USACE 

or the RWQCB would include streams, swales, seasonal wetlands, vernal pools, 

freshwater marshes, seasonal ponds, open waters, and irrigated pastures and aqueducts . 

These features could be affected directly or indirectly through fill, hydrological alteration 

(including dewatering), alteration of streambed and stream banks, and other construction-

related activities, resulting in long-term degradation of a sensitive plant community, 

fragmentation or isolation of an important wildlife habitat, and disruption of natural 

wildlife movement corridors. If the SSHCP has been implemented and the Connector 

Project remains a covered project, the Connector JPA or agencies would comply with the 

requirements of the plan to address this impact. If the SSHCP has not been adopted, 

Mitigation Measures BIO-1 (described above), BIO-5a, and BIO-5b (described below) 

would be required to reduce the level of impact. Because of the current limitations on 

available wetland mitigation credits (considering the SSHCP has not yet been adopted) in 

the watersheds within the project area, permanent impacts to wetlands would be 

considered a significant and unavoidable impact.   

 

The Connector segments are not expected to be designed and proposed for permitting 

within the next few years. Future development projects affecting waters of the U.S. 

within the Mather Core Recovery Area may precede the segments in the permitting 

process. Those projects will consume a portion of the currently available mitigation land. 

For that reason, specific potential mitigation sites that will be available to the segments 

cannot be identified. Therefore, because detailed information about the availability of 
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compensation lands and the evolving requirements of the USACE cannot be known at 

this time, the following mitigation measure commits the implementing agencies to 

mitigation and sets out performance standards, but cannot reasonably provide detailed 

mitigation. The details will be developed at the time the segments begin the permitting 

process. (FEIR, Volume II,, pp. 5-25, 5-40) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that the impact to Waters 

of the United States or Waters of the State is expected to be significant.  The mitigation 

measures proposed to avoid the project‘s impact would reduce the impacts but not to a 

less than significant level. The effects therefore remain significant and unavoidable.     

Summary of Mitigation Measure BIO-5a: Avoid and Minimize Disturbance of 

Waters of the United States and Waters of the State 

The implementing agency for a specific project in the project area will retain a qualified 

wetlands biologist to identify areas that could qualify as waters of the United States and 

waters of the state, including jurisdictional and isolated wetlands. USACE jurisdictional 

wetlands will be delineated using the methods outlined in the USACE 1987 Wetlands 

Delineation Manual and the Arid West Manual or succeeding guidance. This information 

will be mapped and documented as part of the future CEQA documentation, as 

applicable, and in wetland delineation reports and permitting.  

Implementing agencies will avoid and minimize impacts on wetlands and other waters by 

implementing additional measures such as using environmentally sensitive fencing 

redesigning or modifying the project, and avoiding installations activities during the wet 

seasons.  (FEIR, Volume II,, p. 5-26.) 

Mitigation Measure BIO-5b: Compensate for the Loss of Wetlands and Waters 

If wetlands and waters are filled or disturbed as part a specific project, the implementing 

agency will compensate for the loss of wetland and waters to ensure there is no net loss 

of habitat functions and values. The compensation will be at a minimum 1:1 restoration 

ratio and a 1:1 preservation ratio with the mitigation being met by purchasing credits at a 

USACE-approved mitigation bank or other USACE-approved mitigation site.  For those 

segments of the project within the Mather Core Recovery Area, the conservation/ 

preservation ration for direct impacts to waters of the U.S. will be a minimum of 2:1, 

with additional compensation for indirect impacts at a minimum ratio of 1:1.  The 

implementing agency will prepare a comprehensive mitigation plan containing the 

following components: specifications for the conservation/preservation lands; the 

locations of the compensation lands, provisions for the management and maintenance of 

those lands in perpetuity by either the implementing agency or other entity, and the 

instruments by which long-term management and maintenance will be assured. As 

directed by Policy CO-60 in the Sacramento County General Plan (2011), for segments of the 

Connector in Sacramento County, mitigation will be directed to lands identified on the Open 
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Space Vision Diagram and associated component maps identified in the Open Space Element of 

the Plan.  (FEIR, Volume II,, p. 5-27.) 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation: The Connector JPA finds that although 

implementation of these mitigation measures would minimize the potential impacts, they 

may not reduce impacts to a less than significant level.  Because the specific location and 

design of the project has not been identified at this time, it would be speculative to 

attempt to quantify the resulting impacts on biological resources.  Therefore, excess 

caution is employed in determining significance, making this impact significant and 

unavoidable. Although the impacts of the Project to biological resources remain 

significant and unavoidable, the Connector JPA has determined that the benefits of the 

Project outweigh the adverse impacts and that project should be approved, as explained in 

the Statement of Overriding Considerations, set forth in Section VI herein.  (FEIR, 

Volume II,, pp. 5-25; 5-40)  

 

Impact BIO-5: Potential Loss or Disturbance of Special-Status Wildlife Species and 

Their Habitat 

  

Construction of the project could result in the direct loss or indirect disturbance of 

special-status wildlife or their habitats, which are known to occur or could occur in the 

study area. Impacts on special-status wildlife or their habitat could result in a substantial 

reduction in local population size, lowered reproductive success, or habitat 

fragmentation.  

 

If the SSHCP has been implemented and the Connector Project remains a covered 

project, the Connector JPA or agencies would comply with the requirements of the plan 

to address this impact. If the SSHCP has not been adopted, Mitigation Measures BIO-1 

(described above), BIO-6a, and BIO-6b (described below) would be required to reduce 

the impact to less than significant for all wildlife species addressed, except vernal pool 

fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp. Because of limited vernal pool fairy shrimp 

and vernal pool tadpole shrimp mitigation/compensation credits (considering the SSHCP 

has not yet been adopted) in the project region, especially for impacts occurring within 

the Mather Core Recovery Area, permanent impacts to vernal pool fairy shrimp and 

vernal pool tadpole shrimp habitat would be considered a significant and unavoidable 

impact.   

 

It is clear that vernal pools fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp 

mitigation/compensation credits are very limited in the region and that for impacts 

occurring within the Mather Core Recovery Area (mostly along Grant Line Road from 

Sunrise to White Rock Road) there may not be credits available within the Mather Core 

Recovery Area at the time of project implementation to mitigate for these impacts. The 

USACE‘s Sunridge Properties Record of Decision states that future losses to vernal pool 

wetlands in the Mather Core Recovery Area must be compensated within the Core 

Recovery Area. If insufficient credits are available, the project will be re-designed to 

avoid vernal pools fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp habitat. (FEIR, Volume 
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II,, pp. 5-27, 5-40.) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that the impact to special-

status wildlife is expected to be significant.  The mitigation measures proposed below to 

avoid the project‘s impact would reduce the impacts, but not to a less than significant 

level.  

Summary of Mitigation Measure BIO-6a: Avoid and Minimize Impacts on Special-

Status Wildlife Species  

As part of project-level environmental review, implementing agencies will retain a 

qualified wildlife biologist to document the presence or absence of suitable habitat for 

special-status wildlife in the specific project area and vicinity. In addition, the following 

steps will be implemented to document special-status wildlife and their habitats for each 

project including reviewing existing information, coordination with state and federal 

agencies, and field studies.   

Special-status wildlife or suitable habitat identified during the field surveys will be 

mapped and documented as part of the CEQA and NEPA documentation, as applicable. 

The implementing agencies will implement a combination of mitigation measures to 

avoid and minimize significant impacts on special-status wildlife and their habitats that 

include redesigning or modifying the project, installing environmentally sensitive area 

fencing around habitat features, restrict construction-related activities near sensitive 

resources to the nonbreeding season or other periods of activity for special-status wildlife 

species that could occur in the project area, and biological construction monitoring of 

project areas where work occurs in proximity to sensitive wildlife or their habitat.  (FEIR, 

Volume II,, p. 5-28.) 

Summary of Mitigation Measure BIO-6b: Compensate for Impacts on Special-

Status Wildlife Species 

If all or portions of Mitigation Measure BIO-6a are not feasible and site-specific 

construction activities would result in significant impacts on special-status wildlife 

species, compensation for the loss of habitat will be implemented to reduce the impact to 

a less-than-significant level. Impacted habitat will be mitigated off site at an agency 

approved mitigation bank.  As directed by Policy CO-60 in the Sacramento County 

General Plan (2011), for segments of the Connector in Sacramento County, mitigation 

will be directed to lands identified on the Open Space Vision Diagram and associated 

component maps identified in the Open Space Element of the Plan. If the SSHCP has 

been implemented and the Capital SouthEast Connector Project is a covered project, the 

JPA or member jurisdictions would comply with the requirements of the plan to address 

this impact. (FEIR, Volume II,, pp. 5-30) 
 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation: The Connector JPA finds that although 

implementation of these mitigation measures would minimize the potential impacts, they 
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may not reduce impacts to a less than significant level.  Because the specific location and 

design of the project has not been identified at this time, it would be speculative to 

attempt to quantify the resulting impacts on biological resources.  Therefore, excess 

caution is employed in determining significance, making this impact significant and 

unavoidable. Although the impacts of the Project to biological resources remain 

significant and unavoidable, the Connector JPA has determined that the benefits of the 

Project outweigh the adverse impacts and that project should be approved, as explained in 

the Statement of Overriding Considerations at Section VI herein.   ( FEIR, Volume II,, 

pp. 5-28, 5-40)  

 

Impact BIO-6: Conflict with Local Policies or Ordinances Protecting Biological 

Resources 

  

Construction of the Project could result in conflicts with local policies or ordinances that 

protect locally significant biological resources. The Proposed Project is currently in line 

with the proposed draft SSHCP, and is a covered project in that plan. Implementation of 

Mitigation Measure BIO-7 would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.   

(FEIR, Volume II,, pp. 5-31, 5-40) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that impacts relating to 

conflicts with local policies or ordinances are expected to be significant.  Changes or 

alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or 

avoid the significant environmental impacts as identified in the Final EIR.      

Mitigation Measure BIO-7: Review Local City and County Policies, Ordinances, 

and Conservation Plans and Comply with Requirements 

As part of project-level environmental review, implementing agencies will ensure that 

projects comply with the most recent general plans, policies, ordinances, and 

conservation plans (including any HCPs, NCCPs, and other local, regional, and state 

plans). Review of these documents and compliance with their requirements will be 

demonstrated in project-level environmental documentation. Implementing agencies will 

ensure that projects comply with all policies, ordinances, and plans that exist at the time 

of project-level review, regardless of whether they existed during the program-level 

analysis.  (FEIR, Volume II,, p. 5-31) 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation: Implementation of mitigation measures BIO-7 would 

substantially lessen the impacts relating to conflicts with local policies or ordinances. The 

Connector JPA finds that the above measure is appropriate and feasible, and the impact to 

biological resources would be reduced to less than significant.  (FEIR, Volume II,, pp. 5-

31, 5-40) 

 

Impact BIO-7: Removal or Disturbance of Protected Trees 

  

Construction activities for the project could result in removal of protected trees. Potential 
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impacts could result from direct removal of trees and indirect activities associated with 

trenching, parking construction equipment under the trees, or stockpiling construction 

materials in the tree root zone (defined by the tree canopy). Some woodland communities 

and species, especially oaks, have declined from their historic extent and the disturbance 

or potential removal of woodlands and individual trees would be considered a significant 

impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 (described above), BIO-8a, and 

BIO-8b (described below) would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.   

Within Sacramento County, the project will also be consistent with the objectives and 

policies for the protection of landmark and heritage trees (CO-138 to CO-141) identified 

in the Sacramento County General Plan (2011). (FEIR, Volume II,, pp. 5-31, 5-40) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that impacts to protected 

trees are expected to be significant.  Changes or alterations have been required in, or 

incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental 

impacts as identified in the Final EIR.      

Summary of Mitigation Measure BIO 8a: Avoid and Minimize Impacts on 

Protected Trees 

As part of project-level environmental review, proponents of specific projects that may 

result in removal of protected woodland communities and individual trees will review 

local plans, policies, and ordinances related to their protection and comply with local 

agency requirements.  If avoidance is required and determined to be feasible, 

implementing agencies will install barrier fencing.  A qualified biologist will determine 

the location of the fencing.  If avoidance is not feasible, Mitigation Measure BIO-8b will 

be implemented.  (FEIR, Volume II,, p. 5-32) 

Summary of Mitigation Measure BIO-8b Compensate for Impacts on Protected 

Trees 

If impacts on protected trees cannot be avoided, then the implementing agency will 

compensate for impacts on protected trees. For areas located outside the Sacramento 

County jurisdiction, at a minimum, for every tree impacted one existing tree will be 

preserved and one new tree will be planted. Compensation for impacted trees will consist 

of, at a minimum, planting of replacements trees at a 1:1 ration or preserving (1:1) and 

planting replacement trees at agency-approved off-site locations.  For portions of the 

project in Sacramento County, policies from the Sacramento County General Plan (2011) 

regarding landmark and heritage tree protections will be implemented (FEIR, Volume II,, 

pp. 5-32, 5-33) 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation: Implementation of mitigation measures Bio-8a and 

8b would substantially lessen the impacts to protected trees. The Connector JPA finds 

that the above measures are appropriate and feasible, and the impact to biological 

resources would be reduced to less than significant.  (FEIR, Volume II,, p. 5-31, 5-40) 
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4. Cultural Resources Impacts 

 

Additional Information on the Impacts to Cultural Resources for the proposed Capital SouthEast 

Connector is set forth in the Final EIR.  This information is incorporated into these findings as 

though fully set forth herein.  Considering the above information, other considerations in the 

record, public comments, testimony, staff reports, and the potential impacts identified in the 

Final EIR, the findings of the Connector JPA are as follows:  

 

Impact CUL-1: Potential for Damage to or Destruction of Cultural Resources during 

Project Construction  

 

Ground disturbance and excavation associated with construction of project components 

could result in the physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of an 

archaeological resource. Because only 58% of the project area has been surveyed and the 

precise location of the project construction within the study area has not been designed, it 

is possible that archaeological resources could be present within the project corridor and 

affected by project-level construction activities. The impact could be significant where 

cultural resources exist in areas affected by project implementation.  (FEIR, Volume II,, 

p. 6-13, 6-18.) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that the impact on 

undocumented cultural resources is potentially significant.  The mitigation proposed to 

avoid the project‘s impact to cultural resources would, in most cases, reduce the impact to 

a less than significant level. However, no mitigation is available to render the effects less 

than significant in every case. Therefore, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.  

(FEIR, Volume II,, p. 6-13; 6-18)    

 

Summary of Mitigation Measure CUL-1: Conduct Site-Specific Cultural Resource 

Investigations and Implement the Recommendations 

Prior to construction, the  Connector JPA or local jurisdictions will update the 

consultation with the NAHC, as well as update the list of Native American 

groups/individuals to contact. Also, a qualified archaeologist will update the records 

search at the NCIC to determine whether additional surveys of the specific project area 

have been conducted or any new sites have been identified.  If recommended by the 

NCIC, the JPA or local jurisdiction will retain a qualified archaeologist to conduct a site-

specific cultural resource survey before any construction activities. 

 

If archeological materials are uncovered during construction, they should be avoided. As 

described above, if avoidance is not feasible, other measures will be implemented to 

reduce the impact, including data recovery excavation, and public interpretation of the 

resource. For some resources, these measures will not reduce the impact to a less than 

significant level. (FEIR, Volume II,, p. 6-14) 
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Mitigation Measure CUL-2: Stop Work If Archaeological Materials Are Discovered 

during Construction 

If archaeological materials (e.g., chipped or ground stone, historic debris, or building 

foundations) are inadvertently discovered during ground-disturbing activities, the JPA or 

local jurisdiction will ensure that the contractor notify the agencies responsible for project 

implementation and will stop work in that area and within 100 feet of the find until a 

qualified archaeologist retained by the JPA or local jurisdiction can assess the 

significance of the find and implement Mitigation Measure CUL-1. (FEIR, Volume II,, p. 

6-14) 

 

Summary of Mitigation Measure CUL-4: Conduct Historic Inventory and 

Evaluation for Architectural Resources 

Prior to construction, the Connector JPA or local jurisdiction will ensure that a qualified 

architectural historian conducts a project-level inventory and evaluation for architectural 

resources, including an intensive field survey, background research on the history of the 

site-specific project area, and property-specific research.  

 

Should any historic architectural resources be identified in the area affected by the 

specific project activity, the architectural historian will evaluate the significance of 

architectural resources located using criteria for listing in the NRHP and CRHR. (FEIR, 

Volume II,, p. 6-15.) 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation:  The Connector JPA finds that although 

implementation of these mitigation measures would minimize the potential impacts, they 

may not reduce impacts to a less than significant level in all cases.  Because the specific 

location and design of the project has not been identified at this time, it would be 

speculative to attempt to quantify the resulting impacts on these archeological resources.  

Therefore, excess caution is employed in determining significance, making this impact 

significant and unavoidable. (FEIR, Volume II,, pp. 6-15, 6-18.)  Although the impacts of 

the Project to cultural resources remain significant and unavoidable, the JPA has 

determined that the benefits of the Project outweigh the adverse impacts and that project 

should be approved, as explained in the Statement of Overriding Considerations at 

Section VI herein.  

 

Impact CUL-2: Potential for Damage to or Destruction of Previously Undiscovered 

Human Remains 

Subsurface disturbances associated with construction activities at the project site could 

potentially uncover unmarked historic-era and prehistoric Native American burials, 

resulting in their alteration or damage. This would be a potentially significant impact.   

(FEIR, Volume II,, p. 6-15; 6-18) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that the impact on 

previously undiscovered human remains is potentially significant.  Changes or alterations 

have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the 

significant environmental impacts as identified in the Final EIR. 
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Mitigation Measure CUL-3: Stop Work If Human Remains Are Discovered during 

Construction 

If human remains are uncovered, the JPA or local jurisdiction will ensure that the 

contractor contacts the county coroner and NAHC immediately. If human remains are 

discovered in any location other than a dedicated cemetery, there will be no further 

excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie 

adjacent human remains until: 

 the county coroner has been informed and has determined that no investigation of the 

cause of death is required; and  

 if the remains are of Native American origin,  

 the descendants of the deceased Native Americans have made a recommendation 

to the landowner or the person responsible for the excavation work regarding the 

means of treating or disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the human remains 

and any associated grave goods as provided in PRC 5097.98, or 

 the NAHC was unable to identify a descendant or the descendant failed to make a 

recommendation within 24 hours after being notified by the NAHC. 

According to the HSC, six or more human burials at one location constitute a cemetery 

(Section 8100), and disturbance of Native American cemeteries is a felony (Section 

7052).  (FEIR, Volume II,, p. 6-15) 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation:  The Connector JPA finds that the above measures 

are appropriate and feasible, and may substantially lessen or avoid the potential impacts 

to the project. Therefore, implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-4 would reduce 

this impact to a less-than-significant level by ensuring that any remains that may be 

encountered are handled with respect and in compliance with State law.  (FEIR, Volume 

II,, p. 6-15; 6-18)   

 

Impact CUL-3: Damage to Historical Architectural (Built Environment) Resources 

There are numerous buildings/structures near the project corridor that are 50 years old or 

older, the majority of which have not yet been formally evaluated for significance under 

CEQA guidelines. Physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of potential 

historical resources is considered a significant impact. As described above, Mitigation 

Measure CUL-4 would reduce this impact, in most cases, to a less-than-significant level. 

Where avoidance of significant historic resources is not found to be feasible, impacts 

would remain significant and unavoidable.  (FEIR, Volume II,, p. 6-16, 6-18) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  Based on the analysis contained within the Final 

EIR, other considerations in the record, and the impact evaluation criteria, the Connector 

JPA finds that the impact on architectural resources is potentially significant.  The 

mitigation proposed to avoid impacts would, in most cases, reduce the impact to a less 

than significant level. However, no mitigation is available to render the effects less than 



 33 

significant in every case. Therefore, the impact is significant and unavoidable.  (FEIR, 

Volume II,, p. 6-16, 6-18) 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation:  The Connector JPA finds that although 

implementation of these mitigation measures would minimize the potential impacts, they 

may not reduce impacts to a less than significant level in all cases.  Because the specific 

location and design of the project has not been identified at this time, it would be 

speculative to attempt to quantify the resulting impacts on unique archeological 

resources.  Therefore, excess caution is employed in determining significance, making 

this impact significant and unavoidable. The Connector JPA has determined that the 

benefits of the Project outweigh the adverse impacts and that project should be approved, 

as explained in the Statement of Overriding Considerations at Section VI herein. 

 

 

5.       Energy 

 

Additional Information on the Impacts to Energy for the proposed Capital SouthEast Connector 

is set forth in the Final EIR.  This information is incorporated into these findings as though fully 

set forth herein.   Considering the above information, other considerations in the record, public 

comments, testimony, staff reports, and the potential impacts identified in the Final EIR, the 

findings of the Connector JPA are as follows:  

 

Impact EN-1: Increased Consumption of Direct Energy  

 

The proposed project is expected to result in an overall increase in air pollutant 

emissions. Consequently, it can be inferred that energy consumption will increase as 

well. However, it is not anticipated that this energy consumption would result in wasteful, 

inefficient, or excessive use of direct energy because operation of the proposed project 

would lead to improvements in congestion and roadway network efficiency.  Because 

congestion and network inefficiency can be associated with the wasteful and inefficient 

use of energy, (i.e., increased congestion and network inefficiency would ―waste‖ energy 

as a result of more cars idling and traffic taking longer to travel through the roadway 

network), improvements to congestion and roadway network efficiency associated with 

the proposed project are anticipated to result in more efficient use of energy resources. 

The impact would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.   (FEIR, Volume II,, 

p. 7-11) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that the Project has no 

significant impacts relating to direct energy usage and  no mitigation measures are 

required.  (Pub. Resources Code, § 21002; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 

15091.) 
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Impact EN-2: Increased Consumption of Indirect Energy 

 

Indirect energy consumption would result from project construction as well as the 

operation of traffic lights and signals. Construction of the proposed project would result 

in the consumption of energy to prepare the project site, manufacture and deliver 

construction materials to the project site, and to construct the roadway interchange and 

associated structures. This increased fossil fuel consumption from project construction is 

not expected to have an appreciable impact on energy resources.  

 

Construction of the Project would be a one-time expenditure of energy. This one-time 

expenditure of energy would provide energy benefits in the long run because reduced 

congestion and improved traffic flow through the interchange might result in more 

efficient direct energy consumption. Therefore, the associated energy use is not expected 

to result in an inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary consumption of energy. The impact 

would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.   (FEIR, Volume II,, p. 7-12) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that the Project has no 

significant impacts relating to indirect energy usage and no mitigation measures are 

required.   

 

  

6. Geology, Soils, and Paleontological Resources 

 

Additional information on the geology, soils, and paleontological resources impacts for the 

Capital SouthEast Connector project is set forth in the Final EIR.  This information is 

incorporated into these findings as though fully set forth herein. Considering the above 

information, other considerations in the record, public comments, testimony, staff reports, and 

the potential impacts identified in the Final EIR, the findings of the Connector JPA are as 

follows:  

 

Impact GEO-1: Potential Structural Damage and Injury Caused by Fault Rupture 

 

Ground rupture is caused when an earthquake event along a fault creates rupture at the 

surface. No known active faults exist in the project vicinity. The proposed project will 

need to be designed and constructed to withstand moderate to strong earthquake-shaking. 

Therefore, the risk of fault rupture is low. This impact is less than significant.   (FEIR, 

Volume II, p. 8-9, 8-14) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that the Project has no 

significant impacts relating to fault rupture and no mitigation measures are required.   

 

 

Impact GEO-2: Potential Structural Damage and Injury from Ground Shaking 

 

The project area is located in a region with low potential for ground shaking. The 

proposed project will need to be designed and constructed to withstand moderate to 
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strong earthquake-shaking as specified in Caltrans Standards or 2007 CBC for Seismic 

Zone 3. Therefore, the risk of fault rupture is low. This impact is less than significant.   

(FEIR, Volume II, p. 8-9, 8-14) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that the Project has no 

significant impacts relating to ground shaking and no mitigation measures are required. 

 

Impact GEO-3: Potential Structural Damage and Injury from Development on 

Materials Subject to Liquefaction 

The liquefaction hazard to construction workers and users of project facilities is expected 

to be moderate. However, the geotechnical investigation determined that soil types in the 

study area may be conducive to liquefaction. The impact is considered significant. (FEIR, 

Volume II, p. 8-9, 8-14) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that impacts relating to 

potential liquefaction are potentially significant.  Changes or alterations have been 

required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the significant 

environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 8-9, 8-14) 

Mitigation Measure GEO-1: Implement Seismic Design Standards into Site-Specific 

Project Design 

Prior to construction, the JPA or local jurisdictions will ensure that the project is designed 

and constructed in compliance with the latest CBSC standards, Caltrans seismic design 

criteria, and county and city general plan seismic standards to ensure that all project 

components can withstand moderate to strong earthquake-shaking.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 

8-9) 

Summary of Mitigation Measure GEO-2: Conduct Site-Specific Geotechnical 

Investigations and Implement the Recommendations 

Prior to construction, the JPA or local jurisdictions will prepare project-specific 

geotechnical investigations to guide the design of earthworks and foundations for 

proposed structures. Based on the subsurface conditions expressed through geotechnical 

investigation, the JPA and local jurisdictions, in conjunction with soil scientists or 

engineers, will ensure that specific project elements are designed to accommodate the 

effects of liquefaction of expansive soils. For roadways and bridges, subsurface borings 

at regular intervals along proposed roadways and in the vicinity of proposed bridges are 

recommended as part of the geotechnical evaluations.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 8-9) 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation: The Connector JPA finds that the above measures 

are appropriate and feasible, and may substantially lessen or avoid Project impacts. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures GEO-1 and GEO-2, which include implementing 

the recommendations of the geotechnical investigation to conduct site-specific 

geotechnical investigations, would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. The 
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JPA finds that the above measures are appropriate and feasible, and may substantially 

lessen or avoid potential environmental impacts.  Therefore, this impact would be 

reduced to less than significant.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 8-9, 8-14) 

 

Impact GEO-4: Potential Structural Damage as a Result of Development on Expansive 

Soils 

The shrink-swell capacity of expansive soils can result in differential movement beneath 

foundations/pavements. Although the likelihood of expansive soils in the study area is 

low, if present beneath planned project components, they could compromise the 

structural integrity of proposed new facilities. This is considered a significant impact.   

(FEIR, Volume II, pp. 8-10, 8-15) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that impacts relating to 

expansive soils are potentially significant.  Changes or alterations have been required in, 

or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental 

effect as identified in the Final EIR.  (FEIR, Volume II, pp. 8-10, 8-15) 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation: As described above, Mitigation Measures GEO-1 

and GEO-2, which include implementing the recommendation of the geotechnical 

investigation to conduct site-specific geotechnical investigations, would reduce this 

impact to a less than significant level. The Connector JPA finds that the above measures 

are appropriate and feasible, and may substantially lessen or avoid potential 

environmental impacts.  Therefore, this impact would be reduced to less than significant.  

(FEIR, Volume II, pp. 8-10, 8-15) 

 

Impact GEO-5: Potential Accelerated Runoff, Erosion, and Sedimentation from 

Construction Activities 

Grading, excavation, removal of vegetation cover, and loading activities associated with 

construction activities could temporarily increase runoff, erosion, and sedimentation. 

Construction activities also could result in soil compaction and wind erosion effects that 

could adversely affect soils and reduce the re-vegetation potential at construction sites 

and staging areas. This is considered a significant impact.    ( FEIR, Volume II, p. 8-10, 

8-15) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that impacts relating to 

runoff, erosion, and sedimentation are potentially significant.  Changes or alterations 

have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the 

significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR, including requiring 

grading and construction contractors to comply with the applicable county or city grading 

ordinances as a contract specification, which would minimize any adverse effects 

associated with erosion and sedimentation, as well as Mitigation Measure HYD-1. 
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Summary of Mitigation Measure HYD-1: Obtain an NPDES Construction General 

Permit and Incorporate its Requirements as Well as Those of Other Water Quality 

Regulations in Site-Specific Project Designs  

The Connector JPA or local jurisdiction will implement a series of actions, either directly 

or through contract specifications.  These actions include the development of design and 

construction standards for stream crossings, field surveys of potential surface water 

resources, monitor compliance with water quality objectives, implement a procedure for 

spill prevention, habitat restoration, compliance with permitting conditions and other 

laws or requirements.   (FEIR, Volume II, p. 10-20). 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation: Requiring grading and construction contractors to 

comply with the applicable county or city grading ordinances as a contract specification 

would minimize any adverse effects associated with erosion and sedimentation. In 

addition, implementation of mitigation measure HYD-1 would substantially lessen the 

impacts relating to water quality. The Connector JPA finds that the above measures are 

appropriate and feasible, and may substantially lessen or avoid potential environmental 

impacts.  Therefore, this impact would be reduced to less than significant.  (FEIR, 

Volume II, p. 8-10, 8-15) 

 

Impact GEO-6: Potential for Damage to or Destruction of Previously Undiscovered 

Buried Paleontological Sites 

Project construction and staging activities could disturb buried, undiscovered 

paleontological sites. Improvements and modifications occurring within existing rights-of 

way would have less potential to encounter previously unknown resources relative to 

those in undisturbed areas; however, any work entailing deep ground disturbance would 

have the potential to encounter paleontological resources. This is considered a significant 

impact.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 8-10, 8-15) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that impacts relating to 

paleontological resources are potentially significant.  Changes or alterations have been 

required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the significant 

environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR. 

Summary of Mitigation Measure GEO-3: Stop Work if Paleontological Resources 

are Discovered During Construction and Implement Recommendations of 

Paleontologist 

If paleontological resources are discovered during ground-disturbing activities, 

contractors will notify the Connector JPA or local jurisdictions responsible for project 

implementation. and stop work in that area and within 100 feet of the find until a 

qualified paleontologist can assess the significance of the find and develop appropriate 

treatment measures. (FEIR, Volume II, p. 8-11). 
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Findings on Proposed Mitigation: Implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-3 will 

ensure that any inadvertent paleontological finds are treated appropriately by a qualified 

paleontologist. JPA finds that the above measures are appropriate and feasible, and may 

substantially lessen or avoid potential environmental impacts.  Therefore, this impact 

would be reduced to less than significant.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 8-10, 8-15) 

 

 

7. Hazards and Hazardous Materials  

 

Additional Information on the Hazards and Hazardous Materials Impacts for the proposed 

Capital SouthEast Connector is set forth in the Final EIR.  This information is incorporated into 

these findings as though fully set forth herein.  Considering the above information, other 

considerations in the record, public comments, testimony, staff reports, and the potential impacts 

identified in the Final EIR, the findings of the Connector JPA are as follows:  

 

Impact HAZ-1: Potential to Create a Significant Hazard to the Public or the Environment 

through the Routine Transport, Use, or Disposal of Hazardous Materials 

Anticipated growth in the volume of goods movement means that the volume of 

hazardous materials being moved along these routes is likely to increase. However, the 

project will improve traffic safety and reduce potential congestion through its design. 

This will minimize the potential for hazardous materials spills as a result of transport 

accidents. This would be considered a less-than-significant impact.   (FEIR, Volume II, p. 

9-12; 9-21) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  Based on the analysis contained within the Final 

EIR, other considerations in the record, and the impact evaluation criteria, the JPA finds 

that the Project has no significant impacts relating to routine transport, use or disposal of 

hazardous materials and no mitigation measures are required.  (FEIR, Volume II, pp. 9-

12, 9-21) 

 

 

Impact HAZ-2: Potential to Create a Significant Hazard to the Public or the Environment 

through Reasonably Foreseeable Upset and Accident Conditions Involving the Release of 

Hazardous Materials into the Environment 

 

Based on the nature of hazardous materials that will be used, stored, or disposed of 

during construction (e.g., diesel-fueled equipment, contaminated soil) of the proposed 

project, there is a possibility that upset and accident conditions involving the release of 

hazardous materials into the environment could occur. However, the handling and 

disposal of these materials would be governed according to regulations enforced by local 

fire departments, CUPAs, the California Division of Occupational Safety and Health, and 

the DTSC. In addition, regulations under the federal CWA require contractors to avoid 

allowing the release of materials into surface waters as part of their SWPPP and NPDES 

permit requirements. Based on the regulatory scheme, this impact would be less than 

significant.   (FEIR, Volume II, p. 9-13, 9-21; FEIR, p. 3-11.) 
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Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that the Project has no 

significant impacts relating to the release of hazardous materials into the environment and 

no mitigation measures are required.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 9-13, 9-21) 

 

Impact HAZ-3: Potential to Emit Hazardous Emissions or Involve Handling Hazardous 

or Acutely Hazardous Materials, Substances, or Waste within 0.25 Mile of an Existing 

or Proposed School 

Hazardous materials used in construction of the proposed project in the vicinity of a 

school, or other sensitive receptors such as hospitals and residences, accidentally could be 

released. In the event of a hazardous materials spill or release, notification and cleanup 

operations would be performed in compliance with applicable local government 

hazardous materials risk management plans. Also, implementation of the SWPPP by 

contractors would also reduce the potential of a spill incident from occurring. The project 

will not use large quantities of hazardous materials, and any uses will be transitory. This 

impact would be less than significant.   (FEIR, Volume II, p. 9-13, 9-21.) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that the Project has no 

significant impacts relating to the release of hazardous materials within the vicinity of a 

school and  no mitigation measures are required.   (FEIR, Volume II, p. 9-13, 9-21) 

 

Impact HAZ-4: Potential to Be Located on a Site Which is Included on a List of 

Hazardous Materials Sites Compiled Pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 

and, as a Result, Create a Significant Hazard to the Public or Environment 

 

As identified above, the proposed project corridor is adjacent to three hazardous materials 

sites. These three sites may also be included on a list of hazardous materials sites 

compiled pursuant to Government code Section 65962.5, and will be further evaluated 

during the tired or project-level environmental document phase of the capital Southeast 

Connector project. One area of potential or confirmed contamination within the 

boundaries of the study area defined for the ISA include potential soil and groundwater 

contamination from leaking underground storage tanks. If disturbance of soil and/or 

groundwater in these areas are required as part of construction activities, any 

contaminated soil or groundwater found could represent a significant risk to human 

health and the environment. This is a significant impact. (FEIR, Volume II, p. 9-13; 9-22 

  

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that impacts relating to 

hazardous materials sites are potentially significant.  Changes or alterations have been 

required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the significant 

environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR. 
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Summary of Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: Perform a Phase I Environmental Site 

Assessment prior to Demolition and Construction Activities and Remediate If 

Required 

Prior to construction, the JPA or local jurisdictions will conduct appropriate 

environmental review during the tiered or project-level environmental documentation 

phase, including a Phase I environmental site assessment in conformance with the ASTM 

Standard Practice E1527-05 and subsequently, a Phase II environmental site assessment, 

if warranted. (FEIR, Volume II, p. 9-14.) 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation: Implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-1, 

which includes conducting appropriate environmental reviews during the tiered or 

project-level environmental documentation, would reduce this impact to a less-than-

significant level. The Connector JPA finds that the above measure is appropriate and 

feasible, and may substantially lessen or avoid potential environmental impacts.  

Therefore, this impact would be reduced to less than significant.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 9-

13; 9-22) 

 

Impact HAZ-5: Potential Safety Hazard for People Residing or Working in the Project 

Area Due to Vicinity of Project Within a Airport Land Use Plan, Public Airport or 

Private Airstrip 

 

The project could create a potential hazard because of the number of new or newly 

expanded transportation project facilities that would lie within 2 miles of an airport. This 

impact is considered to be significant. (FEIR, Volume II, p. 9-15; 9-22) 

  

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that impacts relating to 

airport hazards are potentially significant.  Changes or alterations have been required in, 

or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental 

effect as identified in the Final EIR. 

Mitigation Measure HAZ-2: Ensure Compliance with Emergency Response and 

Evacuation Plans 

Prior to project-specific design approval, the JPA or local jurisdiction will confer with 

SACOG, as the designated ALUC, to ensure that the project is consistent with any CLUP 

or ALUCP in effect at the time of consideration of the project-specific design.  (FEIR, 

Volume II, p. 9-15) 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation: Implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-2, 

which comprises consultation with the designated CLUP, would reduce this impact to a 

less-than-significant level. The Connector JPA finds that the above measure is 

appropriate and feasible, and may substantially lessen or avoid potential environmental 

impacts.  Therefore, this impact would be reduced to less than significant.  (FEIR, 

Volume II, p. 9-15; 9-22) 
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Impact HAZ-6: Impair Implementation of or Physically Interfere with an Adopted 

Emergency Response Plan or Emergency Evacuation Plan 

 

During construction, emergency access to and in the vicinity of the proposed project 

potentially could be affected by lane closures, detours, and construction-related traffic. 

This is considered a significant impact. (FEIR, Volume II, p. 9-15; 9-22) 

  

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that impacts relating to 

impairment of emergency response/evacuation plans are potentially significant.  Changes 

or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or 

avoid the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR. 

Summary of Mitigation Measure HAZ-3: Prepare a Traffic Management Plan and 

Construction Scheduling 

The JPA or local jurisdictions, as applicable, will require that the contractor(s) prepare a 

traffic management plan (TMP) during the final stage of project design to ensure there is 

no interference with emergency vehicles/services or response/evacuation plans, 

consistent with standards found in Caltrans‘ TMP guidelines (2009).  (FEIR, Volume II, 

p. 9-16; FEIR, p. 3-11.) 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation: Implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-3, 

which includes preparation of a traffic management plan and construction scheduling, 

would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. The Connector JPA finds that 

the above measure is appropriate and feasible, and may substantially lessen or avoid 

potential environmental impacts.  Therefore, this impact would be reduced to less than 

significant.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 9-15, 9-21; FEIR, p. 3-11.) 

 

Impact HAZ-7: Expose People or Structures to a Significant Risk of Loss, Injury, or 

Death Involving Wildland Fires 

There are two aspects considered regarding wildfires in the project area. The first is the 

potential for a construction-related wildfire. This would be addressed through adherence 

of BMPs throughout construction of the project. The other aspect is a wildfire associated 

with road access (e.g., cigarette thrown from car window or vehicles in dry grass along 

shoulder). However, this potential impact is relatively low and routinely handled by fire 

protection agencies. Therefore, impacts associated with wildland fires would be less than 

significant.   (FEIR, Volume II, p. 9-17; 9-22) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that the Project has no 

significant impacts relating to wildland fires and no mitigation measures are required.   

 

 

8. Hydrology and Water Quality: 

 

Additional Information on the Impacts to Hydrology and Water Quality for the proposed Capital 

SouthEast Connector is set forth in the Final EIR.  This information is incorporated into these 
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findings as though fully set forth herein.  Considering the above information, other 

considerations in the record, public comments, testimony, staff reports, and the potential impacts 

identified in the Final EIR, the findings of the Connector JPA are as follows:  

Impact HYD-1: Surface Water Quality Degradation Caused by Construction Activities 

 

Construction-related earth-disturbing activities of highway, interchange, street, and other 

various improvement projects included in the proposed project would introduce the 

potential for increased erosion and sedimentation, with subsequent effects on water 

quality and storm drain capacity. In addition, construction equipment and activities would 

have the potential to leak hazardous materials, such as oil and gasoline, and potentially 

affect surface water or groundwater quality. This is considered a potentially significant 

impact on ground- and surface water quality.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 10-20; 10-32) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that impacts relating to 

potential water quality degradation are potentially significant.  Changes or alterations 

have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the 

significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 10-

20, 10-32) 

Summary of Mitigation Measure HYD-1: Obtain an NPDES Construction General 

Permit and Incorporate its Requirements as Well as Those of Other Water Quality 

Regulations in Site-Specific Project Designs  

The Connector JPA or local agency undertaking later projects will, either directly or 

through contract specifications, implement actions including BMPs designed to minimize 

sedimentation and erosion as well as obtaining and implementing an NPDES construction 

permit.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 10-20) 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation: Implementation of Mitigation Measures HYD-1, 

which includes obtaining an NPDES construction general permit, would reduce this 

impact to a less-than-significant level. The Connector JPA finds that the above measure is 

appropriate and feasible, and may substantially lessen or avoid potential environmental 

impacts.  Therefore, this impact would be reduced to less than significant.  (FEIR, 

Volume II, p. 10-20; 10-32) 

 

Impact HYD-2: Water Quality Degradation Caused by Construction Activities below 

the Water Table 

 

Construction of the proposed project will require extensive foundational support. Projects 

that excavate or secure foundations deep in the ground may encounter groundwater. 

Depending on the location, trenching and excavation associated with these projects may 

reach depths that can expose the water table and create a direct path to the groundwater 

basin for contaminants to enter the groundwater system.  Similarly, impacts on surface 
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waters include discharge of pollutants and groundwater may be removed for construction 

purposes. This impact would be significant.   (FEIR, Volume II, p. 10-21) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that impacts relating to 

surface water impacts are potentially significant.  Changes or alterations have been 

required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the significant 

environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR, including Mitigation Measures HYD-

1 (above), and HYD-2 (below). 

Mitigation Measure HYD-2: Comply with Provisions for Dewatering 

The JPA or local agency, as part of construction contract specifications, will require that  

the contractor will determine whether the volume of water from the dewatering operation 

is covered under the NPDES Construction General Permit before discharging any 

dewatered effluent to surface water. If it is deemed that the volume is greater than the 

Construction General Permit allows, the contractor will obtain coverage under an NPDES 

Low Threat Discharge and Dewatering Permit from the Central Valley RWQCB. The 

NPDES Low Threat Discharge and Dewatering Permit will require the water from the 

dewatering operation to be treated prior to discharge to any local water way.  (FEIR, 

Volume II, p. 10-22) 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation: Implementation of Mitigation Measures HYD-1 and 

2, which include obtaining an NPDES construction general permit, would reduce this 

impact to a less-than-significant level. The Connector JPA finds that the above measure is 

appropriate and feasible, and may substantially lessen or avoid potential environmental 

impacts.  Therefore, this impact would be reduced to less than significant.  (FEIR, 

Volume II, p. 10-20; 10-32) 

 

Impact HYD-3: Water Quality Degradation from Urban Runoff Caused by Increased 

Impervious Surfaces 

 

Project activities such as road widenings, interchange construction would create new 

impervious surfaces that would result in an incremental reduction in the amount of 

natural soil surfaces available for infiltration of rainfall and runoff, potentially generating 

additional runoff during storm events. In addition, the increase in impervious surfaces, 

along with the increase in surface water runoff, could increase the nonpoint source 

discharge of pollutants. Contributions of these contaminants to stormwater and other 

runoff would degrade the quality of receiving waters. The impact would be significant.   

(FEIR, Volume II, p. 10-22; 10-33) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that impacts relating to 

contaminated stormwater runoff are potentially significant.  Changes or alterations have 

been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the significant 

environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR. 
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Summary of Mitigation Measure HYD-3: Implement Measures to Maintain Water 

Quality after Construction 

The design of individual projects will include, and the Connector JPA or local agency 

will implement, either directly or through contract specifications, source and treatment 

control measures contained in County Stormwater Management Plans or EPA and other 

related guidance documents. (FEIR, Volume II, p. 10-23) 

Summary of Mitigation Measure HYD-4: Conduct Project-Level Drainage Studies 

for Project Design 

The Connector JPA or local agency will conduct drainage studies for later projects on a 

site-specific basis. Drainage systems for the individual project will be designed in 

accordance with the findings of the studies, the requirements of the applicable local flood 

control agencies, and flood control design criteria established under applicable local 

ordinances.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 10-23) 

Summary of Mitigation Measure HYD-5: Design and Install Infiltration Systems 

The design of individual projects will include infiltration systems, where feasible. 

Infiltration devices will be installed to replace the natural recharge rate of the soil to be 

paved over, reduce stormwater peak discharges and volumes to downstream catchments, 

and improve the quality of stormwater discharged to water bodies.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 

10-24) 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation: Implementation of Mitigation Measures HYD-3, 4 

and 5, would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. The Connector JPA finds 

that the above measure is appropriate and feasible, and may substantially lessen or avoid 

potential environmental impacts.  Therefore, this impact would be reduced to less than 

significant.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 10-22; 10-33) 

 

Impact HYD-4: Substantial Increased Runoff Resulting in Flooding 

 

The proposed project could potentially alter surface drainage patterns by adding 

impermeable surfaces, directly altering flow patterns, or placing structures in a floodway, 

all of which could yield increased amounts of stormwater runoff. Given that much of the 

project alignment is along existing roadways, flow patterns are not expected to be 

significantly altered or cause a substantial increase in impervious surfaces that would 

result in flooding, the impact would be less than significant.    (FEIR, Volume II, p. 10-

23, 10-33) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that impacts relating to 

increased runoff are potentially significant.  Changes or alterations have been required in, 

or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental 

effect as identified in the Final EIR. 
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Findings on Proposed Mitigation: Implementation of Mitigation Measures HYD-4 (see 

Impact HYD-3), which includes conducting drainage studies, would reduce this impact to 

a less-than-significant level. The Connector JPA finds that the above measure is 

appropriate and feasible, and may substantially lessen or avoid potential environmental 

impacts.  Therefore, this impact would be reduced to less than significant.  (FEIR, 

Volume II, p. 10-23) 

 

Impact HYD-5: Reduction in Groundwater Recharge Caused by Increased Impervious 

Surfaces 

 

The proposed project would include activities that would result in new impervious 

surfaces and could reduce rainwater infiltration and groundwater recharge. The proposed 

project is located in urban areas and along existing highways, streets, and roads where 

many of the surfaces are already paved or impervious. The project would increase this 

impervious area through new facilities. The impact would be significant.     (FEIR, 

Volume II, p. 10-24; 10-33) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that impacts relating to 

reduction in groundwater recharge are potentially significant.  Changes or alterations 

have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the 

significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR. 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation: Implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-5 (see 

Impact HYD-3), which includes design and installation of infiltration systems, would 

reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. The Connector JPA finds that the 

above measure is appropriate and feasible, and may substantially lessen or avoid potential 

environmental impacts.  Therefore, this impact would be reduced to less than significant.  

(FEIR, Volume II, p. 10-24; 10-33) 

 

Impact HYD-6: Discharges of Contaminants to 303(d) Listed Water Bodies 

 

Several water bodies in the project area, including major rivers, creeks, and tributaries 

(see Table 10-1) have been identified under CWA Section 303(d) as impaired by a 

variety of contaminants, including pesticides (chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, and Group A 

pesticides), mercury, copper, zinc, pathogens, and exotic species. The impact from 

discharge of contaminants would be significant.    (FEIR, Volume II, p. 10-25; 10-33) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that impacts relating to 

contaminants to 303(d) listed waters are potentially significant.  Changes or alterations 

have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the 

significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR. 
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Findings on Proposed Mitigation: Implementation of Mitigation Measures HYD-1 and 

-3 (see Impacts HYD-1, HYD-3), which include obtaining a NPDES construction general 

permit and water quality maintenance measures, would reduce this impact to a less-than-

significant level. The Connector JPA finds that the above measure is appropriate and 

feasible, and may substantially lessen or avoid potential environmental impacts.  

Therefore, this impact would be reduced to less than significant.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 

10-25; 10-33) 

 

Impact HYD-7: Changes to Floodplain from Construction Activities 

 

Segments of the proposed project would be constructed within the 100-year flood zone, 

thus increasing the potential to obstruct or exacerbate floodwaters. The impact would be 

significant.    (FEIR, Volume II, p. 10-25; 10-33) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that impacts relating to 

floodplain changes are potentially significant.  Changes or alterations have been required 

in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental 

effect as identified in the Final EIR. 

Mitigation Measure HYD-6: Avoid Restriction of Flood Flows and Obtain Agency 

Approval of Construction within 100-Year Floodplains 

The design of individual projects will proceed in accordance with the best available 

mapping from DWR, FEMA, and USACE. The project design will comply with the 

requirements of the applicable local flood control agencies, and flood control design 

criteria established under applicable local ordinances. If unavoidable construction would 

occur within a 100-year floodplain, the JPA or local agency will prepare a letter of map 

amendment and submit to FEMA before construction of the project. The LOMR will 

include revised local base flood elevations for projects constructed within flood-prone 

areas. If the LOMR is approved, the design will reflect its provisions.  (FEIR, Volume II, 

p. 10-25) 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation: Implementation of Mitigation Measures HYD-6, 

which includes agency approval before construction, would reduce this impact to a less-

than-significant level. The Connector JPA finds that the above measure is appropriate and 

feasible, and may substantially lessen or avoid potential environmental impacts.  

Therefore, this impact would be reduced to less than significant.  (DEIR, p. 10-25; 10-33) 

 

Impact HYD-8: Potential for Inundation by Dam or Levee Failure 

Significant precipitation or major storm events have the potential to cause levee failure 

within the project area. Any projects constructed within areas subject to flooding caused 

by dam failure, as mapped by FEMA, would be built following standard building codes 

and federal, state, and local regulations, all of which would be adequate to protect against 

personal injury or death. While there are no state or federal levees in the project area, 
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there are several local levees along the Cosumnes River and Deer, Morrison, and Laguna 

Creeks, as well as other creeks in the project area. The impact would be significant.  

(FEIR, Volume II, p. 10-26; 10-33) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that impacts relating to 

dam or levee failure are potentially significant.  Changes or alterations have been 

required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the significant 

environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR. 

Summary of Mitigation Measure HYD-7: Design Projects to Pass Flows in the Event 

of Levee or Dam Failure 

During the design of individual projects, the Connector JPA or local agency will consult 

with the applicable flood control agencies to ensure that the flooding risks of pre-project 

conditions will not increase as a result of construction of the individual projects.  (FEIR, 

Volume II, p. 10-26) 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation: Implementation of Mitigation Measures HYD-7, 

which includes consultation with flood control agencies, would reduce this impact to a 

less-than-significant level. The Connector JPA finds that the above measure is 

appropriate and feasible, and may substantially lessen or avoid potential environmental 

impacts.  Therefore, this impact would be reduced to less than significant.  (FEIR, 

Volume II, p. 10-26; 10-33) 

 

 

9. Land Use: 

 

Additional information on the impacts to Land Use for the proposed Capital SouthEast 

Connector is set forth in the Final EIR.  This information is incorporated into these findings as 

though fully set forth herein.   Considering the above information, other considerations in the 

record, public comments, testimony, staff reports, and the potential impacts identified in the 

Final EIR, the findings of the Connector JPA are as follows: 

 

Impact LU-1: Physically Divide an Established Community 

The proposed project would include the development of thoroughfare, expressway, and 

rural road segments. Additionally, it would include sidewalks and Class II bike lanes 

within the right-of-way. Grade-separated interchanges also would be included along the 

proposed expressway segments. The proposed project would improve mobility within 

and between established communities. However, the potential for temporary disruption of 

local access would be considered a potentially significant impact.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 

11-10)  In addition to temporary disruption, the proposed improvements through the 

Sheldon area, including the widening of the current right-of-way, increase in traffic, and 

restricted access, could result in permanent limitations on access from one side of the 

Sheldon community to the other side of Grant Line Road.  This impact is significant.  

(FEIR, Volume II, p. 11-18)  
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Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that impacts relating to 

temporary disruption of mobility between communities are potentially significant.  

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which 

mitigate or avoid the significant environmental effect during construction as identified in 

the Final EIR.  However, although numerous design considerations can be incorporated 

into the Project to limit the disruption to the Sheldon community, no mitigations is 

available that would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

Summary of Mitigation Measure HAZ-3: Prepare a Traffic Management Plan and 

Construction Scheduling 

The Connector JPA or local jurisdictions, as applicable, will require that the contractor(s) 

prepare a traffic management plan (TMP) during the final stage of project design to 

ensure there is no interference with emergency vehicles/services or response/evacuation 

plans, consistent with Caltrans‘ TMP guidelines (2009).  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 9-16.)  

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation: Implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-3, 

which requires the preparation of a traffic management plan, would reduce the temporary 

impact to a less-than-significant level. The Connector JPA finds that the above measure is 

appropriate and feasible, and may substantially lessen or avoid potential environmental 

impacts.  Therefore, this impact would be reduced to less than significant.  (FEIR, 

Volume II, p. 11-11, 11-18) 

 

However, the Connector JPA also finds that no mitigation is available to reduce the 

potential impacts to the Sheldon Community due to the potentially permanent limitations 

on access, which remain significant and unavoidable.  The JPA has determined that the 

benefits of the Project outweigh the adverse impacts and that project should be approved, 

as explained in the Statement of Overriding Considerations at Section VI herein. (FEIR, 

Volume II, p. 11-18) 

 

Impact LU-2:  Conflict with Applicable Land Use Plans and Policies 

The proposed project would be subject to various regional and local plans and policies.  

The proposed project is included in the adopted MTP, and therefore would be considered 

consistent.  Furthermore, the proposed project has been included in the draft scenarios for 

the ongoing MTP update.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 11-11, 11-18) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that the Project has no 

significant impacts relating to conflicts with applicable land use plans and polices, and no 

mitigation measures are required. 

 

Impact LU-3: Conflict with Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural Community 

Conservation Plan 

The proposed SSHCP is in preparation. The geographic scope of the SSHCP would 

include the project study area, except for the City of Folsom and El Dorado County. As 
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part of the proposed project, the Connector JPA has approved participation in the 

preparation of the proposed SSHCP. This participation would help meet the project 

objective related to open space acquisition and habitat preservation. Once approved, the 

SSHCP will be an agreement between state/federal wildlife and wetland regulators and 

local jurisdictions that provides a regional approach to addressing issues related to urban 

development, habitat conservation, and agricultural protection. Project implementation is 

not anticipated to conflict with the SSHCP. No impact would occur.   (FEIR, Volume II, 

p. 11-11;11-18) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that the Project has no 

significant impacts relating to conflicts with habitat or natural community conservation 

plans, and no mitigation measures are required. 

 

Impact LU-4: Convert Farmland to Nonagricultural Uses 

  

Construction and operation of the project could result in the conversion of up to 1,066 

acres of important farmland, of which 3.91 acres are prime farmland, and more than 

1,500 acres of grazing land, to roadway uses. The actual amount of farmland acquired 

and used for roadway expansion could be less, as specific roadway design could 

potentially avoid areas of important farmland. However, Sacramento County has had 

substantial losses of farmland over the past decade. In the context of county trends in 

agricultural conversion, this is considered a significant direct impact, and the project‘s 

contribution to cumulative impacts on conversion of agricultural lands to non-agricultural 

uses is considerable.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 11-11; 11-18) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that the impact on 

farmlands is potentially significant.  The mitigation proposed to avoid the project‘s 

impact to important farmlands would, in most cases, reduce the impact to a less than 

significant level. However, no mitigation is available to render the effects less than 

significant in every case. Therefore, the impact is a significant and unavoidable direct and 

cumulative impact.  (FEIR, Volume II, pp. 11-11, 11-12; 11-18)    

Summary of Mitigation Measure LU-1: The Proponent Agency Will Implement One 

or More of the Following Measures as Feasible to Reduce Impacts on Significant 

Farmland 

Through project design, the proponent agency will avoid or minimize the direct 

conversion of important farmland to nonagricultural uses. For important farmland (prime, 

statewide, and local) converted by the project, important farmland of the same category 

will be protected from development at a minimum ratio of 1:1. Productive off-site 

agricultural land subject to conversion will be protected through the purchase or transfer 

of its development rights and establishment of a farmland conservation easement over the 

agricultural land. The proponent agency may provide funds to an agricultural land trust or 

similar nongovernmental agency for the purchase of land or development rights and 

establishment of a farmland conservation easement.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 11-12.) 
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Findings on Proposed Mitigation:  The Connector JPA finds that although 

implementation of this mitigation measure would minimize potential impacts to 

farmlands, they may not reduce impacts to a less than significant level in all cases.  

Because the specific location and design of the project has not been identified at this 

time, it would be speculative to attempt to quantify the resulting impacts on farmlands.  

Therefore, excess caution is employed in determining significance, making this impact 

significant and unavoidable. (FEIR, Volume II, p. 11-11, 11-18.)  Although the impacts 

of the Project to cultural resources remain significant and unavoidable, the Connector 

JPA has determined that the benefits of the Project outweigh the adverse impacts and that 

project should be approved, as explained in the Statement of Overriding Considerations 

at Section VI herein. 

 

 

Impact LU-5: Conflict with Existing Zoning for Agricultural Use or a Williamson Act 

Contract  

Several parcels containing Williamson Act contracts are located along the project 

alignment. Although proposed development would occur mostly in existing right-of-way, 

it would require the acquisition of adjacent land for proposed roadway expansion which 

could result in the loss of farmland, including land subject to Williamson Act contracts. 

The impact would be considered significant.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 11-13; 11-19) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that the impact on 

Williamson Act contracts is potentially significant.  No mitigation is available to render 

the effects less than significant in every case. Therefore, the impact is significant and 

unavoidable.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 11-13; p. 11-19)    
 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation:  The Connector JPA finds that although 

implementation of Mitigation Measure LU-1 (see Impact LU-4) would minimize 

potential impacts but not to a less than significant level in all cases.  Because the specific 

location and design of the project has not been identified at this time, it would be 

speculative to attempt to quantify the resulting impacts.  Therefore, excess caution is 

employed in determining significance, making this impact significant and unavoidable.  

(FEIR, Volume II, p. 11-13, 11-19.)  Although the impacts of the Project to agricultural 

resources remain significant and unavoidable, the Connector JPA has determined that the 

benefits of the Project outweigh the adverse impacts and that project should be approved, 

as explained in the Statement of Overriding Considerations at Section VI herein. 

 

Impact LU-6: Involve Other Changes That Could Result in Conversion of Farmland 

Potential acquisition of agricultural lands for project development would result in the 

direct conversion of farmland to transportation-related uses. Because the proposed project 

would run along existing roadway alignments for most of the corridor, land acquisition 

for the project would not generally result in the division of parcels used for agriculture, a 

common cause of indirect conversion of farmland. Therefore, the proposed project would 

not involve other changes that could result in the conversion of farmland. Because the 

proposed project could inadvertently affect farming operations for adjacent parcels, this 

would be considered a potentially significant impact.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 11-13; 11-19) 
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Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that impacts relating to 

conversion of farmland are potentially significant.  Changes or alterations have been 

required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the significant 

environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR. 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation: Implementation of Mitigation Measure LU-1 (see 

Impact LU-4) would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. The Connector 

JPA finds that the above measure is appropriate and feasible, and may substantially 

lessen or avoid potential environmental impacts.  Therefore, this impact would be 

reduced to less than significant.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 11-13; 11-19) 

 

 

10. Noise 

 

Additional Information on Noise Impacts for the proposed Capital SouthEast Connector is set 

forth in the Final EIR.  This information is incorporated into these findings as though fully set 

forth herein.  Considering the above information, other considerations in the record, public 

comments, testimony, staff reports, and the potential impacts identified in the Final EIR, the 

findings of the Connector JPA are as follows: 
 

 

Impact NOI-1: Exposure of Noise-Sensitive Land Uses to Noise and Vibration from Project 

Construction  

Construction activities associated with implementation of the project could result in 

temporary increases in noise in the vicinity of the site-specific activity. In addition, there 

is the potential for noise to exceed applicable local noise standards and the potential for 

construction vibration to result in perceptible and potentially damaging vibration. Where 

those increases result in noise in excess of adopted standards, the impact would be 

considered significant.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 12-8, 12-9; 12-13) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that the impact on noise-

sensitive land uses during project construction is potentially significant.  The mitigation 

proposed to avoid the project‘s impact to these land uses would reduce noise and 

vibration to a less-than-significant level in some cases. However, it may not be feasible in 

all cases to reduce noise and vibration to a less-than-significant level as a result of the 

proximity of equipment to noise-sensitive uses, the need for nighttime work, and the 

physical limitations of noise reduction measures. Therefore, the impact is significant and 

unavoidable.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 12-9; 12-13)    

 

Summary of Mitigation Measure NOI-1: Employ Noise- and Vibration-Reducing 

Construction Practices 

Before final project design, the Connector JPA or local agency will undertake a detailed 

evaluation of site-specific noise and vibration impacts and identify project-specific 

mitigation measures necessary to reduce construction noise and vibration to a level that is 

in compliance with local noise standards where feasible. This may be done as a part of 
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the CEQA process when a later project is subject to CEQA. In addition, various measures 

as detailed in the DEIR will be implemented to help reduce site specific impacts. (FEIR, 

Volume II, p. 12-10) 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation:  The Connector JPA finds that although 

implementation of this mitigation measure would minimize the potential impacts, they 

may not reduce impacts to a less than significant level in all cases.  It may not be feasible 

in all cases to reduce noise and vibration to a less-than-significant level as a result of the 

proximity of equipment to noise-sensitive uses, the need for nighttime work, and the 

physical limitations of noise reduction measures.  Therefore, excess caution is employed 

in determining significance, making this impact significant and unavoidable. Although 

the impacts of the Project to noise sensitive land uses remain significant and unavoidable, 

the Connector JPA has determined that the benefits of the Project outweigh the adverse 

impacts and that project should be approved, as explained in the Statement of Overriding 

Considerations at Section VI herein. 

 

 

Impact NOI-2: Exposure of Noise-Sensitive Land Uses to Increased Noise from Project 

Operation  

Predicted noise levels along some existing roadway segments would increase as a result 

of traffic noise associated with the proposed project. Although operation of the project 

would result in significant traffic noise impacts, these impacts could be mitigated but not 

to a less than significant level in all locations. For example, noise barrier walls can be 

expected to reduce noise by at least 5 dB; however, there may be some locations where 

walls may not be feasible because of the need to maintain driveway access or because of 

other physical limitations such as drainage ditches or extensive underground utilities. In 

these situations, traffic noise impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.  (FEIR, 

Volume II, p. 12-11) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that the impact on noise-

sensitive land uses during operation of the project is potentially significant.  The 

mitigation proposed to avoid the project‘s impact to these land uses would reduce noise 

and vibration to a less-than-significant level but may not be feasible to implement in all 

locations. Accordingly, the impact is considered significant and unavoidable.  (FEIR, 

Volume II, p. 12-11 to 12-13)    

Mitigation Measure NOI-2: Develop and Employ Site-Specific Measures to Reduce 

Traffic Noise  

During project design, the  JPA or local agency will incorporate feasible measures to 

reduce traffic noise related to the project such that traffic noise from new roadways does 

not exceed applicable land use compatibility standards at adjacent uses, and such that 

traffic noise increases along existing roadways does not exceed Sacramento County 

significance thresholds for traffic noise increases. This may be done as a part of the 

CEQA process when a later project is subject to CEQA and sufficient detail is available 

at the time of the CEQA process. Potential measures that can be implemented include 

(but are not limited to) setbacks, site design, construction of noise barrier walls between 
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the roadway and noise-sensitive uses and installation of low noise pavement such as 

open-grade asphalt or rubberized asphalt.  Emphasis will be placed on the use of setbacks 

and site design to the extent feasible, prior to consideration of the use of noise barriers. 

(FEIR, Volume II, p. 12-12) 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation:  The Connector JPA finds that although 

implementation of this mitigation measure would minimize the potential impacts, it may 

not reduce impacts to a less than significant level in all cases.  It may not be feasible in all 

cases to construct a noise barrier due to various physical limitations and therefore the 

mitigation measure would not reduce traffic noise impacts to a less-than-significant level.  

Therefore, this impact is considered significant and unavoidable. Although the impacts of 

the Project to noise sensitive land uses during project operation remain significant and 

unavoidable, the Connector JPA has determined that the benefits of the Project outweigh 

the adverse impacts and that project should be approved, as explained in the Statement of 

Overriding Considerations at Section VI herein. (FEIR, Volume II, p. 12-12) 

 

 

11. Population and Housing: 

 

Additional Information on the Impacts to Population and Housing for the proposed Capital 

SouthEast Connector is set forth in the Final EIR.  This information is incorporated into these 

findings as though fully set forth herein.  Considering the above information, other 

considerations in the record, public comments, testimony, staff reports, and the potential impacts 

identified in the Final EIR, the findings of the Connector JPA are as follows: 

 

 

Impact POP-1: Inducement of Substantial Population Growth  

Overall, the individual improvements proposed within the project corridor have very 

limited potential to result in population concentrations substantially beyond those 

accounted for in the land use plans of each local jurisdiction. The proposed project would 

accommodate the projected population growth, and its traffic capacity is consistent with 

future demand projected by the general plans in the study area. However, the project 

would greatly improve access to lands south of the county urban services boundary 

(USB). These will afford easier access to lands currently planned for agricultural use by 

the county; thereby increasing development pressures on these areas. Therefore, this 

impact is considered significant and unavoidable.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 13-6 to 13-9.) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that the potential impact 

on undeveloped lands south of the county USB is potentially significant. The mitigation 

proposed to avoid the project‘s impact to these undeveloped lands would help reduce the 

impact. However, no mitigation is available to render the effects less than significant. 

Therefore, the impact is significant and unavoidable and there is no feasible mitigation in 

light of project objectives.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 13-9)    
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Summary of Mitigation Measure POP-1: Require Consistency with the 

JPA’s Planning Principles 

The JPA or local agency, in developing the final design of any component of the 

Connector Project, will ensure that such design is consistent with the planning principles 

set forth in the Joint Powers Agreement that established the JPA.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 3-

15 )   

 

Summary of Mitigation Measure POP-2: Require Consistency with the 

JPA’s Functional Guidelines 

The Connector JPA or local agency, in developing the final design of any component of 

the Connector Project, will consider the Functional Guidelines referenced in the in the 

JPA‘s Joint Powers Agreement, as they may be amended and adopted by the JPA. (FEIR, 

Volume II, p. 13-10.) 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation:  The Connector JPA finds that although 

implementation of these mitigation measures would minimize the potential impacts, it 

may not reduce impacts to a less than significant level in all cases.  The project would 

increase potential access to lands south of the county USB; thereby increasing 

development pressures on these areas. Therefore, this impact is considered significant 

and unavoidable. Although the impacts of the project on undeveloped lands south of the 

USB remain significant and unavoidable, the Connector JPA has determined that the 

benefits of the Project outweigh the adverse impacts and that project should be approved, 

as explained in the Statement of Overriding Considerations at Section VI herein. 

 

Impact POP-2: Displacement of Substantial Numbers of Existing Housing or People, 

Necessitating the Construction of Replacement Housing Elsewhere  

Some project elements, such as widening of existing roadways, or new or expanded 

highway interchanges, could result in displacement of residential, commercial, or 

industrial structures. This would necessitate acquisition of these properties to make way 

for new or expanded transportation facilities. In other cases, certain transportation 

improvements could permanently alter the characteristics and qualities of a 

neighborhood.  The extent of displacements is unknown because the specific alignment 

of the project has not yet been designed. Nonetheless, the proposed widening will result 

in displacements. This is a significant impact.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 13-11) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that impacts relating to 

potential displacement of housing or other structures are potentially significant.  Changes 

or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or 

avoid the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.  (FEIR, Volume 

II, p. 13-11)    

Mitigation Measure POP-3: Develop and Implement a Relocation and 

Compensation Plan 

Before proceeding with final design, the JPA or local agency will develop and implement 

a relocation plan consistent with California Code of Regulations, Title 25, Section 6038 

to ensure that eligible residential, commercial, and industrial uses are compensated for 
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moving and residential/business replacement costs. Eligibility of specific residences or 

businesses for compensation will be determined after evaluation of the impact on the 

specific use(s) to be relocated, but would include both full and partial property/parcel 

acquisitions. 

The JPA or local agency will use applicable relocation assistance programs (including 

those administered by local, state and federal governments) to compensate owners and 

tenants for the relocation costs of residential, commercial, and industrial uses displaced 

by the project components.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 13-11) 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation: Implementation of Mitigation Measure POP-3, 

which includes compensation for relocating and replacement costs, would reduce this 

impact to a less-than-significant level. The Connector JPA finds that the above measure is 

appropriate and feasible, and may substantially lessen or avoid potential environmental 

impacts.  Therefore, this impact would be reduced to less than significant.  (FEIR, 

Volume II, p. 13-11) 

 

 

12. Public Services and Utilities: 

 

Additional Information on the Impacts to Public Services and Utilities for the proposed Capital 

SouthEast Connector is set forth in the Final EIR.  This information is incorporated into these 

findings as though fully set forth herein.  Considering the above information, other 

considerations in the record, public comments, testimony, staff reports, and the potential impacts 

identified in the Final EIR, the findings of the Connector JPA are as follows: 

 

Impact PS-1: Require or Result in the Construction of New Stormwater Drainage Facilities 

or Expansion of Existing Facilities, the Construction of Which Could Cause Significant 

Environmental Effects 

 

Implementation of the proposed project will require or result in the construction of new 

stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities to accommodate drainage 

from the road. Design of the project segments will include project-level environmental 

review to determine whether expansion of existing or construction of new stormwater 

drainage facilities is required and will determine significant impacts on the environment 

and mitigation measures, where applicable. Operational impacts will be avoided by 

design, and implementing mitigation measures would ensure impacts on stormwater 

drainage facilities would be less than significant. (FEIR, Volume II, pp. 14-6; 14-12) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that impacts relating to 

stormwater drainage facilities are potentially significant.  Changes or alterations have 

been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the significant 

environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.  (FEIR, Volume II, pp. 14-7; 14-12) 
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Summary of Mitigation Measure PS-1: Implement Low-Impact Development 

Techniques for Control of Surface Drainage 

The Connector JPA or local jurisdiction will ensure that the project design will employ 

low-intensity development (LID) techniques and features to maintain the site‘s 

predevelopment runoff rates and volumes to the extent feasible. The objective of the LID 

design is to mimic the site‘s predevelopment hydrology by including project features and 

techniques that infiltrate, filter, store, evaporate, and detain stormwater runoff close to the 

source.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 14-7) 

Summary of Mitigation Measure PS-2: Use Drought-Resistant Plants and Irrigation 

in Project Landscaping  

The Connector JPA or local jurisdiction will ensure that the design of the project will 

include a landscaping and irrigation plan that is based on the use of drought-resistant 

landscaping materials. This includes the use of suitable drought-resistant native plants, 

where feasible, and nonnative plants that are suitable to the site, such as grasses. The 

irrigation system design will rely on recycled water or nonpotable water (including water 

from LID cisterns) whenever available, consistent with quality and health standards. 

(FEIR, Volume II, p. 14-7) 

Summary of Mitigation Measure PS-3: Construction and Demolition Debris 

Produced by Implementation of the Proposed Project Will be Recycled and 

Properly Disposed 

The Connector JPA or local jurisdiction will require that the contractor will dispose of 

construction and demolition debris by either sorting debris and dropping off at recycling 

facilities, or a certified construction and demolition debris sorting facilities.  If a waste 

type produced by project construction is a type not accepted by regional landfills, the 

project engineer(s) will ensure that the waste is disposed of in accordance with all 

federal, state, and local statues and regulations related to solid waste. (FEIR, Volume II, 

p. 14-7, 14-8) 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation: Implementation of Mitigation Measures PS-1, -2, 

and -3 would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. The Connector JPA finds 

that the above measures are appropriate and feasible, and may substantially lessen or 

avoid potential environmental impacts.  Therefore, this impact would be reduced to less 

than significant.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 14-7; 14-12) 

 

Impact PS-2: Not Have Sufficient Water Supplies Available to Serve the Project From 

Existing Entitlements and Resources, or Require New or Expanded Entitlements 

Projects constructed as a result of implementation of the proposed project would not 

require a substantial supply of water because the projects would be roadway projects 

only, and the only water use would be for the irrigation of landscaping. As described 

above, implementation of Mitigation Measure PS-2 would ensure that this impact is less 

than significant. (FEIR, Volume II, p- 14-8; 14-13) 
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Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that impacts relating to 

water supplies are potentially significant.  Changes or alterations have been required in, 

or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental 

effect as identified in the Final EIR. 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation: Implementation of Mitigation Measures PS-2 (see 

Impact PS-1), which includes the use of drought-resistant plants, would ensure that this 

impact remains less than significant. Connector JPA finds that the above measure is 

appropriate and feasible, and may substantially lessen or avoid potential environmental 

impacts.  Therefore, this impact is considered less than significant.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 

14-8; 14-13) 

 

Impact PS-3: Be Served By a Landfill Without Sufficient Permitted Capacity to 

Accommodate the Project’s Solid Waste Disposal Needs 

Until final design plans are known, it would be speculative to determine the amount of 

solid waste the project would generate. Those details will be determined for each 

individual project at the time of specific project design.  

 

An assessment of landfills in El Dorado and Sacramento Counties was conducted to 

determine the likelihood of sufficient capacity to accommodate the project‘s solid waste 

disposal needs. There are no active landfills in El Dorado County. However, the 

estimated remaining capacity of the largest landfill in Sacramento County, Kiefer 

Landfill, is 64 years Because of the availability of capacity in the Kiefer Landfill facility; 

this is expected to be a less-than-significant impact. (FEIR, Volume II, p. 14-8; 14-13) 

  

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that impacts on regional 

landfills as less than significant.  In any case, changes or alterations have been required 

in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental 

effect as identified in the Final EIR. (FEIR, Volume II, p. 14-8; 14-13) 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation: Implementation of Mitigation Measures PS-3 (see 

Impact PS-1, above), which includes recycling and sorting construction and demolition 

debris, would ensure that this impact remains less than significant. The Connector JPA 

finds that the above measures are appropriate and feasible, and may substantially lessen 

or avoid potential environmental impacts.  Therefore, this impact is considered less than 

significant.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 14-8, 14-9; 14-13) 

 

 

13. Recreation 

 

Additional Information on the Impacts to recreational facilities for the proposed Capital 

SouthEast Connector is set forth in the Final EIR.  This information is incorporated into these 

findings as though fully set forth herein.  Considering the above information, other 

considerations in the record, public comments, testimony, staff reports, and the potential impacts 

identified in the Final EIR, the findings of the Connector JPA are as follows:  



 58 

 

Impact REC-1: Increased Use of Existing Neighborhood and Regional Parks or Other 

Recreational Facilities 

Although the proposed project would help to accommodate planned growth in the region, 

it would not directly result in an increase in population that would substantially increase 

the use of parks or recreation facilities. Future projects would be required to undergo 

environmental review and mitigate any potential impacts if and when they are 

constructed. Therefore, impacts resulting from the proposed project are considered less 

than significant.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 15-4, 15-5, 15-7) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that the Project has no 

significant impacts relating to recreational facilities, and no mitigation measures are 

required.   

 

Impact REC-2: Includes Recreational Facilities or Requires the Construction or Expansion 

of Recreational Facilities 

Construction of the project could result in temporary construction-related impacts, such 

as dust, noise, and restricted access to recreational facilities, but these impacts would be 

temporary and therefore would not substantially affect the long-term use of park 

facilities. Consequently, construction impacts would be less-than-significant impact.  

 

The proposed project would not directly result in an increase in population that would 

justify the need for additional recreational facilities. Implementation of the proposed 

project would result in direct impacts on study area parks via the conversion of 

approximately 76 acres of park lands. Conversion of these lands could result in a 

potentially significant impact.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 15-5, 15-7) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that impacts relating to 

recreational facilities are potentially significant.  Changes or alterations have been 

required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the significant 

environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR. 

Mitigation Measure REC-1: Conduct Project-Level Assessment of Impacts on 

Recreational Resources 

To determine the specific impacts resulting from implementation of the proposed project 

and its design options on recreation, a project-level assessment of impacts will be 

conducted by the  JPA or local agency undertaking later projects. This assessment shall 

determine the specific recreational qualities and facilities significantly affected by the 

project, in consultation with the agency(ies) with jurisdiction over the recreational 

resources. The JPA or local agency will provide, in cooperation with the affected 

agency(ies), 1) land of equal quality and with similar characteristics will be secured by 

the JPA or local agency to compensate for the loss of existing recreational resources at a 

ratio of at least 1:1 or 2) sufficient enhancements to the existing parks. The JPA or local 

agency may provide these lands by acquiring them and dedicating them to the affected 
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agency(ies) or by providing the affected agency(ies) with in lieu fees sufficient to acquire 

the lands and replace the lost facilities, at the option of the affected agency.  (FEIR, 

Volume II, p. 15-5) 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation: Implementation of Mitigation Measure REC-1, 

which includes compensation for loss of park land or enhancements to existing parks, 

would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. The Connector JPA finds that 

the above measures are appropriate and feasible, and may substantially lessen or avoid 

potential environmental impacts.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 15-5, 15-7) 

 

 

14. Traffic and Transportation 

 

The following findings on Traffic and Transportation are based on the impacts for the Proposed 

Project, including the Sheldon Reduced Access Roadway Option.   For the purposes of 

determining the impacts of the Proposed Project in this EIR, the ―baseline‖ conditions are the 

physical conditions along the SouthEast Connector alignment as they existed in 2008, consistent 

with the recent appellate court decision in Sunnyvale West Neighborhood Assn. v. City of 

Sunnyvale (2010) 190 Cal.App.4
th

 1351.  (FEIR, Volume II, pp. 16-2, 16-63 to 16-65, 16-60; 

Figure 16-12; Tables 16-7 through 16-32.)   

 

To determine whether the Project would significantly impact the existing environment, the 

existing conditions in 2008 were compared to the existing conditions with the Project. (Draft 

EIR, section 16.5.6.1.)    The existing conditions in 2008 with the Project are referred to as the 

―existing-plus-project‖ or ―baseline‖ conditions.  (DEIR, pp. 16-2, 16-63 to 16-65, 16-60; Figure 

16-12; Tables 16-27 through  16-32.)  Section 16.5.6.1 of the Recirculated Chapter 16 of the 

Draft EIR analyses the Project‘s traffic related impacts to existing conditions.   

 

The Traffic and Transportation Chapter of the Program EIR (Chapter 16) also examines the 

potential traffic impacts that would occur under the ―future-with-project‖ conditions.  (FEIR, 

Volume II, p. 16-2.)  The ―future-with-project‖ conditions include foreseeable changes and 

expected future conditions as necessary to understand the Project‘s impacts over time, including 

its cumulative impacts.  The traffic impacts of the ―future-with-project‖ conditions were 

compared to the ―future without-project‖ conditions to determine the cumulative traffic impacts 

of the Proposed Project. (FEIR, Volume II, p. 16-2, 16-56 to 16-59.)   For this reason, the 

findings on the traffic impacts of the ―future-with-project‖ conditions are set forth below in 

section II.15 (―Cumulative Impacts ―).   As discussed in the Final EIR and in section II.15, 

below, the transportation analysis of the Proposed Project under ―cumulative‖ conditions is 

based on development assumptions beyond 2035. (FEIR, Volume II, pp.18-11 too 18-13)   

 

Additional information on the Impacts to Traffic for the proposed Capital SouthEast Connector 

is set forth in the Final EIR.  This information is incorporated into these findings as though fully 

set forth herein.  Considering the above information, other considerations in the record, public 

comments, testimony, staff reports, and the potential impacts identified in the Final EIR, the 

findings of the Connector JPA are as follows:  
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Impact TRF-29: Increase traffic along the project alignment.  

As shown in Figure 16-2 and Tables 16-27 through 16-32,the proposed project with the 

Reduced Access Roadway Option would cause traffic increases on all of the roadway 

segments that make up the proposed project, especially the expressway segments.  The 

segment analysis indicates, however, that the Level of Service (LOS) on all roadway 

segments would either remain the same as existing 2008 conditions, or improve to LOS 

A or B.  The proposed project with the Reduced Access Roadway Option would thus 

provide a benefit to traffic operations along the Project under 2008 conditions.  This 

impact is considered less than significant. (FEIR, Volume II, p. 16-63; Figure 16-12; 

Tables 16-27 to 16-32)   

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that the Proposed Project 

has no significant impacts relating to levels of service on project segments and no 

mitigation measures are required.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 16-63; Figure 16-12; Tables 16-

27 to 16-32)   

 

Impact TRF-30: Increase traffic volumes on some non-project roadways and intersections. 

As shown in Figure 16-2 and Tables 16-27 through 16-32, the proposed project with the 

Reduced Access Roadway Option would increase traffic volumes on most non-project 

roadway segments in the traffic analysis study area that provide access to the Connector, 

but would not cause significant LOS impacts under 2008 conditions.  The proposed 

project with the Reduced Access Roadway option would also cause traffic increases on 

the proposed project‘s cross streets near where they intersect the proposed project.  

However, as shown in Table 16-31, the segment analysis indicates that increases in daily 

traffic volumes on these segments would not result in significant LOS impacts at any of 

these intersections or warrant the installation of any new traffic signals.. This impact is 

considered less than significant. (FEIR, Volume II p. 16-64; Figure 16-12; Tables 16-27 

to 16-32)   

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that because the proposed 

project with the Reduced Access Roadway Option would not cause significant LOS 

impacts, this impact is considered less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

(FEIR, Volume II, p. 16-64; Figure 16-12; Tables 16-27 to 16-32)   

   

Impact TRF-31: Affect traffic levels of service on freeways in the traffic analysis study area 

As shown in Figure 16-12, the proposed project with the Reduced Access Roadway 

Option would decrease traffic on most of the freeway segments in the traffic analysis 

study area and would not cause any LOS impacts on the freeway mainline segments. The 

proposed project with the Reduced Access Roadway Option would thus provide a benefit 

to freeway traffic operations under 2008 conditions.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 16-64; Figure 

16-12.) 
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Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that, because the 

Proposed Project with the Reduced Access Roadway Option would provide a benefit to 

freeway traffic operations, the Project has no significant impacts relating to levels of 

service on freeways and no mitigation measures are required. (FEIR, Volume II, p. 16-

64; Figure 16-12.) 

 

Impact TRF-32: Affect existing or planned bikeway or pedestrian facilities 

 

The proposed project would not adversely affect any existing or planned bicycle or 

pedestrian facilities. Under existing conditions, some portions of the study area have on-

street (Class II) bike lanes along segments of the alignment of the proposed project, but 

not all. The proposed project with the Reduced Access Roadway Option would add off-

street (Class I) bike trails along the expressway segments of the project and thereby 

provide two types of bikeways in those segments, which would provide a benefit 

compared to existing conditions, therefore this impact is considered less than significant.  

(FEIR, Volume II, p. 16-64) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that the Project has no 

significant impacts on existing or planned bikeway or pedestrian facilities and no 

mitigation measures are required.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 16-64.) 

 

Impact TRF-33: Affect existing or planned transit facilities, routes or services 

 

The transit policies adopted by the Connector JPA Board as part of its Integrated Modes 

Policy would provide capital funding, beyond what would be available in the absence of 

the Project, for cost-effective transit facilities and capital improvements on routes parallel 

to the Project that can demonstrate strong potential for high-use service.  As there are no 

existing or planned transit facilities, routes, or services planned for the Project at this 

time, the Project has no impact on existing conditions on transit services.  To the extent 

that the implementation of the JPA‘s transit policies may increase transit service in the 

future, it may provide a future benefit to transit services. This impact is considered less 

than significant.  (FEIR, Volume II, pp. 16-38, 16-47, 16-64) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that the Project has no 

significant impacts on existing or planned transit facilities, routes, or services, and no 

mitigation measures are required 

 

Impact TRF-34: Consistency with General Plan principles for transit-supportive 

development 

 

The transit policies adopted by the Connector JPA Board as part of its Integrated Modes 

Policy would target capital improvements to transit facilities and services in a way that 



 62 

encourages smart growth in the traffic analysis study area, especially the creation of 

villages or ―nodes‖ of development of significant size and density that are easy to serve 

by transit, to reach desired levels of transit ridership beyond that currently available. The 

proposed project with the Reduced Access Roadway Option does not conflict with 

transit-supportive development, therefore this impact is considered less than significant.  

(FEIR, Volume II, p. 16-64) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that the Project would not 

conflict with general plan principles for transit-oriented development, and no mitigation 

measures are required.   

Impact TRF-35: The proposed project with the Reduced Access Roadway Option would 

not increase hazards due to design features 
 

The proposed project would reduce the number of existing access points along the project 

alignment by eliminating many (but not all) existing driveways, as well as connections to 

smaller local roadways.   It would also limit the number of new intersections with 

planned arterial roadways along the project alignment and some new major collector 

roadways. Under the Reduced Access Roadway Option, existing access to Grant Line 

Road through the Sheldon area would be consistent with Table 2-2.  

 

Generally, accident/crash rates decrease as the number of access points decrease. Because 

the Reduced Access Roadway Option would reduce access, the proposed project with the 

Reduced Access Roadway Option would provide a benefit to safety under existing 

conditions.  

This impact is considered less than significant.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 16-65) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that the Project has no 

significant impacts relating to a hazards increase as a result of design features and no 

mitigation measures are required.  

 

 

15. Cumulative Impacts and Growth-Inducing Impacts 

 

Aesthetics: Cumulative impacts from physical construction of the roadway and its support 

of increasing urbanization of the rural area  

 

The cumulative setting for aesthetics includes any proposed projects within the same 

viewshed of the project corridor, as identified in the local planning document. Other 

planned or reasonably foreseeable roadway improvement projects in the immediate area 

include the US 50/Silva Valley Parkway Interchange Project and the widening of Grant 

Line Road in the Sheldon area. In addition, the Rancho Cordova General Plan contains 

future land use planning areas for 16 locations in the county. 

 

The project in combination with planned and reasonably foreseeable projects could result 

in substantial changes to the aesthetic character and visual quality of the study area. The 

project would increase the dominance of transportation facilities within the 
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predominately rural character of the study area. Other planned and reasonably foreseeable 

projects would introduce suburban and urban land uses that would reduce the intactness 

and unity of the agricultural and rural aesthetic, resulting in a cumulative impact on 

visual quality.  

 

Cumulative impacts could be reduced through design measures incorporated into future 

development to be sensitive to the rural and agricultural aesthetic. There are various 

general plan policies that would have the effect of reducing cumulative visual change, 

such as the creation of open space areas and view corridors to preserve key visual 

elements. The Elk Grove General Plan EIR concludes that buildout of the general plan 

would result in significant and unavoidable visual impacts even with implementation of 

the general plan policies that would reduce the impacts. The cumulative impact of the 

proposed project and Elk Grove General Plan buildout would therefore be significant and 

unavoidable. The project‘s contribution to the significant and unavoidable cumulative 

impact from physical construction of the roadway improvements and its support of 

increasing urbanization of the rural area would be considerable.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 18-

2) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that the impact on 

aesthetics on a cumulative level is potentially significant and no mitigation is available to 

render the effects less than significant. Therefore, the impact is significant and 

unavoidable.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 18-2)    

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation:  The Connector JPA finds that the impact on 

aesthetics on a cumulative level is potentially significant. There is no mitigation is 

available to render the effects less than significant. Therefore, the impact is significant 

and unavoidable. Although the impacts remain significant and unavoidable, the 

Connector JPA has determined that the benefits of the Project outweigh the adverse 

impacts and that project should be approved, as explained in the Statement of Overriding 

Considerations at Section VI herein. 

 

 

Air Quality: Impacts on Global GHG Emissions and Global Climate Change 

 

There is the potential for cumulative health risks and impacts to climate change resulting 

exposure to NOx Emissions, VMT, CO Emissions, Health Risks, and GHG Emissions 

both during construction and operation of the Project. This would be a significant impact. 

(FEIR, Volume II, p. 18-3 to 18-8) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  Although mitigation measures, as described below, 

will help to minimize impacts to air quality and climate change, implementation of the 

project will increase GHG emissions. This increase in emissions may hinder 

implementation of AB 32 and SB 375. Therefore, this impact is considered significant 

and unavoidable. The Project‘s contribution to global GHG emissions and global climate 

change is therefore considered cumulatively considerable.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 18-3 to 

18-8) 
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Summary of Mitigation Measure AQ-7: Implement SMAQMD Best Management 

Practices for Reducing Construction-Related Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The JPA or local agency will implement through construction contract terms and 

specifications that the contractor adheres to the mitigation measure and implements all 

applicable SMAQMD best management practices for reducing construction-related GHG 

emissions. Documentation will be provided to the JPA or local agency on a weekly basis. 

The contract provisions and specifications will authorize the JPA or local agency to 

sanction contractors for non‐compliance. The JPA or local agency will consult with 

SMAQMD prior to construction about the most current recommended construction best 

management practices and will adopt those practices.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 18-7) 

Summary of Mitigation Measure AQ-8: Conduct a Carbon Sequestration Feasibility 

Study and Cost-Benefit Analysis for Tree Planting as Greenhouse Gas Mitigation to 

Mitigate Greenhouse Gas Emissions to Net Zero 

The JPA or local agency, in consultation with the SMAQMD and EDCAPCD, will 

conduct a carbon sequestration feasibility study and cost-benefit analysis for the proposed 

project for tree planting. The objective of the study and analysis is to mitigate GHG 

emissions to the maximum extent feasible, and down to net zero, if practicable, through 

tree planting.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 18-8) 

 

Mitigation Measure AQ-9: Encourage Future Project-level Analysis of 

Impacts on Ability of the Region to Comply with SB 375 

 

Future project-level environmental analyses of any portion of the Connector 

Project will consider the impact of the project on the ability of the region to meet 

the California Air Resources Board‘s current emissions reduction targets for the 

region.  SACOG is currently underway with an update of their Metropolitan 

Transportation Plan for 2035 (MTP 2035), which will include the Sustainable 

Communities Strategy (SCS).  The SCS combines transportation and land use 

elements, serving as a plan for achieving the emissions reduction target 

established for the region.  However, nothing in an adopted sustainable 

communities strategy shall be interpreted as superseding the exercise of the land 

use authority of a local agency.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 18-8)      

 

Mitigation Measure AQ-10: Encourage Local Jurisdictions to Develop 

Climate Action Plans that for Reducing GHG Emissions 

 

The JPA will encourage each of its member jurisdictions to adopt a Climate 

Action Plan, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5(b), to address 

existing transportation emissions, including greenhouse gases. (FEIR, Volume II, 

p. 18-8) 
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Mitigation Measure AQ-11: Encourage Local Jurisdictions to Develop 

Efficiency Metrics for Reducing GHG Emissions  

 

The JPA will encourage each of its member jurisdictions to adopt efficiency metrics to 

address future transportation emissions, including greenhouse gases.  These metrics will 

include, but are not limited to: 

 

 Vehicle idling restrictions 

 Per capita vehicle miles traveled goals 

 Public transit ridership goals 

 Traffic signal synchronization 

 Land use/Transportation integrated planning goals 

 Bicycles and Pedestrian Improvements 

(FEIR, Volume II, p. 18-8) 

 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation:  The Connector JPA finds that although 

implementation of these mitigation measures would minimize the potential impacts, they 

may not reduce impacts to a less than significant level in all cases.  Because the specific 

location and design of the project has not been identified at this time, it would be 

speculative to attempt to quantify the resulting impacts.  Therefore, excess caution is 

employed in determining significance, making this cumulative impact significant and 

unavoidable. (FEIR, Volume II, p. 18-7.)  Although these impacts remain significant and 

unavoidable, the Connector JPA has determined that the benefits of the Project outweigh 

the adverse impacts and that project should be approved, as explained in the Statement of 

Overriding Considerations below.   

 

Biological Resources: Cumulative impacts on biological resources in the region, 

particularly vernal pool species 

 

SACOG has identified several areas in the Sacramento metropolitan area where 

significant growth is expected to occur by 2035. Along the project corridor, Rancho 

Cordova and the Vineyard Community are identified as having the highest potential for 

population, housing, and employment growth.  

 

The same sensitive biological resources identified in the project area occur in these areas 

of proposed development. Considering the past and reasonably foreseeable projects in the 

region, the proposed project would contribute to significant and unavoidable cumulative 

impact on biological resources in the region, particularly vernal pool species. Vernal pool 

habitat in the project area and vicinity occur in the Mather Recovery Unit of Southeastern 

Sacramento Valley Vernal Region, which is a recovery area identified in the USFWS‘s 

2005 Recovery Plan for Vernal Pool Ecosystems of California and Southern Oregon. 

Impacts to vernal pools within the Mather Core Area could affect recovery of federally 

listed vernal pool species in this area.  Considering other projects and planning efforts in 

the Mather Core Area, full buildout of the proposed project and other reasonably 
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foreseeable projects could affect recovery of federally listed vernal pool species in this 

area. However, if the SSHCP is approved by the USFWS, the cumulative impacts of the 

proposed project (a project covered by the SSHCP) would be reduced to a less-than-

significant level assuming that the planning behind the SSHCP will balance impacts to 

available mitigation credits in the region and more importantly, in the Mather Core Area.   

(FEIR, Volume II, p. 18-9) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that the cumulative 

impact on vernal pool species is potentially significant. The mitigation proposed to avoid 

the project‘s impact to vernal pools would reduce the impact to a less than significant 

level. The Connector JPA, however, cannot ensure approval of the SSHCP. Therefore, 

this impact is considered significant and unavoidable.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 18-9)    

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation:  The Connector JPA finds that the cumulative impact 

on vernal pools is potentially significant. The mitigation proposed to avoid the project‘s 

impact to vernal pools would reduce the impact to a less than significant level. The 

Connector JPA cannot ensure approval of the SSHCP. Therefore, the impact is significant 

and unavoidable. (FEIR, Volume II, p. 18-9.) Although the impacts remain significant 

and unavoidable, the JPA has determined that the benefits of the Project outweigh the 

adverse impacts and that project should be approved, as explained in the Statement of 

Overriding Considerations at Section VI herein. 

 

Energy: Cumulative impacts relating to energy consumption 

 

Operational activities associated with the proposed project are anticipated to result in an 

overall increase in energy consumption. However, it is not anticipated that this energy 

consumption would result in wasteful, inefficient, or excessive use of direct energy 

because implementation of the project would lead to improvements in congestion and 

roadway network efficiency. Because congestion and network inefficiency can be 

associated with the wasteful and inefficient use of energy (i.e., increased congestion and 

network inefficiency would ―waste‖ energy because of more cars idling and traffic taking 

longer to travel through the roadway network), improvements to congestion and roadway 

network efficiency associated with the project are anticipated to result in more efficient 

use of energy resources. The project is not considered to result in a cumulatively 

considerable contribution to energy-related impacts.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 18-9.) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that the Project has no 

significant impacts relating to energy consumption and  no mitigation measures are 

required.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 18-9.) 

 

Hydrology and Water Quality: Cumulative impacts  

 

Hydrology and water quality conditions can be altered by large roadway projects, such as 

by increasing the potential for localized flooding and resulting in short-term (during 

construction) and long-term (post-construction) water quality impacts. As indicated in 

Chapter 10, ―Hydrology and Water Quality,‖ several water bodies within project area 
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could be affected within the 800-foot corridor of the project area. Many of these water 

bodies are listed as several as impaired according to Section 303(d) of the CWA, have 

water quality objectives that cannot be violated, and beneficial uses that cannot be 

compromised, according to the CWA. 

 

The proposed project would likely have hydrology and water quality impacts. The 

primary hydrological impacts will likely be a greater potential for localized flooding from 

increases in storm runoff and construction in the floodplain. The primary water quality 

impacts will likely be associated with the construction of stream crossings (i.e., bridges, 

culverts), work adjacent to streambanks, and elevated roadways on existing floodplains, 

such as the Cosumnes River/Deer Creek floodplain.  

 

Ultimately, however, with the adoptions of mitigation measures described herein, such as 

implementing water quality regulations into the design of the project, complying with 

dewatering provisions, implementing measures to maintain water quality after 

construction, conducting project-level drainage studies, designing and installing 

infiltration systems, avoiding restriction of flood flows, obtaining agency approval of 

construction with 100-year floodplains, and designing projects to pass flows in the event 

of levee or dam failure, the impacts will be less than significant. The project is not 

considered to result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to impacts on hydrology 

and water quality.  (FEIR, Volume II, P. 18-10) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that impacts relating to 

hydrology and water quality are potentially significant.  Changes or alterations have been 

required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the significant 

environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR. 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation: Implementation of Mitigation Measures HYD-1 

through HYD–7 would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. The Connector 

JPA finds that the above measures are appropriate and feasible, and may substantially 

lessen or avoid potential cumulative environmental impacts.  Therefore, this impact 

would be reduced to less than significant. (FEIR, Volume II, p. 18-10) 

 

Land Use: Cumulative impacts 

Sacramento County has experienced substantial losses of farmland over the past decade. 

Growth in the County will contribute to regional conversion of agricultural lands, 

including important farmlands (prime farmland, farmland of statewide significance and 

farmland of local significance). As described in Chapter 11, ―Land Use‖, the Connector 

project will have a significant impact on important agricultural lands in Sacramento 

County. If mitigation measures described in Chapter 11 are implemented, such as 

designing the project to avoid or minimize the direct conversion of important farmland to 

nonagricultural uses and protecting important farmland directly converted at a ratio of 1:1 

(Mitigation Measure LU-1), the direct impacts will still remain significant unavoidable.  

 

Because the project‘s direct effect of converting important farmland is considered 

significant and unavoidable, even with the adoption of Mitigation Measure LU-1, the 
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project is also considered to have a cumulatively considerable contribution to impacts on 

agricultural lands in Sacramento County. Implementing the following mitigation measure 

will help reduce the cumulative impact, but not to a less-than-significant level.  (FEIR, 

Volume II, p. 18-10) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that the cumulative land 

use impact is potentially significant. The mitigation proposed to avoid the project‘s land 

use impact would reduce the impact but not to a less than significant level cumulatively. 

Therefore, this impact is considered significant and unavoidable.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 

18-10) 

 

Mitigation Measure LU-2: Implement General Plan Policies that Protect Agricultural lands 

from Conversion  

The JPA or local jurisdiction will implement the applicable adopted general plan policies 

to minimize the conversion of important agricultural lands. Each member jurisdiction has 

its own policies for the protection of agricultural resources. Sacramento County‘s General 

Plan objectives, goals, and policies protect important farmlands from conversion to non-

agricultural uses and encroachment and conserve agricultural resources (November 

2011). The City of Elk Grove has adopted policies in its general plan that call for the 

conservation of agricultural uses, including the retention of agricultural productivity and 

the conservation of soils (City of Elk Grove General Plan, as amended 2009). The City of 

Rancho Cordova has adopted general plan policies, goals, and action items that protect 

and conserve farmland and agricultural practices, including the requirement to protect 

one acre of existing farmland of equal or higher quality for each acre of Prime Farmland, 

Unique Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance that would be converted to 

nonagricultural uses (City of Rancho Cordova 2006). The City of Folsom identifies the 

natural resources in the City planning area and outlines a comprehensive strategy for their 

preservation, protection and management in its Open Space and Conservation Element 

(City of Folsom 1993). El Dorado County addresses agricultural land conservation, 

management, and utilization of the County‘s agricultural and forest lands in its adopted 

General Plan, Agriculture and Forestry Element (July 2004). 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation: Implementation of Mitigation Measures LU-2 would 

reduce this impact but not to a less-than-significant level. Although the impacts remain 

significant and unavoidable, The Connector JPA has determined that the benefits of the 

Project outweigh the adverse impacts and that project should be approved, as explained in 

the Statement of Overriding Considerations in Section VI herein. (FEIR, Volume II, p. 

18-10) 

 

Noise: Cumulative impacts 

 

Significant cumulative noise impacts are considered to occur when the cumulative noise 

generated by one or more individual projects exceeds an established noise standard. For 

example, if the land use compatibility noise standard for residential uses is 60 Ldn and 

traffic noise at a residential area along a roadway exceeds 60 Ldn, that residential area is 

considered to be exposed to a significant cumulative noise impact because noise exceeds 
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an established standard and the traffic generating the noise is the result of one or more 

individual development projects in the area.  

 

Under the requirements of CEQA a determination must be made as to whether a project‘s 

incremental contribution to a significant cumulative impact is cumulatively considerable. 

Significant cumulative noise impacts are considered to occur along the proposed project 

alignment and the alternative alignments where traffic noise exceeds 60 Ldn at residential 

uses. Because noise from construction activity is highly localized and temporary, the 

contribution of construction noise to these significant cumulative impacts is not 

considered to be cumulatively considerable.  

 

Implementation of the proposed project is expected to increase cumulative traffic noise 

levels in 2035 by as much as 2 dB depending on location. The project‘s contribution to 

significant cumulative noise impacts in the area is therefore considered to be 

cumulatively considerable.   (FEIR, Volume II, pp. 18-11.) 

 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that the cumulative noise 

impact is potentially significant. The mitigation proposed to avoid the project‘s noise 

impact would reduce the impact to a less than significant level but not cumulatively. 

Therefore, this impact is considered significant and unavoidable.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 

18-11)    

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation:  The Connector JPA finds that the cumulative noise 

impacts to be potentially significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-2 (see 

Impact NOI-2) would reduce project-related increases in noise. However because it may 

not be feasible in all cases to reduce project-related increases to a less-than-considerable 

level, the project‘s contribution to significant cumulative noise impacts is considered to 

be unavoidable. Although the impacts remain significant and unavoidable, The Connector 

JPA has determined that the benefits of the Project outweigh the adverse impacts and that 

project should be approved, as explained in the Statement of Overriding Considerations 

in Section VI herein. 

 

Traffic: Cumulative impacts  

 

The transportation analysis of the proposed project under ―cumulative‖ conditions is 

based on a ―baseline‖ reflecting development assumptions for 2045 which reflect 

buildout of all residential uses in the traffic analysis study area and growth in jobs that 

results in about the same number of jobs per household in the traffic analysis study area 

as current levels with an increase in number of households based on growth projections. 

 

The assumed roadway system serving the traffic analysis study area under cumulative 

(2045) No Project conditions generally reflects the maximum number of lanes allowed 

under local general plans. Most of the roadway segments that make up the project 

alignment have six lanes. The Elk Grove General Plan calls for eight lanes on Kammerer 

Road from Lent Ranch to SR 99 and on Grant Line Road from SR 99 to Bradshaw Road. 

The Sacramento County and El Dorado County General Plans call for White Rock Road 
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to have four lanes between Scott Road (E) and Latrobe Road. 

 

SACOG‘s travel demand model (SACMET) was used to forecast travel demand and 

provide key performance measures, based on the 2045 development and transportation 

system assumptions outlined above. The Draft EIR summarizes the projected Year 2045 

daily traffic volumes on segments along each of the alternative alignments and shows the 

projected change in Year 2045 daily traffic volumes compared to the Year 2045 No 

Project condition. (FEIR, Volume II, Table 17-9.)  The Draft EIR also summarizes some 

key transportation criteria for each of the alignment alternatives. (FEIR, Volume II, Table 

17-10.)  The information in these tables was used to determine the general performance 

and impacts of the alignment alternatives, which are discussed below. 

 

The assumed access along the proposed project in 2045 differs from the proposed project 

in 2035 as follows: 

 An additional access point at Centennial Drive, which is expected to be extended to 

Grant Line Road after 2035. 

 Additional interchanges (because of high traffic volumes by 2045) at Centennial 

Drive/Grant Line Road and at a roadway connection to White Rock Road between Grant 

Line Road and Prairie City Road. 

 

Based on the general analysis of cumulative (2045) conditions, the impacts of the 

proposed project can be described as follows: 

 The proposed project would cause increases in traffic volumes on 1) all of the 

segments along its alignment, and 2) most major roadways that provide access to the 

proposed project near where they intersect it. Because of higher levels of assumed 

development levels, the 2045 No Project traffic volumes would be higher on most major 

roadways in 2045 than 2035, and the increase in traffic volumes due to the proposed 

project would be somewhat greater under cumulative (2045) than the increases due to the 

proposed project in 2035.  (FEIR, Volume II, pp. 16-56, 18-12) 

 The proposed project would decrease traffic on many non-project roadway segments 

in the traffic analysis study area. However, the proposed project would cause traffic 

increases on most of its cross streets near where they intersect the Connector, which 

would likely result in significant LOS impacts on some non-project roadways, similar to 

the impacts of the proposed project. (FEIR, Volume IIDEIR, pp. 16-57, 18-12) 

 Measures could be indentified to mitigate the LOS impacts on non-project roadway 

segments, but they would involve improvements beyond those planned by local 

jurisdictions, including some improvements that may not meet the policies of local 

jurisdictions because of concerns about adverse impacts on bicyclists and pedestrians. 

Improvements on non-project roadways would need to be implemented by local 

jurisdictions. Because local jurisdictions may choose not to implement them and the JPA 

cannot ensure their implementation, this impact is considered unavoidable considerable 

contribution.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 16-57, 18-12) 
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 The proposed project would decrease traffic on most of the freeway segments in the 

traffic analysis study area and would likely not cause any LOS impacts on the freeway 

mainline or at any ramp junctions. This contribution to freeway traffic is considered less 

than considerable. (FEIR, Volume II, p. 16-58, 18-12) 

 The proposed project would decrease total vehicle hours of delay in the traffic 

analysis study area by approximately 11% because it would decrease traffic on a number 

of arterial/collector roadway segments in the traffic analysis study area and on portions of 

US 50, SR 99 and I-5.  ( FEIR, Volume II, p. 18-12) 

 The transit policies adopted by the JPA as part of its Integrated Modes Policy would 

provide capital funding, beyond what would be available in the absence of the Project.  

This may facilitate a modest increase in bus service by 2045.  This impact is considered 

less than cumulatively considerable.  ( FEIR, Volume II, p. 15-58, 18-13.) 

 Outside the Sheldon area, the proposed project would reduce the number of existing 

access points along its alignment by 1) eliminating many (but not all) existing driveways 

and connections to smaller local roadways, and 2) limiting the number of new access 

points along the project alignment to planned arterial roadways and some new major 

collector roadways. This would reduce accident rates in the Project corridor.  ( FEIR, 

Volume II, p. 18-13.) 

 In the Sheldon area, the accident rate for the proposed project with the Sheldon 

Access Roadway would be less than half the accident rate in the absence of the Project, 

and would substantially improve safety in the Sheldon area.  ( FEIR, Volume II, p. 16-59, 

18-13.) 

Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that the proposed project 

would make a cumulatively considerable contribution to impacts on levels of service on 

non-project roadways.  The mitigation measures proposed to avoid the project‘s impact 

would, in most cases, reduce the impact to a less than significant level. The measures 

required to mitigate the LOS impacts on non-project roadway segments would involve 

improvements beyond those planned by local jurisdictions. Improvements on non-project 

roadways would need to be implemented by local jurisdictions. Since local jurisdictions 

may choose not to implement them and the Capital SouthEast Connector JPA cannot 

ensure their implementation, this cumulatively considerable impact is considered 

significant and unavoidable.    (FEIR, Volume II , pp. 16-56 to 16-59; 18-13)  

 

Summary of Mitigation Measure TRF-1: Widen roadway segments and 

intersections 

Potential mitigation measures for this impact are as follows: 

 Widen Prairie City Road from Easton Valley Road to White Rock Road to six lanes 

 Widen Scott Road (E) from US 50 to Easton Valley Parkway to eight lanes 
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 Latrobe Road and Town Center Boulevard – The 2035 analysis was based on the 

existing geometry at this intersection. Currently the westbound approach exiting the 

Town Center has a left-turn lane, a shared through and right-turn lane and a separate 

right-turn lane. The LOS impact at this intersection can be reduced to a less-than-

significant level by providing a left-turn lane, a through and two right-turn lanes on 

the westbound approach. 

 White Rock Road and Rancho Cordova Parkway – It was assumed that this 

intersection would have two left turn lanes, three through lanes and a separate right 

turn lane on each approach. The represents the typical maximum at-grade geometrics 

used by the City of Rancho Cordova. Additional improvements that could mitigate 

the LOS impact might include four-through lanes or a triple left-turn lane on one or 

more approach or a grade separation.  

 East Bidwell Street and Iron Point Road - It was assumed that this intersection would 

have two left turn lanes, three through lanes and a separate right turn lane on each 

approach. This represents the typical maximum at-grade geometrics used by the City 

of Folsom. Additional improvements might include four through-lanes or a triple left-

turn lane on one or more approach.  (FEIR, Volume II , p. 16-49) 

Summary of Mitigation Measure TRF-3: Widen roadway segments and 

intersections 

The improvements needed to mitigate this impact are the same as Mitigation Measure 

TRF-1 except for one. The widening of Elk Grove Boulevard from Waterman Road to 

Bradshaw Road to four lanes would also be required for Mitigation Measure TRF-2.  

(FEIR, Volume II , p. 16-55.) 

 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation:  The Connector JPA finds that although 

implementation of these mitigation measures would minimize the potential cumulative 

traffic impacts on non-project roadways, they may not reduce these cumulative impacts 

to a less than significant level.  This is because the measures required to mitigate the LOS 

impacts on non-project roadway segments would involve improvements beyond those 

planned by local jurisdictions, including some improvements which may not meet the 

policies of local jurisdictions due concerns about adverse impacts to bicyclists and 

pedestrians. Improvements on non-project roadways would need to be implemented by 

local jurisdictions. Since local jurisdictions may choose not to implement them and the 

JPA cannot ensure their implementation, these mitigation measures are infeasible.  ( 

FEIR, Volume II, pp. 16-54, 16-55, 18-13.)  This impact, therefore, remains significant 

and unavoidable. Although the cumulative traffic impacts of the Project remain 

significant and unavoidable, the Connector JPA has determined that the benefits of the 

Project outweigh the adverse impacts and that project should be approved, as explained in 

the Statement of Overriding Considerations at Section VI herein. 

 

 

 



 73 

Growth Inducing Impacts  

 

The State CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR assess the growth-inducing impacts of a 

project, particularly the potential for a project to foster economic or population growth or 

the construction of new housing, either directly or indirectly in the surrounding 

environment. Included in this are projects which would remove obstacles to population 

growth. 

 

A project can have direct or indirect growth inducement potential. A project would be 

considered to directly induce growth if it included construction of new housing. A project 

would be considered to induce indirect growth if it generated a substantial number of new 

jobs in the region, leading to the need for more housing, services, and associated growth. 

A major roadway improvement project could result in indirect growth by requiring a 

large construction effort generating new short- or long-term jobs.  

 

A project may also be considered growth-inducing if it removes an obstacle to growth, 

such as providing public services or utilities to an area where these services are not 

available, or opening up a new area to development through the construction of new 

transportation facilities in areas where access is not currently provided. Growth 

inducement has the potential to result in a significant impact if the growth is not 

consistent with or accommodated by the land use plans and policies for the area affected 

because induced growth would exceed planned facilities and services and construction of 

needed housing and services could result in indirect physical effects on the environment. 

In addition, simply because growth would be consistent with land use plans does not 

mean a project removing obstacles is not growth inducing (City of Antioch v. City 

Council [1986] 187 Cal. App. 3d 1325).  

 

Growth Inducing Impact:  An established transportation network exists in Sacramento 

and El Dorado Counties that provides local and regional access. Major highways in the 

general project area include I-5, SR 99, and US 50, in addition to numerous arterial, 

collector, and neighborhood streets. Circulation within the general project area would be 

enhanced by the road widening, new road connections, and other improvements called for 

in the city and county general plans, which would provide access to planned 

development. Access to the project area is already provided along most of the project 

alignment by existing roadways. The proposed project would not create new access to 

areas that are not currently accessible to cars and other vehicles. In addition, the overall 

design concept for the proposed project is to limit access to the facility that would 

otherwise be allowed under the city and county general plans. These access limitations 

would reduce the growth-inducing effects of expanding the roadway capacity by ensuring 

that no access will be provided as a result of the project into areas. However, the result of 

the project will be to reduce congestion and provide better transportation conditions and 

easier access to areas currently served by the existing roadways. To the extent that the 

project will increase roadway capacity, it will remove obstacles to growth. Further, this 

will increase growth pressure on areas near the Connector‘s interchanges that are not 

currently planned for development.  
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Finding on Significance of Impact:  The Connector JPA finds that for these reasons, the 

project is considered to have a significant growth inducing impact.   (FEIR, Volume II, p. 

18-13, 18-14.) 
 

Findings on Proposed Mitigation:  The Connector JPA finds that the growth inducing 

impact of the Project is significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure POP-1 (see 

Impact POP- 1) may reduce this impact, but not to a less-than-signficant level.  

Therefore, the Project‘s contribution to growth Inducement is considered to be significant 

and unavoidable. Although the impacts remain significant and unavoidable, the JPA has 

determined that the benefits of the Project outweigh the adverse impacts and that project 

should be approved, as explained in the Statement of Overriding Considerations in 

Section VI herein. 

 

 

III. MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM 

 

A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (―MMRP‖) was prepared for the Project and 

approved by the Connector JPA.  (See Pub. Resources Code, § 21081.6, subd. (a)(1); CEQA 

Guidelines, § 15097.)  The JPA, or the Implementing Agency at the Project-level, will use the 

MMRP to track compliance with Project mitigation measures.  The MMRP will remain available 

for public review during the compliance period.    

 

 

IV. PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES OF THE PROJECT 

 

A statement of a project‘s objectives provides a basis for defining the range of alternatives to be 

evaluated in an EIR in accordance with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines. CEQA also 

requires the analysis of a range of reasonable alternatives to a proposed project, which would 

―feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially 

lessen any of the significant effects of the project.‖ Based on these requirements, the Connector 

JPA has developed project objectives intended to address the deficiencies in the project area‘s 

existing roadway system, as described above.  

 

The overall objectives of the project are to improve mobility, access, and connections between 

residential and nonresidential land uses, which have been compromised by increasing 

congestion, and to assist in preservation of open space and threatened habitats. The project is 

intended to link employment centers and residential areas in the corridor and contribute to the 

remedy for current and future deficiencies in transportation capacity, safety, and land use 

compatibility. The project would serve both regional and local travel needs, and would relieve 

congestion on heavily used local roadways that currently serve the corridor. The specific 

objectives of the project are to: 

 enhance mobility options within the project corridor and support planned growth;  

 aid economic vitality by improving accessibility to existing and planned job centers 

and commercial areas; 

 provide a limited-access, multi-modal facility; and 
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 preserve open space, wildlife habitat, and productive agricultural uses in the corridor. 

 

(FEIR, Volume II , p. 2-4.) 

 

 

V. PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

 

Public Resources Code section 21002 provides that ―public agencies should not approve projects 

as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which 

would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects[.]‖ (Pub. 

Resources Code, § 21002, italics added.)  The same statute states that the procedures required by 

CEQA ―are intended to assist public agencies in systematically identifying both the significant 

effects of proposed projects and the feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which 

will avoid or substantially lessen such significant effects.‖  (Ibid., italics added.)  Section 21002 

goes on to state that ―in the event [that] specific economic, social, or other conditions make 

infeasible such project alternatives or such mitigation measures, individual projects may be 

approved in spite of one or more significant effects.‖  (Ibid.) 

 

CEQA defines ―feasible‖ to mean ―capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within 

a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social and 

technological factors.‖  (Pub. Resources Code, § 21061.1.)  The CEQA Guidelines add another 

factor:  ―legal‖ considerations.  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15364; see also Citizens of Goleta Valley v. 

Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 565 (Goleta II).)   Among the factors that may be 

taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site suitability, economic 

viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory 

limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control 

or otherwise have access to the alternative site.  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. (f)(1).)  

The concept of ―feasibility‖ also encompasses the question of whether a particular alternative or 

mitigation measure promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a project.  (City of Del Mar 

v. City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 410, 417.) 

 

Where a significant impact can be substantially lessened (i.e., mitigated to an ―acceptable level‖) 

solely by the adoption of mitigation measures, the lead agency, in drafting its findings, has no 

obligation to consider the feasibility of alternatives with respect to that impact, even if the 

alternative would mitigate the impact to a greater degree than the project.  (Pub. Resources Code, 

§ 21002; Laurel Hills Homeowners Association v. City Council (1978) 83 Cal.App.3d 515, 521; 

see also Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 691, 730-731; 

and Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 

47 Cal.3d 376, 400-403.)   In short, CEQA requires that the lead agency adopt mitigation 

measures or alternatives, where feasible, to substantially lessen or avoid significant 

environmental impacts that would otherwise occur.  Project modification or alternatives are not 

required, however, where such changes are infeasible or where the responsibility of modifying 

the project lies with some other agency.  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subds. (a), (b).)   

 

With respect to a project for which significant impacts are not avoided or substantially lessened, 

a public agency, after adopting proper findings, may nevertheless approve the project if the 
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agency first adopts a statement of overriding considerations setting forth the specific reasons 

why the agency found the project‘s ―benefits‖ rendered ―acceptable‖ its ―unavoidable adverse 

environmental effects.‖  (CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15093, 15043, subd. (b); see also Pub. Resources 

Code, § 21081, subd. (b).)  The California Supreme Court has stated that, ―[t]he wisdom of 

approving . . . any development project, a delicate task which requires a balancing of interest, is 

necessarily left to the sound discretion of the local officials and their constituents who are 

responsible for such decisions.  The law as we interpret and apply it simply requires that those 

decisions be informed, and therefore balanced.‖  (Goleta II, supra, 52 Cal.3d at p. 576.) 

 

The preceding discussion regarding Project impacts reveals that nearly every significant effect 

identified in the Draft PEIR has been at least substantially lessened, if not fully avoided, by the 

adoption of feasible mitigation measures.   

 

Thus, as a legal matter, the Connector JPA, in considering alternatives in these findings, need 

only determine whether any alternatives are environmentally superior with respect to those 

significant and unavoidable impacts.  If any alternatives are in fact superior with respect to those 

impacts, Connector JPA is then required to determine whether the alternatives are feasible.  If 

Connector JPA determines that no alternative is both feasible and environmentally superior with 

respect to the unavoidable significant impacts identified in the PEIR, Connector JPA may 

approve the Project as mitigated, after adopting a statement of overriding considerations.   

 

CEQA does not require that all possible alternatives be evaluated, only that ―a range of feasible 

alternatives‖ be discussed so as to encourage both meaningful public participation and informed 

decision making.  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. (a).)  ―The discussion of alternatives 

need not be exhaustive, and the requirement as to the discussion of alternatives is subject to a 

construction of reasonableness.  The statute does not demand what is not realistically possible 

given the limitation of time, energy, and funds.  ‗Crystal ball‘ inquiry is not required.‖  

(Residents Ad Hoc Stadium Committee v. Board of Trustees (1979) 89 Cal.App.3d 274, 286; see 

also CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. (f)(3).)  Indeed, as stated by the court in Village of 

Laguna Beach, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors (1982) 134 Cal.App.3d 1022, 1028, although there 

may be ―literally thousands of ―reasonable alternatives‘ to the proposed project . . . ‗the statutory 

requirements for consideration of alternatives must be judged against a rule of reason.‘‖  (Ibid., 

quoting Foundation for San Francisco’s Architectural Heritage v. City and County of San 

Francisco (1980) 106 Cal.App.3d 893, 910.)  ―‗Absolute perfection is not required; what is 

required is the production of information sufficient to permit a reasonable choice of alternatives 

so far as environmental aspects are concerned.‘‖  (Id., at p. 1029.)   

 

As described in section I.D. of these Findings, the Project has been under review, in some 

manner, for the last thirty years.  During the last eight years, more detailed studies were 

completed, and a scoping process was conducted, which led to the determination of the 

alternatives to study in the Program EIR.  Thus, the alternatives were developed and analyzed 

over several years, through an extensive technical and public outreach process.    

 

The Connector JPA has considered the Project alternatives presented and analyzed in the final 

EIR and presented during the comment period and public hearing process.  Some of these 

alternatives have the potential to avoid or reduce certain significant or potentially significant 
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environmental impacts, as set forth below.  The Connector JPA finds, based on specific 

economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, that these alternatives are either 

infeasible or are not environmentally superior to the proposed Project.  Each alternative and the 

facts supporting the findings for each alternative are set forth below.   

 

Alternatives Considered and Dismissed from Further Consideration 

 

CEQA requires that the lead agency identify any alternatives that were considered but rejected as 

infeasible during the scoping process, and briefly explain the reasons underlying the infeasibility 

determination (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6[c]). Among the factors that may be 

used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR is failure to meet most of the 

basic project objectives, infeasibility, or inability to avoid significant environmental impacts.  

The Draft PEIR included the following alternatives that were considered, but dismissed from 

further consideration.  (FEIR, Volume III, Appendix H.) 

 

1. Tunnel through Sheldon: Conceptual Alternative III B 

 

The main alignment for this alternative would follow Hood-Franklin Road, Kammerer Road, 

Grant Line Road, and White Rock Road. This alternative included a two-land tunnel through the 

community of Sheldon. This design option in conjunction with Conceptual Alternative III was 

estimated to cost $1.3 to $1.4 billion and would create significant constraints with respect to 

phasing and construction, which would pose substantially greater construction complexity, risk, 

time, and cost (URS Corporation 2006). Therefore, Alternative IIIB was removed from further 

environmental review. 

 

2. Stand-Alone Transit-Oriented Alternative 

 

A stand-alone transit option was considered in the initial set of alternatives. A number of 

robust transit service concepts along the proposed Connector alignment and parallel 

roadways were tested and that analysis was presented to PDT members. It was found that 

robust transit concepts would not attract enough ridership to 1) be cost-effective or 2) 

substantially reduce the need to widen roadways. This alternative, therefore, as stand-

alone alternative, was determined insufficient to meet the project objectives of aiding 

economic vitality via improved accessibility and goods movement, providing a reduced-

access, multimodal road. However, transit-oriented and non-traditional forms of 

transportation alternatives are integrated as components into the proposed project. The 

Connector JPA has adopted transit policies, as part of its Integrated Modes Policy, to 

provide capital funding for cost-effective transit facilities along the project alignment and 

provide funding for strategic, cost-effective capital improvements on routes parallel to the 

project alignment that can demonstrate strong potential for high-use service. As such, the 

proposed project includes considerations for expanded transit service in the project area. 

Providing integrated multi-modal connections would help reduce the necessity to travel 

by single-occupancy vehicles in the project corridor.  (FEIR, Volume III, Appendix H, p. 

H-7.) 
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3. Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative 

 

The objective of TSM is to reduce congestion using existing infrastructure, thereby reducing the 

need to construct new facilities. A stand-alone TSM alternative would typically involve 

construction of auxiliary lanes, reversible HOV lanes, or bus rapid transit lanes to improve the 

efficiency of the existing facilities without increasing the number of through lanes on the 

roadway. Similar to a transit alternative, TSM concepts along the proposed Connector alignment 

were tested and that analysis was presented to PDT members. It was found that TSM concepts 

would not attract enough ridership to 1) be cost-effective or 2) substantially reduce the need to 

widen roadways. As a result, TSM measures would not be effective as a stand-alone alternative 

to meet the project objectives to reduce congestion and improve safety within the corridor. 

However, the proposed project includes specific TSM components such as opportunities for 

exclusive high-occupancy vehicle (HOV)/transit lanes and bicycle and pedestrian facilities 

within the project limits. The member agencies also will continue to implement TSM strategies 

within their respective jurisdictions guided by plans and programs regardless of the proposed 

project. Based on this assessment, the TSM alternative as a stand-alone solution to meet the 

project objectives was withdrawn from further consideration.  (FEIR, Volume III, Appendix H, 

p. H-8.) 

 

4. Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Alternative 

 

A stand-alone TDM alternative would consist of programs and projects to improve mass transit 

systems (e.g., bus) by providing incentives for using alternate forms of transportation to reduce 

the number of vehicle trips and reduce vehicle miles traveled within the project area. Similar to a 

transit alternative, TDM strategies along the proposed Connector alignment were tested and that 

analysis was presented to PDT members. It was found that TDM concepts would not attract 

enough ridership to 1) be cost-effective or 2) substantially reduce the need to widen roadways. 

Agencies in the region are already implementing numerous TDM strategies as part of their 

ongoing programs and projects. In addition, there are existing transit options available to the 

public in the project area and plans to continue to improve and expand these services. Finally, a 

stand-alone TDM alternative would not be able to meet key elements of the project objectives, 

particularly the need to reduce congestion and improve safety. For these reasons, a stand-alone 

TDM alternative was withdrawn from further study.  (FEIR, Volume III, Appendix H, p. H-8.) 

 

5. Combined Transit/TSM/TDM Alternative 

 

The Connector JPA considered a combined Transit/TSM/TDM Alternative, which would involve 

strategies associated with all three concepts. Similar to the stand alone Transit, TSM, and TDM 

alternatives, a combined strategy along the proposed Connector alignment was tested. It was 

found that even with the combined strategy, this alternative would not attract enough ridership to 

1) be cost-effective or 2) substantially reduce the need to widen roadways. Finally, a combined 

alternative would not be able to meet key elements of the project objectives, particularly the need 

to reduce congestion and improve safety. For these reasons, a stand-alone combined alternative 

was withdrawn from further study. (FEIR, Volume III, Appendix H, p. H-8.) 
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6. Dillard Road Alignment 

 

An alternate connector route along Dillard Road in the southern portion of Sacramento County 

was considered but determined to be too remote in location to serve the travel needs of the user, 

serve the Connector JPA communities, or meet the project objectives. In addition, the proposed 

route alignment would be located entirely outside of Sacramento County‘s urban service 

boundary (USB), which is established to limit and manage growth in the county. This route 

would introduce new significant environmental impacts that the proposed project would avoid. 

(FEIR, Volume III, Appendix H, p. H-8.) 

 

7. Shingle Springs Road Alignment to US 50 

 

The Connector JPA considered an alternative that would extend from Douglas Road eastward to 

Shingle Springs Road near the El Dorado County line. The alignment would then follow Shingle 

Springs Road until it becomes Ponderosa Road and connects to US 50. This alternative would 

avoid running through the community of El Dorado Hills. However, this alignment was removed 

from further consideration because it would not meet the objectives to reduce travel times 

between communities along the project alignment in the eastern portion of the alignment, and 

would introduce additional significant impacts related to unplanned growth outside of the USB 

that would be avoided with the proposed project. (FEIR, Volume III, Appendix H, p. H-9.) 

 

8. Truncate Eastern End: Empire Ranch Road Connection to US 50 

 

The Connector JPA considered truncating the Connector before reaching the El Dorado County 

Line. This route would follow the existing proposed alignment on the eastern end on White Rock 

Road up to Scott Road, Prairie City Road, or another future road in the Folsom SOI, and then 

connect with US 50 potentially at Empire Ranch Road. This alternative was considered because 

of comments received by groups in communities El Dorado County concerned about traffic on 

White Rock Road through El Dorado Hills. This alternative was removed from further 

consideration because it would not address the objective of reducing travel times between key 

origins and destinations with respect to El Dorado County, the proposed Connector project 

would not change the planned improvements to White Rock Road in El Dorado County from 

those anticipated in the County‘s General Plan and numerous other improvements (e.g., 

improvements on White Rock Road through El Dorado County would proceed without the 

Connector, and improvements to area roads such as the West Access Road and the extension of 

Empire Ranch Road would proceed), and numerous potential design and geometric constraints 

associated with site topography at US 50. Therefore, this alternative would not avoid impacts 

associated with the proposed project and would introduce new significant impacts associated 

with access to US 50. (FEIR, Volume III, Appendix H, p. H-9.) 

 

B. PROJECT ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED IN THE DEIR 

 

Alternatives Considered in the EIR 

 

To determine the Environmentally Superior Alternative, all alternatives were evaluated on a co-

equal basis with respect to their ability to avoid or substantially lessen significant environmental 
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effects or provide meaningful differences in less-than-significant impacts, and their ability to 

meet the purpose and need for the Project.  This analysis evaluated the No-Project alternative, 

followed by the alignment alternatives and project options.  (FEIR, Volume II, Chapter 17.) 

 

1. No Project Alternative – SACOG’s 2035 MTP 

 

The roadway network under the No-Project Alternative represents, for the most part, the 

transportation system in SACOG‘s adopted 2035 MTP, with widening of the existing roadways 

separately by the local jurisdictions in the general project area to four or six lanes, with 

exceptions, as noted below. Access along the roadways within the general project area under the 

No-Project Alternative would have only minor limitations on new driveways and no reductions 

in the substantial number of existing driveways. The No-Project Alternative would have 

numerous at-grade intersections with their locations based on adopted and proposed general 

plans and specific plans. These future roadway improvements would be intended to serve the 

planned growth in the general project area.  

 

The primary difference between the No-Project Alternative and the proposed project is the 

amount and type of access along the project alignment. The proposed project would reduce the 

amount of access, especially on segments designated to have an expressway standard (Grant Line 

Road from north of Calvine Road to White Rock Road, and White Rock Road from Grant Line 

Road to the El Dorado County line).  

 

Comparative Environmental Effects 

 

Impacts under the No Project Alternative would be similar to the impacts under the proposed 

project. This is because the widening of existing roadways would occur under the local 

jurisdictions‘ general plans and SACOG‘s 2035 MTP. While the project would result in 

significant and unavoidable impacts to air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, land 

use, noise, population and housing, and traffic, similar impacts would also occur under the No 

Project Alternative. Specific impacts as anticipated for each environmental issue are described in 

Chapter 17 of the Draft EIR, and incorporated herein by this reference as if fully set forth herein.  

 

 

Feasibility/Relationship of Alternative to Project Objectives 

 

Finding on the No-Project Alternative: Infeasible.   

 

The No-Project Alternative represents what would reasonably be expected to occur in the 

foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans. Despite that fact that 

many of the significant impacts associated with implementation of the project would be slightly 

reduced in significance under the No Project Alternative, the implementation of this Alternative 

would still result in many significant impacts, and it would not meet any of the Project‘s 

objectives. 

 

The concept of ―feasibility‖ encompasses the question of whether a particular alternative or 

mitigation measure promotes existing policies, as well as the underlying goals and objectives of 
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a project. (City of Del Mar v. City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 410, 417; Sequoyah Hills 

Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 704, 715.)  ―‗[F]easibility‘ under 

CEQA also encompasses ‗desirability‘ to the extent that desirability is based on a reasonable 

balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, and technological factors.‖  (City of 

Del Mar v. City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 410, 417; Sequoyah Hills Homeowners 

Assn. v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 704, 715.)   

 

The No-Project Alternative would lessen some of the significant and unavoidable environmental 

impacts associated with implementation of the proposed project, such as the impacts on air 

quality, but it would not avoid these impacts altogether.  Because the No Project Alternative 

includes no access restrictions through the Sheldon area, it would avoid the potential impact 

related to the physical division of the Sheldon Community by the Reduced Access Roadway.  

However, the No Project Alternative would not address the continuing long-term traffic 

congestion and safety concerns along the Project corridor, particularly through the Sheldon 

community.   

 

Potential hydrology and water quality impacts could be substantially worse under the No Project 

Alternative, as the No Project Alternative could include up to 32 creek/stream overcrossings, 

while the proposed Project anticipates only 21 creek/stream overcrossings.   

 

In addition, the No Project Alternative would not realize the transportation benefits anticipated 

with the proposed Project, including congestions relief, reductions in delay and travel times, and 

reduced VMT and VHT on congested roadways. 

 

The No Project Alternative would also be inconsistent with Measure A, the Sacramento County 

0.5% sales tax approved in 2004 by more than 75% of Sacramento County voters.  The Measure 

specifically includes funding for the construction of the Connector Project, identified as the ―I-

5/SR99/US50 Connector.‖ 

 

Furthermore, the No Project Alternative does not strategically apply access control to enhance 

functionality while discouraging growth in areas not designated for growth (as determined by the 

local jurisdictions‘ general plans), as required in the planning principles and Functional 

Guidelines set forth in the  JPA‘s Joint Powers Agreement and Measure A.   

 

Finally, the No Project Alternative does not support the South Sacramento Habitat Conservation 

Plan (SSHCP), which provides a regional approach to balancing development against 

conservation and the protection of habitat, open space, and agricultural lands, consistent with 

Measure A‘s mandate that the Project adopt a habitat conservation approach.  And it does not 

include the sustainability elements required under the proposed Project.   

 

The No Project Alternative‘s desirability is not on balance with the Project in terms of its 

economic, environmental, social and technological elements.  The proposed Project is the more 

desirable choice for the Connector JPA and the region.  Therefore, the No Project Alternative is 

rejected as infeasible. 
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2. Sunrise Boulevard Alignment Alternative  
 

This alternative is the same as the proposed project, except that it would utilize existing Sunrise 

Boulevard for a portion of the alignment. At the Grant Line Road/Sunrise Boulevard 

intersection, this alternative would follow Sunrise Boulevard north as an expressway to just north 

of SR 16 (Jackson Highway) and then as a thoroughfare north of SR 16 to Douglas Road. North 

of Douglas Road, the alignment would be east of and parallel to Sunrise Boulevard, requiring an 

undefined new thoroughfare segment to provide a connection to White Rock Road. The 

alignment would continue east as a thoroughfare on White Rock Road through Rancho Cordova. 

East of Grant Line Road, the alignment is the same as the proposed project.   

 

Comparative Environmental Effects 

 

The comparative environmental effects of this Alternative are described in Chapter 17 of the 

Draft EIR, and incorporated herein by this reference as if fully set forth herein. 

 

Feasibility/Relationship of Alternative to Project Objectives 

 

Finding on the Sunrise Boulevard Alignment Alternative: Infeasible.   

 

This Alternative would utilize a portion of existing Sunrise Boulevard and require a new segment 

of roadway north of Douglas Road to connect to White Rock Road.  It would avoid portions of 

existing Grant Line Road alignment that would be utilized by the proposed Project.   

 

Nearly all of the impacts for this Alignment Alternative would be the approximately the same or 

more significant than the impacts of the proposed Project, as shown in Table S-2 of the Draft 

EIR, with the exception of biological impacts.  This Alternative would lessen the biological 

impacts of the Project, as Sunrise Boulevard has less sensitive upland and wetland habitats that 

could be impacted and no critical habitat was identified.  Despite this, the biological impacts of 

the Project with the Sunrise Boulevard Alignment Alternative would remain significant and 

unavoidable.   

 

This Alignment Alternative would increase impacts to hydrology and water quality, public 

services and utilities, and recreation resources.  The Sunrise Boulevard Alignment Alternative 

would have more extensive impacts on the hydrology and water quality conditions of the Folsom 

South Canal, Morrison Creek (upstream from Mather Lake), Rebel Hill Ditch, and surrounding 

tributaries. This Alternative would also slightly increase the impacts on water facilities, including 

the potential for construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing 

facilities, due to the increased area of new road construction. And, compared to the proposed 

Project, this Alternative would result in the conversion of an additional 64.02 acres of park land.   

While all of these impacts would be slightly increased, as with the impacts of the proposed 

Project, they would all be less-than-significant after mitigation.   

 

While this Alternative may lessen the biological impacts of the proposed Project, the Sunrise 

Boulevard Alignment Alternative does not meet the Project Objectives or serve as an I-

5/SR99/US 50 Connector, as described in Measure A.  Furthermore, unlike the proposed Project, 
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the Sunrise Alignment does not provide a limited-access facility, address deficiencies in 

transportation capacity and safety, relieve congestion in the Project corridor, enhance mobility 

options, or improve accessibility to existing and planned job centers and commercial areas.  

 

As outlined above, the Sunrise Boulevard Alignment Alternative would pass through the 

proposed Rio del Oro project, which is planned as a dense mixed-use development.  It would 

also cause increases in traffic volumes on all of the segments along its alignment, as well as most 

of the major roadways that provide access to this Alternative near where they intersect it.  

 

In addition, the Sunrise Boulevard Alignment would not realize the same decrease in total 

vehicle-hours of delay in the traffic analysis study area that the proposed Project would generate.  

It would have the highest number of signalized intersections, and little access control.  It would 

also increase traffic on all of the Project roadway segments and increase travel time along the 

Project corridor so significantly that through traffic would not use the Sunrise Boulevard 

Alignment as a preferred route.   

 

Because through traffic would not utilize the Sunrise Boulevard Alignment as a preferred route, 

this Alternative would not enhance mobility options within the Project corridor or improve 

accessibility to existing and planned job centers and commercial areas.   

 

Furthermore, because it is unlikely that through traffic would utilize the Sunrise Boulevard 

Alignment, this Alternative would not serve as an 1-5/SR99/US50 Connector, as described in 

Measure A and approved by more than 75% of Sacramento County voters in 2004.   

 

The Sunrise Boulevard Alignment Alternative‘s desirability is not on balance with the project in 

terms of its economic, environmental, social and technological elements.  The project is the more 

desirable choice for the Connector JPA and the region.  Therefore, the Sunrise Boulevard 

Alternative is rejected as infeasible. 

 

3. Bradshaw Road Alignment Alternative 

 

This alternative is the same as the proposed project, except that it would utilize existing 

Bradshaw Road for a portion of the alignment and would avoid a lengthy section of Grant Line 

Road between its intersections with Bradshaw and Douglas Roads. At the Grant Line 

Road/Bradshaw Road intersection, this alternative would be a thoroughfare along Bradshaw 

Road north to SR 16 (Jackson Highway), with access limited and consolidated where feasible. A 

signalized intersection spacing of ½ mile may not be feasible in this area because of existing and 

approved development, and therefore minimal ¼ mile spacing may be allowed for this stretch. 

From SR 16 (Jackson Highway), this alternative would continue as a new expressway in a 

predominantly easterly direction, along the southern boundary of Mather Airport, to the Sunrise 

Boulevard/Douglas Road intersection. The alignment would then follow Douglas Road east as a 

thoroughfare to Grant Line Road where it then follows Grant Line Road as an expressway. East 

of Grant Line Road, the alignment is the same as the proposed project. The mitigation measures 

identified for the project would also apply to the Bradshaw Road Alignment Alternative, as 

pertinent. 
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Comparative Environmental Effects 

 

The comparative environmental effects of this Alternative are described in Chapter 17 of the 

Draft EIR, and incorporated herein by this reference as if fully set forth herein. 

 

 

Feasibility/Relationship of Alternative to Project Objectives 

 

Finding on the Bradshaw Road Alignment Alternative: Infeasible.   

 

The Bradshaw Road Alignment Alternative would utilize existing Bradshaw Road for a portion 

of the alignment and would avoid a lengthy section of Grant Line Road between its intersections 

with Bradshaw and Douglas Roads. 

 

The impacts for the Bradshaw Road Alignment Alternative would be the approximately the same 

or more significant than the impacts of the proposed Project, as shown in Table S-2 of the Draft 

EIR.  As outlined above, this Alternative would increase the impacts on biological resources, 

cultural resources, hydrology and water quality, hazards and hazardous wastes, public services 

and utilities, recreational resources, and traffic.   

 

Because this Alternative is substantially longer, there is more overall acreage of land that may be 

impacted, including more acres of upland and wetland habitats within the assessment corridors 

than the proposed Project, contrary to the Project Objective to preserve wildlife habitat.  The 

Bradshaw Road Alignment Alternative also has the potential to affect up to 300 acres of critical 

habitat for vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp.  Like the impacts of the 

proposed Project, these biological impacts would be significant and unavoidable, and would 

increase the acres of mitigation lands required to replace these critical habitats.   

 

This Alternative Alignment would add two high risk hazardous waste sites – Mather AFB and 

Aerojet Investments LTD.  It would also increase potential impacts on cultural resources, and 

impacts on water resources.  The Bradshaw Road Alignment Alternative has the highest number 

of water crossings (32 crossings), compared to 21 crossings for the proposed project, all of which 

must be bridged or culverted. This Alternative would also affect additional acres of wetlands and 

waters impacted by the Project, particularly in light of the additional water crossings.   

 

The Bradshaw Road Alignment Alternative also has the potential to impact an additional 240.37 

acres of park land.  And because this Alternative involves additional construction activity when 

compared with the proposed Project, the impacts on regional landfills may also be greater.  

 

In addition to increasing a number of environmental impacts, the Bradshaw Road Alignment 

Alternative also fails to meet a number of the Project Objectives.  Because it would not be 

feasible to significantly limit access to Bradshaw Road or Douglas Road, this Alternative would 

not provide a limited-access facility, increase transportation capacity, enhance mobility options, 

or relieve congestion.   
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In addition, this Alternative would not realize the same decrease in total vehicle-hours of delay in 

the traffic analysis study area that the proposed Project would generate.  It would have the 

highest number of driveways, and no access control.  It would also increase traffic on all of the 

Project roadway segments and increase travel time along the Project corridor so significantly that 

through traffic would not use the Bradshaw Road Alignment as a preferred route.   

 

Because through traffic would not utilize this Alternative as a preferred route, it would not 

enhance mobility options within the Project corridor or improve accessibility to existing and 

planned job centers and commercial areas.   Furthermore, because through traffic would not 

utilize this Alternative, it would not satisfy the need for an ―1-5/SR99/US50 Connector,‖ as 

identified in Measure A, which was approved by more than 75% of Sacramento County voters in 

2004.   

 

The Bradshaw Road Alternative‘s desirability is not on balance with the project in terms of its 

economic, environmental, social and technological elements.  The project is the more desirable 

choice for the Connector JPA and the region.  Therefore, the Bradshaw Road Alternative is 

rejected as infeasible. 

 

4. Kammerer Road Bypass Alternative 

 

The Kammerer Road Bypass Option was developed to avoid residential areas along the existing 

Kammerer Road and the proposed extension of Kammerer Road. Under this option, the 

alignment would shift south just west of Franklin Boulevard and connect to the proposed 

Kammerer Road extension east of the proposed Willard Parkway, and continue to just east of 

Bruceville Road. At that point, it would shift south, continue east, and connect to the existing 

Kammerer Road just east of Big Horn Boulevard. The design of the Kammerer Road Bypass 

would be the same as the proposed Kammerer Road extension: a four-lane expressway west of 

Bruceville Road and a six-lane thoroughfare east of Bruceville Road with at-grade signalized 

intersections spaced 1 mile apart. 

 

Comparative Environmental Effects 

 

The comparative environmental effects of this Option/Alternative are described in Chapters 3 

through 16 of the Draft EIR, and incorporated herein by this reference as if fully set forth herein. 

 

 

Feasibility/Relationship of Alternative to Project Objectives 

 

Finding on the Kammerer Road Bypass Alternative: Not Environmentally Superior.   

 

The Kammerer Road Bypass Option was designed to avoid impacts to a handful of existing 

structures on Kammerer Road.  However, apart from avoiding some impacts on existing 

structures, the impacts of this alternative are very similar to those of the proposed project,  In 

light of this, the Connector JPA may want to explore this option further in the future.  While the 

JPA is not adopting the Kammerer Bypass Option at this time, because the Bypass Option is 
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within the General Alignment of the proposed Project, the Connector JPA‘s selection of the 

Kammerer Road alignment does not preclude further studies of this Option in the future.   

 

While the impacts of hazards and hazardous materials may be lessened under this alternative, 

there is the potential for additional impacts on cultural resources, as well as additional impacts on 

hydrology and water quality due to the potential for increased impacts on bodies of water.  In 

addition, this alternative may result in a slight increase in travel distance and time.   

 

In light of these additional impacts, the Connector JPA is not selecting this alternative at this 

time, however, based on the incremental nature of the increased impacts, the JPA may explore 

this alternative in more detail in the future.   

 

5. Deer Creek Causeway Options 

 

Deer Creek Causeway Options 1 and 2 would construct a mostly elevated, divided, two-lane 

causeway on concrete piers and bridge slabs, including extended sections of an alternate-

direction passing lane to facilitate slower traffic and continuous shoulders on both sides. 

Emergency pullouts would be provided about every 0.25 mile. No access points would be 

constructed along the causeway except for the proposed connections to Grant Line Road near 

each end. Only the paved shoulder along Grant Line Road, not the causeway, would 

accommodate bicycle and pedestrian access. The causeway would allow traffic on the Connector 

to bypass Grant Line Road south of central Sheldon. Two potential alignments for the causeway 

were studied: 

 

 Option 1 would divert traffic from Grant Line Road just past its intersection with 

Waterman Road and would include a Grant Line Road connection at a signalized 

intersection just southeast of Mosher Road.  

 

 Option 2 would divert traffic from Grant Line Road just south of Bradshaw Road and 

would include a Grant Line Road connection at a signalized intersection just southeast of 

Bradshaw Road.  

 

Under both options, the causeway alignment would continue east, cross Deer Creek, head north 

just past Bradley Ranch Road, and connect to Grant Line Road just northeast of its intersection 

with Calvine Road. Access along the causeway would be limited to the connections from Grant 

Line Road near Mosher or Bradshaw, and Calvine Roads.  

 

Under both options, the bypassed segment of Grant Line Road through Sheldon would not be 

incorporated into the proposed project. Any improvements to the bypassed segment would be in 

accordance with the Elk Grove General Plan as a separate project from the Capital Southeast 

Connector. 

 

Comparative Environmental Effects 

 

The comparative environmental effects of these Options/Alternatives are described in Chapters 3 

through 16 of the Draft EIR, and incorporated herein by this reference as if fully set forth herein. 
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Feasibility/Relationship of Alternative to Project Objectives 

 

Findings on the Deer Creek Causeway Options: Not Environmentally Superior.   

  

Overall, the Deer Creek Causeway Options are not the environmentally superior alternative for a 

number of reasons.  While these options avoid the significant and unavoidable impact of the 

proposed project on the established community of Sheldon (LU-1: Physically Divide an 

Established Community), they result instead in significant and unavoidable aesthetic impacts to 

the predominantly rural, agricultural, and natural visual character of the area, specifically at the 

overcrossing of Deer Creek and the riparian/wetland habitat in the Cosumnes River floodplain.  

(Draft EIR, page 3-19; AES-1:Adverse Effect on a Scenic Vista; AES-2: Damage to Scenic 

Resources or Degradation of Existing Visual Character or Quality.)  In addition to these aesthetic 

impacts, the Deer Creek Causeway options dramatically increase other impacts, including 

hydrology impacts and land use impacts, as set forth below:  

 

The Program EIR also reflects that these options would significantly increase the impacts to 

wetlands, riparian habitat, agricultural lands, farmland, and potential habitat for special-status 

species by introducing a segment of new road to the southeast of the Sheldon area that currently 

has natural vegetation and agriculture, and provides special-status species habitat.  These impacts 

include, but are not limited to:  

  

 Impacts to 312 to 338.9 acres of agricultural lands.  

 Impacts to farmland classified as Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program land 

ranging from 780 to 873 acres (330 to 396 of which are prime farmland),  

 Impacts to grassland and woodland areas ranging from 37.8 to 57.7 acres.  

 

In addition, the Causeway would be built in the 100-year floodplain along its length and could 

result in a significant risk to people and existing structures in the floodplain, and would require 

project design approvals and permits from FEMA.  (Draft EIR, pp. 10-31 to 10-32.) 

 

Because the Cosumnes River Floodplain is undeveloped, there is also much more sensitivity of 

potentially unknown cultural and historical resources that may exist along the Deer Creek 

Causeway options.  While mitigation measures are available to reduce the impacts to those 

resources to a less-than-significant level, such mitigation could result in significant construction 

delays and additional expense if such resources are found.  And where avoidance of significant 

historic resources is not found to be feasible, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 

 

The Deer Creek Causeway Options would also add additional traffic lanes to the project corridor. 

While concentrations are not expected to contribute to any new localized violations of the 1- or 

8-hour ambient standards, these project options would result in a net increase in all criteria 

pollutants within the SMAQMD and exceed the district‘s thresholds. The proposed project with 

the Causeway options would also cause traffic increases on most of the proposed project‘s cross 

streets near where they intersect the Connector. The segment analysis indicates that increases in 

daily traffic volumes on these segments would result in significant LOS impacts. 
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In addition to having additional environmental impacts, the Deer Creek Causeway options are 

inconsistent with a number of current regional planning documents, substantially increase the 

cost of the project, and could have economic consequences for the town of Sheldon.   

 

Because traffic would be diverted from the town of Sheldon, business owners along Grant Line 

Road have expressed concerns regarding the potential negative effect the Causeway options may 

have on their businesses. 

 

The Deer Creek Causeway option is inconsistent with a number of current planning documents 

throughout the region, including the 2050 Preferred Blueprint Scenario, the adopted MTP 2035, 

and SACOG‘s ongoing MTP update, as well as the current general plans for Sacramento County 

and the City of Elk Grove, both of which contemplate that Grant Line Road will be expanded to 

six lanes, and do not include the Deer Creek Causeway.    

 

The Causeway is also inconsistent with the Open Space Element of Sacramento County‘s 

General Plan, which identifies the area between Deer Creek and the Cosumnes River, extending 

from Hwy 99 to the Jackson Highway, as a key focus of the open space preservation strategy, 

noting that the area evidences almost all of the values that define open space, including: major 

groundwater recharge, frequent flooding, numerous archeological and historical sites, quality 

riparian habitat (which is recommended for protection), and aggregate resources.  (Sacramento 

County General Plan, Open Space Element, pg. 8.)  

 

Furthermore, the Deer Creek Causeway is less supportive of the SSHCP‘s regional approach to 

balancing development against conservation and the protection of habitat, open space, and 

agricultural lands in the plan area.  Similarly, these options are less supportive of Measure A‘s 

goals to preserve agricultural land and unique, natural amenities.  

 

The Deer Creek Causeway is also inconsistent with the planning principles in the joint powers 

agreement that established the Connector JPA, as well as the Project Objective of preserving 

open space, habitat, and agricultural uses.   

    

Finally, construction costs for the Deer Creek Causeway options would also increase the overall 

cost of the project by between $245 million to $285.5 million.   

 

Because the desirability of the Deer Creek Causeway options is not on balance with the proposed 

Project in terms of its economic, environmental, social and technological elements, the proposed 

Project is the more desirable choice for the Connector JPA and the region.   

 

6. Sheldon High Access Roadway Option 

 

Under the Sheldon High Access Roadway Option, Grant Line Road would be widened from four 

to six lanes consistent with the Elk Grove General Plan, and access would be maintained to 

driveways and local roadways on the segment through Sheldon, from Bond Road to Calvine 

Road. With 2035 traffic volume forecasts to exceed 30,000 daily vehicles on Grant Line Road 

through the Sheldon area, left-turn access would only be allowed at signalized intersections for 
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safety reasons. Under the Sheldon High Access Roadway Option, in addition to roadway 

widening, any unsignalized locations would be restricted to right turns, which would cause a 

substantial increase in U-turns at signalized intersections. Up to seven traffic signals would likely 

need to be installed over the 2.7 miles from Bond Road to Calvine on Grant Line Road because 

of high traffic volumes or to connect commercial properties to Grant Line Road and allow left-

turn access. 

 

Comparative Environmental Effects 

 

The comparative environmental effects of this Option/Alternative are described in Chapters 3 

through 16 of the Draft EIR, and incorporated herein by this reference as if fully set forth herein. 

 

 

Feasibility/Relationship of Alternative to Project Objectives 

 

Finding on the High Access Roadway Alternative: Infeasible.   

 

Under the Sheldon High Access Roadway Alternative, Grant Line Road would be widened from 

four to six lanes consistent with the Elk Grove General Plan, and access would be maintained to 

driveways and local roadways on the segment through Sheldon, from Bond Road to Calvine 

Road.   

 

This Alternative would avoid the limitation on access from one side of the Sheldon community 

to the other side that may result from the selection of the proposed Project with the Reduced 

Access Roadway (Impact LU-1).  Despite this benefit, however, the Sheldon High Access 

Roadway Alternative does not meet the Project Objectives, and may slightly increase certain 

environmental impacts.  

 

Because this Alternative would include the widening of Grant Line Road from 4 to 6 lanes, 

certain impacts would be increased, including impacts to biological resources, hydrology and 

water quality, and traffic.  In particular, this Alternative may have additional impacts on riparian 

woodland, special status wildlife or habitat, and protected trees.  While these impacts would be 

reduced to a less-than-significant level through mitigation if possible, they could require the 

acquisition of additional acres of mitigation land.   

 

The wider roadway associated with the Sheldon High Access Roadway Alternative would also 

increase the impervious surface area preventing ground water recharge and increasing the 

potential for runoff resulting in flooding.       

 

This Alternative would also increase the traffic on all roadway segments, and result in LOS F 

conditions on Grant Line Road from Sheldon to Wilton Road, and LOS E conditions from 

Wilton to Bond Road.   The level of service at the intersections of Grant Line Road with Aleilani 

Lane and Wilton Road would also be degraded to LOS F with this Alternative. 

Based on these traffic impacts and because the Sheldon High Access Roadway would not limit 

access and contributes to significant levels of congestion through this segment of the Project, it 

does not meet the Project Objectives.   
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By decreasing the level of service through the Sheldon Area to LOS E and F, the High Access 

Roadway fails to enhance mobility options within the Project corridor or improve accessibility to 

existing and planned job centers and commercial areas.  In addition, because this Alternative 

does not restrict access, it does not relieve the pressure for development through this segment, 

and may result in the additional conversion of open space, wildlife habitat, or productive 

agricultural uses to other uses.   

 

Furthermore, because the High Access Roadway Alternative contributes to congestion along the 

Project corridor, it fails to serve regional travel needs, or contribute to the remedy for current and 

future deficiencies in transportation capacity or safety.  By significantly increasing traffic along 

all roadway segments and degrading operations to LOS F in the center of the proposed Project 

corridor, the High Access Roadway Alternative will not serve the regional need for an I-5/SR99/ 

US 50 Connector, as identified by Measure A, and it will not create a reliable link between 

residential areas and employment centers.  Commuters and other travelers are unlikely to utilize 

the proposed Project if a main segment between these uses operates at LOS F.   

Furthermore, without limitations on access, this Alternative provides no safety improvements 

along this segment of the proposed Project.       

 

Because the High Access Roadway Alternative‘s desirability is not on balance with the Project in 

terms of its economic, environmental, social and technological elements, the proposed Project is 

the more desirable choice for the Connector JPA and the region.  Therefore, the High Access 

Roadway Alternative is rejected as infeasible. 

 

7. Off-Corridor Multi-Use Path Alternative  
 

The Off-Corridor Multi-Use Path Alternative is a basic multi-use path that would be constructed 

within the Connector corridor and an off-corridor trail that would be completed in coordination 

with local park jurisdictions. The Off-Corridor Multi-Use Path would link existing disconnected 

trail segments in the study area. Segments of a Class I multi-use path off the project corridor 

would be constructed along Laguna Creek, the Folsom South Canal, and Alder Creek. This path, 

which would be paved and measure 12 feet wide with 2- to 4-foot-wide graded shoulders, would 

be constructed between disconnected existing trail segments to create a fully linked system 

between the southwest and northeast portions of the project area.  

 

Comparative Environmental Effects 

 

The comparative environmental effects of this Option/Alternative are described in Chapters 3 

through 16 of the Draft EIR, and incorporated herein by this reference as if fully set forth herein. 

 

Feasibility/Relationship of Alternative to Project Objectives 

 

Finding on the Off-Corridor Multi-Use Path Alternative: Not Environmentally Superior.   

 

Overall, implementation of the Off-Corridor Multi-Use Path Alternative would not reduce or 

avoid any impacts of the Proposed Project.  And while it would not increase the significance of 
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any of the environmental impacts identified in the Program EIR, it does have the potential to 

result in slight increases in the following impacts:  

 

 Direct and indirect impacts on sensitive biological resources, including sensitive 

upland and wetland habitats; 

 Cultural resource impacts, including the Prairie Diggings Placer Mining District;  

 Hydrology and water quality resources where the Path runs outside of existing 

roads, as well as additional impacts on water bodies along the Laguna Creek and 

other water bodies along the path; 

 Additional impacts related to property acquisition and relocation, as well as the 

potential for development along the southern portion of Grant Line Road; 

 Potential for construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of 

existing facilities;  

 

While the Off-Corridor Multi-Use Path Alternative itself could increase the use of the existing 

off-corridor multi-use path because it would be an expansion and improvement of this 

recreational resource, it would not put increased pressure on any already overused recreational 

facilities.  It would provide additional capacity of an existing facility and would be a beneficial 

impact.  In addition, it would provide additional benefits to bikeway or pedestrian uses.   
 

Because the Off-Corridor Multi-Use Path Alternative‘s desirability is not on balance with the 

Project in terms of its economic, environmental, social and technological elements, the proposed 

Project is the more desirable choice for the Connector JPA and the region.   

 

 

VI. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 
 

The Program EIR indicates that if the proposed Project is constructed, certain significant effects 

may be unavoidable.  However, if the benefits of a proposed project outweigh the unavoidable 

adverse environmental effects, the project may be approved in spite of the adverse environmental 

effects.  CEQA requires the Connector JPA Board of Directors to balance the benefits of the 

Connector Project against its unavoidable environmental risks in determining whether to approve 

the proposed alignment.
9
 

 

The Program EIR identifies the following significant environmental impacts as unavoidable: 

 Operation of the project would contribute to an increase of traffic emissions above the 

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District‘s threshold, despite mitigation 

measures to minimize air quality impacts, and project objectives to minimize the expansion of 

urban areas and changes in land use, and to restrict access. 

 Construction of the project would lead to cumulatively significant impacts on the aesthetic 

character and visual quality of the predominantly rural study area, even with the implementation 

of general plan policies that would reduce these impacts 

                                                 
9
 Virtually all of these unavoidable impacts were also determined to be significant and unavoidable by SACOG 

under the current MTP 2035, which includes the Connector Project.  SACOG made a statement of overriding 

considerations relying on the benefits of the project outweighing the environmental impacts.  
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 Construction of the project could lead to permanent impacts on wetlands and loss or disturbance 

of special-species wildlife and their habitats, despite a number of mitigation measures designed 

to reduce such impacts.  

 Construction of the project could destroy or damage cultural resources or historic architectural 

resources, despite a number of mitigation measures designed to reduce such impacts. 

 Construction and operation of the project would convert both prime farmland and Williamson 

Act lands to non-agricultural uses, despite a number of mitigation measures designed to reduce 

such impacts. 

 Both construction and operation of the project could expose noise-sensitive land uses to noise 

and vibration, despite mitigation measures to reduce these impacts. 

 The proposed project may result in the expansion of urban areas and changes in land use.  

 The proposed project would increase traffic volumes and adversely affect Level of Service 

(LOS) on some non-project roadways and intersections in the traffic analysis study area. 

 The Reduced Access Roadway (RAR) Option would limit access from one side of the 

Sheldon community to the other side of Grant Line Road. 

 

However, as detailed in the findings for each impact above, because of the programmatic nature 

of the EIR, and because the exact location and design of future project elements have not yet 

been identified, it would be speculative to attempt to determine project-specific impacts, and it is 

infeasible to design project-specific mitigation measures in all cases to ensure respective impacts 

would be reduced to a less than significant level. Therefore, excess caution was employed in 

determining significance, which led to determinations of significant, unavoidable impacts for the 

project. Some of the impacts above could be reduced or avoided altogether after detailed-

level project planning and project-level environmental review is completed. 

  

Pursuant to Guidelines section 15092, the Connector JPA finds that in approving the Project it 

has eliminated or substantially lessened all significant and potentially significant effects of the 

Project on the environment where feasible.  The Connector JPA further finds that it has balanced 

the benefits of the Project against the remaining unavoidable environmental risks in determining 

whether to approve the Project and has determined that those benefits outweigh the unavoidable 

environmental risks and that those risks are acceptable.  The Connector JPA makes this 

statement of overriding considerations in accordance with section 15093 of the Guidelines in 

support of approval of the Project. Each benefit set forth below constitutes an overriding 

consideration warranting approval of the project, independent of the other benefits, despite each 

and every unavoidable impact.   

 

1. The Project Supports Long-Range Regional Planning Efforts. 

 

The need for the Project has been studied and established through various long-range regional 

planning efforts.  These efforts began in 1984 when Sacramento County conducted an East Area 

Transportation Study and identified a need for a circumferential ―beltway‖ to accommodate 

increasing development, population, and transportation demands.  This ―beltway‖ became the 
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focus of a feasibility study conducted by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments 

(SACOG) in 1985.  Additional studies at SACOG over the next 20 years culminated in the 

formation of the Connector JPA in 2006 for the planning, construction, and operation of the 

Connector Project. 

 

The Project has also been included in the regional Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) for 

more than a decade.  The MTP 2025, adopted in 2002, included a project in the corridor area 

designated as the ―Elk Grove-Rancho Cordova-El Dorado Connector.‖  In addition, the 

Connector Project is recognized as an element of the Preferred Blueprint Scenario for 2050, 

adopted by SACOG in 2004, and is shown as part of the assumed future transportation network 

for the Blueprint.  In 2008, the current MTP 2035 was adopted, which implemented the Blueprint 

principles, and includes the Connector Project.  The Connector Project is described in the current 

MTP 2035 and the Blueprint as a four to six lane project for the 35 mile corridor.  

 

2. The Project is Consistent with the Need Identified by Measure A, which was 

Approved by Over 75% of Voters in Sacramento County.  

 

In 2004, the voters of Sacramento County overwhelmingly renewed Measure A, a countywide 

0.5% sales tax, which included funding for the planning and construction of the Connector 

Project, identified as the ―I-5/SR99/US50 Connector.‖ Measure A was approved by more than 

75% of the voters, and specifies that funding for construction of the Project is contingent on the 

establishment, approval, and adoption of a habitat conservation approach.   

 

3. The Project Supports Transportation and Land Use Principles Consistent with the 

General Plans of the Local Jurisdictions 

 

The Project supports the transportation and land use principles in the general plans of the local 

jurisdictions, including the County of Sacramento, City of Elk Grove, County of El Dorado, City 

of Rancho Cordova, and the City of Folsom, which include plans for a roadway consistent with 

the Project, and will enhance mobility options within the Project corridor to serve and support 

sustainable planned growth and development patterns and principles from the approved general 

plans, while minimizing impacts on the livability of residences and communities along the 

Project corridor.   

 

As identified in the jurisdictions‘ general plans, the Project corridor has been, and continues to 

be, the site of significant regional growth and development.     

 

4. The Project Provides Strategic Access Controls to Discourage Growth which will 

Enhance Regional Transportation Goals 

 

The Project will strategically apply access control and capacity characteristics to preserve and 

enhance regional functionality while discouraging growth in areas not designated for growth in 

the local jurisdictions‘ general plans.  Consistent with the Preferred Blueprint Scenario for 2050, 

adopted by SACOG in 2004, as well as the Sacramento County Open Space Preservation 

Strategy in the Sacramento County General Plan, the Project will apply access control to 

preserve open space, habitat, and agricultural uses along the Project Corridor. 
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Many segments of the Project corridor run through or adjacent to areas containing valuable open 

space resources, particularly in the areas east and south of Grant Line Road.  Many of these areas 

are designated in local general plans for open space, recreation, or agricultural uses, which would 

normally preclude them from development.  However, many areas in the corridor are under 

tremendous development pressure, which would result in degradation of biological resources and 

open space values, as well as increased travel congestion.   

 

The Project will be designed to comply with the JPA‘s planning principles and Functional 

Guidelines, as set forth in its Joint Powers Agreement.  The planning principles and Functional 

Guidelines require that any portion of the Connector Project shall strategically apply access 

control to enhance functionality while discouraging growth in areas not designated for growth as 

determined by the local jurisdictions‘ general plans.   In addition, significant portions of the 

project may be built to an expressway standard, which will have fewer access points than a 

thoroughfare and may include growth-restrictive, grade-separated interchanges instead of at-

grade intersections at specific locations.   

 

5. The Project Provides Efficient and Safe Facilities for Multi-Modal Travel 

 

The Project will provide efficient and safe facilities for automobile, transit, bicycle, and 

pedestrian options for multi-modal travel, consistent with regional planning goals set by SACOG 

and the applicable general plans of the local jurisdictions.   

 

Improvements are needed to ensure the safety and security of travelers traveling by all modes in 

the project corridor.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 2-3)  Automobile accidents, including those affecting 

pedestrians, bicyclists, and motorcycle riders continue at high rates in Sacramento County.  

(FEIR, Volume II, pp. 2-3, 2-4.)  

 

To provide efficient and safe facilities for multi-modal travel, the Project will include an in-

corridor multi-use path with non-motorized, multi-modal facilities, including Class I, II, and/or 

III bike lanes throughout the project corridor, depending on the design. 

 

6. The Project will Improve Accessibility to Job Centers and Commercial Areas, 

Aiding Economic Activity Crucial to the Region’s Economic Health and Sustainability 

 

The Project will aid economic vitality by improving accessibility to existing and planned job 

centers and commercial areas, facilitating goods movement, and enhancing the attractiveness of 

existing and planned employment and commercial areas.  By 2045, employment in Rancho 

Cordova, the largest employment center in the Project corridor, is expected to more than double; 

its job total will be more than the current employment in central Sacramento.  (FEIR, Volume II, 

p. 2-6.)  The El Dorado Hills Business Park will also become a major employment center, 

growing from 9,000 jobs in 2008 to more than 33,000 in 2045.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 2-6.)  

Additionally, Elk Grove is expected to grow as a regional employment center, with a 200% 

increase in jobs by 2045.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 2-6.) 
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The Project will facilitate diversified employment opportunities for residents of the region and 

provide a larger reservoir of skilled workers to businesses in the corridor by creating a more 

direct connection between residential areas and employment centers.   

 

The Project will also be designed for higher travel speeds and have higher capacity and less 

delay at intersections than a typical arterial or thoroughfare facility.  By substantially reducing 

delay and travel times along the alignment, the Project will also reduce the cost of shipping 

goods and facilitate goods movement throughout the region. 

 

7. The Project Supports Habitat Conservation and Open Space Preservation 

 

The Project will support the South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan (SSHCP) and will 

preserve open space to reinforce and support approved land use plans, consistent with Measure A 

which provides that the I5/SR99/US50 Connector shall be consistent with a habitat conservation 

approach. 

 

The Connector JPA is a partner in the SSHCP process that is currently underway to help ensure 

preservation of natural resources in south Sacramento County, and the JPA is included in the 

SSHCP as a covered project.  The SSHCP provides a regional approach to balancing 

development against conservation and protection of habitat, open space, and agricultural lands.  

The SSHCP will protect 30 species of plants and wildlife including 10 that are listed as 

threatened or endangered under federal and state law.  The SSHCP will also protect vernal pool, 

wetland, and stream habitats.   

 

The Connector Project includes $15 million for open space acquisition, funded through Measure 

A as part of the Project.  These funds could be used to strategically target areas that are most 

susceptible to growth pressures, to provide local matching funds for securing other funding to 

inhibit development in areas that are not currently planned for urban growth, and to protect 

sensitive habitat and open space, consistent with approved land use plans.  The Project will also 

assist in protecting agricultural uses.  

 

In addition to open space preservation, the Project will include design features to relieve 

potential encroachment on natural and agricultural resources, including access management to 

minimize direct exposure of natural resources and agricultural uses to increased activity, and 

accommodating the regional need to transport agricultural products to market and to move 

agricultural equipment.      

 

8. The Project Provides Regional and Local Transportation Benefits 

 

There are numerous regional and local deficiencies in the Project corridor‘s existing roadway 

facilities, which create a variety of transportation problems, including insufficient transportation 

options for persons, goods, and freight within the corridor.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 2-2.)  The 

Project Corridor is principally served by a partial grid system of arterial roadways, but this grid 

system has gaps on its northern end and substantial levels of congestion in areas that are 

projected to grow.  It also does not provide adequate mobility for longer-distance trips due to an 

increasing number of traffic signals.  
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In addition, increasing development and demand for limited transportation capacity are resulting 

in growing congestion on local streets.  Currently in the project corridor, about 25% of all 

weekday peak-period VMT takes place under level of service (LOS) E or F conditions.  (FEIR, 

Volume II, p. 2-2.)  A number of roadway segments in the project vicinity do not meet current 

LOS standards. 

 

Furthermore, growth in area households and employment is expected to far outpace roadway and 

transit improvements, which means congestion will worsen as newly constructed dwellings 

become occupied and as new jobs are filled in the project corridor and the greater Sacramento 

region.  Sections of US 50 and SR 99 are very congested during peak periods, motivating 

travelers to seek alternate routes on arterials and local streets.  Congestion along numerous 

segments in the project vicinity is also projected to worsen as planned growth and development 

in the region proceed.  (FEIR, Volume II, p. 2-3) 

 

The Project will help to address these regional and local deficiencies, and will provide numerous 

transportation benefits for the region, including:  

 

a. Decreased traffic on several arterial/collector roadway segments in the traffic analysis 

study area, as well as decreased traffic volumes on portions of US 50, 99, I-5; 

 

b. Reduced vehicle miles travelled (VMT) and vehicle hours travelled (VHT) percentages 

on congested roadways in the traffic analysis study area;  

 

c. Substantially reduced delay and travel times along the project alignment; 

 

d. Reduced overall delay on the entire roadway system serving the traffic analysis study 

area; 

 

e. Reduced travel times between communities along the project alignment, especially along 

the expressway segment between Grant Line Road at Calvine Road and White Rock 

Road at the El Dorado County line; and 

 

f. Improved goods movement in the corridor by substantially reducing delay and travel 

times.  

 

g. Improved safety through the inclusion of divided lanes, shoulders, and controlled 

intersections. 

 

(FEIR, Volume II, p. S-5) 

 

9. The Project Provides an All-Weather Transportation Facility to Enable Mobility 

and Emergency Vehicle Access for Improved Health and Safety   
 

Portions of the project corridor lie within the Federal Emergency Management Agency‘s 

(FEMA) designated 100-year flood zone, meaning some segments of older arterials are 
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impassible during high water conditions.  Generally, the two-lane rural design of many roads in 

the corridor also creates problems for emergency vehicles responding to residential, workplace, 

and roadside emergencies, including but not limited to flooding, fire, traffic accidents, 

evacuations, and other emergency conditions.   

 

Be increasing the number of traffic lanes throughout the alignment, the Project will enable faster 

and safer access for emergency vehicles and residents in cases of emergency.  (FEIR, Volume II, 

p. 2-3) 

 



 
 

               Exhibit F               
              Item # 8 

Resolution 
RESOLUTION NO. 2012-11 

RESOLUTION OF THE  
CAPITAL SOUTHEAST CONNECTOR JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY ADOPTING A MITIGATION 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR THE CONNECTOR PROJECT  
(State Clearinghouse # 2010012066)  

 
WHEREAS, the Capital SouthEast Connector Joint Powers Authority (Connector JPA) is 

authorized to adopt a general alignment for the Connector Project;  
 

WHEREAS, a Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) was certified as adequate and 
complete for the Connector Project, as set forth in Resolution 2012-09, which is incorporated herein by 
reference;  

 

WHEREAS, the Final EIR, dated February 2012, identified mitigation measures for the 
environmental impacts described in the Final EIR;  

 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 21081.6 of the California Public Resources Code, a Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program is required;  

 
NOW, THEREFORE, THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE CAPITAL SOUTHEAST 

CONNECTOR JPA RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS: 
 
The attached document entitled “MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR 

THE CONNECTOR PROJECT,” attached hereto as Exhibit A, is hereby adopted and incorporated herein 
by reference as though wholly set forth herein. 

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

* * * * * 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 7th day of March, 2012, by the following vote: 
 
 AYES:    
 

 NOES:   
 

 ABSENT:  
 ______________________________ 
       Chairperson 
 ATTEST: 
 
 
 ______________________________ 
 Secretary 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program  
for the Connector Project 

Introduction 
Section 21081.6 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15091(d) and 15097 of the 

State CEQA Guidelines require public agencies “to adopt a reporting or monitoring program for 

changes to the project which it has adopted or made a condition of project approval in order to 

mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment.” A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 

Program (MMRP) is required for the proposed project because the EIR for the project identified 

potentially significant adverse impacts related to construction and implementation activities.  .   

 

Implementation of the Program 

Responsibilities 

Full compliance with the provisions of this program is the responsibility of those agencies identified 

in the attached MMRP Summary Table. The Implementing Party will work closely with contracted 

engineering firms, regulatory agencies, and local jurisdictions to ensure implementation of all 

identified mitigation measures.  

Monitoring and Reporting 

Monitoring is the follow-up effort by a public agency to ensure that mitigation measures are 

implemented. In some instances, the monitoring work can be accomplished by staff as they review 

project plans. In other instances, field inspection may be necessary. In some instances, additional 

work will be required to coordinate design aspects of the mitigation between various agencies.  

Written documentation of the monitoring effort is a necessary and important part of the mitigation 

program. It also provides an opportunity to review the success of the conditions applied to the 

project so that the JPA can refine the conditions as necessary to achieve the desired mitigation.  

The MMRP Summary Table lists the mitigation measures described for the proposed project, 

identifies who is responsible for implementing each mitigation measure (“Implementing Party”), 

when that mitigation should be implemented, and what monitoring actions will be taken to ensure 

that each mitigation measure is implemented.  

At this time, it is unknown whether the Implementing Party for project-level activities will be the 

Capital SouthEast Connector JPA (“JPA”), El Dorado or Sacramento County, or the city of Elk Grove, 

Folsom, or Rancho Cordova, or some combination of these entities.  The “Implementing Party” shall 

be the Project Proponent at the project-level. 

Progress toward completion of the required mitigation program, or violations thereof, shall be 

reported at regular intervals by the Implementing Party.    These reports shall be prepared by the 

Implementing Party using an acceptable format and provided to the Implementing Party’s governing  
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body, the JPA (if the JPA is not the Implementing Party),  and the general public to provide the status 

of each mitigation measure.  All reports shall be filed with the JPA and the Implementing Party (f the 

JPA is not the Implementing Party), and will be available for public review.  All costs to administer 

and implement the monitoring program shall be considered costs of the project.  

If the JPA is not the Project Proponent, the Project Proponent will prepare a report documenting the 

status of compliance with the MMRP and submit it to the JPA prior to the release of the Draft Project-

level environmental document.  The Project Proponent will include in their Project-level MMRP a 

summary of the status of compliance with this Program-level MMRP, including identification of 

project-level mitigation measures that implement the mitigation commitments set forth in this 

Program-level MMRP 

MMRP Summary Table 
The attached MMRP Summary Table should guide the JPA in its evaluation and records of the 

implementation of mitigation measures. The column categories identified in the MMRP Summary 

Table are described below: 

► Timing for Implementation– lists the time frame in which the mitigation will take place. 

► Mitigation Measure – lists the mitigation measures by number identified in the EIR and describes 

the mitigation measures to be implemented. 

► Implementing Party – identifies the entity responsible for complying with the requirements of the 

mitigation measure. 

► Monitoring Action – describes the type of action taken to verify implementation of the mitigation. 
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Mitigation Measure 
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Party
1
 

Monitoring Action 

Prior to construction; 
during construction 

Mitigation Measure AES-1: Prepare and Implement a Construction Lighting Plan 

During the design of the project improvements, the JPA or individual jurisdictions 
will prepare and implement a plan for construction lighting that minimizes the 
release of light and glare either upward or toward properties and residences 
adjoining the construction site. At a minimum, the plan will contain the following 
elements:  

 To minimize trespass lighting to the skies, use full cutoff luminaires. Full 
cutoff luminaires are designed to not emit any light above 90 degrees, 
thereby reducing sky glow. 

 Use internal or external shields when necessary to minimize light 
trespass onto neighboring properties. 

JPA/Project 
Proponent Project 
Engineer; 
construction 
contractor 

Review measures 
during construction 
plan check and verify 
periodically during 
construction 

Prior to construction; 
During construction 

Mitigation Measure AES-2: Conform to Lighting Design Standards 

Operational lighting of the project will be designed for safety and will include 
features that minimize the release of light and glare either upward or toward 
properties and residences adjoining the project corridor. The lighting design will 
conform to all applicable County, State, Federal, and public safety standards, as 
appropriate. Features could include shielding lighting elements, using lower-
voltage lighting, incorporating downward-casting lighting, using lighting fixtures that 
conform to the visual character of the area, and similar design measures, as listed 
below:  

 Consider the least intrusive lighting when improvements are made at an 
intersection, when lighting is needed for safety reasons, or when a new 
intersection is constructed. 

 Minimize continuous roadway lighting.  

 Calculate the optimum location, height, and spacing for alternative lighting 
solutions at each intersection using computer software.  

 Do not permit the use of high-pressure sodium lamps. Metal halide is 
preferred because of the more natural color rendition and pure white light.  

 Minimize trespass lighting to the skies by using full cutoff luminaires. Full 
cutoff luminaires are designed to not emit any light above 90 degrees, 
thereby reducing sky glow. 

 Reduce the amount of light required for an intersection by using Caltrans’ 
and Sacramento County Department of Transportation minimum 
requirements, as appropriate.  

 Use internal or external shields when necessary to minimize light 

JPA/Project 
Proponent Project 
Engineer; 
construction 
contractor 

Verify prior to issuing 
permits 

                                                      
1
 The ―Implementing Party‖ shall be the JPA or the Project Proponent at the project-level.  If the JPA is not the Project Proponent, the Project 

Proponent will be the Implementing Party. 
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Mitigation Measure 
Implementing 
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1
 

Monitoring Action 

trespass onto neighboring properties. 

Prior to construction; 
During construction 

Mitigation Measure AQ-1: Implement SMAQMD Basic and Enhanced Construction 
Emission Control Practices to Reduce Fugitive Dust  

The JPA or local jurisdiction will require, as a standard or specification of their 
contract, the construction contractor(s) to implement basic and enhanced control 
measures to reduce construction-related fugitive dust. Although the following 
measures are outlined in the SMAQMD’s CEQA guidelines, they are required for 
the entirety of the construction area, including the segment within the EDCAPCD. 
The JPA or local jurisdiction will ensure through contract provisions and 
specifications that the contractor adheres to the mitigation measures before and 
during construction and documents compliance with the adopted mitigation 
measures. 

 Water all exposed surfaces two times daily. Exposed surfaces include (but 
are not limited to) soil piles, graded areas, unpaved parking areas, staging 
areas, and access roads. 

 Cover or maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard space on haul trucks 
transporting soil, sand, or other loose material on the site. Any haul trucks 
that would be traveling along freeways or major roadways should be covered. 

 Use wet power vacuum street sweepers to remove any visible trackout mud 
or dirt onto adjacent public roads at least once a day. Use of dry power 
sweeping is prohibited. 

 Limit vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour. 

 All roadway, driveway, sidewalk, and parking lot paving should be completed 
as soon as possible. In addition, building pads should be laid as soon as 
possible after grading unless seeding or soil binders are used. 

Enhanced Control Measures – Disturbance Areas 

 Water exposed soil with adequate frequency for continued moist soil. 
However, do not overwater to the extent that sediment flows off the site. 

 Suspend excavation, grading, and/or demolition activity when wind speeds 
exceed 20 mph. 

 Install wind breaks (e.g., plant trees, solid fencing) on windward side(s) of 
construction areas. 

 Plant vegetative ground cover (fast-germinating native grass seed) in 
disturbed areas as soon as possible. Water appropriately until vegetation is 
established. 

Enhanced Control Measures – Unpaved Roads (Entrained Road Dust) 

 Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks, or wash off all trucks and 

JPA/Project 
proponent 

Review measures 
during construction 
plan check and 
verify periodically 
during construction 
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equipment leaving the site. 

 Treat site accesses to a distance of 100 feet from the paved road with a 6 to 
12-inch layer of wood chips, mulch, or gravel to reduce generation of road 
dust and road dust carryout onto public roads. 

 Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact 
at the lead agency regarding dust complaints. This person shall respond and 
take corrective action within 48 hours. The phone number of the District shall 
also be visible to ensure compliance. 

Additional Control Measures – Off-Site Mitigation Fees Payable to the SMAQMD 

 In the event that the SMAQMD basic and enhanced construction mitigation 
measures are not sufficient to reduce NOX emissions below the SMAQMD’s 
construction NOX threshold, the remaining NOX emissions in excess of the 
SMAQMD’s threshold would be offset by the JPA through a fee paid to the 
SMAQMD who will fund cost-effective projects that reduce NOX, in the project 
area, to the extent possible, and otherwise within the Sacramento air basin. 
The fee will be calculated using the SMAQMD’s current rate of NOX per ton at 
the time of construction in addition to SMAQMD administration fees. 
Currently, the SMAQMD’s off-site mitigation fee is $16,400 per ton of NOX, in 
addition to a 5% administration fee. 

 

During construction Mitigation Measure AQ-2: Limit Maximum Daily Disturbed Area to 15 Acres  

The JPA or local jurisdiction will require, as a standard or specification of their 
contract, that the construction contractor(s) limit the maximum daily disturbed area 
to 15 acres or 1,800 centerline-feet (based on an assumed width of 360 feet) per 
day. Although this measure is outlined in the SMAQMD’s CEQA guidelines, it is 
required for the entirety of the construction area, including the segment within the 
EDCAPCD. The JPA or local jurisdiction will ensure through contract provisions 
and specifications that the contractor adheres to the mitigation measures before 
and during construction and documents compliance with the adopted mitigation 
measures. 

JPA/Project 
proponent 

Review measures 
and verify 
periodically during 
construction 

Prior to construction; 
During construction 

Mitigation Measure AQ-3: Implement SMAQMD Basic Construction Emission 
Control Practices to Reduce NOx Emissions 

The JPA or local jurisdiction will require, as a standard or specification of their 
contract, that the construction contractor(s) implement basic control measures to 
reduce NOx emissions from diesel-powered construction equipment. Although the 
following measures are outlined in SMAQMD’s CEQA guidelines, they will be 
required by the SMAQMD and EDCAPCD for the entirety of the construction area. 
The JPA or local jurisdiction will ensure through contract provisions and 
specifications that the contractor adheres to the mitigation measures before and 
during construction and documents compliance with the adopted mitigation 
measures. 

 Minimize idling time either by shutting equipment off when not in use or 

JPA/Project 
proponent 

Review measures 
during construction 
plan check and 
verify periodically 
during construction 
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limiting the time of idling to 3 minutes (5 minutes required by 13 CCR 
2449[d][3], 2485). Provide clear signage that posts this requirement for 
workers at the entrances to the site. 

 Maintain all construction equipment in proper working condition according 
to manufacturer’s specifications. The equipment must be checked by a 
certified mechanic and determined to be running in proper condition 
before it is operated. The JPA or local jurisdiction will ensure through 
contract provisions and specifications that the contractor adheres to the 
mitigation measures before and during construction and documents 
compliance with the adopted mitigation measures. 

 Mitigation Measure AQ-4: Implement SMAQMD Enhanced Construction Emission 
Control Practices to Reduce NOx Emissions 

The JPA or local jurisdiction will require, as a standard or specification of their 
contract, that the construction contractor(s) implement enhanced control measures 
to reduce NOx emissions from diesel-powered construction equipment. The 
following measures are outlined in SMAQMD’s CEQA guidelines and are required 
for the entirety of the construction area, including the segment within the 
EDCAPCD. The JPA or local jurisdiction will ensure through contract provisions 
and specifications that the contractor adheres to the mitigation measures before 
and during construction and documents compliance with the adopted mitigation 
measures.   

 Provide a plan for approval by the SMAQMD demonstrating that the 
heavy-duty (50-horsepower or more) off-road vehicles to be used in the 
construction project, including owned, leased, and subcontractor vehicles, 
will achieve a project-wide fleet-average 20% NOx reduction and 45% PM 
exhaust reduction compared to the most recent ARB fleet average. 
Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include use of late-model 
engines, low-emission diesel products, alternative fuels, engine-retrofit 
technology, after-treatment products, or other options as they become 
available. 

 Ensure that emissions from all off-road diesel-powered equipment used 
on the project site do not exceed 40% opacity for more than 3 minutes in 
any 1 hour. Any equipment found to exceed 40% opacity (or Ringelmann 
2.0

3
) will be repaired immediately. Non-compliant equipment will be 

documented and a summary provided periodically to the lead agency and 
air district. A visual survey of all in-operation equipment will be made at 
least periodically by the proponent agency(s), and a periodic summary of 
the visual survey results will be submitted throughout the duration of the 
proposed project, except that the summary will not be required for any 30-
day period in which no construction activity occurs. The summary will 
include the quantity and type of vehicles surveyed, as well as the dates of 
each survey. The air districts or other officials may conduct periodic site 
inspections to determine compliance. Nothing in this measure will 
supersede other air district or state rules or regulations. 
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The JPA or local jurisdiction will ensure through contract provisions and 
specifications that the contractor adheres to the mitigation measures 
before and during construction and documents compliance with the 
adopted mitigation measures. 

Prior to construction; 
During construction 

Mitigation Measure AQ-5: Implement Additional Exposure Reduction Strategies to 
Further Minimize Potential Health Risks 

The JPA or local jurisdiction will implement strategies to reduce the potential for 
sensitive receptors along the project corridor to be exposed to DPM. Potential 
strategies include (but are not limited to) creating a buffer zone of at least 50 feet 
between the roadway and sensitive land uses (e.g., residences, parks, churches, 
and medical facilities), as well as planting additional vegetation along the project 
corridor (A laboratory study indicates that all forms of vegetation are effective in 
removing PM10, although the greatest removal rates are achieved with redwood 
and deodar cedar –[Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 
2010]). These strategies should be focused in areas where sensitive receptors are 
directly adjacent to the roadway. Selection of these species should be maximized 
to the extent feasible. 

JPA/Project 
proponent 

Review measures 
during construction 
plan check and 
verify periodically 
during construction 

Prior to construction Mitigation Measure AQ-6: Conduct a Geological Investigation for Naturally 
Occurring Asbestos and Implement an Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan if Naturally 
Occurring Asbestos Is Found in the Project Area 

The JPA or local jurisdiction will conduct a site-specific geological investigation for 
all construction areas with known potential to contain NOA. According to the CGS, 
this includes all portions of the construction area east of Folsom (California 
Geological Survey 2006). If NOA is identified in the project area, the JPA or local 
jurisdiction will submit an asbestos dust mitigation plan to the SMAQMD and/or 
EDCAPCD pursuant to the State of California’s Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control 
Measure for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining Operations. 
This plan shall be prepared prior to ground breaking by the JPA, local jurisdiction, 
or appointed consultant. 

JPA/Project 
proponent 

Review measures 
during construction 
plan check 

Prior to operation; during 
construction 

Mitigation Measure AQ-7: Implement SMAQMD Best Management Practices for 
Reducing Construction-Related Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The JPA or local jurisdiction will implement through construction contract terms 
and specifications that the contractor adheres to the mitigation measure and 
implements, all applicable SMAQMD best management practices for reducing 
construction-related GHG emissions. Documentation will be provided to the JPA or 
local jurisdiction on a weekly basis. The contract provisions and specifications will 
authorize the JPA or local jurisdiction to sanction contractors for non‐compliance. 

The JPA or local jurisdiction will consult with SMAQMD prior to construction about 
the most current recommended construction best management practices and will 
adopt those practices. Practices include the following: 

 

 Improve fuel efficiency from construction equipment: 

JPA/Project 
proponent; 
construction 
contractor 

Prior to operation; 
during construction 
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o Minimize idling time either by shutting equipment off when not in 
use or reducing the time of idling to no more than 3 minutes (a 5-
minute limit is required by the state airborne toxics control 
measure—13 CCR 2449[d][3], 2485). Provide clear signage that 
posts this requirement for workers at the entrances to the site. 

o Maintain all construction equipment in proper working condition 
according to manufacturer’s specifications. The equipment must 
be checked by a certified mechanic and determined to be 
running in proper condition before it is operated. 

o Train equipment operators in proper use of equipment, including 
limiting idling time, minimizing warm-up time, performing routine 
maintenance, and optimizing equipment use. 

o Avoid using equipment that is larger than the job requires.  

o Use equipment with new technologies (e.g., repowered engines, 
electric drivetrains). 

 Perform on-site material hauling with trucks equipped with on-road 
engines (if the air districts or ARB determine them to emit less than the 
off-road engines). 

 Use alternative fuels for generators at construction sites, rather than 
gasoline or diesel (e.g., propane or solar), or use electrical power. 

 Use an ARB-approved low-carbon fuel for construction equipment. (NOx 
emissions from the use of low-carbon fuel must be reviewed and 
increases mitigated.) 

 Encourage and provide carpools, shuttle vans, and transit passes for 
construction worker commutes. 

 Reduce electricity use in the construction office by using compact 
fluorescent bulbs, powering off computers every day, and using the most 
efficient heating and cooling units available. 

 Recycle or salvage non-hazardous construction and demolition debris 
(goal of at least 75% by weight) to avoid landfill disposal. 

Prior to construction Mitigation Measure AQ-8: Conduct a Carbon Sequestration Feasibility Study and 
Cost-Benefit Analysis for Tree Planting as Greenhouse Gas Mitigation to Mitigate 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions to Net Zero 

The JPA or local jurisdiction, in consultation with the SMAQMD and EDCAPCD, 
will conduct a carbon sequestration feasibility study and cost-benefit analysis for 
the proposed project for tree planting. The objective of the study and analysis is to 
identify optimal species and numbers of trees to mitigate GHG emissions to the 
maximum extent feasible, and down to net zero, if practicable, through tree 
planting. A preliminary feasibility study for carbon offsets from tree planting in 
northern California was conducted for the Connector (ICF International 2011). This 
analysis indicated that the theoretical carbon offset potential ranges from 0.4 
metric ton of carbon per acre per year (C/ac/year) to 2.0 metric tons C/ac/yr. Of the 
tree types broadly found in this region, the Douglas fir and hemlock-Sitka-spruce 

JPA/Project 
proponent; 
SMAQMD and/or 
ESCAPCD, as 
required 

Prior to construction 
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1
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offer the largest sequestration potential. If future carbon sequestration studies 
conclude tree planting is appropriate mitigation from both cost and GHG reduction 
standpoints, the JPA or local jurisdiction will adopt and implement a sequestration 
plan committing the JPA or local jurisdiction to the planting and maintenance of 
selected evergreen species such as Douglas fir and hemlock/Sitka-spruce for off-
site plantings and hardwood maple or soft maple for on-site plantings, to sequester 
project-generated GHG emissions to the maximum extent feasible, and down to 
net zero, if practicable. The sequestration plan would identify the location (both on-
site and off-site) and timing of plantings, funding mechanisms, maintenance plans, 
and other key aspects of the offset potential, including water resources, costs, 
future climate change impacts, and forest management practices and monitoring 
needs. 

Prior to construction Mitigation Measure AQ-9: Encourage Future Project-level Analysis of Impacts on 
Ability of the Region to Comply with SB 375 

Future project-level environmental analyses of any portion of Connector Project 
will consider the impact of the project on the ability of the region to meet the 
California Air Resources Board’s current emissions reduction targets for the 
region.  SACOG is currently underway with an update of their Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan for 2035 (MTP 2035), which will include the Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SCS).  The SCS combines transportation and land use 
elements, serving as a plan for achieving the emissions reduction target 
established for the region.  However, nothing in an adopted SCS shall be 
interpreted as superseding the exercise of the land use authority of a local 
jurisdiction. 

JPA/Project 
proponent 

Prior to construction 

Prior to construction Mitigation Measure AQ-10: Encourage Local Jurisdictions to Develop Climate 
Action Plans for Reducing GHG Emissions 

The JPA will encourage each of its member jurisdictions to adopt a Climate Action 
Plan, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5 (b), to reduce existing 
transportation emissions, including greenhouse gases. 

JPA/Project 
proponent 

Prior to construction 

Prior to construction Mitigation Measure AQ-11: Encourage Local Jurisdictions to Develop Efficiency 
Metrics for Reducing GHG Emissions  

The JPA will encourage each of its member jurisdictions to adopt efficiency metrics 
to address future transportation emissions, including greenhouse gases.  These 
metrics will include, but are not limited to:  

 Vehicle idling restrictions 

 Per capita vehicle miles traveled goals 

 Public transit ridership goals 

 Traffic signal synchronization 

 Land use/Transportation integrated planning goals 

 Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements 

JPA/Project 
proponent 

Prior to construction 

Prior to construction Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Conduct an Environmental Awareness Training 
Program for Construction Crews 

JPA/Project 
proponent/Lead 

Verify prior to 
construction 
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Before any work occurs in the project area, a qualified biologist will conduct a 
mandatory environmental awareness training program for all construction 
personnel working on the project. The training program will notify construction 
personnel of the sensitive biological resources occurring within the project area, 
their legal status, and penalties for not complying with the conditions of any 
permits issued for the project.  

 

The education program will emphasize the need to protect water quality, wetlands, 
and habitat for special-status species. A biological monitor approved by the 
resource agencies will ensure that construction personnel adhere to the guidelines 
and restrictions of all approved environmental documents, permits, and other 
agreements. 

Agency 

Prior to construction; 
during construction 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2a: Avoid or Minimize Impacts on Special-Status Plant 
Populations 

As part of the environmental review process for individual projects, the JPA or 
implementing agency will retain a qualified botanist to document the presence or 
absence of special-status plants before project implementation. The following 
steps will be implemented on a project-by-project basis to document special-status 
plants: 

 

 Review Existing Information. The botanist will review existing 

information to develop a list of special-status plants that could grow in the 
specific project area. Sources of information consulted will include DFG’s 
CNDDB, previously prepared environmental documents, city and county 
general plans, HCPs and natural communities conservation plans 
(NCCPs), and the CNPS electronic inventory. 

 Coordinate with Agencies. The botanist will coordinate with the 

appropriate agencies (DFG, USFWS) to discuss botanical resource 
issues and determine the appropriate level of surveys necessary to 
document special-status plants. 

 Conduct Field Studies. The botanist will evaluate existing habitat 

conditions for each project and determine what level of botanical surveys 
may be required. The type of botanical survey will depend on species 
richness, habitat type and quality, and the probability of special-status 
species occurring in a particular habitat type. Depending on these factors 
and the proposed construction activity, one or more of the following levels 
of survey may be required: 

o Habitat Assessment. A habitat assessment will be conducted 

to determine whether suitable habitat is present. This type of 
assessment can be conducted at any time of year and is used to 
assess and characterize habitat conditions and determine 
whether return surveys are necessary. If no suitable habitat is 
present, no additional surveys will be required. 

o Floristic Protocol-Level Surveys. Floristic surveys that follow 

JPA/Project 
proponent 

Verify prior to issuing 
grading or building  
permits and verify 
periodically during 
construction 
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the Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special 
Status Native Plant Populations and Natural Communities 
(California Department of Fish and Game 2009) will be 
conducted in areas that possess natural vegetation, have known 
occurrences of special-status plants, or that have habitat 
potentially supporting special-status plants. These survey 
protocols require that all species be identified to the level 
necessary to determine whether they qualify as special-status 
plants or are plant species with unusual or significant range 
extensions. The protocols also require that field surveys be 
conducted when special-status plants that could occur in the 
area are evident and identifiable. To account for different 
special-status plant identification periods, one or more series of 
field surveys may be required in spring and summer months. 

 Implement Avoidance and Minimization Measures. Special-status 

plant populations identified during the field surveys will be mapped and 
documented, and the following measures implemented to avoid and 
minimize impacts on special-status plants: 

o Redesign or modify the project to avoid or minimize direct and 
indirect impacts on special-status plants.  

o Avoid or minimize construction impacts on special-status plants 
near the project site by installing environmentally sensitive area 
fencing (orange construction barrier fencing) around special-
status plant populations at least 20 feet from the edge of the 
population. Wider buffer zone widths set by site-specific 
conditions and permit requirements, such as those for seasonal 
wetlands and vernal pools that are considered special-status 
shrimp habitat, will take precedence over this requirement. The 
location of the fencing will be marked in the field with stakes and 
flagging and shown on construction drawings. Construction 
specifications will contain clear language that prohibits 
construction-related activities, vehicle operation, material and 
equipment storage, and other surface-disturbing activities within 
the fenced environmentally sensitive area. 

Immediately after 
construction 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2b: Compensate for Impacts on Special-Status Plant 
Species  

If impacts on pincushion navarretia, dwarf downingia, Boggs Lake hedge hyssop, 
legenere, and Sanford’s arrowhead cannot be avoided (Ahart’s dwarf rush, 
Sacramento Orcutt grass, and slender Orcutt grass must be avoided), the JPA or 
implementing agency will compensate for the loss of plants and their habitat by 
contributing to the conservation and recovery of the affected species. For each 
special-status plant occurrence impacted, one occurrence of the same species of a 
similar or greater size will be preserved (to compensate for temporal habitat loss). 
For each project with impacts on special-status plants, a mitigation and monitoring 

JPA/Project 
proponent 

Require measure as 
part of issuing 
grading/building 
permits. Verify 
compensation after 
construction 
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plan will be prepared that describes how the loss of special-status plant species 
will be compensated for. The mitigation and monitoring plan will be reviewed and 
approved by DFG and USFWS. The plan shall contain, but is not limited to, the 
following performance standards: 

 Habitat restoration or establishment, where appropriate and feasible, will 
be used in conjunction with translocating the affected population.  

 As directed by Policy CO-60 in the Sacramento County General Plan 
(2011), for segments of the Connector in Sacramento County, mitigation 
will be directed to lands identified on the Open Space Vision Diagram and 
associated component maps identified in the Open Space Element of the 
Plan or areas specifically identified in the SSHCP, when adopted. 

 Habitat will be restored or newly established (on or off site) at a minimum 
ratio of 1:1 (1 acre restored for each acre impacted). Within the Mather 
Core Recovery Area, habitat will be preserved at a minimum ratio of 2:1 
from lands within the Core Recovery Area. 

 The mitigation site will be monitored the first year after the mitigation is 
implemented and every 5 years thereafter, until the mitigation is 
considered to be successful. Mitigation will be considered successful if 
the translocated population is determined to be stable and contains at 
least 60% of the number of plants present in the original occurrence. If 
the population falls below 60% of the original number of plants, then 
remediation measures will be initiated.  

 

Because this mitigation measure would be experimental and the outcome 
unpredictable, the impact cannot be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

 

Because special-status species in the project area are state or federally listed or 
occur in wetlands, each project would have to comply with state and federal laws 
and regulations governing these resources, and obtain the applicable take or fill 
permits. These permits may include specific requirements, including compensation 
measures and ratios, which will take precedence over the measures and ratios 
specified in the previous paragraph. 

Before construction; 
during construction 

Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Avoid and Minimize the Introduction and Spread of 
Invasive Plant Species  

As part of project-level environmental review, the implementing agency will retain a 
qualified botanist to address invasive plant species impacts. The botanist will 
determine whether invasive plant introduction or spread are for a potential impact 
of the project and whether they could displace native plants and natural habitats or 
affect the quality of forage on rangelands or cropland productivity. If the botanist 
determines that invasive plants are a potential impact, the project proponent will 
review the County Agricultural Commission’s noxious weed list, California 
Department of Food and Agriculture’s A, B, and C lists of noxious weeds, and 
California Invasive Plant Council’s list of pest plants of ecological concern including 
the most current ―watch list.‖ These lists will be used to identify invasive plants that 

JPA/Project 
proponent 

Verify prior to issuing 
grading or building  
permits; periodically 
check during 
construction 



Mitigation Monitoring Program, Continued 

Page 11 of 36 

Timing for 
Implementation 

Mitigation Measure 
Implementing 

Party
1
 

Monitoring Action 

will be targeted during field surveys by the botanist. One or more field surveys will 
be undertaken by qualified botanists to examine the project area. Surveys will 
focus on target weed species that are considered locally important for 
documentation and control purposes. 

 

If invasive plant infestations are located during the field surveys, they will be 
mapped and documented in the CEQA and NEPA documentation, as applicable, 
and the implementing agency will implement the following measures into their 
project plans and specifications: 

 Use certified, weed-free, imported erosion-control materials (or rice straw 
in upland areas). 

 Coordinate with the applicable County Agricultural Commissioner and 
land management agencies to ensure that the appropriate best 
management practices (BMPs) are implemented. 

 Educate construction supervisors and managers on weed identification 
and the importance of controlling and preventing the spread of noxious 
weeds.  

 Clean equipment at designated wash stations after leaving noxious weed 
infestation areas. 

Prior to construction Mitigation Measure BIO-4a: Avoid and Minimize Potential Impacts on Riparian 
Woodlands 

The implementing agency will retain a qualified biologist to document the location 
and type of riparian communities that occur in the site-specific project area and 
could be affected by their project. This information will be mapped and 
documented as part of CEQA and NEPA documentation, as applicable. Where the 
Connector runs through Sacramento County, Where the Connector runs through 
Sacramento County, the implementation agency will insure that projects are 
consistent with County General Plan Policies C0-87 through C0-92 and associated 
implementation measures, which address the need to protect, enhance, and 
restore riparian habitat in the County. The implementing agency will avoid or 
minimize impacts on riparian communities by implementing the following 
measures: 

 

 Redesign or modify the project to avoid direct and indirect impacts on 
riparian communities, if feasible.  

 Protect riparian communities near the project site by installing 
environmentally sensitive area fencing at least 20 feet from the edge of 
the riparian vegetation. Depending on site-specific conditions, this buffer 
may be narrower or wider than 20 feet (e.g., where adjacent structures or 
resources prohibit staking out 20 feet or where certain resources warrant 
wider buffers, as determined by a biologist). The location of the fencing 
will be marked in the field with stakes and flagging and shown on 
construction drawings. Construction specifications will contain clear 

JPA/Project 
proponent 

Verify prior to issuing 
grading or building  
permits; periodically 
check during 
construction 
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language that prohibits construction-related activities, vehicle operation, 
material and equipment storage, and other surface-disturbing activities 
within the fenced environmentally sensitive area. 

 Minimize the potential for long-term loss of riparian vegetation by 
trimming vegetation rather than removing the entire shrub. Shrub 
vegetation will be cut at least 1 foot above ground level to leave the root 
systems intact and allow for more rapid regeneration of the species. 
Cutting will be limited to a minimum area necessary within the 
construction zone. This type of removal will be allowed only for shrub 
species (all trees will be avoided) in areas that do not provide habitat for 
sensitive species. To protect migratory birds, no woody riparian 
vegetation will be removed between January 1 and August 31. 

 Mitigation Measure BIO-4b: Compensate for the Loss of Riparian Community 

If riparian vegetation is removed as part of a specific project, the responsible 
implementing agency will compensate for the loss of riparian vegetation. 
Compensation will be provided at a minimum 1:1 ratio for restoration and 2:1 
preservation, and may be a combination of onsite restoration/creation, offsite 
restoration, or mitigation credits. If mitigation is completed on or off site by the JPA 
or implementing agency, they will develop a restoration and monitoring plan that 
describes how riparian habitat will be enhanced or recreated and monitored. At a 
minimum, the restoration and monitoring plan will include clear goals and 
objectives, success criteria, specifics on restoration/creation (plant palette, soils, 
irrigation, etc.), specific monitoring periods and reporting guidelines, and a 
maintenance plan. In general, any riparian restoration or creation will be monitored 
for a minimum of 5 years and will be considered successful when at least 75% of 
all plantings have become successfully established. For areas of the Connector 
that run through Sacramento County, restoration and preservation actions will be 
consistent with General Plan Policy CO-58, which states that there will be not net 
loss of riparian woodland in the County, and Policy CO-60, which states that 
mitigation will be directed to lands identified on the Open Space Vision Diagram 
and associated component maps identified in the Open Space Element of the 
Plan. 

JPA/Project 
proponent 

Verify prior to issuing 
grading or building  
permits and verify 
periodically during 
construction 

Prior to construction Mitigation Measure BIO-5a: Avoid and Minimize Disturbance of Waters of the 
United States and Waters of the State 

The implementing agency for a specific project in the project area will retain a 
qualified wetlands biologist to identify areas that could qualify as waters of the 
United States and waters of the state, including jurisdictional and isolated 
wetlands. USACE jurisdictional wetlands will be delineated using the methods 
outlined in the USACE 1987 Wetlands Delineation Manual and the Arid West 
Manual, or succeeding guidance. This information will be mapped and 
documented as part of future CEQA documentation, as applicable, and in wetland 
delineation reports and permitting.  

 

Implementing agencies will avoid and minimize impacts on wetlands and other 

JPA/Project 
proponent 

Verify prior to issuing 
grading or building  
permits; periodically 
check during 
construction 



Mitigation Monitoring Program, Continued 

Page 13 of 36 

Timing for 
Implementation 

Mitigation Measure 
Implementing 

Party
1
 

Monitoring Action 

waters by implementing the following measures: 

 

 Redesign or modify the project to avoid direct and indirect impacts on 
wetland habitats, including water quality run-off, if feasible. 

 Protect wetland habitats that occur near the project site by installing 
environmentally sensitive area fencing at least 20 feet from the edge of 
the wetland. Depending on site-specific conditions and permit 
requirements, this buffer may be wider than 20 feet (e.g., 250 feet for 
seasonal wetlands and vernal pools that are considered special-status 
shrimp habitat). The location of the fencing will be marked in the field with 
stakes and flagging and shown on construction drawings. Construction 
specifications will contain clear language that prohibits construction-
related activities, vehicle operation, material and equipment storage, and 
other surface-disturbing activities within the fenced environmentally 
sensitive area. 

 Avoid installation activities in saturated or ponded wetlands during the wet 
season (spring and winter) to the maximum extent possible. Where such 
activities are unavoidable, protective practices, such as use of padding or 
vehicles with balloon tires, will be used. 

 Where determined necessary by resource specialists, use geotextile 
cushions and other materials (e.g., timber pads, prefabricated equipment 
pads, or geotextile fabric) in saturated conditions to minimize damage to 
the substrate and vegetation. 

 Stabilize exposed slopes and streambanks immediately on completion of 
installation activities. Other waters of the United States and waters of the 
state will be restored in a manner that encourages vegetation to 
reestablish to its pre-project condition and reduces the effects of erosion 
on the drainage system. 

 In highly erodible stream systems, stabilize banks using a nonvegetative 
material that will bind the soil initially and break down within a few years. 
If the project engineers determine that more aggressive erosion control 
treatments are needed, use geotextile mats, excelsior blankets, or other 
soil stabilization products. 

 During construction, remove trees, shrubs, debris, or soils that are 
inadvertently deposited below the ordinary high-water mark of drainages 
in a manner that minimizes disturbance of the drainage bed and bank. 

 

These measures will be incorporated into contract specifications and implemented 
by the construction contractor. In addition, the implementing agency will ensure 
that the contractor incorporates all state and federal permit conditions into 
construction specifications. 

Prior to construction; 
after construction 

Mitigation Measure BIO-5b: Compensate for the Loss of Wetlands and Waters 

If wetlands and waters are filled or disturbed as part a specific project, the 

JPA/Project 
proponent 

Require measure as 
part of issuing 
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implementing agency will compensate for the loss of wetland and waters to ensure 
there is no net loss of habitat functions and values. The compensation will be at a 
minimum 1:1 restoration ratio and a 1:1 preservation ratio with the mitigation being 
met by purchasing credits at a USACE-approved mitigation bank or other USACE-
approved mitigation site. For those segments of the project within the Mather Core 
Recovery Area, the conservation/preservation ratio for direct impacts to waters of 
the U.S. will be a minimum of 2:1, with additional compensation for indirect impacts 
at a minimum ratio of 1:1. The implementing agency will prepare a comprehensive 
mitigation plan containing the following components: specifications for the 
conservation/preservation lands; the locations of the compensation lands, 
provisions for the management and maintenance of those lands in perpetuity by 
either the implementing agency or other entity, and the instruments by which long-
term management and maintenance will be assured. As directed by Policy CO-60 
in the Sacramento County General Plan (2011), for segments of the Connector in 
Sacramento County, mitigation will be directed to lands identified on the Open 
Space Vision Diagram and associated component maps identified in the Open 
Space Element of the Plan. 

grading/building 
permits. Verify 
compensation after 
construction 

Prior to construction; 
during construction 

Mitigation Measure BIO-6a: Avoid and Minimize Impacts on Special-Status Wildlife 
Species  

As part of project-level environmental review, implementing agencies will retain a 
qualified wildlife biologist to document the presence or absence of suitable habitat 
for special-status wildlife in the specific project area and vicinity. The following 
steps will be implemented to document special-status wildlife and their habitats for 
each project: 

 

 Review Existing Information. The wildlife biologist will review existing 
information to develop a list of special-status wildlife species that could 
occur in the project area. The following information will be reviewed as 
part of this process: the USFWS special-status species list for the project 
region, a review of records in the CNDDB, previously prepared 
environmental documents, city and county general plans, HCPs and 
NCCPs (if there are any), and USFWS issued biological opinions for 
previous projects. 

 Coordinate with State and Federal Agencies. The wildlife biologist will 
coordinate with the appropriate agencies (DFG and USFWS) to discuss 
wildlife resource issues in the project area and determine the appropriate 
level of surveys necessary to document special-status wildlife and their 
habitats. 

 Conduct Field Studies. The wildlife biologist will evaluate existing habitat 
conditions and determine what level of biological surveys may be 
required. The type of survey required will depend on habitat type and 
quality and the probability of special-status species occurring in a 
particular habitat type. Depending on the existing conditions in the project 
area and the proposed construction activity, one or more of the following 

JPA/Project 
proponent 

Verify prior to issuing 
grading or building  
permits; periodically 
check during 
construction 
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levels of survey may be required: 

o Habitat Assessment. A habitat assessment determines whether 
suitable habitat is present. This type of assessment can be 
conducted at any time of year and is used to assess and 
characterize habitat conditions and to determine whether return 
surveys are necessary. If no suitable habitat is present, no 
additional surveys will be required. 

o Species-Focused Surveys. Species-focused surveys (or target 
species surveys) will be conducted if suitable habitat is present 
for special-status wildlife and if they are necessary to determine 
the presence or absence of a species in the project area. The 
surveys will focus on special-status wildlife species that have the 
potential to occur in the region. The surveys will be conducted 
during a period when the target species are present or active.  

o Protocol-Level Wildlife Surveys. The project proponent will 
comply with protocols and guidelines issued by responsible 
agencies for certain special-status species. USFWS and DFG 
have issued survey protocols and guidelines for several special-
status wildlife species that could occur in the project region, 
including (but not limited to) the valley elderberry longhorn 
beetle, vernal pool branchiopods, giant garter snake, western 
burrowing owl, Swainson’s hawk, and nesting birds. The 
protocols and guidelines may require that surveys be conducted 
during a particular time of year or time of day when the species 
is present and active. Many survey protocols require that only a 
USFWS- or DFG-approved biologist perform the surveys. The 
project proponent will coordinate with the appropriate state or 
federal agency biologist before the initiation of protocol-level 
surveys to ensure that the survey results will be valid. Because 
some species can be difficult to detect or observe, multiple field 
techniques may be used during a survey period and additional 
surveys may be required in subsequent seasons or years as 
outlined in the protocol or guidelines for each species. 

 

Special-status wildlife or suitable habitat identified during the field surveys will be 
mapped and documented as part of the CEQA and NEPA documentation, as 
applicable. The implementing agencies will implement a combination of the 
following mitigation measures to avoid and minimize significant impacts on special-
status wildlife and their habitats: 

 

 Redesign or modify the project to avoid direct and indirect impacts on 
special-status wildlife or their habitats, including interruption of migration 
corridors, if feasible. 

 Protect special-status wildlife and their habitat near the project site by 
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installing environmentally sensitive area fencing around habitat features, 
such as vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, burrows, and nest trees. The 
environmentally sensitive area fencing or staking will be installed at a 
minimum distance from the edge of the resource as determined through 
coordination with state and federal agency biologists (USFWS and DFG). 
The location of the fencing will be marked in the field with stakes and 
flagging and shown on construction drawings. Construction specifications 
will contain clear language that prohibits construction-related activities, 
vehicle operation, material and equipment storage, and other surface-
disturbing activities within the fenced environmentally sensitive area. 

 When feasible restrict construction-related activities near sensitive 
resources to the nonbreeding season or other periods of activity for 
special-status wildlife species that could occur in the project area. Typical 
timing restrictions include, but are not limited to: 

o Valley elderberry long horn beetle – February 15 to November 1 
(time period where shrub transplanting can’t occur). 

o Giant garter snake inactive period – October 1 to May 1 

o Western spadefoot toad reproductive period – generally January 
1 to May 1 

o Swainson’s hawk nesting season – generally February 1 to 
August 31 

o Burrowing owl nesting – generally February 1 to August 31 

o Other nesting migratory birds and raptors – generally January 1 
to August 31 

 Conduct biological construction monitoring of project areas where work 
occurs in proximity to sensitive wildlife or their habitat. The JPA or 
implementing agency will hire a qualified wildlife biologist approved by 
USFWS and DFG to monitor construction activities to ensure that no 
wildlife is harmed during construction and no wildlife habitat outside of the 
project area is unintentionally affected by project construction. 

Prior to construction; 
immediately after 
construction 

Mitigation Measure BIO-6b: Compensate for Impacts on Special-Status Wildlife 
Species 

If all or portions of Mitigation Measure BIO-6a are not feasible and site-specific 
construction activities would result in significant impacts on special-status wildlife 
species, compensation for the loss of habitat will be implemented to reduce the 
impact to a less-than-significant level. Impacted habitat will be mitigated off site at 
an agency approved mitigation bank. The minimum replacement ratios and typical 
mitigation for wildlife habitat that could be impacted by the proposed project are 
presented in Table 5-5. As directed by Policy CO-60 in the Sacramento County 
General Plan (2011), for segments of the Connector in Sacramento County, 
mitigation will be directed to lands identified on the Open Space Vision Diagram 
and associated component maps identified in the Open Space Element of the 
Plan. If the SSHCP has been implemented and the Capital SouthEast Connector 
Project is a covered project, the JPA or member jurisdictions would comply with 

JPA/Project 
proponent 

Require measure as 
part of issuing 
grading/building 
permits. Verify 
compensation after 
construction 
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the requirements of the plan to address this impact. 

 

Table 5-5. Minimum Replacement Ratios and Typical Mitigation for Wildlife 
Habitat 

 

Species Preservation Creation/Restoration 

Vernal pool fairy shrimp 
and vernal pool tadpole 
(would mitigate for other 
vernal pool species) 

Minimum of 2:1 (1:1 for 
indirect impacts) 

1:1 

Valley elderberry 
longhorn beetle  

Transplant directly affected 
shrubs 

Plant seedlings and 
associated riparian at 
stem placement ratios 
from 1:1 to 8:1, 
depending on stem 
size and shrub 
location 

Giant garter snake Preserve replacement 
habitat 

From 1:1 to 3:1 
depending on nature 
of impact 

Burrowing owl 6.5 acres of foraging 
habitat for each pair 
relocated on site; 9.75 to 
19.5 acres per pair for 
offsite relocation 

Create artificial 
burrows if necessary 

Swainson’s hawk Preserve foraging habitat 
from 0.5:1 to 1.5:1  

NA 

 

Prior to construction Mitigation Measure BIO-7: Review Local City and County Policies, Ordinances, 
and Conservation Plans and Comply with Requirements 

As part of project-level environmental review, implementing agencies will ensure 
that projects comply with the most recent general plans, policies, ordinances, and 
conservation plans (including any HCPs, NCCPs, and other local, regional, and 
state plans). Review of these documents and compliance with their requirements 
will be demonstrated in project-level environmental documentation. Implementing 
agencies will ensure that projects comply with all policies, ordinances, and plans 
that exist at the time of project-level review, regardless of whether they existed 
during the program-level analysis. 

JPA/Project 
proponent 

Verify prior to issuing 
grading or building  
permits 

Prior to construction; 
during construction 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8a: Avoid and Minimize Impacts on Protected Trees 

As part of project-level environmental review, proponents of specific projects that 
may result in removal of protected woodland communities and individual trees will 

JPA/Project 
proponent 

Verify prior to issuing 
grading or building  
permits; periodically 
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review local plans, policies, and ordinances related to their protection and comply 
with local jurisdiction requirements. 

 

If avoidance is required by the local planning jurisdiction and determined to be 
feasible, implementing agencies will install orange construction barrier fencing to 
identify environmentally sensitive areas around protected trees (the minimum size 
of tree to be protected will be determined by the local ordinance). If avoidance is 
not feasible then Mitigation Measure BIO-8b will be implemented (see discussion 
below).  

 

Before construction, a qualified biologist will work with the project engineer to 
identify the locations for the barrier fencing, and will place stakes around the 
sensitive resource sites to indicate these locations. The fencing will be installed 
before construction activities are initiated and will be maintained throughout the 
construction period. The following paragraph will be included in the construction 
specifications: 

 

The Contractor’s attention is directed to the areas designated as “environmentally 
sensitive areas.” These areas are protected, and no entry by the Contractor for any 
purpose will be allowed unless specifically authorized in writing by the <jurisdiction 
name here>. The Contractor will take measures to ensure that Contractor’s forces 
do not enter or disturb these areas, including giving written notice to employees 
and subcontractors. 

 

Temporary fences around the environmentally sensitive areas will be installed as 
the first order of work. Temporary fences will be furnished, constructed, 
maintained, and removed as shown on the plans, as specified in the special 
provisions, and as directed by the project engineer. The fencing will be 
commercial-quality woven polypropylene, orange in color, and at least 4 feet high 
(Tensor Polygrid or equivalent). The fencing will be tightly strung on posts with a 
maximum of 10-foot spacing. 

check during 
construction 

Prior to construction; 
immediately after 
construction 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8b Compensate for Impacts on Protected Trees 

If impacts on protected trees cannot be avoided, then the implementing agency will 
compensate for impacts on protected trees. For portions of the project in 
Sacramento County, the following policies from the Sacramento County General 
Plan (2011) regarding landmark and heritage tree protections will be implemented: 

 CO-138 – Protect and preserve non-oak native trees along riparian areas if 
used by Swainson’s hawk, as well as landmark and native oak trees 
measuring a minimum of 6 inches in diameter or 10 inches aggregate for 
multi-trunk trees at 4.5 feet above ground. 

 CO-139 – Native trees other than oak, which cannot be protected through 
development, shall be replaced with in-kind species in accordance with 

JPA/Project 
proponent 

Require measure as 
part of issuing 
grading/building 
permits. Verify 
compensation after 
construction 
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established tree planting specifications, the combined diameter of which 
shall equal the combined diameter of the trees removed. 

 CO-140 – For projects involving native oak woodlands, oak savannah or 
mixed riparian areas, ensure mitigation through either of the following 
methods: 

 An adopted habitat conservation plan. 

 Ensure not net loss of canopy area through a combination of the 
following: (1) preserving the main, central portions of consolidated and 
isolated groves constituting the existing canopy and (2) provide an 
area on-site to mitigate any canopy lost. Native oak mitigation area 
must be a contiguous area on-site which is equal to the size of canopy 
area lost and shall be adjacent to existing oak canopy to ensure 
opportunities for regeneration. 

 Removal of native oaks shall be compensated with native oak species 
with a minimum of a one to one dbh replacement. 

 A provision for a comparable on-site area for the propagation of oak 
trees may substitute for replacement tree planting requirements at the 
discretion of the County Tree Coordinator when removal of a mature 
oak tree is necessary. 

 If the project site is not capable of supporting all the required 
replacement trees, a sum equivalent to the replacement cost of the 
number of trees than cannot be accommodated may be paid to the 
County’s Tree Preservation Fund or another appropriate tree 
preservation fund. 

 If on-site mitigation is not possible given site limitation, off-site 
mitigation may be considered. Such a mitigation area must meet all of 
the following criteria to preserve, enhance, and maintain a natural 
woodland habitat in perpetuity, preferably by transfer of title to an 
appropriate public entity. Protected woodland habitat could be use as 
a suitable site for replacement tree plantings required by ordinances or 
other mitigation. 

 Equal or greater in are to the total are that is included within a 

radius of 30 feet of the dripline of all trees to be removed; 

 Adjacent to protected stream corridor or other preserved natural 

area; 

 Supports a significant number of native broadleaf trees; and 

 Offers good potential for continued regeneration of an integrated 

woodland community. 
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 CO-141 – In 15 years the native oak canopy within on-site mitigation area 
shall be 50 percent canopy coverage for valley oak and 30 percent canopy 
coverage for blue oak and other native oaks. 

For areas outside of Sacramento County jurisdiction, at a minimum, for every tree 
impacted one existing tree will be preserved and one new tree will be planted. 
Compensation for impacted trees will be done at a minimum of the following: 

 planting replacement trees within project right-of-ways at 1:1, or 

 preserving (1:1) and planting replacement trees (1:1) at agency-approved 
offsite locations.  

 

Prior to construction; 
During construction 

Mitigation Measure CUL-1: Conduct Site-Specific Cultural Resource Investigations 
and Implement the Recommendations  

Prior to construction, the JPA or local jurisdictions will update the consultation 
completed for this Program EIR with the NAHC to determine whether any sacred 
sites since have been identified in the specific project area, as well as update the 
list of Native American groups/individuals to contact. In addition, a qualified 
archaeologist will update the records search at the NCIC to determine whether 
additional surveys of the specific project area have been conducted or any new 
sites have been identified.  

 

The NCIC will recommend whether a cultural resources survey is warranted based 
on the specific details of the project design and the sensitivity of the specific 
project area for archaeological resources. If recommended, the JPA or local 
jurisdiction will retain a qualified archaeologist to conduct a site-specific cultural 
resource survey before any construction activities. 

 

If the cultural resource survey indicates that archaeological resources are located 
in the specific project area, the JPA or local jurisdiction will retain a qualified 
archaeologist to assess the significance of the resource(s) according to the 
applicable local, state, and federal significance criteria. Measures to reduce 
substantial adverse changes in the significance of significant archaeological 
resources will be developed in consultation with qualified archaeologists and other 
concerned parties. Avoidance will ensure that the impact is reduced to a less than 
significant level.  

 

If avoidance is not feasible, other measures will be implemented to reduce the 
impact, including data recovery excavation, and public interpretation of the 
resource. For some resources, these measures will not reduce the impact to a less 
than significant level.  

If this process indicates that the specific project area has the potential to yield 
cultural materials, the JPA or local jurisdiction will retain a qualified archaeologist 

JPA/Project 
proponent 

Verify prior to issuing 
grading/building 
permits 
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to monitor any subsurface operations, including but not limited to grading, 
excavation, trenching, and removal of existing features of the subject property.  

 

If archeological materials are uncovered during construction, they should be 
avoided. As described above, if avoidance is not feasible, other measures will be 
implemented to reduce the impact, including data recovery excavation, and public 
interpretation of the resource. For some resources, these measures will not reduce 
the impact to a less than significant level. 

Prior to construction; 
During construction 

Mitigation Measure CUL-2: Stop Work If Archaeological Materials Are Discovered 
during Construction 

If archaeological materials (e.g., chipped or ground stone, historic debris, or 
building foundations) are inadvertently discovered during ground-disturbing 
activities, the JPA or local jurisdiction will ensure that the contractor notify the 
agencies responsible for project implementation and will stop work in that area and 
within 100 feet of the find until a qualified archaeologist retained by the JPA or 
local jurisdiction can assess the significance of the find and implement Mitigation 
Measure CUL-1. 

JPA/Project 
proponent; retained 
qualified 
archaeologist 

Require in grading and 
building permits 

During construction Mitigation Measure CUL-3: Stop Work If Human Remains Are Discovered during 
Construction 

If human remains are uncovered, the JPA or local jurisdiction will ensure that the 
contractor contacts the county coroner and NAHC immediately. If human remains 
are discovered in any location other than a dedicated cemetery, there will be no 
further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably 
suspected to overlie adjacent human remains until: 

 

 the county coroner has been informed and has determined that no 
investigation of the cause of death is required; and  

 if the remains are of Native American origin,  

 the descendants of the deceased Native Americans have made a 
recommendation to the landowner or the person responsible for the 
excavation work regarding the means of treating or disposing of, with 
appropriate dignity, the human remains and any associated grave goods 
as provided in PRC 5097.98, or 

 the NAHC was unable to identify a descendant or the descendant failed 
to make a recommendation within 24 hours after being notified by the 
NAHC. 

 

According to the HSC, six or more human burials at one location constitute a 
cemetery (Section 8100), and disturbance of Native American cemeteries is a 
felony (Section 7052). 

JPA/Project 
proponent; county 
coroner 

Require in grading and 
building permits; verify 
periodically during 
construction 

Prior to construction; 
During construction 

Mitigation Measure CUL-4: Conduct Historic Inventory and Evaluation for  

Architectural Resources 

For implementation of specific project activities, before construction activities 

JPA/Project 
proponent; retained 
qualified 

Require in grading and 
building permits; verify 
periodically during 



Mitigation Monitoring Program, Continued 

Page 22 of 36 

Timing for 
Implementation 

Mitigation Measure 
Implementing 

Party
1
 

Monitoring Action 

begin, the JPA or local jurisdiction will ensure that a qualified architectural historian 
conducts a project-level inventory and evaluation for architectural resources, 
including an intensive field survey, background research on the history of the site-
specific project area, and property-specific research.  

 

Should any historic architectural resources be identified in the area affected by the 
specific project activity, the architectural historian will evaluate the significance of 
architectural resources located using criteria for listing in the NRHP and CRHR. 
The resources will be recorded on appropriate California Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) 523 forms, photographed, and mapped. The DPR forms will be 
produced and forwarded by the architectural historian to the appropriate 
Information Center.  

 

Significant historic resources should be avoided if feasible. 

architectural 
historian 

construction 

Prior to construction; 
During construction 

Mitigation Measure GEO-1: Implement Seismic Design Standards into Site-
Specific Project Design 

Prior to construction, the JPA or local jurisdictions will ensure that the project is 
designed and constructed in compliance with the latest CBSC standards, Caltrans 
seismic design criteria, and county and city general plan seismic standards to 
ensure that all project components can withstand moderate to strong earthquake-
shaking. 

JPA/Project 
Proponent Project 
Engineer; 
construction 
contractor 

Require in grading and 
building permits; verify 
periodically during 
construction 

Prior to construction; 
During construction 

Mitigation Measure GEO-2: Conduct Site-Specific Geotechnical Investigations and 
Implement the Recommendations 

Prior to construction, the JPA or local jurisdictions will prepare project-specific 
geotechnical investigations to guide the design of earthworks and foundations for 
proposed structures. Based on the subsurface conditions expressed through 
geotechnical investigation, the JPA and local jurisdictions, in conjunction with soil 
scientists or engineers, will ensure that specific project elements are designed to 
accommodate the effects of liquefaction of expansive soils. For roadways and 
bridges, subsurface borings at regular intervals along proposed roadways and in 
the vicinity of proposed bridges are recommended as part of the geotechnical 
evaluations. 

 

If the site-specific geotechnical investigations find that liquefiable soils, soils 
susceptible to seismically induced settlement, or expansive soils are present at 
any location where project activities would occur, corrective actions will be taken. 
These actions may include—depending on the extent and depth of susceptible 
soils and findings of the geotechnical evaluations—removal and replacement of 
soils; on-site densification; grouting; and design of special foundations or other 
similar measures. All of these measures reduce pore water pressure during ground 
shaking by making the soil more dense or improving its drainage capacity 
(Johansson 2000). The JPA or local jurisdictions will ensure that their contractors 
implement one or more of these measures in consultation with a qualified engineer 

JPA/Project 
Proponent Project 
Engineer; 
construction 
contractor 

Require in grading and 
building permits; verify 
periodically during 
construction 
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before beginning and during construction.  

 

The JPA or local jurisdictions will ensure, as a contract specification, that their 
contractors implement the recommendations of site-specific geotechnical reports 
pertaining to site clearing and preparation, organic removal, engineered fill 
placement, trench backfilling, foundation design, soundwall systems, exterior 
flatwork, pavement design, and site drainage to minimize any adverse effects 
associated with runoff, erosion, and sedimentation. 

Prior to construction; 
During construction 

Mitigation Measure GEO-3: Stop Work if Paleontological Resources are 
Discovered During Construction and Implement Recommendations of 
Paleontologist 

If paleontological resources (i.e., fossils) are discovered during ground-disturbing 
activities, the JPA or local jurisdictions will ensure that their contractors notify the 
JPA or local jurisdictions responsible for project implementation, and stop work in 
that area and within 100 feet of the find until a qualified paleontologist can assess 
the significance of the find and develop appropriate treatment measures. 
Treatment measures will be made in consultation with the JPA or local jurisdictions 
and would include the following steps to be taken by a qualified paleontologist:  

 

 Conduct a paleontological survey of the area before continuing with 
construction. 

 If construction could encounter significant paleontological resources, 
monitor construction in the area for the purpose of ensuring that 
construction does not destroy resources before they can be evaluated 

 Salvage, curate, and preserve significant paleontological resources to 
meet professional standards. 

JPA/Project 
proponent; retained 
qualified 
paleontologist 

Require in grading and 
building permits; verify 
periodically during 
construction 

Prior to construction; 
During construction 

 

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: Perform a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment 
prior to Demolition and Construction Activities and Remediate If Required 

Prior to construction, the JPA or local jurisdictions will conduct appropriate 
environmental review during the tiered or project-level environmental 
documentation phase, including a Phase I environmental site assessment in 
conformance with the ASTM Standard Practice E1527-05. All environmental 
investigation, sampling, and remediation activities associated with properties in the 
project area will be conducted under a work plan approved by the regulatory 
oversight agency and will be conducted by a registered environmental assessor 
(pursuant to 22 CCR 69200) consistent with Phase I and Phase II environmental 
site assessments as detailed below. The results of any investigation and/or 
remediation activities conducted in the project area will be included in the project-
level EIR.  

 

A Phase I environmental site assessment should, at a minimum, include: 

 

 an on-site visit to determine current conditions (e.g., vegetative dieback, 

JPA/Project 
Proponent Project 
Engineer;  Project 
proponent 

Require in grading and 
building permits; verify 
periodically during 
construction 
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chemical spill residue, presence of above- or underground storage tanks, 
etc.); 

 an evaluation of possible risks posed by neighboring properties; 

 interviews with persons knowledgeable about the site’s history (e.g., 
current or previous property owners, property managers, etc.); 

 an examination of local planning files to check prior land uses and any 
permits granted. 

 file searches with appropriate agencies (e.g., SWRCB, fire department, 
county health department) having oversight authority relative to water 
quality, groundwater and soil contamination; 

 examination of historical aerial photography of the site and adjacent 
properties; 

 review of Sanborn-Perris fire insurance maps; 

 a review of current and historic topographic maps of the site to determine 
drainage patterns; and 

 an examination of chain-of-title for environmental liens and/or activity and 
land use limitations. 

 

If the Phase I environmental site assessment indicates likely site contamination, a 
Phase II environmental site assessment will be performed (also by a registered 
environmental assessor). 

 

A Phase II environmental site assessment would include: 

 

 collection of original surface and/or subsurface samples of soil, 
groundwater, and building materials to analyze for quantities of various 
contaminants; and 

 an analysis to determine the vertical and horizontal extent of 
contamination (if the evidence from sampling shows contamination). 

 

If contamination is uncovered as part of Phase I or II environmental site 
assessments, remediation will be required. If materials such as ACM, LBP, or 
other hazardous building materials like mercury switches, or PCB-containing 
equipment are identified, these materials will be properly managed and disposed 
of prior to or during the demolition process. 
 

Any contaminated soil identified on a project site must be properly disposed of in 
accordance with DTSC regulations in effect at the time. 
 

Hazardous wastes generated by the proposed project will be managed in 
accordance with the California Hazardous Waste Control Law (HSC, Division 20, 
Chapter 6.5) and the Hazardous Waste Control Regulation (Title 22, CCR, Division 
4.5). 
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If, during construction/demolition of structures, soil or groundwater contamination 
is suspected the construction/demolition activities will cease and appropriate 
health and safety procedures will be implemented, including the use of appropriate 
personal protective equipment (e.g., respiratory protection, protective clothing, 
helmets, goggles). 

Prior to construction Mitigation Measure HAZ-2: Ensure Compliance with Emergency Response and 
Evacuation Plans 

Prior to project-specific design approval, the JPA or local jurisdiction will confer 
with SACOG, as the designated ALUC, to ensure that the project is consistent with 
any CLUP or ALUCP in effect at the time of consideration of the project-specific 
design. 

JPA/Project 
Proponent Project 
Engineer or 
construction 
contractor 

Require in grading and 
building permits 

Prior to construction; 
During construction 

Mitigation Measure HAZ-3: Prepare a Traffic Management Plan and Construction 
Scheduling 

The JPA or local agencies, as applicable, will require that the contractor(s) prepare 
a traffic management plan (TMP) during the final stage of project design to ensure 
there is no interference with emergency vehicles/services or response/evacuation 
plans. The plan will list procedures, specific emergency response, and evacuation 
measures to be followed during emergencies. The contractor will prepare this 
manual, subject to review and approval by the JPA or local jurisdiction, and 
distribute the approved plan to contract workers involved in the proposed project 
before construction and during operation of the project. Implementation of the 
approved plan will be a requirement of the construction contract. The JPA or local 
jurisdiction will provide project maps to emergency personnel (e.g., fire protection 
agencies, police and sheriff departments, California Highway Patrol) that describe 
construction activities as well as access roads to ensure proper emergency 
response to all parts of the proposed project. 

 

Standards found in Caltrans’ TMP guidelines (2009) outline the basic requirements 
for such plans. The JPA or local jurisdictions will require the following measures to 
be implemented as part of project construction.  

 

 The contractor will be required to prepare and implement a TMP that 
identifies the locations of temporary detours and signage to facilitate local 
traffic/truck patterns and through-traffic requirements. 

 The contractor will provide emergency service providers (i.e., law 
enforcement, fire protection, and ambulance services) adequate notice of 
any street closures during the construction phases of the proposed 
project. 

 Construction activities will be coordinated to avoid blocking or limiting 
auto, truck, bike, and pedestrian access to homes and businesses to the 
extent possible. Residents will be notified in advance about potential 
access or parking effects before construction activities begin. Facilities 
such as traffic lights, turn pockets, or common driveway access will be 

JPA/Project 
Proponent Project 
Engineer or 
construction 
contractor 

Require in grading and 
building permits; verify 
periodically during 
construction 
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provided continued access. Alternative methods of providing access 
could also be provided, such as relocation of existing access driveways 
and sidewalks, provision of frontage roads, construction of joint parking 
areas and pedestrian access from parking areas.  

 A comprehensive marketing campaign throughout the larger market area 
will be provided to ensure that customers know that businesses are 
operating during construction, and how to reach them. This would include 
signage posted well outside the impacted area, on routes leading into the 
construction area. 

 Any interchange, ramp, or road closures required during construction will, 
to the extent possible, be limited to nighttime hours to reduce effects on 
businesses within or adjacent to the project limits. 

 Construction activities will be coordinated to avoid blocking or limiting 
access to businesses in or adjacent to the project area during business 
hours. Businesses will be notified in advance concerning construction 
activities before construction begins near businesses. 

 The TMP will be prepared to address short-term disruptions in existing 
circulation patterns during construction. For example, the TMP will identify 
the locations of temporary detours or temporary roads to facilitate local 
traffic circulation and through-traffic requirements. 

Prior to construction; 
During construction 

Mitigation Measure HYD-1: Obtain an NPDES Construction General Permit and 
Incorporate its Requirements as Well as Those of Other Water Quality Regulations 
in Site-Specific Project Designs  

The JPA or local jurisdiction undertaking later projects will implement the following 
actions either directly or through contract specifications: 

 

1. During the design of individual projects, in consultation with the applicable 
regulatory agencies, develop specific design and construction standards for stream 
crossings, including, but not limited to, maintaining open surface (bridged versus 
closed culvert) crossings, infrastructure setbacks, erosion control measures, 
sediment controlling excavation/fill practices, and other BMPs as described in item 
4 below.  

 

2. In subsequent analysis, during individual project design or preparation of 
CEQA documents, include, for example, field surveys of potential surface water 
resources to further analyze potential impacts on water quality. The JPA or local 
jurisdiction will obtain the required permits from the appropriate agencies based on 
the results of the field surveys.  

 

3. During and after construction activities, monitor and ensure compliance 
with water quality objectives outlined in the Central Valley RWQCB Basin Plan.  

 

4. Minimize sediment transport caused by construction by following BMPs 

JPA/Project 
Proponent Project 
Engineer; 
construction 
contractor 

Verify prior to issuing 
grading/building 
permits 
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undertaken as part of NPDES Permit and SWPPP requirements that will be 
included in construction permits. The BMPs will be designed so that, when 
employed in concert, they will meet the requirement of the NPDES permit and 
avoid the transport of sediment from the project site. BMPs may include, but are 
not limited to, measures such as the following:  

 

a. providing permeable surfaces where feasible and where this would not 
result in erosion or the release of sediment;  

b. retaining and treating stormwater on site using catch basins and filtering 
wet basins;  

c. minimizing the contact of construction materials, equipment, and 
maintenance supplies with stormwater;  

d. reducing erosion through soil stabilization, watering for dust control, 
installing perimeter silt fences, placing rice straw bales, and installing sediment 
basins; and  

e. maintaining water quality by using infiltration systems, detention systems, 
retention systems, constructed wetland systems, filtration systems, 
biofiltration/bioretention systems, grass buffer strips, ponding areas, organic mulch 
layers, planting soil beds, sand beds, and vegetated systems such as swales and 
grass filter strips that are designed to convey and treat either fallow flow (swales) 
or sheetflow (filter strips) runoff. 

 

5. Develop and implement a procedure for spill prevention and control to 
minimize the potential for, and effects from, spills of hazardous, toxic, or petroleum 
substances during all construction activities. If a spill should occur during 
construction that causes a release of a hazardous material, including oil and 
radioactive materials, the proper agencies will be notified and an Emergency 
Release Follow-up Notice Reporting Form will be submitted no more than 30 days 
following the release. 

 

6. Use methods such as habitat restoration, reconstruction of [habitat] on 
site, and habitat replacement off site to minimize surface water quality impacts.  

 

7. Comply with conditions included in permits issued under Sections 404 
and 401 of the federal CWA.  

 

8. Comply with requirements of Section 10 of the federal Rivers and Harbors 
Act for work required around a water body designated as navigable (and 
applicable permit requirements).  

 

9. Comply with the requirements of a state Streambed Alteration Agreement 
for work along the banks of various surface water bodies.  

 



Mitigation Monitoring Program, Continued 

Page 28 of 36 

Timing for 
Implementation 

Mitigation Measure 
Implementing 

Party
1
 

Monitoring Action 

10. Where feasible, avoid significant development of facilities in areas that 
may have substantial erosion risk, including areas with erosive soils or steep 
slopes. 

Prior to construction; 
During construction 

Mitigation Measure HYD-2: Comply with Provisions for Dewatering 

The JPA or local jurisdiction will require the following actions as part of 
construction contract specifications. Before discharging any dewatered effluent to 
surface water the contractor will determine whether the volume of water from the 
dewatering operation is covered under the NPDES Construction General Permit. If 
it is deemed that the volume is greater than the Construction General Permit 
allows, the contractor will obtain coverage under an NPDES Low Threat Discharge 
and Dewatering Permit from the Central Valley RWQCB. The NPDES Low Threat 
Discharge and Dewatering Permit will require the water from the dewatering 
operation to be treated prior to discharge to any local water way. 

JPA/Project 
Proponent Project 
Engineer; 

construction 
contractor 

Verify prior to issuing 
grading/building 
permits; verify 
periodically during 
construction 

Prior to construction; 
During construction 

Mitigation Measure HYD-3: Implement Measures to Maintain Water Quality after 
Construction 

The design of individual projects will include, and the JPA or local jurisdiction will 
implement, either directly or through contract specifications, source and treatment 
control measures contained in County Stormwater Management Plans or EPA and 
other related guidance documents. General site housekeeping and design control 
measures incorporated into the project design can include, but are not limited to, 
conserving natural areas, protecting slopes and channels, and minimizing 
impervious areas. Treatment control measures may include use of vegetated 
swales and buffers, detention basins, wet ponds, or constructed wetlands, 
infiltration basins, and other measures. LID approaches will be incorporated into 
site design and stormwater management to maintain the site’s predevelopment 
runoff rates and volumes. Examples of such measures include, but are not limited 
to, sidewalk storage, vegetated swales, landscaped buffers and strips, tree 
preservation, permeable pavers, and impervious surface reduction and 
disconnection. The JPA or local jurisdiction will select and implement specific LID 
measures and techniques depending on project size and stormwater treatment 
needs. 

JPA/Project 
Proponent  

Require as part of 
contract specifications 
and verify prior to 
issuing 
grading/building 
permits 

Prior to construction; 
During construction 

Mitigation Measure HYD-4: Conduct Project-Level Drainage Studies for Project 
Design 

The JPA or local jurisdiction will conduct drainage studies for later projects on a 
site-specific basis. The results of the studies will be integrated into the design of 
the later project’s drainage systems. The studies will address county and city 
drainage study requirements that typically include the following topics:  

 

 A calculation of predevelopment runoff conditions and post-development 
runoff scenarios using appropriate engineering methods. This analysis 
will evaluate potential changes to runoff through specific design criteria 
and account for increased surface runoff. 

 An assessment of existing drainage facilities within the project area and 

JPA /Project 
Proponent 

Require as part of 
contract specifications 
and verify prior to 
issuing 
grading/building 
permits 
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an inventory of necessary upgrades, replacements, redesigns, or 
rehabilitation, including the sizing of onsite stormwater detention features 
and pump stations. 

 A description of the proposed maintenance program for the onsite 
drainage system. 

 Standards for drainage systems to be installed on a project-/parcel-
specific basis. 

 Design measures to ensure structures will not impact 100-year floodplain 
areas. 

 

Drainage systems for the individual project will be designed in accordance with the 
findings of the studies, the requirements of the applicable local flood control 
agencies, and flood control design criteria established under applicable local 
ordinances. As a performance standard, the systems will provide for no net 
increase in peak stormwater discharge relative to current conditions to ensure that 
100-year flooding and its potential impacts are maintained at or below current 
levels and that people and structures are not exposed to additional flood risk. 

Prior to construction; 
During construction 

Mitigation Measure HYD-5: Design and Install Infiltration Systems 

The design of individual projects will include infiltration systems, where feasible. 
Infiltration devices will be installed to replace the natural recharge rate of the soil to 
be paved over, reduce stormwater peak discharges and volumes to downstream 
catchments, and improve the quality of stormwater discharged to water bodies. 
Examples of infiltration devices include, but are not limited to, infiltration basins, 
pervious concrete, retention trenches, and bioretention measures. As discussed in 
Mitigation Measure HYD-3, LID techniques will be implemented to increase soil 
infiltration. Much of the proposed project is located within areas with Hydrologic 
Soil Group (HSG) D soils where certain infiltration devices do not work well. In 
these cases, other measures such as detention basins or vegetative barriers that 
will help retain waters. 

JPA/Project 
Proponent Project 
Engineer; 
construction 
contractor 

Verify prior to issuing 
grading/building 
permits and verify 
periodically during 
construction 

Prior to construction; 
During construction 

Mitigation Measure HYD-6: Avoid Restriction of Flood Flows and Obtain Agency 
Approval of Construction within 100-Year Floodplains 

The design of individual projects will proceed in accordance with the best available 
mapping from DWR, FEMA, and USACE. The project design will comply with the 
requirements of the applicable local flood control agencies, and flood control 
design criteria established under applicable local ordinances. If unavoidable 
construction would occur within a 100-year floodplain, the JPA or local jurisdiction 
will prepare a letter of map amendment and submit to FEMA before construction of 
the project. The LOMR will include revised local base flood elevations for projects 
constructed within flood-prone areas. If the LOMR is approved, the design will 
reflect its provisions. 

JPA/Project 
Proponent  Project 
Engineer; 
construction 
contractor 

Verify prior to issuing 
grading/building 
permits and verify 
periodically during 
construction 

Prior to construction; 
During construction 

Mitigation Measure HYD-7: Design Projects to Pass Flows in the Event of Levee or 
Dam Failure 

During the design of individual projects, the JPA or local jurisdiction will consult 

JPA/Project 
Proponent Project 
Engineer; 

Verify prior to issuing 
grading/building 
permits and verify 
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with the applicable flood control agencies to ensure that the flooding risks of pre-
project conditions will not increase as a result of construction of the individual 
projects. If a project has the potential to impede or redirect flows from a levee or 
dam failure, such that there would be less than a 1% chance that flooding would 
extend to areas not previously mapped as inundation areas, the project will be 
redesigned to the maximum extent practicable so that the project would not 
expand the area subject to pre-project inundation conditions. This may be 
achieved through incorporation of culverts or bridges into the project design. 

construction 
contractor 

periodically during 
construction 

Prior to construction; 
During construction 

Mitigation Measure LU-1: The Proponent Agency Will Implement All of the 
Following Measures Prior to Construction to Reduce Impacts on Significant 
Farmland 

 Design the proposed project to avoid or minimize the direct conversion of 
important farmland to nonagricultural uses and indirect conversion of 
farmland through severance or fragmentation. During preliminary design, 
the JPA or member agencies will locate the proposed project to avoid or 
minimize loss of agricultural lands and the potential for fragmenting 
agricultural lands or production in a manner that would make them 
uneconomical to farm, to the extent that doing so would not compromise 
safety or standard design criteria for a road of this type.  

 For important farmland (prime, statewide, unique, and local) converted by 
the project, either directly or indirectly as described above, important 
farmland of the same category will be permanently protected from 
development at a minimum ratio of 1:1. Productive off-site agricultural 
land subject to conversion will be protected through the purchase or 
transfer of its development rights and establishment of a farmland 
conservation easement over the agricultural land pursuant to California 
Civil Code Section 815, et seq. or other statute providing for its 
conservation in perpetuity for agricultural use. The JPA or member 
agencies will provide funds to an agricultural land trust or similar 
nongovernmental entity for the purchase of agricultural land or 
development rights on agricultural land and establishment of a farmland 
conservation easement. The JPA or member agencies shall fund only a 
land trust or nongovernmental entity with an established record of 
responsible agricultural land stewardship. 

JPA/Project 
Proponent Project 
Engineer;  

Require as a condition 
prior to issuing 
grading/building 
permits 

Prior to construction; 
During construction 

Mitigation Measure NOI-1: Employ Noise- and Vibration-Reducing Construction 
Practices 

Before final project design, the JPA or local jurisdiction will undertake a detailed 
evaluation of site-specific noise and vibration impacts and identify project-specific 
mitigation measures necessary to reduce construction noise and vibration to a 
level that is in compliance with local noise standards where feasible. This may be 
done as a part of the CEQA process when a later project is subject to CEQA. The 
JPA or local jurisdiction will ensure through contract provisions and specifications 
that the contractor adheres to the mitigation measures before and during 
construction and documents compliance with the adopted mitigation measures. 

JPA/Project 
Proponent Project 
Engineer; 
construction 
contractor 

Require as a 
condition prior to 

issuing 
grading/building 
permits; verify 
periodically during 
construction 
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Documentation will be provided to the JPA or local jurisdiction on a weekly basis. 
The contract provisions and specifications will authorize the JPA or local 
jurisdiction to sanction contractors for non-compliance. 

 

The following measures will be implemented to reduce the effects of construction 
noise and vibration. Additional measures may be developed once project design 
has developed sufficiently to identify site-specific impacts. 

 

 Comply with all local sound control and noise level rules, regulations, and 
ordinances of the pertinent city, county, or both. 

 Limit the hours of noise-generating construction and related activity such 
as deliveries and staging activities to between 6 a.m. and 8 p.m. on 
Monday through Friday and between 7 a.m. and 8 p.m. on weekends, or 
as required by local noise ordinances in effect for site-specific projects.  

 Require that equipment and trucks used for project construction use noise 
control techniques (including mufflers, intake silencers, ducts, engine 
enclosures, and acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds) as necessary 
to limit noise to compliance levels. 

 Locate stationary noise sources such as generators or pumps as far from 
sensitive receptors as possible. Stationary noise sources that must be 
located near existing receptors will be adequately muffled or an acoustic 
barrier will be installed to reduce their noise levels to comply with 
applicable local requirements. 

 Designate a complaint coordinator at the JPA or local jurisdiction to be 
responsible for responding to noise complaints received during the 
construction phase. The name and phone number of the complaint 
coordinator will be conspicuously posted at construction areas and on all 
advanced notifications. This person will be responsible for taking steps 
required to resolve complaints, including periodic noise monitoring and 
changes to construction activities, if necessary to meet the required 
mitigation. 

 Mitigate noise generated from any rock-crushing or screening operations 
performed within 3,000 feet of any occupied residence by strategic 
placement of material stockpiles between the operation and the affected 
dwelling or by other means such as temporary noise barriers approved by 
the local jurisdiction. 

 Require contractors to implement appropriate additional noise mitigation 
measures including (but not limited to) shutting off equipment (including 
trucks transporting aggregate or other construction materials) so that 
idling time does not exceed 3 minutes, and notifying adjacent residents by 
mail not less than 1 week in advance of construction work. 

 Prohibit pile-driving or blasting operations within 3,000 feet of an occupied 
residence on Sundays, legal holidays, and between 9 p.m. and 6 a.m. on 
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other days, or as governed by local noise ordinances at site-specific 
locations. 

 Use sonic or vibratory pile drivers instead of impact pile drivers (sonic pile 
drivers are only effective in some soils). If sonic or vibratory pile drivers 
are not feasible, install acoustical enclosures as necessary to ensure that 
pile-driving noise does not exceed applicable local noise standards at the 
closest sensitive receptor.  

 Limit pile driving in residential areas to between 8 a.m. and 5 p.m. 

 Use engine and pneumatic exhaust controls on pile drivers as necessary 
to ensure that exhaust noise from pile driver engines is minimized to the 
extent feasible. 

 Where feasible, pre-drill pile holes to reduce potential noise and vibration 
impacts. 

Prior to construction; 
During construction 

Mitigation Measure NOI-2: Develop and Employ Site-Specific Measures to Reduce 
Traffic Noise  

During project design, the JPA or local jurisdiction will incorporate feasible 
measures to reduce traffic noise related to the project such that traffic noise from 
new roadways does not exceed applicable land use compatibility standards at 
adjacent uses, and such that traffic noise increases along existing roadways does 
not exceed Sacramento County significance thresholds for traffic noise increases. 
This may be done as a part of the CEQA process when a later project is subject to 
CEQA and sufficient detail is available at the time of the CEQA process. Potential 
measures that can be implemented include (but are not limited to) setbacks, site 
design, construction of noise barrier walls between the roadway and noise-
sensitive uses and installation of low noise pavement such as open-grade asphalt 
or rubberized asphalt. Emphasis will be placed on the use of setbacks and site 
design to the extent feasible, prior to consideration of the use of noise barriers. 

JPA/Project 
Proponent Project 
Engineer 

Require as a 
condition prior to 

specific-project 
approval 

Prior to construction Mitigation Measure POP-1: Require Consistency with the JPA’s Planning 
Principles 

The JPA or local jurisdiction, in developing the final design of any component of 
the Connector Project, will ensure that such design is consistent with the planning 
principles set forth in the Joint Powers Agreement that established the JPA, 
including:  

a. Improve access to, and connections between, residential 

and employment areas within and outside of the Connector 

Project corridor; 

b. Acknowledge that the Connector Project is in the 

Metropolitan Transportation Plan and further support the 

transportation and land use principles in the general plans 

of the local jurisdictions and the Metropolitan Transportation 

Plan; 

c. Relieve demand on (i) local streets and roads, and (ii) 

JPA/Project 
Proponent Project 
Engineer  

Require as a 
condition prior to 

specific-project 
approval 
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regional freeway facilities (US-50, SR-99, and I-5);  

d. Strategically apply access control and capacity 

characteristics to preserve and enhance regional 

functionality while discouraging growth in areas not 

designated for growth as determined by the local 

jurisdiction’s general plan; 

e. Enhance regional mobility and preserving the livability of 

communities; 

f. Provide efficient and safe facilities for automobile, transit, 

bicycle, and pedestrian options for multi-modal travel;  

g. Minimize direct and indirect physical impacts on the natural 

and built environments;  

h. Preserve open space to reinforce and support approved 

land use plans; and 

i. Permit phased implementation with respect to (i) funding, (ii) 

location, and (iii) design characteristics.  

 

 

Prior to construction Mitigation Measure POP-2: Require Consistency with the JPA’s Functional 
Guidelines 

The JPA or local jurisdiction, in developing the final design of any component of 
the Connector Project, will consider the Functional Guidelines referenced in the in 
the JPA’s Joint Powers Agreement, as they may be amended and adopted by the 
JPA , as summarized below:  

 

 Capacity and Cross-Section: The Connector roadway should be 

designed and constructed to serve the demand projected in the MTP and 
adopted local plans.   

 Access Characteristics: To maximize the efficiency of the roadway, 

access to the Connector should be allowed only at a limited number of 
access points; principally, existing primary facilities and new facilities 
included in the MTP. Access should be limited to the greatest extent 
possible to retain efficiency, reduce congestion, and enhance mobility. 
New access to the Connector from areas not designated for growth in the 
general plans should not be permitted.   

 Profile: The Connector profile, where feasible, practicable, and consistent 

with acceptable design standards, should emulate the profiles of existing 
roadways to the greatest extent possible. The design of the Connector 
corridor should recognize impacts to sensitive habitats, including 
elevation adjustments to allow for passage of wildlife.   

 Design Aesthetics, Materials, and Maintenance: To minimize the 

JPA/Project 
Proponent Project 
Engineer 

Require as a 
condition prior to 

specific-project 
approval 
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impact on the livability of communities, the Connector should be designed 
with due consideration to aesthetics for users and adjacent property 
owners (residents, employers, and employees).   
 

 Transit Services: Transit service in the corridor (coverage and 

frequency) should be maximized to the extent feasible. The design of the 
Connector project should accommodate appropriate transit facilities. 

 Non-Motorized Facilities: The Connector should provide flexible and 

efficient modes of use, including automobile, transit, bicycle, and 
pedestrian.   

 Open Space Preservation: Concurrently with the environmental review 

and design process, the sponsors will develop an open space 
preservation plan, and associated phasing and funding plan for the 
corridor consistent with the Sacramento Transportation Authority Measure 
A expenditure plan.     

 Other Facilities: In order to meet the goals of the MTP and the 

Connector, complementary projects may be phased in over time as 
conditions necessitate.   

 Phasing and Interim Use: The Connector should be implemented in a 

phased manner. The design of temporary sections (if any), should provide 
for widening in accordance with the MTP and local adopted plans at 
minimal cost and impact. 

 Funding Coordination: Investments in the Connector should be 

coordinated and balanced with other transportation investments in a 
manner that maximizes benefits to the public while minimizing costs. 

 Mitigation Measure POP-3: Develop and Implement a Relocation and 
Compensation Plan 

Before proceeding with final design, the JPA or local jurisdiction will develop and 
implement a relocation plan consistent with California Code of Regulations, Title 
25, Section 6038 to ensure that eligible residential, commercial, and industrial uses 
are compensated for moving and residential/business replacement costs. Eligibility 
of specific residences or businesses for compensation will be determined after 
evaluation of the impact on the specific use(s) to be relocated, but would include 
both full and partial property/parcel acquisitions. 

 

The JPA or local jurisdiction will use applicable relocation assistance programs 
(including those administered by local, state and federal governments) to 
compensate owners and tenants for the relocation costs of residential, commercial, 
and industrial uses displaced by the project components. 

  

Prior to construction Mitigation Measure PS-1: Implement Low-Impact Development Techniques for 
Control of Surface Drainage 

The JPA or local jurisdiction will ensure that the project design will employ low-
intensity development (LID) techniques and features to maintain the site’s 

JPA/Project 
Proponent Project 
Engineer 

Verify prior to issuing 
grading/building 
permits 
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predevelopment runoff rates and volumes to the extent feasible. The objective of 
the LID design is to mimic the site’s predevelopment hydrology by including project 
features and techniques that infiltrate, filter, store, evaporate, and detain 
stormwater runoff close to the source. LID design features and techniques can 
incorporate (but are not limited to) minimizing impermeable surfaces where 
practical; inclusion of bioretention facilities or rain gardens; preserving natural 
drainages, vegetation, and buffer zones; inclusion of grass swales and channels to 
direct storm drainage; construction of cisterns to collect water for later use in 
irrigation; inclusion of vegetated filter strips; and use of permeable pavements. 

Prior to construction; 
during construction 

Mitigation Measure PS-2: Use Drought-Resistant Plants and Irrigation in Project 
Landscaping  

The JPA or local jurisdiction will ensure that the design of the project will include a 
landscaping and irrigation plan that is based on the use of drought-resistant 
landscaping materials. This includes the use of suitable drought-resistant native 
plants, where feasible, and nonnative plants that are suitable to the site, such as 
grasses. Suitable plants are those matched to the climate, soils, and Sacramento 
region. No invasive, nonnative plants (as inventoried by the California Invasive 
Plant Council) nor noxious weeds (as listed by the California Department of Food 
and Agriculture) will be used in the landscaping plan. The irrigation system design 
will rely on recycled water or nonpotable water (including water from LID cisterns) 
whenever available, consistent with quality and health standards. The irrigation 
system design will include the use of smart irrigation controllers to minimize the 
amount of supplemental water required to maintain the landscaping. 

JPA/Project 
Proponent Project 
Engineer 

Verify prior to issuing 
grading/building 
permits; verify 
periodically during 
construction 

Prior to construction; 
during construction 

Mitigation Measure PS-3: Construction and Demolition Debris Produced by 
Implementation of the Proposed Project Will be Recycled and Properly Disposed 

The JPA or local jurisdiction will require that the contractor will employ one of the 
following options for recycling construction and demolition debris: 

 

1.  If there is room at the construction site for multiple sorting bins, construction 
and demolition debris will be sorted and dropped off at recycling facilities. 
Currently, the following facilities accept sorted construction and demolition waste: 

 

 Kiefer Landfill 

 Crete Crush, LLC, which accepts brick, gravel, sand, asphalt, concrete, 
and soil 

 Elder Creek Recovery & Transfer Station BFI 

 EBI Aggregates, which accepts concrete and asphalt 

 Vulcan Materials, which accepts concrete and asphalt  

 Sims Metal Management 

 Granite Construction Company, which accepts only clean, separated 
concrete and asphalt 

 Bell Marine Company, Inc., which accepts concrete and asphalt 

JPA/Project 
Proponent Project 
Engineer; 
construction 
contractor 

Verify prior to issuing 
grading/building 
permits; verify 
periodically during 
construction 
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 L and D Landfill Company 

 Sacramento Recycling & Transfer Station 

 Sacramento Habitat for Humanity, which accepts tax deductible donations  

of clean wood and various building materials 

 Second Cycle, Inc. 

 

2.  If the construction site is crowded, or mixed recycling is preferable for another 
reason, the Sacramento Regional Solid Waste Authority provides a list of certified 
construction and demolition debris sorting facilities. 

 Allied Waste/Elder Creek Transfer and Recovery 

 L and D Landfill Company 

 Waste Management/K&M Recycle America 

 Florins-Perkins Public Disposal 

 

If a waste type produced by project construction is a type not accepted by regional 
landfills, the project engineer(s) will ensure that the waste is disposed of in 
accordance with all federal, state, and local statues and regulations related to solid 
waste. 

Prior to construction Mitigation Measure REC-1: Conduct Project-Level Assessment of Impacts on 
Recreational Resources 

To determine the specific impacts resulting from implementation of the proposed 
project and its design options on recreation, a project-level assessment of impacts 
will be conducted by the JPA or local jurisdiction undertaking later projects. This 
study shall determine the specific recreational qualities and facilities significantly 
affected by the project, in consultation with the agency(ies) with jurisdiction over 
the recreational resources. The JPA or local jurisdiction will provide, in cooperation 
with the affected agency(ies), 1) land of equal quality and with similar 
characteristics will be secured by the JPA or local jurisdiction to compensate for 
the loss of existing recreational resources at a ratio of at least 1:1 or 2) sufficient 
enhancements to the existing parks. The JPA or local jurisdiction may provide 
these lands by acquiring them and dedicating them to the affected agency(ies) or 
by providing the affected agency(ies) with in lieu fees sufficient to acquire the lands 
and replace the lost facilities, at the option of the affected agency. 

JPA/Project 
Proponent/ 

Verify prior to issuing 
grading/building 
permits 
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    Exhibit G 
   Item # 8  

Resolution 
RESOLUTION NO. 2012-12 

RESOLUTION OF THE  
CAPITAL SOUTHEAST CONNECTOR JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY 

APPROVING THE SELECTION OF THE GENERAL ALIGNMENT OF THE CONNECTOR PROJECT  
(State Clearinghouse # 2010012066)  

 
 

WHEREAS, pursuant to California Government Code, section 6500 et seq., the Capital SouthEast 
Connector Joint Powers Authority (Connector JPA) was formed by the cities of Rancho Cordova, Elk 
Grove, and Folsom, and the counties of Sacramento and El Dorado, to provide for the coordinated 
designation, acquisition, planning, designing, financing, construction, operation, and maintenance of a 
multi-modal transportation corridor to connect the City of Elk Grove, the County of Sacramento, the City of 
Rancho Cordova, the City of Folsom, and the County of El Dorado, known as the “Connector Project”; and 

 
WHEREAS, planning for a the Connector Project, which is a regional transportation 

beltway/expressway to connect Interstate 5, State Route 99, and U.S. Highway 50, has been in process for 
more than two decades;  

 
WHEREAS, the Board of Directors, by means of Resolution No. 2012-09, certified that the Final 

EIR for the Connector Project was been prepared in full compliance with the terms of the California 
Environmental Quality Act; 

 
WHEREAS, as set forth in Resolution No. 2012-10, Adopting Findings of Fact and a Statement of 

Overriding Considerations, while some impacts are insignificant or can be mitigated to a level of less than 
significant, the Project will have significant impacts on the environment in some instances, but the 
Connector JPA has adopted findings of fact for each significant impact and adopted a statement of 
overriding considerations in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA, Public 
Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.); and  

 
WHEREAS, as set forth in Resolution No. 2012-11, a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

has been adopted. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE CAPITAL SOUTHEAST 

CONNECTOR JPA RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS: 
 
1. The Board of Directors hereby approves the selection of General Alignment for the 

Connector Project as the Kammerer Road, Grant Line Road, White Rock Road Alignment with a Reduced 
Access Segment through Sheldon, as described in the October 14, 2011, and March 7, 2012, staff reports, 
the Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations adopted pursuant to Resolution No. 2012-
, and as shown in Exhibit A, attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference. 
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2. With this action, the Connector JPA can coordinate and consult with its member 
jurisdictions, as required, on the preservation of the General Alignment for the future Connector Project.   

 
3. The precise alignment of the future Connector Project within the selected General 

Alignment will be further evaluated in the next level of CEQA review, and will be designed in accordance 
with the strategies identified in the Final EIR and the mitigation commitments and considerations adopted in 
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.  

 
4. The Executive Director is authorized to cause to be filed with the State Clearinghouse, with 

the Clerk of Sacramento County, and the Clerk of El Dorado County, a Notice of Determination reflecting 
the action of the Connector JPA.   

 

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

* * * * * 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 7th day of March, 2012, by the following vote: 
 
 AYES:    
 
 NOES:   
 
 ABSENT:  
 ______________________________ 
       Chairperson 
 
 ATTEST: 
 
 
 
 ______________________________ 
 Secretary 
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