
 

 

 
 

Meeting of the Board of Directors 
 
Location:  Rancho Cordova Council Chambers 
   2729 Prospect Park Drive 
   Rancho Cordova, CA 
 
Date:  Friday, October 12, 2012, 8:00 am – 10:00 am 
 
Roll Call:   Directors Hume, Knight, Nottoli, Sander, Starsky 
 
Members of the public may comment on any item on the agenda at the time that it is taken up by the Board.  We ask that members of the public 
complete a 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 September 14, 2012, Board Meeting  

 
3. Approve Board Meeting Schedule for Calendar Year 2013  

a.  Attachment – Staff Report  
b. Attachment – Resolution  

 
4.  Approve Amendment No. 1 to the Contract with MMS Strategies  

a. Attachment – Staff Report 
b. Attachment – Resolution  

 
New Business Items 

 
5. Authorize the Executive Director to Enter into an Agreement with the County of El Dorado on the Proposed Silva Valley/US 50 Interchange Project  

a. Attachment – Staff Report 
b. Attachment – Resolution 

 
6. Update on the Plan of Finance  

a. Attachment – Staff Report 
 

7. CLOSED SESSION:  CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL – EXISTING LITIGATION (Government Code §54956.9.) 
Environmental Council of Sacramento v. Capital SouthEast Connector Authority  

 
8. 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 
October 12, 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 
 

• The next and final Board meeting of 2012 is scheduled for Friday, December 14th at 8:00am. It is 
anticipated that a final version of the Plan of Finance will be presented for adoption at this meeting. This 
will require unanimous approval of all five Board members. 

 
Project 

 
• Staff is finishing up work with the three Preliminary Design Guideline advisory committees and expects to 

review a composite set of guidelines with their input in late November. Following comment and approval  
from the Project Development Team, they will be presented to the Board for consideration in early 2013. 
 

• Staff continues coordination with the City of Elk Grove on their advance project development process for 
the Kammerer Road portion of the Connector. Additional meetings are scheduled over the next several 
months to propose a final configuration to be submitted for environmental review. 

 
• The Executive Director provided testimony to the Sacramento County Planning Commission on September 

24th regarding requested coordination with the proposed Cordova Hills Project along Grant Line Road, 
north of Kiefer Blvd. Staff is currently working with both Sacramento County staff and the applicant on 
mutually agreeable language to include in the project approval documents consistent with the Connector 
PEIR and the direction provided by your Board.  

 
• Meetings continue with the plan partners in the South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan (SSHCP) to 

provide alternative trigger language in the Memorandum of Agreement with the JPA for release of funds 
required to advance the SSHCP to the next level of analysis. Staff is also meeting with the SSHCP 
environmental consultant to investigate including any additional analysis in their scope required for the 
Connector Project to comply with provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  

 



Page 2 of 2 
 

Fiscal 
 

• At this time, all five member jurisdictions local fund contributions for FY 2012-13 have been received.  Staff 
appreciates your support. 
 

Correspondence/Media 
 
There are no correspondence/media items of importance to report this month. 
 

Miscellaneous 
 

• The initial results of the Connector Economic Impact Study have been released by the Consultant for 
review by JPA staff. The draft results indicate an economic benefit of over $850M to the project area 
through its construction alone. A final report and presentation will be made available to the Board at your 
next meeting in December. 
 

• The Executive Director has applied for and received a scholarship to Design-Build Institute of America’s 
annual conference and exposition next month in New Orleans.  

 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 

 
Tom Zlotkowski 
Executive Director 



 

   
Capital SouthEast Connector Board of Directors Item # 2 
 Motion 
 
October 12, 2012 
                       
Action Minutes of the September 14, 2012, Meeting 
 
The Capital SouthEast Connector Authority’s Board of Directors met in regular session on September 14, 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 Sander called the meeting to order at 8:40 a.m. 
 
Roll Call:  Directors Hume,* Knight, Nottoli, Sander, and Starsky were present.   
 
  *Director Hume arrived during item 6. 
  

 
Public Communications:  None received.  
 
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: the STA’s plan of finance for FY 2013-
15; the technical, sustainability, and stakeholder committee process; a possible changeover from the County’s 
Management Information Systems network; coordination on the proposed Silva Valley/US 50 interchange; and the status 
of the Economic Benefit Study for the Project.       
 
 

Consent Agenda  
 
The consent agenda included: (1) approve minutes of the August 10, 2012, meeting; (2) authorize the Executive 
Director to enter into a new contract with the STA for the New Measure A capital project allocation; and (3)  update 
on FY 2012-13 Connector Work Program and Schedule.  It was moved by Director Nottoli, seconded by Director 
Starsky, and passed by unanimous vote that: 
 
THE CAPITAL SOUTHEAST CONNECTOR AUTHORITY BOARD OF DIRECTORS APPROVES THE FOLLOWING 
ITEMS FROM THE CONSENT AGENDA: (1) APPROVE MINUTES OF THE AUGUST 10, 2012, MEETING; (2) 
AUTHORIZE THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO ENTER INTO A NEW CONTRACT WITH THE STA FOR THE NEW 
MEASURE A CAPITAL PROJECT ALLOCATION; AND (3)  UPDATE ON FY 2012-13 CONNECTOR WORK 
PROGRAM AND SCHEDULE. 
 
 
New Business Items 
 
Update on the South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan (SSCHP):  Mr. Zlotkowski introduced Leighann 
Moffitt from Sacramento County.  Ms. Moffitt explained that significant progress has been made with the federal 
agencies, and explained that due to delays in contracting matters, the SSHCP was not prepared to propose a 
revised funding Memorandum of Agreement to the JPA at this time.  This portion of the item was continued to a 
future meeting.   
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Progress Update on Plan of Finance – Additional Revenue & Financial Considerations:  Mr. Zlotkowski 
presented the staff report and accompanying presentation.  Mr. Zlotkowski provided an explanation of the 
various financing strategies under study for the Board’s further evaluation in October.   
 
 
CLOSED SESSION: Conference with Legal Counsel -- California Clean Energy Committee v. Capital 
SouthEast Connector Authority; Environmental Council of Sacramento v. Capital SouthEast Connector 

Authority.  The Board adjourned to closed session at 9:35 a.m.  No reportable action was taken.   
 

   
Adjournment:  The meeting adjourned at 10:40 a.m.   
 
 
Approved By:            Attest: 
 
 
______________________________       _____________________________ 
Director Sander            Tom Zlotkowski 
Chairperson             Board Secretary 



 

 

 
Capital SouthEast Connector Board of Directors           Item # 3  
                             Resolution 
 
October 12, 2012 
 
Approve Board Meeting Schedule for Calendar Year 2013  
 
Issue:  To adopt a Board meeting schedule for 2013, as required by the Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement.  
 
Recommendation:  Staff recommends that the Board adopt the proposed Board meeting schedule, as presented 
at this meeting.   
 
Discussion:  Section 6(b) of the Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement requires the Board to establish, by 
resolution, the number of regular meetings to be held each year and the date, hour, and location at which such 
regular meetings will be held, provided that the Board shall meet at least once every three months. 
 
At this time, staff recommends that the Board continue to meet on the second Friday of each month, at 8:30 a.m., 
in the Rancho Cordova Council Chambers.  
 
Respectfully Submitted: 

 
Tom Zlotkowski 
Executive Director 
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                      Item # 3 
 Attachment 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 2012-22   

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

ADOPTING THE 2013 BOARD MEETING SCHEDULE 
  
 BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Directors of the Capital SouthEast Connector Authority hereby 
adopts the 2013 Board Meeting Schedule presented to the Board at this meeting, 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 12th day of October, 2012, by the following vote: 
 
 AYES:    
 
 NOES:   
 
 ABSENT:  
 
 ______________________________ 
 Chairperson 
 
 ATTEST: 
 
 
 
 ______________________________ 
 Secretary 



 
 

Capital SouthEast Connector Board of Directors           Item # 4 
                              
October 12, 2012 
 
Approve Amendment No. 1 to Contract with MMS Strategies  
 
Issue: In order to continue to provide public outreach and website management for the Connector Project, an 
amendment to the current contract with MMS strategies is being proposed. 
 
Recommendation:  Approve the attached resolution authorizing the Executive Director to execute Amendment 
No. 1 to the contract with MMS Strategies.  
 
Discussion: In January, 2012, the JPA entered into a one year contract with MMS Strategies for a variety of public 
outreach and website management services including: Public Outreach and Advocacy Development, Strategic 
Visioning/Communication, Website Management, and Measurement and Value Assessment. During the first eight 
months of the contract MMS strategies has assisted the JPA team in a number of critical project elements 
including: 
 

• Facilitation of the Advisory Committee process to assistance with Project Design Guidelines development  
• Advocacy and participation on behalf of the JPA with the Metro Chamber Transportation Committee; 

SACOG Transportation Committee; The Building Industry Association of Northern California; Sacramento 
Bee, amongst others 

• Development of an interactive map and provide routine updates 
• Preparation, facilitation, and participation in the first phase of the Member Jurisdiction General Plan 

Amendment process that secured resolutions of support for the project general alignment 
• Preparation and distribution of weekly e-blasts and news stories on the JPA website 
• Coordination of Connector JPA meetings and activities on the annual Cap to Cap trip 
• Coordination of various events and special meetings with Board members, property owners, and 

associated interests 
 

Over the past six months, since the certification of the PEIR, there has been a significant increase in public 
activities that was not anticipated at the time of the original contract. This activity has been focused primarily in two 
specific areas related to the General Plan adoption process and public information distribution through the JPA 
website.  Coordination with the consultant managing the Stakeholder Advisory Committees and with member 
jurisdiction staff and elected officials has consumed more hours than anticipated and requires augmentation over 
the remaining four months of the contract to keep those processes on schedule. Enhancements to the websites 
mapping function, library, and the increased posting of project/transportation related information have also created 
a shortfall in available hours for the remainder of the contract term. At this time, staff recommends increasing the 
not to exceed amount of this contract by $50,432.50.  Prior to the expiration of the contract at the end of  
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January, 2013, staff anticipates making a presentation to the Board on the accomplishments of the current 
calendar year with the outreach program. This will also provide the Board an opportunity to provide input into future 
efforts as well as overall direction.  

 
 
Respectfully Submitted: 

 
Tom Zlotkowski 
Executive Director 
 
 

 



 

 

            Item # 4 
            Attachment 

 
RESOLUTION NO. 2012-23 

 
RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

OF THE CAPITAL SOUTHEAST CONNECTOR AUTHORITY  
AUTHORIZING AMENDMENT NO. 1 TO THE CONTRACT  

WITH MMS STRATEGIES FOR PUBLIC OUTREACH STRATEGY AND  
WEBSITE MANAGEMENT SERVICES   

 
 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Directors (“Board”) of the Capital SouthEast Connector Authority that the 
Executive Director is authorized to execute Amendment No. 1 to the Agreement for Public Outreach/Strategy and 
Website Management Services between the Capital SouthEast Connector and MMS Strategies. 

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

* * * * * 
 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 12th day of October, 2012, by the following vote: 
 
 AYES: 
 
 NOES: 
 
 ABSENT: 
 
 
 
            
     Chairperson 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
      
Secretary 

 
 
 



 

 

 
Capital SouthEast Connector Board of Directors           Item # 5   
                              Motion 
October 12, 2012 
 
Authorize the Executive Director to negotiate an Agreement with the Sacramento Transportation Authority 
(STA) for funds related to the Proposed Silva Valley / US 50 Interchange Project 
 
Issue: To authorize the Executive Director to request a loan of Measure A sales tax funds allocated to the Capital 
Southeast Connector for capital construction assistance on the Silva Valley / US 50 interchange project and to 
negotiate a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with the STA to that effect.  
 
Recommendation:  That the Board discuss the conditions of a potential MOA with the STA regarding a loan to 
assist in the timely construction of the proposed Silva Valley/US 50 interchange and direct staff to prepare said 
MOA for approval by the Board at your next meeting. 
 
Discussion:  As staff has reported previously, staff has investigated the possibility of loaning $5 million dollars in 
Measure A revenue to El Dorado County for the construction of the Silva Valley Parkway Interchange at the 
eastern terminus of the Connector Project.  El Dorado County, through Director Knight, has requested that this item 
be included on the agenda for discussion purposes at this time.   
 
To complete this transaction, the JPA would be required to enter into two agreements – one with the STA, and one 
with El Dorado County.  While the County recently provided draft loan agreements between the JPA and the 
County and the JPA and STA, the draft documents have not been included in the Board packet at this time as they 
have not been reviewed by counsel and staff in detail.  However, staff recommends that the Board take this 
opportunity to discuss potential terms for such agreements, including the rate of interest the County would pay on 
the advanced funds, the length of the repayment period, and the source of funds to be used for repayment.  The 
County has suggested that it would repay the entire balance of the loan, plus interest, within five years.  Interest 
would accrue at the rate the JPA earns on its pooled funds, and El Dorado County would repay the loan from El 
Dorado Traffic Impact Mitigation (“TIM”) fees and/or through developer payments in the event that the County’s 
TIM fees are insufficient to repay the loan in full.  
In addition to entering into an agreement with El Dorado County, the JPA would negotiate a Memorandum of 
Understanding with the Sacramento Transportation Agency, consistent with the terms and conditions of repayment 
in the agreement with El Dorado County, for the repayment of the $5,000,000, plus interest.   
 
Respectfully Submitted: 

 
Tom Zlotkowski 
Executive Director 
 
 

 



 
Capital SouthEast Connector Board of Directors                            Item # 6 

Presentation & Motion 
 

October 12, 2012 
 
Progress Update on the Plan of Finance – Sources and Uses of Funding and other Financial Considerations 
 
Issue: To present to the Board a progress update on the Plan of Finance and to select a primary and alternative 
delivery option for final development and adoption in December. 
 
Recommendation:  Staff recommends that 1) the Board select Delivery Option #2 – “Design-Build without Tolling” 
as the primary delivery option and Delivery Option #4 – “Design-Build with Tolling” as the alternative delivery option 
for the final Plan of Finance; and, 2) direct staff to analyze a phased approach to both the primary and alternative 
delivery methods selected. 
 
Background: In August 2012, staff presented the initial results of the financial analysis and outlined the next steps in 
developing a Plan of Finance.  The preliminary analysis included the development of a series of delivery options that 
best incorporates not only tolling but non-tolling project scenarios. Since the potential tolling of various segments of 
the Connector have been discussed and viewed as a major revenue by the Board since first introduced in January 
2010, the majority of the delivery options included some element of user fee as a revenue source. 
 
Nine (9) delivery options were selected by staff in consultation with the financial advisor to represent the best 
possible range of availability for a project the size and character of the Connector Project. Of these delivery options, 
staff recommended and was directed by the Board to pursue Delivery Options #2, 4, 5, 6, 4A, and 5A and report back 
in October, 2012 with added information on specific possible revenues for further discussion and refinement.  The 
Board also directed staff to keep the “Do Nothing” Alternative (General Plan Build-out) as a base reference. The 
Delivery Options are summarized in the table below. 

Table1. Summary of Delivery Options 

Option Scenario Description/Comments 
# 1  “Do Nothing”  

Design-Bid-Build  
The corridor would be built out through a series of about 20 individual projects over 30+ years or as funds 
became available.   

# 2  Design-Build 
without Tolling  

Accelerates the project delivery to 5 years or as funding/financing allows without including tolling as a source 
of funding. 

# 4   Design-Build 
with Tolling  

Accelerates project delivery to 5 years that would include tolling revenues for Segment A and D1.  The JPA 
would bear the cost of toll collection; implement toll policy and the risk in toll revenues falling short of forecast. 

# 5  Availability 
Payment  - with 
Tolling (P3)  

Accelerates project delivery to 5 years by setting specific completion dates for each segment with contract 
duration of approximately 30 years.  Tolling operations and revenue collections for Segment A and D would 
be transferred during the contract period. 

# 6  Tolled 
Concession (P3)  

Accelerates project delivery to 5 years through a DBFM contract for 50 years.  The JPA would transfer tolling 
operations and revenue collection for Segments A and D to the concessionaire. 

# 4A  Design-Build 
with Tolling  

Accelerates project delivery to 2 years that would include tolling revenues for Segment A.  The JPA would 
bear the cost of toll collection; implement toll policy, and the risk in toll revenues falling short of forecasts. 

# 5A  Availability Pmt.  
w/ Tolling (P3)  

Accelerated project delivery to 2 years for Segment A.  Tolling operations and revenue collections for 
Segment A would be transferred during the contract period. 

                                                 
1 Segment A is Kammerer from I-5 to SR 99; Segment D is the expressway from Calvine to the El Dorado County Line 
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What can be drawn from the Delivery Options table is the significance that tolling/P3 plays in both delivery 
acceleration and project complexity. The introduction of tolling not only provides for significant and consistent long 
term revenues well into the future, but also provides the ability to finance the project through a variety of means that 
can only be matched by the introduction of additional tax revenue as an alternative revenue source.  What the table 
does not indicate, however, that potentially tolling only portions of the facility (Segments A & D) may not be 
considered attractive as a traditional P3 due to the gaps in access control along the remaining segments B, C, and E 
that would possibly lessen and/or delay the overall traffic and revenue estimates for the project. With regard to tolling 
of Segment A only, staff believes it continues to offer a future opportunity for project acceleration should the Board 
choose to pursue tolling as a part of overall segmentation funding strategy. Additional evaluation of various aspects 
of such a proposal would be undertaken by staff should the Board choose to keep any of the tolling options on open 
for further consideration.       

As presented to the Board in September, staff outlined the next steps in developing a Plan of Finance.  These steps 
are as follows: 
 

• Expand upon and monetize existing and potential revenue sources 
• Match revenue sources to the various delivery options 
• Develop segment profiles with matching revenues 
• Recommend a primary and alternative delivery option for final development and adoption in December 

 
Discussion:  In keeping with the outline presented at your September meeting, staff has reviewed the various 
revenue sources, both existing and future, in detail to estimate their potential value from a quantitative as well as 
qualitative perspective as a financing instrument in an accelerated delivery option. Another consideration in the 
refinement of the Plan of Finance is the matching of available revenues to various segments of the project. Since 
several of the segments may be best pursued in phases regardless of funding availability, staff will be offering a 
number of considerations to assist the Board in such a discussion should it be required. 
 

 Funding 
 
For each delivery option, staff has analyzed the capital construction costs of the entire project (i.e., the upfront capital 
required to deliver the project). Those costs were presented in both the August and September, 2012 updates and 
are represented in Figure 1 as three separate capital cost estimates for both 2011 and YOE (year of expenditure). As 
was previously noted, the six delivery option costs can be presented by simply using three delivery methods that 
dictate both cost and duration of construction. Those would be: Traditional Design-Bid-Build of multiple projects; 
Design-Build w/o tolling; and Design-Build w/ tolling. Sources of funding available for use in these options have been 
categorized into Available and Potential and are considered time sensitive to both the date of anticipated 
commencement and duration of construction.  As staff presented to the Board in September, available funding are 
sources that have either been identified in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) and the Metropolitan 
Transportation Improvement Plan (MTIP) that are associated with the Connector Improvements or identified by the 
local jurisdiction as a future fair share or development contribution.  These funds could include local funds such as 
Measure A, state or federal funds, fair share contributions, traffic impact and developer fees. Potential funding refers 
to sources from future prospective transportation programs and other opportunities, such as new tax measures, 
grants, or new unknown revenues consistent with funding trends over a 30-year period. 
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Figure 1 ($ in MM) 

A total of approximately $425 million has been identified as available funds for the project over the 23+ years 
assumed for the 2035 MTP.  Of this $425M, the MTP assumes 1/3 of it from external sources such as Federal or 
State funds ($142,000,000) and relies on local taxes and fees to provide the remaining percentage of the estimated 
funding available. Additional Revenue are also included over and above what is shown in the MTP to account for 
updated information from member agencies with regard to anticipated fair share and transportation impact fees along 
the corridor.  
 
Option #1 – General Plan Buildout/Do Nothing 
 
The 2012 value of the revenue that could be expected for construction of those projects is shown below in 2012 
dollars on Chart 1. 
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As is indicated, the only revenue that can assist in acceleration of this delivery option is the existing Measure A and 
potential Measure B transportation sales taxes.  The remaining revenue sources are currently not considered bond 
worthy security and can only be applied to projects as they are collected over time. 
 
Figure 2 outlines the likely delivery schedule for projects proposed by the member jurisdictions to complete their 
current general plan build-outs of the Connector alignment referred to as the #1 or “Do Nothing” delivery option.  
 

 
Figure 2  

While the total present value of these funds covers the majority of the total 2012 construction cost estimate of $550M, 
the funding gap for the project segments over the 23-year delivery window widens considerably toward the end of 
that construction period and does not provide the adequate funds necessary to complete the entire project. This 
shortfall is attributable to the inefficiency of the delivery process as well as the expected escalation of project related 
materials and labor disproportionate to the increase value of revenue over a corresponding time period. While this 
figure does not represent the exact number or timing of those projects, it does represent the approximate total time 
required to build out the corridor as represented in the SACOG MTP.  Other likely consequences of this approach to 
project delivery are: 
 

• Significantly reduced Levels of Service along project segments 
• Significantly reduced opportunity to leverage Federal or State funds for projects of Regional Importance 
• Loss of potential economic opportunity available to a completed project corridor 
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• Nearly constant construction delays and quality of life impacts along the corridor for an extended period 
• Lost opportunity for accelerated conservation and environmental preservation 
• Increased potential for project creep and regulatory interference 
• Piecemeal project aesthetics and functionality 

 
Option #2 – Design-Build w/o Tolling 
 
While delivery option #1 relies almost exclusively on accumulated funding to deliver relatively small project 
components over an extended period, option #2 – Design-Build w/o tolling provides advantages over it through 
efficiency in delivery and reduced exposure to project cost increases. Chart 2 indicates the total funding expected to 
be available during the anticipated delivery schedule for such an option in 2012 dollars.  

  
Chart 2 

While the total present value of these funds is shown to be less than that in option #1, this reduction is directly related 
to the compressed delivery window for the entire project as opposed to the overall expense of the project itself. As is 
shown in the Figure 1, the project escalation factor is significantly less than in option #1 (General Plan Build-out) 
when the project is delivered in an accelerated fashion. The project construction costs increase by 160% with Option 
# 1 as compared to 39% with Option # 2. 
 
Delivery option #2 is not without some of its own shortcomings in the same way that option #1 is. The issue once 
again is the percentage of bondable revenue that can be used to advance project delivery as a percentage of overall 
project revenue. As shown in Figure 3, the available revenue during the anticipated construction period of option #2 is 
significantly less than what is required to construct the entire project in an accelerated period of four years. Again, the 
lack of finance-able revenue is a significant factor in this identified shortfall.  However, there are advantages to even 
partially accelerating the overall project delivery in that the project completes significant and important elements in an 
efficient manner which in turn creates inertia and momentum to accelerate overall funding that can be applied to the 
remaining project segments. In order to better utilize the funding that is available, this option would work best by 
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phasing the project into sub segments for construction purposes. Additional discussion of phasing will be presented 
later in the report. 
 

 
Figure 3 

The following summarizes the significant aspects of the delivery option #2 design-build as previously discussed: 
 

• Supports the “regional”  project perspective to attract additional funding from various Federal, State, and 
Local sources 

• Allows flexibility through segmentation to address highest corridor priorities 
• Maximizes use of Measure A revenues through identified priority delivery 
• Delivers more substantial corridor improvements as single projects 
• Invites private partner participation 
• Considerably reduces YOE total project costs 

 
Option #4, 5, & 6 – Design-Build w/ Tolling Options 

 
The design-build w/ tolling delivery options (4, 5, 6,) all have similar Available and Potential funding profiles to Option 
#2 except that they would have a significant infusion of additional revenue at the start of construction due to the 
additional bonding capacity provided by toll revenue to be collected over the life of the agreement/contract depending 
on the type of procurement method. For today’s report, no precise date has been selected for the length of toll 
collection since it would vary widely based on the type of delivery mechanism chosen. Chart 3 provides an on-
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average value $457M to $555M as the amount of toll bonding capacity introduced into the overall revenue estimates 
for the three full corridor delivery options (#4, 5, & 6). 
 

 
Chart 3 

It should be noted that these three options also have higher up-front costs associated with tolling assets, frontage 
roads, and access control features not required in the non-tolled delivery options. The additional funding for the 
construction cost of the project can be raised and backed by the net revenue stream from net toll revenues. Net toll 
revenues are equal to gross toll revenues less ongoing costs for operations, routine maintenance, replacement costs 
to maintain the project, and associated financing costs. Based on initial estimates of net toll revenue over [35 years], 
the bond capacity (i.e., the amount of bonds issued based on a revenue stream) is approximately [$457 million].  
 
As can be seen in Figure 4, the introduction of the toll revenue bonds provide up front revenues to construct the 
project as outlined in the three tolled delivery options 4, 5, and 6. This initial analysis indicates that revenues that 
were projected based on anticipated traffic volumes in segments A (Kammerer Road) and D (Expressway- Calvine to 
County line). Also included in this analysis is revenue to allow for both lifecycle costs and major maintenance, as is 
necessary for the execution of any concession or toll finance agreement. Preliminary analysis shows that with 100% 
of O&M costs included in the finance agreement, the expected tolling period is 35 years.  If O&M costs are reduced 
by 50%, the estimated net bonding capacity would be increased to $555M.  Additionally, if O&M costs are reduced by 
50% and the maturity is shortened to 25 years maturity (a 25-year toll period), the estimated net bonding capacity is 
reduced to approximately $370M. 
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Figure 4 

 
The following summarizes some of the significant considerations associated with delivery options #4, 5, & 6 design-
builds with tolling:  
 

• Ample revenue would be available through financing to construct the project in an accelerated and 
continuous delivery period of five years 

• Additional costs associated with tolling would be covered by the estimated available funding 
• Access restrictions and full scope project construction would be required during initial construction that would 

include grade separated major access with frontage roads  
• Lifecycle and major O&M revenues would be available as required during the life of the contract 
• Private partner participation would be a necessity to achieve the delivery schedule 
• YOE costs are reduced significantly 

 
Option #4A & #5A – Kammerer Road Tolling Options 
 
With regard to the design-build w/ tolling delivery options #4A and 5A (Kammerer Road), the results of tolling this 
segment of the alignment are much in line with the results of the full corridor tolling options #4, 5, & 6 except that the 
bonding capacity available to support the initial construction of this segment is not as robust in proportion to that of 
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fully tolled options. This would require that additional, collected funds be allocated to that portion of the project and 
therefore, require adjustments on future segment delivery. Since it is assumed that this segment of the alignment 
(Kammerer Rd.) would be delivered in its entirety from SR 99 to I-5, it is likely not a candidate for phasing and may 
require additional Potential revenues, not yet identified, to deliver it if tolling is not included. 
 
Given that tolling this section has not been strongly received during previous presentations of the overall plan and 
that existing Kammerer Road appears to be a priority for improvement, it will require further analysis to determine 
when and how it would be constructed. As with most of the segments, improvements for safety, access, and 
congestion relief may be required prior to the scheduled timing of improvements under the design-build options. For 
this reason, interim projects that would fulfill the needs of the segment prior to full build-out may be required and 
funded as part of the plan. I will be critical, however, to define the ultimate configuration of that segment prior to 
constructing such improvements in order to ensure future compatibility. Additional study of the options available for 
this segment will be presented in the December report.  
   
Financing 
 
As shown in the previous figures, the timing of the construction expenditures does not match the timing and 
accumulation of the funding sources which leaves the actual funding gap larger than what is shown in Figure 1. This 
is due primarily to the loss of "buying power" over time as collected revenues must accrue to a level that can support 
individual project segments. As previously discussed, the financial team has explored a number of ways to finance 
the funding gap for all the options and has concluded that without a certain revenue stream (such as a new ½ cent 
sales tax), the current economic climate in the financial markets will not allow for finance options against fluctuating 
revenue streams such as developer fees.  The same restrictions also apply to the tolled concession delivery options 
and many of the public-private partnership (P3) opportunities. However, emerging financing programs such as the 
Federal DOT's TIFIA (Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act) program offer options that provide 
low cost financing of eligible projects with delayed repayment provisions that could provide options in the future. Also, 
future local tax revenues could offer similar potential financing flexibility in that the project could take advantage of 
their available bonding capacity and/or ability to finance internal to their expenditure plans over short periods. As 
major infrastructure programs face increased scrutiny from lenders and concessionaires, it is likely the need to 
provide relief through internal flexibility will emerge. The December report will spell out a number of financing options 
that will be applied strategically based on program requirements, timing, and project needs.  
 
Tolling 
 
Tolling options have been analyzed and presented to the Board at a number of meetings since 2010. What has been 
shown is that they can provide a reliable revenue stream that can be bonded against to support upfront construction 
costs and/or to provide a revenue stream for ongoing maintenance and operations of the Connector Project.  
However, there are a number of considerations that limit their use initially as a funding source including:  
 

• The requirement to significantly limit access with initial construction that introduces additional upfront costs 
associated with tolling (additional interchanges and tolling assets required to implement the toll policy and 
collection) 

• The policies, perceptions, and public acceptance of tolling that could result in implementation delays and 
operational uncertainties 

• The difficulties that the un-toll-able sections of the project place on potential financial partners to recover their 
investment 

• Unknown requirements of State legislation and regional government on the administration of the project 
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 As the technology used to collect tolls improves, becomes more accepted to the public, and competitively priced for 
exclusive use, future project segments could still utilize such a revenue source.  If these trends continue in the future, 
it will reduce the upfront costs associated with tolling, making it a more viable option.   
 
Given the additional upfront costs and the time required to implement a tolled section, it is recommended that tolling 
continue to be explored more as a future funding mechanism for project construction or ongoing operations and 
maintenance, as opposed to a primary delivery option. 
 
Phasing and Segmentation 
 
The analysis performed by staff and the financial team indicates that Delivery Option 2 – “Design-Build without tolling” 
has the least amount of upfront costs to implement but, as with all options, has an upfront funding gap that is not 
financeable.  However, the funding profile that staff developed through discussions with SACOG and the member 
jurisdictions indicates that a phased approach to delivering the project with a design-build delivery method is feasible. 
 
Phasing the project could allow the JPA to develop a portion of the project and accelerate some of the benefits to the 
region, while the JPA also continues to seek out additional funding sources to close the funding gap for the remaining 
phases. Table 2 shows the likely phases that the project can be broken into from a geographical perspective. 
Additional phasing benefits from a reduction in the initial material scope of the project, i.e. intersections that could be 
augmented to interchanges at a later date, will also be explored for presentation in the final report.    

 

Table 2 - Connector Segments 

 
 
The segment of the project that would be developed in the first phase would depend on the total committed funding 
available to the JPA for construction and a recommendation based on the net overall benefits to the region. Staff will 
develop a selection matrix that will be used to rank the Connector segments based on the cost, available funding 
sources (fair share), public benefit, regional economic benefit and “shovel readiness”.  Design-Build would still be the 
preferred delivery method as it offers significant efficiencies to the project in both delivery time and overall value. 
Currently, existing legislation that authorizes design-build expires in January, 2014. There is very little potential that 
the project could be introduced under this current legislation. However, the current State P3 legislation is in effect 
until January 2017 and the project could still fit under the criteria of that law and qualify as a design-build. 
Supplemental legislation to accommodate specific administrative and financial project needs is a possibility if not a 
certainty. 

A1  I-5 to Bruceville Road 3.05     

A2  Bruceville Road to SR 99 3.20     

B  SR 99 to Bond Road 4.38     

C  Bond Road to Calvine Road 2.72     

D1  Calvine Road to Jackson Road 4.47     

D2  Jackson Road to White Rock Road 7.22     

D3  White Rock Road to El Dorado County Line 6.37     

E1  El Dorado County Line to Latrobe Road 1.09     

E2  Latrobe Road to Silva Valley Parkway/US 50 1.09     

A

D

E
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Figure 5 is an example of implementing a phased project by constructing phased segments once enough revenues 
are accumulated through the various funding sources.  It should be noted that phasing the project scope, such as 
phased traffic signals and interchanges, will also be considered in the finance plan in an effort to construct larger 
segments and better match traffic and development needs. Under a both geographic and project scope phased 
approach, the project capital costs can be extended as shown over a greater time period but would still be delivered 
in significantly less individual projects and overall time than in option #1. 
 

 

Figure 5 

Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
Based on the above factors, a phased approach of Delivery Option #2 – “Design-Build without Tolling” should be 
considered as the primary delivery mechanism as it offers the opportunity to phase the project (from both a 
geographical and scope reduction standpoint), while still expediting delivery using a design-build delivery mechanism.     
 
Because of the potential bonding capacity of tolling as an early source of funding, Delivery Option 4 – “Design-Build 
with Tolling” is recommended to remain as an alternative delivery method.  Based on initial cost and delivery 
schedule, the first phase of the project will be a non-tolled segment.  However, given the long term benefits of tolling 
as a funding mechanism to fund operations, maintenance and lifecycle costs of the Connector, staff feels it would be 
prudent of the Board to keep this option open for future phases if the need arises. 
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The final Plan of Finance will focus on a strategy to fund and accelerate an initial phase of construction and a plan to 
fund/finance subsequent phases under a design-build mechanism. 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted: 

 
Tom Zlotkowski 
Executive Director 
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