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1. Executive Summary 
 
1.1. The Elk Grove-Rancho Cordova-El Dorado Connector Concept 
The Metropolitan Transportation Plan for 2025 includes a multi-modal transportation corridor 
that connects Elk Grove, Rancho Cordova, and El Dorado Hills.  The "Elk Grove-Rancho 
Cordova-El Dorado Connector" will link residential areas and employment centers and will 
provide multi-modal options for travel within the corridor, including transit, bicycle, and 
pedestrian facilities.  The Connector will relieve congestion on the overcrowded existing two-
lane roadways that currently serve the corridor.  The Connector concept is intended to fulfill 
multiple purposes:  
 

• Improve access and mobility and develop new connections in the Elk Grove-Rancho 
Cordova-El Dorado County corridor (connecting from I-5 and State Route 99 in the 
south to US 50 in the east). 

• Preserve open space and wildlife habitat, with $15 million to serve as seed money for 
a larger program to preserve open space and critical wildlife habitat in the corridor. 

• Enhance economic vitality by preserving accessibility to jobs centers in the corridor. 
• Bring jurisdictions together to maximize funding for the Connector, and develop a 

plan to build individual segments in a coordinated and integrated fashion. 
 
Numerous design features can be applied to meet the access and mobility goals of the Connector 
project, while minimizing the growth inducing effects of expanded roadway capacities.  Access 
limitations, Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), transit and non-motorized facilities, and 
additional vehicle lanes can all be implemented in a coordinated approach to increase the 
efficiency and throughput of the Connector. 
 
1.2. Stakeholder Input on Project Purpose and Need 
Purpose and Need is a critical element of the planning and outreach stages of any transportation 
project; it establishes why the project is being proposed and provides the basis for selecting 
reasonable and practical alternatives for consideration.  Defining Purpose and Need is also 
required under the National Environmental Policy Act to move forward with the environmental 
phase of the project. 
 
One major goal of this study was to move from the more general statements of project purpose 
and need, as stated in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan for 2025, to a more detailed set of 
statements coming directly from stakeholders in the corridor.  This study was intended to 
generate a wide range of stakeholder input on purpose of and need for the Connector and to 
define a set of conceptual project alternatives to be considered in the environmental review 
process. 
 
The main venue for generating stakeholder input was the Stakeholder Advisory Committee 
(SAC), which included representatives of nearly 50 agencies and organizations within the 
Connector corridor. 
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In December 2003, a draft listing of the Elements of Purpose and Need, which was prepared by 
the Project Team, was reviewed by the project�s Policy Advisory Committee � composed of 
local elected officials within the corridor � and approved as a starting point for stakeholder 
outreach on the project.   
 
Through a series of five interactive SAC workshops and a public open house hosted by the City 
of Elk Grove, stakeholder input was generated on purpose and need and conceptual alternatives 
for the Connector project.  The SAC agreed on changes to the Elements of Purpose and Need, 
which are shown in Table ES-1.  A long list of project features (roadway alignments, transit 
alignments, pedestrian and bicycle alignments, service types, priority areas for open space 
preservation, etc.) was also generated.  Four conceptual alternatives were assembled from the 
long list of features.  A majority of the SAC participants agreed that at least one of the 
conceptual alternatives addressed their major concerns to some degree. 
 
1.3. Connector Project Conceptual Alternatives 
Four conceptually defined alternatives for the Connector transportation project are depicted in 
Figures ES-1 to ES-6.  The alternatives were assembled from long lists of project features 
developed by the SAC and consist of varying features, alignments, cross sections, and levels of 
access limitation.  Each alternative was designed to address the Elements of Purpose and Need.   
 
The maps show a series of six segments, which correspond roughly to jurisdictional boundaries 
or major transportation facilities.  The segments are used later for more detail descriptions of the 
alternatives. 
 
Conceptual Alternative I 
The main alignment in Alternative I follows Hood-Franklin, Kammerer Road, Grant Line Road, 
Sunrise Boulevard, the proposed Alta Sunrise, and White Rock Road.  This alternative most 
closely resembles the Connector as described in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan for 2025.   
 
Both the transit and non-motorized facilities follow the main alignment. 
 
Conceptual Alternative II 
The main alignment in Alternative II follows Hood-Franklin, Kammerer Road, Grant Line Road, 
and White Rock Road.  This alternative generally follows local General Plans in regards to 
roadway widths and maximum lanes. 
 
Both the transit and non-motorized facilities follow the main alignment. 
 
Conceptual Alternative III 
The main alignment in Alternative III follows Hood-Franklin, Kammerer Road, Grant Line 
Road, and White Rock Road.  This alternative identifies a tunnel or bypass in the community of 
Sheldon. 
 
The transit alignment is shown as connecting from Elk Grove to Rancho Cordova, and from El 
Dorado Hills to Rancho Cordova.  Supplemental transit alignments are shown on Cosumnes 
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River Boulevard/Calvine Road, connecting I-5 to Grant Line Road and on Bradshaw Road, 
connecting to Rancho Cordova via Folsom Boulevard. 
 
The non-motorized alignment is off the main alignment, following Laguna Creek, the Folsom 
South Canal, Folsom Boulevard, and Alder Creek connecting to White Rock Road.   
 
Conceptual Alternative IV 
The roadway alignment follows Grant Line Road, Bradshaw Road, a new roadway south of 
Mather Airport, Douglas Boulevard back to Grant Line Road, and White Rock Road. 
 
The transit alignment generally follows the roadway alignment, deviating in order to connect 
directly to the Sunrise LRT station/transit center. 
 
The non-motorized alignment is off the main alignment, following Laguna Creek, the Folsom 
South Canal, Folsom Boulevard, and Alder Creek connecting to White Rock Road. 
 
Open Space Priorities for All Conceptual Alternatives 
The $15 million for open space and habitat preservation identified in the MTP for 2025 is a 
direct component of the project; normally, this sort of program is treated as project mitigation.  
Mitigation for direct environmental impacts associated with the Connector will be addressed 
separately as part of the NEPA/CEQA process, and will involve coordination with the 
appropriate resource agencies. 
 
Figure ES-6 shows the priority open space protection areas identified by the SAC.   Table ES-2 
provides a general description of the major features shown on the map.  The map identifies areas 
within which open space preservation efforts should be targeted, coordinated with the policies, 
plans, and projects of Sacramento County and agencies and organizations active in the protection 
of agriculture, open space, and natural habitat in the region. Portions of these areas and the 
specific features are already protected by these agencies and organizations, but much more action 
is needed to ensure their permanent protection. 
 
These priority areas are not inherent alternative features of the Connector project in the same 
sense as roadway and transit features. The concept is that the Connector project would include an 
active, funded program for open space protection in conjunction with the transportation 
improvements. This open space program would not be responsible for achieving protection of all 
the priority areas, but would be responsible for protecting a �fair share� of the priority areas to 
mitigate the potential growth-inducing impacts of the transportation improvements consistent 
with statement 13d in Table ES-1. 
 
1.4. Next Steps 
The primary purpose of this study is to provide a source of community input regarding elements 
to consider in developing a formal statement of project purpose and need, and a set of conceptual 
alternatives to include in the alternatives analysis of the environmental review process.  The 
NEPA/404 Memorandum of Understanding provides guidance to facilitate the implementation of 
the federally mandated environmental review and permitting process, the steps in this process are 
briefly outlined below.  While the information presented in this report is a significant step 
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towards formally initiating an environmental review process, there are still several steps that 
must be taken to ensure compliance with federal and state requirements and that the review 
process is fully supported by key stakeholders in the Connector corridor. 
 
Develop Consensus on the Environmental Approach 
One potential option for implementing the environmental studies is to treat the Connector as a 
series of smaller projects in the corridor that are linked geographically and cumulatively amount 
to a single, large project.  CEQA and NEPA allows for a corridor-level EIR/EIS to assess the 
cumulative effects of the smaller projects.  SACOG could be the lead agency for this review.  
Other options are available, and should be discussed with implementing agencies prior to 
formally initiating the environmental review. 
 
It is possible that some individual projects within the corridor may have independent utility, 
therefore there may also be more than one independent purpose and need for certain projects 
within the broader corridor.  Agencies that are prepared to commence project-level 
environmental studies for independent projects within the Connector corridor prior to the 
completion of the corridor-level EIR/EIS may do so.  The Connector Project shall in no way 
preclude any other project within the corridor from moving forward as long as the smaller 
projects have logical termini and show independent purpose and need. Agencies will be asked to 
continue to coordinate their activities with SACOG and the other participating agencies as the 
Connector Concept becomes better defined to maintain consistency with local plans and to 
assure that the preferred alignment and features reflect existing conditions and work well within 
the context of each community. 
 
Consensus on Planning Assumptions and Technical Methods 
Key issues in any environmental analysis are what assumptions about future conditions will be 
used in conjunction with the refinement of alternatives, and how other technical and policy 
issues related to the environmental analysis will be resolved.  Although resolution of these issues 
is always complex, it is more so for this project because two new cities have incorporated within 
the corridor since the last regional land-use projections were established and several land-use 
planning efforts are currently under way. 
 
Preliminary Project Development 
As part of the project development process, prior to commencing the detailed environmental 
studies, the participating local agencies and the federal and state resource agencies shall 
collaborate to reach preliminary agreement on:  

• Purpose and Need 
• Criteria for alternatives selection 
• Project alternatives to be evaluated in the draft EIS/EIR 
• Level of agency involvement and cooperating agency role 

 
This Concept Plan will be useful in the project development phase as a starting point to begin 
discussions of these issues. 
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Statement of Purpose and Need 
The statement of purpose and need serves as the basis for establishing the criteria for alternatives 
selection and ultimately the range of alternatives to be evaluated.  For purposes of the EIS/EIR 
the initial purpose and need statement should be general to allow for the consideration of a broad 
range of alternative means to achieve the basic project purpose and need.  The statement of 
purpose and need should not be so narrow as to preclude a reasonable range of alternatives from 
consideration. 
 
The statement of purpose and need will build upon the input received from the stakeholders on 
the Elements of Purpose and Need (Table ES-1). Some of the elements are likely to translate 
neatly into the project purpose section of the statement.  Other elements may be more related to 
project impacts and mitigation measures.  In either case, traceability back to the Elements of 
Purpose and Need listing will be needed in the development of the statement of purpose and 
need, to ensure that stakeholders� concerns are addressed. 
 
Alternatives Analysis 
NEPA and CEQA require rigorously exploring and objectively evaluating �all reasonable 
alternatives� that meet the project purpose and need.  The range of alternatives to be considered 
should include at a minimum: 1) alternative ways of meeting the project sponsor�s purpose and 
need at the same location, 2) alternative locations, and 3) the �no action� alternative. 
 
The conceptual alternatives proposed in this report are only to be used as a starting point for 
developing project alternatives to be evaluated in the draft EIS/EIR.  Upon concurrence by the 
local agencies and resource agencies on the statement of purpose and need and criteria for 
alternatives selection the conceptual alternatives documented in this report will be reevaluated, 
modified, or eliminated and new alternatives may be included to address the statement of 
purpose and need and the requirements of the EIR/EIS process.
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Table ES-1.  Elements of Purpose and Need 
No. Element Notes on Changes from PAC Version 
Mobility/Transportation Elements 
1 Bring jurisdictions together to maximize funding to the region; 

capture discretionary funding for cost-effective projects for the 
Connector. 

Emphasize packaging the Connector to compete for 
discretionary federal and state funding, which 
otherwise may not come to the region. 

2 Provide more options for travelers and the movement of goods & 
services to, from and within the corridor: 

• Route options (e.g. avoiding I-5, US 50 and SR 99 for 
shorter trips, and avoiding local/residential streets for 
longer trips) 

• Mode options (auto, transit, non-motorized) 

n/a 

3 Coordinate the design and phasing of transportation improvements 
across jurisdictional lines for the Connector itself, and for 
intersecting roadways. 

n/a 

4 Improve safety and security of multi-modal travel in the corridor 
(automobile, transit bicycling pedestrian, etc.). 

n/a 

5 Relieve traffic from local streets. n/a 
6 Balance local general plan policies and circulation goals with the 

regional needs of the corridor. 
Clarify that local policies and needs will need to 
balanced with regional ones. 

7 Provide and all-weather transportation facility (i.e. not subject to 
flooding). 

n/a 

8 Provide flexibility to develop appropriate levels and modes of 
transit service in the future, incorporating ITS elements. 

Many objected to the term �high capacity�, arguing 
that high capacity transit implies rail, with significant 
ROW costs.  Some segments in the Corridor may 
never require high capacity transit. 

9 Provide better mobility for travel to/from/within the corridor. n/a 
10 Enhance the accessibility and attractiveness of existing and 

planned employment areas in the corridor. 
n/a 

11 Balance needs for local access to land uses and shorter trips with 
regional needs for longer trips. 

n/a 

12 Establish continuity and regional identity for the Connector; n/a 
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Table ES-1.  Elements of Purpose and Need 
No. Element Notes on Changes from PAC Version 

develop consistent design & maintenance standards, and signage 
throughout the corridor. 

Open Space/Land Use Elements 
13a Develop recreational open space in the corridor. 
13b Preserve sensitive habitat in the corridor. 
13c Develop and implement transportation improvements in a way that 

allows continuation of productive agricultural uses in the corridor. 

Original item 13 was too broad, and was split into four 
pieces, each with a different open space emphasis.  
The term �unplanned growth� in the original item was 
deleted, and replaced with a reference to induced 
growth. 

13d Develop the Connector project in a manner that minimizes induced 
growth. 

 

14 Protect the historic, and cultural resources within the corridor. Natural resources are important, but covered under 
13a.  This element focuses human history and culture 
in the corridor. 

15 Enhance/maintain the livability of communities adjacent to the 
Connector. 

n/a 

16 Provide/enhance access to open space: 
• Vehicular (e.g. staging areas, parking, access roadways). 
• Non-motorized (e.g. hiking, biking, equestrian trails). 

Sensitive habitat preserved in the corridor may not 
appropriate for recreational uses implied in this 
element. 
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Figure ES-1 Conceptual Alternative I 
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Figure ES-2 Conceptual Alternative II 
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Figure ES-3 Conceptual Alternative III-A 
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Figure ES-4 Conceptual Alternative III-B 
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Figure ES-5 Conceptual Alternative IV 
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Figure ES-6 Open Space Priorities for all Conceptual Alternatives 
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Table ES-2.  Open Space Priorities Summary 
Segment Feature Type Description 

1a Agriculture, habitat, riparian 

South of Elk Grove/USB to Cosumnes River 100-yr flood plain 
 
Partial Protection focusing on sensitive habitat and prime/important 
farmland.  Dependent on funding and willingness of landowners. 
 
This area is designated an "Urban Study Area" in the City of Elk Grove 
General Plan.  A study will be done to determine the potential for urban 
growth this area. 
 
The SACOG Preferred Blueprint Scenario for 2050 identifies 
approximately 2,524 acres of this land south of Kammerer Road to have 
an urban designation in 2050. 

1b Flood Plain Cosumnes River 100 year flood plain 

1 

1c Habitat, riparian, water 
quality, recreation, flood plain Laguna Creek from Stone Lakes NWR to SR 99 

2a Habitat, riparian, water 
quality, recreation, flood plain Laguna Creek from SR 99 to Calvine Rd. 2 

 
2b Flood Plain Cosumnes River 100 year flood plain 

3a Habitat, riparian, water 
quality, recreation, flood plain Laguna Creek from Calvine Rd. to Folsom South Canal 

3b Habitat, vernal pool, 
agriculture Vernal Pool Complexes 

3c Habitat Corridor Habitat Corridor crossing Grant Line Rd. accessing 
areas to the South East 

3 

3d Flood Plain Cosumnes River 100 year flood plain 

4a Habitat Corridor Habitat Corridor crossing Grant Line Rd. accessing 
areas to the South East 

4b Flood Plain Cosumnes River 100 year flood plain 4 

4c Habitat, vernal pool, flood 
plain, agriculture Vernal Pool Complexes south of Mather Airport 

5a Habitat, riparian, recreation Alder Creek 

5b Oak woodlands, habitat, 
riparian, recreation 

Potential Folsom SOI expansion south of US 50 to White Rock Rd., 
between USB and Scott Rd. (approx) - Partial protection focusing on 
Oak Woodlands.  Dependent on funding, willingness of landowners, and 
outcome of SOI study. 

5 

5c Agriculture, grazing, scenic, 
recreation, habitat, riparian 

East Sacramento County, between White Rock Rd. and 
Rancho Murieta/Jackson Rd., east of the USB to the El Dorado County 
line 
 
Partial Protection focusing on sensitive habitat, recreational access, and 
scenic corridor.  Dependent on funding and willingness of landowners. 
 
The SACOG Preferred Blueprint Scenario for 2050 identifies 
approximately 2,540 acres of this land south of White Rock Road to have 
an urban designation in 2050. 

6 6a Habitat, riparian Carson Creek 
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2. Overview of Study 
The Metropolitan Transportation Plan for 2025 includes a multi-modal transportation corridor 
that connects Elk Grove, Rancho Cordova, and El Dorado Hills.  The "Elk Grove-Rancho 
Cordova-El Dorado Connector" will link residential areas and employment centers in the 
corridor, relieving congestion on the overcrowded existing two-lane roadways that currently 
serve the corridor.  The connector concept is intended to meet multiple purposes:  
 

• Improve access and mobility, and develop new connections in the Elk Grove-Rancho 
Cordova-El Dorado County corridor (connecting from I-5 and State Route 99 in the 
south to US 50 in the east). 

• Preserve open space and wildlife habitat, with $15 million to serve as seed money for 
a larger program to preserve open space and critical wildlife habitat in the corridor. 

• Enhance economic vitality by preserving accessibility to jobs centers in the corridor. 
• Bring jurisdictions together to maximize funding for the Connector and develop a 

plan to build individual segments in a coordinated and integrated fashion. 
 
This study was intended to generate a wide range of stakeholder input on project purpose and 
need for the Connector corridor, and to define a set of conceptually-defined project alternatives 
to be considered in the environmental review process.   
 
The main venue for generating stakeholder input was a Stakeholder Advisory Committee, which 
was formed in January 2004.  Through a series of five SAC meetings totaling 15 hours of 
meeting time and a public open house hosted by the City of Elk Grove, stakeholder input was 
generated on purpose and need for the Connector project.  A long list of project features 
(roadway alignments, transit alignments, bicycle/pedestrian alignments, service types, priority 
areas for open space preservation, etc.) was generated.  Finally, four conceptual alternatives were 
assembled, selected from the long list of features.  Figure 1 illustrates the study process. 
 
The project team also worked closely with key stakeholders to develop a �Virtual Tour� of the 
corridor.  The purpose of the tour is to capture the corridor in its entirety focusing on the issues 
and sensitivities along the way.  The tour is a tool that allows the PAC members, project 
stakeholders and community to become familiar with the entire corridor and its challenges as 
well as opportunities. 
 
2.1. Goals of the Study 
The study had two primary goals.  The first was to engage a wide range of stakeholders in a 
discussion of purpose and need for the Connector project.  The emphasis in this discussion was 
stakeholder input:  hearing directly from stakeholders in the Connector corridor in their own 
words what they felt the needs were for transportation improvements and open space 
preservation, and what benefits they hoped to derive from improvements intended to meet those 
needs.  The results of this effort are documented in section 3 of this report. 
 
The second goal was to begin developing a range of conceptually-defined project alternatives to 
begin the process of identifying viable project alternatives to be taken into a more detailed, 
technical environmental process.  The emphasis in this effort was not to evaluate the alternatives 
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in any detailed way, or to build consensus on a preferred alternative; this will be done in the 
environmental review process.  The emphasis was on generating ideas from the stakeholders, 
documenting those ideas, and assembling them into alternatives that respond to the major 
concerns addressed by stakeholders.  The results of this effort are documented in section 4 of this 
report. 
 
2.2. Policy Advisory Committee 
The Policy Advisory Committee (PAC) for this study was formed at the request of the SACOG 
Board of Directors to provide policy oversight for the study.  SACOG requested Boards or 
Councils to appoint members to serve on the PAC.  The following officials were so appointed1: 
 

• Linda Budge, Mayor, City of Rancho Cordova 
• Jim Cooper, Councilmember, City of Elk Grove 
• Rusty Dupray, Supervisor, County of El Dorado 
• Steve Miklos, Mayor, City of Folsom 
• Roger Niello, Supervisor, District 4, Sacramento County 
• Don Nottoli, Supervisor, District 5, Sacramento County 

 
The PAC met in December 2003 to review the first draft of the �Elements of Purpose and Need� 
(EPN) listing, and to provide input on the desired participants in the SAC.  The EPN listing was 
approved as a starting point for discussions with the stakeholders, and was not finalized.  The 
agenda, handouts, and summary of the meeting are provided in Appendix A. 
 
2.3. Stakeholder Advisory Committee 
The Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) included representatives of: 

• Local government agencies (Cities and Counties) 
• Community Groups 
• Environmental Groups 
• Business Groups 
• Farming/Ranching Groups 
• Caltrans 
• Federal Highway Administration 
• Transit Operators 

 
A complete listing of the agencies and organizations that participated in the SAC is provided in 
Table 1.  SAC participants were recruited as representatives of particular agencies or 
organizations with a direct interest in and knowledge of the communities and areas within the 
Connector corridor.  SAC participants attended monthly meetings regarding the EPN listing, and 
development of conceptual alternatives.  Meetings typically ran 2-3 hours, and included review 
of prior meeting results or actions, a brief informational presentation, and a �workshop� item.   
 

                                                 
1 In two cases, formal appointments were not made by Boards or Councils, and representatives from the SACOG 
Board of Directors were designated. 
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The workshop items provided the major opportunity for discussion and input of issues related to 
the Connector project, and used one-half to two-thirds of the meeting time.  Each workshop was 
structured as a facilitated small group discussion, with specific tasks for each small group.  The 
Project Team assigned participants to small groups, in order to maintain a range of geographic 
and interest diversity for each group.  Project Team members served as facilitators of the small 
group discussions.  After small group discussions, a volunteer from each small group reported 
areas of agreement, disagreement, or concern back to the SAC as a whole, with opportunities for 
other SAC participants to comment on small group reports as time allowed. 
 
Attendance at the five SAC meetings ranged from 37 to 51 of the total 83 participants.  Agendas, 
handouts and summaries of all meetings are provided in Appendix B. 
 
Comment letters from SAC participants and others are provided in Appendix C. 
 
The City of Elk Grove held a supplemental Open House to provide the public another 
opportunity to comment on the Concept Plan, provide input on the proposed conceptual 
alternatives, and offer their ideas for other alignments not addressed in the Concept Plan.  A 
summary of the Open House is provided in Appendix D.
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Table 1. Stakeholder Advisory Committee 
 

 
 
 

Organization Name 
50 Corridor Transportation Management Association 
California Alliance for Jobs 
California Native Plant Society 
Caltrans District 3 
Central Valley Rails to Trails 
City of Elk Grove 
City of Folsom 
City of Rancho Cordova 
Cordova Community Planning Advisory Council 
Cosumnes Community Planning Advisory Council 
East County Landowners Group 
Environmental Council of Sacramento 
El Dorado County Transportation Commission 
El Dorado County Department of Transportation 
El Dorado Hills COC 
El Dorado Hills Community Services District 
El Dorado Joint Chambers 
Elk Grove Chamber of Commerce 
FHWA California Division 
Folsom Chamber of Commerce 
Folsom-Cordova Unified School District 
Friends of Folsom Parkways 
Gencorp Real Estate 
Greater Sheldon Road Estates Home Owners Assoc. 
HDR Engineering, Inc. 
Kleinfelder 
LPA Sacramento, Inc. 
MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc. 
Paratransit, Inc. 
Power Inn BTA 
Rancho Cordova Chamber of Commerce 
Sacramento Transportation & Air Quality 
Collaborative 
Sacramento Air Quality Management District 
Sacramento County Dept. of Airports 
Sacramento County Transportation Division 
Sacramento County Planning 
Sacramento County Planning & Community 
Development / HCP 
Sacramento County Regional Parks 
Sacramento LAFCo 

Organization Name 
Sacramento Metro Chamber of Commerce 
Sacramento Regional Transit 
Sacramento Valley Conservancy 
Sheldon Community Association 
South County Citizens for Responsible Growth 
Southgate Recreation & Park District 
 Upper Laguna Creek Collaborative 
The Nature Conservancy 
Vineyard Community Planning Advisory Council 
WalkSacramento - Lung Association 
Water Forum 
Wildlife Conservation Board 
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3. Purpose and Need for the Connector Project 
 
3.1. What is Purpose and Need? 
"Purpose and need" has two general meanings for this study.  One is the common, dictionary 
definition of the terms.  In this sense, "need" relates to the existing conditions, trends and future 
plans in the corridor linking Elk Grove, Rancho Cordova, Folsom, and El Dorado County that 
may require improvements to the transportation facilities serving the corridor, and the 
preservation of the open space resources within the corridor.  "Purpose" relates to the relief or 
benefit a project may provide in meeting the needs in the corridor. 
 
The second meaning is more technical and relates to the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  NEPA is the federal law that 
requires an environmental impact statement (EIS) for some projects.  CEQA is the state law that 
requires an environmental impact report (EIR) for some projects. 
 
3.2. NEPA Definition of Purpose and Need 
"Purpose and need" as a technical term comes from NEPA, and is defined as: 
 

"The (environmental impact) statement shall briefly specify the underlying purpose and 
need to which the agency is responding in proposing the alternatives including the 
proposed action."2 

 
Typically, the purpose and need section of a transportation project EIS is split into one sub-
section on purpose and another on need.  The "purpose" sub-section briefly defines a list of 
objectives the project is intended to meet.  The list can be short (one or two items) or long (five 
or more items), and the level of detail and specificity ranges widely from project to project and 
document to document. 
 
The "need" sub-section for a transportation project typically includes a summary of observed 
data and data forecasts regarding demographics (populations and employment) and travel 
patterns (volumes, level of service, etc.).  Again, the level of detail and format of this sub-section 
varies widely from project to project and document to document. 
 
In practice, one of the major uses of the purpose and need section of an EIS is for developing and 
evaluating project alternatives.  A viable project alternative must "deliver" on the intended 
purposes and address to some degree the needs identified in the purpose and need section. 
 
3.3. CEQA Definition of Purpose and Need 
"Purpose and need" is not specifically referenced in CEQA.  The analogous requirement of 
CEQA is for a statement of project objectives: 
 

"A statement of objectives sought by the proposed project. A clearly written statement of 
objectives will help the lead agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate 
in the EIR and will aid the decision makers in preparing findings or a statement of 

                                                 
2 National Environmental Policy Act, Sec. 1502.13 
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overriding considerations, if necessary. The statement of objectives should include the 
underlying purpose of the project."3 

 
In combined documents, which meet both CEQA and NEPA requirements, the CEQA project 
objectives and NEPA purpose and need are combined. 
 
3.4. Working Definition of Purpose and Need for this Study 
As mentioned above, the one primary goal for this study was to get stakeholder input on the 
purpose and need for the Connector project.  The SAC included participants with a diversity of 
expertise, interest, and knowledge of areas within the Connector corridor. Some participants 
were very familiar with environmental review processes (both CEQA and NEPA) and 
transportation project development processes, and may or may not reside in the Connector 
corridor.  Some participants were long-term residents of communities within the Connector 
corridor, with detailed knowledge of streets, land uses, and history of those communities.  Some 
participants were active advocates for particular issues within the Connector corridor, such as 
agriculture, economic development, or habitat preservation.   
 
Because of this wide range of interests, the approach to generating stakeholder input on purpose 
and need focused on a set of direct statements about the transportation and land use issues in the 
Connector corridor.  To the greatest extent possible, these statements used commonly 
understood, non-technical language.  Collectively, these statements are referred to as the 
�Elements of Purpose and Need� (EPN).  The listing was so named, because it was intended to 
provide building blocks for a more fully developed statement of purpose and need, which would 
be drafted and refined in the first phase of the environmental review process. 
   
3.5. Need for the Project 
The need for the Connector project is discussed in general terms in the 2002 Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan: 
 

• Loss of access to jobs centers due to increasing congestion4 
• Concerns about open space and habitat preservation as the region develops5 

 
Available information related to these issues was assembled as part of this project.  A partial 
listing of these sources includes: 
 

• Metropolitan Transportation Plan for 2025:  Analysis of Study Alternatives (2001) 
• County of Sacramento General Plan (1993) 
• City of Elk Grove General Plan (2003) 
• Specific plans initiated by County of Sacramento for areas now in the City of Rancho 

Cordova: 

                                                 
3 California Environmental Quality Act, Article 9, Section 15124(b) 
4 SACOG,  "A Bold First Step for Mobility in the Sacramento Region:  Metropolitan Transportation Plan for 2025", 
pp. 28,34, 43, 53, and 60. 
 
5 Ibid., pp. 35-36,39, and 63. 
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o Mather (adopted 1995) 
o Sunrise/Douglas II 
o Sun Ridge 
o Rio Del Oro 

• City of Folsom General Plan (1993) 
• Regional Transit Multi-Corridor Study 
• Folsom-El Dorado Transit Study (ongoing) 
• US-50 Corridor Study (1998) 
• El Dorado County General Plan 
• South Sacramento County Habitat Conservation Plan (ongoing) 
• SACOG Study of Suburban Travel (1998) 

 
For both concerns about accessibility and for preservation of open space, demographic growth 
and development are underlying causes for concern.  Growth in population and employment 
within the Connector corridor increases demand for travel to, from and within the corridor.    A 
series of tables in Appendix B provides projections of population, employment and travel for key 
areas within the Connector corridor. 
 
Growth requires development (or re-development) of lands within the Connector corridor.   
Economic pressure to develop lands within the Connector corridor underlies many of the 
concerns regarding preservation of open space.   Examples of these concerns are: 
 

• Agricultural lands are currently the largest source of open space in the Connector 
corridor, and many agricultural uses have been converted to residential, commercial or 
employment uses.  

• Sensitive habitat areas and wildlife corridors connecting them are located in areas that are 
under pressure for future development. 

• Expectation of development increases land prices, which makes preservation of open 
space more expensive and difficult. 

 
3.6. Development of the Elements of Purpose and Need Listing 
As part of this project, input from stakeholders in the Connector corridor was generated 
regarding the purpose and need for the project.  The goal of this effort was to move from the 
more general statements of purpose and need as stated in the 2002 MTP to a more detailed set of 
statements coming directly from stakeholders in the corridor.   
 
A first-cut draft of the Elements of Purpose and Need (EPN) listing was developed at a workshop 
for public agencies and the resulting listing was presented to the PAC in December 2003 for 
discussion.  The PAC made a few editorial changes, and approved the listing as a starting point 
for SAC discussions on the Connector. 
 
At the February, 2004 SAC meeting there was an open discussion of important issues where each 
participant was given a few minutes to briefly introduce him or herself and identify their major 
concerns relevant to the Connector project.  These statements are summarized in a table included 
in appendix B.  It is important to note that given the limited amount of time, participants were 
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not able to give detail about all of their concerns.  Generally most of the participants had some 
level of concern about all of the issues discussed during the meeting.  At the following two SAC 
meetings, these concerns and the first-cut EPN listing were discussed and debated extensively.  
A number of changes to the EPN listing were crafted as a result of this process.   
 
The listing was divided into two parts.  One part was related to the transportation and mobility 
goals for the Connector project, and the other part was related to open space preservation and 
land use policy in the corridor.  This change aligns the listing more with the overall goals for the 
Connector project as outlined in the 2002 Metropolitan Transportation Plan. 
 
The EPN listing is shown in Table ES-1 as approved by the PAC, and divided into two parts as 
suggested by the SAC.  Other specific changes to the language of the EPN listing are shown in 
bold, underlined, or struck-out in Table ES-1. 
 
Several of the changes were the subject of extensive discussion and debate in the first three SAC 
meetings, and merit special mention: 
 

• There were serious concerns about the term �high capacity transit� in the listing for 
element #8.  The concerns related to the potential to interpret the item to include a 
wide swath of right-of-way in the Connector project in order to provide the flexibility 
to develop rail in the corridor.  One specific concern was that additional right-of-way, 
once included in the Connector, may be used for non-transit features, such as 
additional roadway lanes or bicycle or pedestrian paths.  Other concerns were that 
additional right-of-way would be too costly, be very disruptive of adjacent property 
owners or have severe impacts on communities.  Finally, there was skepticism among 
some SAC participants that high capacity transit would ever be needed, because of 
the relatively low-density development patterns in the corridor.  The concerns were 
addressed by substituting �appropriate levels of transit� for �high capacity transit�. 

 
• The wording of element #13 was found to be too vague and incomplete by some SAC 

participants.  Ultimately and after much debate over two SAC meetings, the original 
element was deleted, and replaced with four elements pertaining to different aspects 
of open space or land use policy:  #13a relates to development of recreational open 
space; #13b relates to preservation of sensitive habitat; #13c relates to continuation of 
agricultural uses; and #13d relates more generally to land use policy and �induced 
growth�. 

 
With the changes shown, the SAC came to consensus that the EPN listing was a fair and 
complete statement of issues, objectives and concerns related to the Connector Project.   
 
However, there were two elements that were suggested by SAC participants, but not ultimately 
incorporated into the listing.  One of the suggestions was that the Connector project should result 
in a net reduction in vehicle miles of travel.  The second was that the Connector should result in 
a net reduction in overall vehicle emissions, or an improvement in regional air quality.  In 
general, the response to these suggestions was that the Connector�s main purposes are to improve 
the access, mobility, and safety of multi-modal transportation, and preserve sensitive habitat and 
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open space within the corridor.  Reductions in vehicle miles and improved air quality are more 
relevant as criteria for regional plans and programs, approaches do not exist for evaluating them 
at the project level, even a project as large and complex as the Connector. 
 
4. Conceptual Alternatives 
Conceptual alternatives were crafted by first developing a long list of project features for four 
dimensions of the Connector project: 
 

• Roadway Facilities 
• Transit Facilities/Services 
• Non-Motorized Travel Facilities 
• Open Space/Land Use Priorities 

 
The long list of features was developed by the Project Team and the SAC over the course of two 
SAC meetings.  The Project Team generated four conceptual alternatives, assembled from the 
long list of project features.  The four conceptual alternatives were intended to represent a range 
of alternative alignments, service types, and facilities.  The SAC reviewed these alternatives at 
the June meeting. 
 
4.1. Feature Maps and Lists 
A long list of project features were developed over the course of two SAC meetings.  At the first 
meeting, the small group activity for the SAC was a brainstorming activity, in which each group 
was tasked with diagramming a project alternative on a map of the corridor.  The Project Team 
consolidated the diagrams from all the small groups, added connecting project features where 
needed to fill in gaps, and added project features suggested at prior SAC meetings but omitted by 
all of the small groups.  At the subsequent SAC meeting, small groups were tasked with 
reviewing the consolidated features maps, identifying any final project features that were omitted 
from the maps.  Figures 2 through 5 illustrate the final features maps.   Tables 2 to 5 provide 
listings and descriptions of the features.  Because of the number of features on the long list, some 
of the features were not ultimately included in any conceptual alternative. 
 
All of the features maps and descriptions were broken down into six Connector corridor 
segments, as follows: 
 

• Segment 1:  Interstate-5 to State Route 99 
• Segment 2:  State Route 99 to Calvine Road 
• Segment 3:  Calvine Road to State Route 16 
• Segment 4:  State Route 16 to Intersection of Grant Line Road/White Rock Road 
• Segment 5:  Grant Line Road/White Rock Road to El Dorado-Sacramento County Line 
• Segment 6:  El Dorado-Sacramento County Line to White Rock Road/US-50 

 
These segments roughly correspond to key jurisdictional boundaries or major transportation 
facilities in the Connector corridor. 
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Roadway Features 
Roadway features included: 

• Alignment 
• Level of access limitation 
• Major structures 
• Intelligent Transportation Systems 
• Toll road 

 
Roadway alignment is the most basic feature.  The vast majority of the alignments follow 
existing roadway alignments.  The alignments also include two significant new alignments, one a 
bypass around the community of Sheldon, and another south of Mather Airport connecting from 
Bradshaw Road near the intersection of State Route 16 to Douglas Road, just east of Sunrise 
Boulevard, south of Mather Airport.   
 
Access limitation refers to the level of control of access to the roadway from adjacent land uses 
and is of interest for the Connector project for two reasons.  First, access limitation reduces the 
level of �friction� from side street and driveway traffic on the Connector roadway, which 
increases the capacity of the lanes on the Connector roadway.  In other words, a higher level of 
access control may improve roadway operations, and allow the Connector roadway to service 
travel demand in the corridor with fewer travel lanes.  Second, the access limitation on the 
Connector roadway is one way to reduce the growth-inducing effects of expanding roadway 
capacity. 
 
The roadway features of the Connector will primarily function as an expressway, which is 
defined as a roadway with at least partial control of access, where limits are placed on the 
number and types of intersecting streets, roads and driveways.  An expressway may or may not 
be divided, have traffic signals or grade-separated intersections. Expressways differ from 
freeways in that freeways do not have traffic signals and include full control of access, where 
property owners next to the road have no direct access. Access and egress to/from the freeway is 
provided by grade-separated interchanges. 
 
A range of access limitations were presented to the SAC, ranging from no limitations, with 
driveway access allowed from adjacent parcels directly to the roadway and no median barrier, to 
the highest level of access limitation, with all driveway access from adjacent properties 
prohibited.  Figures 6-10 provide illustrations of the range of access limitation described in the 
features maps and lists. 
 
Every effort should be taken to maintain limited access to the Connector where feasible.  Some 
of the segments, however, may not be able to meet full expressway standards in terms of access 
limitation.  In these instances additional design features should be included to maintain the 
throughput and timesavings needed to reach the mobility goals of the Connector. 
 
Major structures include grade separations of roadway intersections.  Most of the major 
structures included in the features lists are grade separations of major roadway intersections.  
Grade separations provide opportunities to maximize the capacity of available lanes on the 
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Connector roadway itself, reduce the need of widening roadways at major intersections to 
accommodate queues of vehicles, and reduce the delay inherent at roadway intersections.   
 
Major structures also include a bypass around or tunnel through the community of Sheldon.  
These features are intended to address concerns about impacts of widening the roadway on the 
community. 
 
Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) use advanced technology and tools such as metering 
lights, traffic signal timing, and visual traffic monitoring to provide real-time information on 
traffic conditions and to coordinate operations at local traffic centers.  ITS applications can be 
utilized throughout the corridor to manage traffic flow to improve safety, efficiency, and 
mobility while reducing travel times.  Specific applications of ITS will be identified during the 
implementation phases of the Connector project. 
 
Toll roads can help meet increasing travel demands by supplementing existing sources of federal, 
state, and local highway funds with private capital.  In doing so, they enable state and local 
governments to build new capacity sooner than they otherwise would be able.  Setting tolls in a 
way that reflects the cost of congestion could decrease traffic delays for motorists whose value of 
time is high and who are willing to pay, while other traffic would remain on toll-free, but more 
congested, roads.   
 
The most appropriate locations for toll roads are new roads or new lanes on existing roads, 
especially where those new lanes are separated from the older roadway or are otherwise easily 
distinguished.  On those new facilities motorists are not accustomed to driving for free.  
Furthermore, because those roads are new, motorists have the alternative of taking the toll-free 
routes that they used before the new roads were built, thereby minimizing induced demand 
generated by the new facility. 
 
Some segments of the Connector could work very well as toll-roads.  These options will be 
thoroughly investigated in subsequent studies. 
 
Transit Features 
Transit facilities will provide more travel choices to users within the corridor.  Providing 
integrated multi-modal connections will help reduce the necessity to travel by automobile alone.   
 
Transit features include alignment, and service type.  The alignments follow existing roadways, 
or new roadway alignments.  Three service types are specified: 

• Trunkline service 
• Commuter/express service 
• Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) service 

 
Table 6 outlines the characteristics of each service type. 
 
The transit services and features developed in conjunction with the Connector project shall be 
coordinated with the local and regional transit authorities, and shall in no way preclude these 
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transit providers from implementing their long range plans and developing their systems as they 
deem appropriate. 
 
Non-Motorized Travel Features 
The main features identified on the maps and in Table 4 are alignments.  Most alignments 
assumed a Class I bicycle facility would be developed.  Some alignments were located �off-
roadway�, especially along Laguna Creek, the Folsom South Canal, and Alder Creek.  Where the 
non-motorized alignment is off-roadway, it is assumed that the Connector roadway facility 
would still include conventional sidewalk and Class II bike lanes.   Figure 11 illustrates the basic 
types of bicycle facilities. 
 
The concept of off-roadway non-motorized alignment evolved during the SAC meeting 
discussions.  The concept is to provide a continuous bicycle/pedestrian path on a desirable 
alignment and to take advantage of existing completed path segments.  Connections to other 
regional non-motorized facilities will also increase the recreational value of open space within 
the corridor. 
 
Open Space Features 
The lands designated as open space priorities in Figure 5 and described in Table 5 are areas 
considered by the stakeholders to contain sensitive and important natural resources, and to be 
under the most pressure from development.  These areas are known to possess significant habitat, 
or agricultural, scenic, or recreational importance, and include the Cosumnes River 100-yr flood 
plain, riparian and creek areas, vernal pools, oak woodlands, and farmland and grazing areas. 
 
The large areas identified on the maps only specify the priority areas for open space preservation.  
It is not the intent, nor would it be realistic, to preserve the entire area.  Rather, by working with 
local landowners, strategic lands within these areas will be identified and preservation strategies 
will be established.  The specific locations to be preserved, and mechanisms for preservation, 
however, cannot be specified at this point because they are dependent on policy decisions, which 
naturally fall to the jurisdictions along the corridor.  
 
Additionally, many opportunities for open space preservation depend on the preferences of 
individual landowners, and cannot be determined until funding for open space preservation and a 
process for allocating funding to specific acquisitions is decided. 
 
Priority open space features (see Table 5) were identified to preserve agriculture; protect specific 
sensitive wildlife habitat types such as riparian areas, vernal pools, and oak woodlands; protect 
general wildlife habitat and corridors; protect water quality in riparian areas; protect scenic 
resources and community character; prevent development in flood plain areas, and provide an 
open space buffer along the edge of the potential roadway alignment. These areas represent a 
composite of the plans and projects of a number of agencies and organizations involved in open 
space and habitat protection in the region, most of which were included in the SAC.  The 
priorities also reflect current County General Plan designations and Urban Service Boundary. 
 
These open space features are intended to support Element of Purpose and Need statements  
#13a through #13d. An overarching objective is to implement EPN statement #13d: �Develop the 
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Connector Project in a manner that minimizes induced growth�. The concept is that by protecting 
land and the agricultural and natural features on it, and providing area for recreational 
opportunities, the Connector project could counteract the typical growth-inducing impacts of 
major transportation projects. These open space features would be affected and implemented 
differently by each of the four transportation conceptual alternatives. A key function of the 
environmental review process will be to identify and evaluate the relative impacts and benefits of 
the transportation conceptual alternatives in protecting the open space features. 
 
In addition to the geographic features, a key conceptual feature of the Connector project is an 
integrated, funded program for protection of open space in conjunction with the implementation 
of transportation improvements. 
 
Finally, measures to protect open space from potential growth-inducing impacts of the project 
are designed into some of the transportation conceptual alternatives, such as access limitations 
(see Figures 6 through 10), a tunnel or elevated bypass, and non-motorized transportation 
features � bike and pedestrian trails � that take advantage of existing and proposed open space 
areas. 



   

P03139 29  

Figure 2.  Roadway Features as Identified by the SAC 
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Table 2.  Roadway Features List as Identified by the SAC 

Segment Feature Type Description 
1a Alignment Hood-Franklin Road from I-5 IC to Franklin Blvd 
1b Alignment New Alignment from Franklin Rd to Bruceville Rd 

1c Alignment 
Bilby Rd from Franklin to Bruceville Rd (including 
jogs N and S) 

1d Alignment 
Kammerer Rd from Bruceville to SR-99 @ Grant 
Line IC 

1e Access Limitation Along S. Side of Alignment in Segment 1 
1f Alignment From I-5 to SR-99, south of 1a 
1g Cross-Section Reversible Lane 
1h Alignment Bypass of Hood-Franklin town center 
1i Access Limitation Along N. side of Connector in Segment 1 
1j Grade Separation Franklin Road 

1 

1k Grade Separation SR-99 
2a Alignment Grant Line Rd from SR-99 IC to Calvine Rd. 
2b Alignment Sheldon Bypass to S and E (TBA) 

2c Tunnel 
Tunnel Connector through Sheldon (+/- Bond to 
Calvine) 

2d Alignment Bradshaw Road, Grant Line to Calvine 
2e Access Limitation Along S/E side of Grant Line in Segment 2 

2f Alignment 
Dillard Road, plus connecting road to SR-99/Grant 
Line interchange 

2g Cross-Section Reversible Lane 

2 

2h Access Limitation Along N/W side of Grant Line in Segment 2 
3a Alignment Grant Line Rd from Calvine Rd. to SR-16 
3b Elevated Roadway Elevate Grant Line on S end of Segment 3 
3c G.S. Intersection Grade separate Grant Line/Sunrise intersection 
3d G.S. Intersection Grade separate Grant Line/SR-16 intersection 
3e Access Limitation Along N/W side of Grant Line in Segment 3 
3f Access Limitation Along S/E side of Grant Line in Segment 3 
3g Alignment Bradshaw Road, Grant Line to Calvine 
3h Alignment Dillard Road, to SR-16 
3i Cross-Section Reversible Lane 

3 

3k Access Limitation Along N/W side of Grant Line in Segment 3 
4a Alignment Grant Line Rd from SR-16 to White Rock Rd 

4b Cross Access 
Allow cross connection under Grant Line to 
accommodate passage of water, wildlife 

4c Alignment Sunrise Boulevard, SR-16 to Douglas 
4d Alignment Sunrise Reliever, Douglas to White Rock 
4e Alignment Douglas, Sunrise to Grant Line 
4f Alignment White Rock, Sunrise Reliever to Grant Line 
4g Access Limitation Along S/E side of Grant Line 

4 

4h Alignment 
Connect from Bradshaw S. of SR-16 to Douglas W. 
of Sunrise 
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Table 2.  Roadway Features List as Identified by the SAC 

Segment Feature Type Description 
4i Alignment Dillard to Kiefer, then Kiefer to Grant Line 
4j Alignment Dillard to Extension of Scott Road 

4k Alignment 
Bradshaw Road N. to Old Placerville, Old Placerville 
E to W.R. 

 

4l Access Limitation Along N/W side of Grant Line in Segment 4 

5a Alignment 
White Rock Rd from Grant Line to Sac/ED County 
Line 

5b Alignment Re-align White Rock/Grant Line 

5c Alignment 
New Alignment N of White Rock, from +/- Scott Rd 
to Sac/ED County Line 

5d Access Limitation Along S Side of alignment 
5e Cross-Section Reversible Lane 

5 

5f  Alignment Scott Road S. of White Rock 

6a Alignment 
White Rock Rd-Silva Valley Rd from Sac/ED CL to 
US-50 

6 

6b Cross-Section Reversible Lane 
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Figure 3.  Transit Features as Identified by the SAC 
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Table 3.  Transit Features List as Identified by the SAC 

Segment Feature Type Description 

1a Trunkline+BRT 
I-5 to SR-99, along SE Connector roadway 
alignment 

1b Trunkline Elk Grove Boulevard, Franklin to SR-99 
1c Trunkline Laguna Boulevard, Franklin to SR-99 

1 

1d Trunkline 
I-5 to SR-99, along SE Connector roadway 
alignment 

2a Trunkline+BRT Grant Line Road, SR-99 to Bradshaw   
2b Trunkline Elk Grove Boulevard, SR-99 to Bradshaw 
2c Trunkline Bond Road, SR-99 to Bradshaw 
2d Trunkline+BRT Bradshaw Road, Grant Line to Calvine 
2e Trunkline Calvine Road, SR-99 to Bradshaw 
2f Trunkline Bradshaw Road, Grant Line to Calvine 
2g Trunkline Grant Line Road, SR-99 to Bradshaw 

2 

2h Commuter/Express Grant Line Road, Bradshaw to Calvine 
3a Trunkline+BRT Bradshaw Road, Calvine to SR-16 
3b Trunkline Calvine Road, Bradshaw to Grant Line 

3 

3c Commuter/Express Grant Line Road, Calvine to SR-16 

4a Trunkline+BRT 
Connecting from Bradshaw S. of SR-16 to Douglas 
W. of Sunrise 

4c Trunkline Bradshaw Road, SR-16 to Old Placerville 

4d Trunkline 
Old Placerville Road-White Rock Road, Bradshaw 
to Sunrise 

4e Trunkline+BRT Sunrise Boulevard, Douglas to White Rock 
4f Trunkline+BRT White Rock Road, Sunrise to Grant Line 
4g Commuter/Express Sunrise Boulevard, SR-16 to Folsom LRT 

4 

4h Trunkline+BRT 
Hazel Avenue + New Road Extension from 
Hazel/Folsom to Grant Line/W.R. 

5 
5a Trunkline+BRT 

White Rock Road, Grant Line to Sacramento/El 
Dorado County Line 

6 
6a Trunkline+BRT 

White Rock Road Sacramento/El Dorado County 
Line to US-50 
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Figure 4.  Non-Motorized Travel Features as Identified by the SAC 
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Table 4.  Non-Motorized Features as Identified by the SAC 
Segment Feature Type Description 

1a Alignment 
Separated Class I bike + pedestrian facility along 
roadway alignment in Segment 1 

1b Alignment 
Class I bike + pedestrian facility along Laguna Creek 
between UPRR and Sheldon Road, all W. of SR-99. 

1 

1c Alignment 

Class I bike + pedestrian facility along Laguna Creek 
between Bruceville/Sheldon Road, and crossing SR-
99. 

2a Alignment 
Separated Class I bike + pedestrian facility along 
Grant Line roadway alignment in Segment 2 

2b 
Alignment (gap 
closure) 

Class I bike + pedestrian facility along Laguna Creek 
between Waterman and Calvine, connecting between 
two existing trail sections. 

2c Bike/Ped Interchange 

Bicycle & pedestrian access from Grant Line Rd. to 
proposed multi-use trail 
along CCTRR 

2d Alignment 
Separated Class I bike + pedestrian facility along 
CCTRR between Grant Line and Calvine. 

2 

2e Alignment 
Separated Class I bike + pedestrian facility along 
CCTRR between Grant Line and Dillard. 

3a Alignment 
Separated Class I bike + pedestrian facility along 
Grant Line roadway alignment in Segment 3 

3b Alignment 
Class I bike + pedestrian facility along Laguna Creek 
between Calvine and Emerald Creek and CCTR 

3c Bike/Ped Interchange 

Bicycle & pedestrian access from Laguna Creek 
Trail to proposed multi-use 
trail along CCTRR 

3d Alignment 
Class I bike + pedestrian facility along Laguna Creek 
between Dierks Road and Folsom South Canal trail. 

3e Bike/Ped Interchange 

Bicycle & pedestrian access from Grant Line Rd. to 
multi-use trail along 
Folsom South Canal 

3f Bike/Ped Interchange 

Bicycle & pedestrian access Laguna Creek Trail to 
multi-use trail along 
Folsom South Canal, plus crossings and connections 
to SR-16 and Sunrise. 

3g Alignment 
Separated Class I bike + pedestrian facility along 
CCTRR between Calvine and Laguna Creek Trail 

3h Alignment 
Continuation of Folsom South Canal south, crossing 
Cosumnes River 

3 

3i Alignment 

Separated Class I bike + pedestrian facility along 
Morrison Creek between CCCTR and SR-16, with 
crossings at each end. 

4a Alignment 
Separated Class I bike + pedestrian facility along 
Grant Line roadway alignment in Segment 4 

4 

4b Bike/Ped Interchange 
Bicycle & pedestrian access to and crossing of 
Douglas. 
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Table 4.  Non-Motorized Features as Identified by the SAC 
Segment Feature Type Description 

4c Bike/Ped Interchange 
Bicycle & pedestrian access to and crossing of White 
Rock. 

4d Bike/Ped Interchange 
Bicycle & pedestrian access to and crossing of 
Sunrise. 

4e Bike/Ped Interchange 
Bicycle & pedestrian access to and crossing of 
UPRR/LRT 

4f Bike/Ped Interchange 
Bicycle & pedestrian access to and crossing of 
Folsom South Canal and Folsom Bl. 

4g Alignment 

Separated Class I bike + pedestrian facility along 
Morrison Creek between SR-16 and Folsom South 
Canal trail, with crossings at each end. 

 

4h Alignment Folsom South Canal (Ex. trail, improvement needed) 

5a Alignment 
Separated Class I bike + pedestrian facility along 
White Rock roadway alignment in Segment 5 

5b Bike/Ped Interchange 

Bicycle & pedestrian access to and crossing of 
Folsom Bl., connecting to proposed Alder Creek 
Trail 

5c Alignment 

Class I bike + pedestrian facility along Alder Creek 
between Folsom Bl. and SPRR (per "Cross State 
Bicycle Route Study" by EDCTC). 

5d Bike/Ped Interchange 

Bicycle & pedestrian access to/from Iron Point Rd. 
and proposed trail along SPRR (Folsom-Placerville 
Rail Trail). 

5e Bike/Ped Interchange 

Bicycle & pedestrian access to/from Alder Creek 
Trail and proposed trail along SPRR (Folsom-
Placerville Rail Trail). 

5f Alignment 
Class I bike + pedestrian facility along SPRR (per 
(Folsom-Placerville Rail Trail). 

5g Bike/Ped Interchange 

Bicycle & pedestrian access to/from White Rock Rd. 
and proposed trail along SPRR (Folsom-Placerville 
Rail Trail). 

5 

5h Alignment 

Separated Class I bike + pedestrian facility along 
Prairie City between Folsom Bl.  and White Rock, 
with bike/ped crossing/interchange at each end. 

6a Alignment 
Separated Class I bike + pedestrian facility along 
White Rock roadway alignment in Segment 6 

6 

6b Bike/Ped Interchange 

Bicycle & pedestrian access to and crossing of 
Latrobe Rd./El Dorado Hills Blvd. from White Rock 
Rd. 
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Figure 5.  Open Space Features as Identified by the SAC 
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Table 5.  Open Space Features as Identified by the SAC  
Segment Feature Type Description 

1 1a 
Agriculture, habitat, 
riparian, flood plain 

South of Elk Grove/USB to Cosumnes River 100 year flood 
plain 

 1b 
Agriculture, habitat, 
riparian, flood plain 

Elk Grove Urban Study Area within the area south of Elk 
Grove/USB to Cosumnes River 100 year flood plain 

 1c 

Habitat, riparian, 
water quality, recreation, 
flood plain Laguna Creek from Stone Lakes NWR to SR 99 

 1d Open Space Buffer 
Adjacent open space buffer along the entire 
roadway alignment 

2 2a 

Habitat, riparian, 
water quality, recreation, 
flood plain Laguna Creek from SR 99 to Calvine Rd. 

 2b Flood Plain Cosumnes River 100 year flood plain 

 2c Open Space Buffer 
Adjacent open space buffer along the entire roadway 
alignment 

3 3a 

Habitat, riparian, 
water quality, recreation, 
flood plain Laguna Creek from Calvine Rd. to Folsom South Canal 

 3b 

Habitat, vernal pool, 
agriculture, riparian, water 
quality Sacramento Prairie Vernal Pool Complex - SVC 

 3c Habitat Corridor 
Habitat Corridor crossing Grant Line Rd. accessing areas to 
the South East 

 3d Flood Plain Cosumnes River 100 year flood plain 

 3e Open Space Buffer 
Adjacent open space buffer along the entire roadway 
alignment 

4 4a Habitat Corridor 
Habitat Corridor crossing Grant Line Rd. accessing areas to 
the South East 

 4b Flood Plain Cosumnes River 100 year flood plain 

 4c Open Space Buffer 
Adjacent open space buffer along the entire roadway 
alignment 

5 5a 
Habitat, riparian, 
recreation Alder Creek 

 5b 
Oak woodlands, habitat, 
riparian, recreation 

Potential Folsom SOI expansion south of US 50 to White 
Rock Rd., between USB and Scott Rd. (approx) - focusing 
on Oak Woodlands 

 5c 

Agriculture, grazing, 
scenic, recreation, habitat, 
riparian, creek 

East Sacramento County, between White Rock Rd. and 
Rancho Murieta/Jackson Rd., east of the USB to the El 
Dorado County line 

 5d Open Space Buffer 
Adjacent open space buffer along the entire roadway 
alignment 

6 6a Habitat, riparian Carson Creek 

  6b Open Space Buffer 
Adjacent open space buffer along the entire roadway 
alignment 
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Table 6.  Transit Service Types 
Trunkline Service Commuter/Express Bus Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 
Conventional Bus 
Running in street 
Minimum 2 bus/hour peak 
Minimum 1 bus/hour off 
peak 
Stop spacing 1/2 mile or 
less 

Conventional bus 
Running in street 
Peak hour service only 
Minimum 2 buses per hour 
Limited stops 
Some park-and-ride lots 

High tech bus 
Running in street or 
busway 
High frequency service 
(minimum 4 buses/hour 
peak) 
Streamlined passenger 
loading 
Some park-and-rider lots 
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Figure 6.  Typical Existing Access Limitation (Low Level Access Control) 
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Figure 7.   Median Barriers Plus Driveway Consolidation (Low to Medium Access Control) 
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Figure 8.   Frontage Roads (Medium Level of Access Limitation) 
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Figure 9.   Frontage Roads Plus Buffer (Medium to High Level of Access Limitation) 
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Figure 10.   Acquisition (Highest Level of Access Limitation) 
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Figure 11.  Types of Bicycle Facilities 
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4.2.  Description of Conceptual Alternatives 
The Project Team drafted a set of four conceptual alternatives, from the long lists of project 
features.  Each conceptual alternative included continuous roadway, transit, and non-motorized 
facility alignments from I-5 to US-50 in the Connector corridor.  The four conceptual 
alternatives are illustrated in Figures ES-1 to ES-5.  Tables 7 to 11 provide segment-level 
descriptions of each alternative.  Some of the features included in the long lists and Figures 2-5 
above were not ultimately included in any of the conceptual alternatives. 
 
The descriptions of the roadway features in each conceptual alternative go beyond the level of 
detail provided in the long list of features (Tables 2 to 5 above) in two significant ways: 
 

• Descriptions include "maximum desired lanes", which is intended to provide some sense 
of how many lanes each alternative may require.  However, as alternatives are refined 
and evaluated in the environmental process, more lanes may be required to meet corridor 
mobility goals.  Also, for non-grade-separated intersections, additional lanes may be 
required to accommodate vehicle queues. 

 
• Level of access limitation is specified as "Low", "Medium" or "High".  Listed below is 

the correlation between the range of access limitation illustrated in Figures 6 through 10 
to the Low-Medium-High levels.  The levels overlap to a certain extent, in recognition of 
the need for flexibility in refining the alternatives leading up to the environmental review 
process. 

o �Low� access limitation:  Existing (Figure 6) to Median Barriers Plus Driveway 
Consolidation (Figure 7) 

o �Medium� access limitation:  Median Barriers Plus Driveway Consolidation 
(Figure 7) to Frontage Roads With Buffers (Figure 9) 

o �High� access limitation:  Frontage Roads with Buffers (Figure 9) to Acquisition 
(Figure 10). 

 
Only one map illustrates open space priorities (Figure ES-6 and Table ES-2). 
 
Figures 12-13 are typical cross sections that give a general idea of what the main roadway may 
look like.  Figure 12 is a representation of a more urban setting, and Figure 13 is a representation 
of a more rural setting.  Since the Connector passes through many jurisdictions with great 
diversity of land uses the actual features, landscaping, width, and number of travel lanes will 
vary. 
 
Conceptual Alternative I 
Alternative I most closely resembles the Connector as described in the 2002 Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan.  For this reason, it will be used as a point of comparison for the other 
Alternatives. 
 
The roadway alignment follows Hood-Franklin, connecting via a new alignment to Kammerer 
Road, in Segment 1.  In Segment 2 and most of 3, the roadway alignment is Grant Line Road.  In 
Segment 4, the roadway alignment follows Sunrise Boulevard and the Sunrise Reliever to White 
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Rock Road, then east through Segment 5 to the county line.  In Segment 6, the alignment follows 
White Rock Road to US-50. 
 
For this alternative, the maximum desired lanes differ from what is specified in General Plans in 
the following segments: 
 

• Segment 1:  Alternative I calls for a maximum of 4 lanes on Kammerer Road; Elk Grove 
General Plan calls for up to 8 lanes approaching State Route 99. 

• Segment 2:  Alternative I calls for maximum 6 lanes on Grant Line Road; Elk Grove 
General Plan calls up to 8 lanes between State Route 99 and Bradshaw Road. 

• Segment 3:  Alterantive I calls for a maximum of 4 lanes on Grant Line Road; 
Sacramento County General Plan specifies 6 lanes. 

• Segment 4 and 5:  Alternative I calls for 4 lanes on White Rock Road; Sacramento 
General Plan specifies 2 lanes. 

• Segment 6: Alternative I calls for a maximum of 4 lanes on White Rock Road; El Dorado 
County local plans call for 6 lanes in some locations. 

 
Roadway access limitation ranges from low to medium, with low access limitation in developed 
areas and medium in less developed areas. 
 
The transit alignment follows the roadway alignment, except for one area in Segment 4.  The 
transit alignment stays on Sunrise Boulevard, and continues on north to the Sunrise LRT 
station/transit center, rather than following the Sunrise Reliever to White Rock Road.  This 
deviation provides better connectivity to other transit lines in Rancho Cordova.  The transit 
service is trunkline bus, which includes all day service but with conventional operations (i.e. 
standard vehicles and operations). 
 
The non-motorized alignment largely follows the roadway alignment, except for one deviation in 
Segment 4, where the non-motorized alignment follows the Folsom-South Canal rather than 
Sunrise Boulevard/Sunrise Reliever.   
 
Conceptual Alternative II 
Alternative II is similar to Alternative I.   The following are the significant differences from 
Alternative I: 
 

• The roadway alignment follows Grant Line Road rather than Sunrise Boulevard/Sunrise 
Reliever/White Rock Road in Segment 4. 

• Maximum desired lanes on roadways are more in line with Local General Plans in 
Segments 1, 2, and 6. 

• Maximum desired lanes on White Rock Road in Segment 5 are 6 lanes, not 4. 
• A grade separation is identified at Grant Line Road/Sunrise Boulevard, rather than at 

Sunrise Boulevard/State Route 16. 
 
The transit features are identical to Alternative I.  The non-motorized facilities are separated 
class I trails that follow the main roadway alignment. 
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Conceptual Alternative III (A & B) 
Alternative III is significantly different than Alternative I in many respects: 

 
• The "outside" Connector access limitation (i.e. the south and east side of the roadway 

alignment) is medium, rather than low to medium. 
• In Segment 2 from Bond road west and south, the maximum desired lanes are specified 

as "equal to or less than" the Elk Grove General Plan. 
• There are two sub-alternatives in Segment 2: 

o Alternative A includes a 2-lane bypass, with high access limitation on both sides, 
of the community of Sheldon approximately between Elk Grove Boulevard and 
Calvine Road.  The bypass is located between Grant Line Road and Deer Creek � 
outside of the Cosumnes River Designated Floodway.  The exact location, width, 
and features of the by-pass will be determined in subsequent studies. 

o The bypass section could possibly be a toll road. 
o Alternative B includes a tunnel through the community of Sheldon.  The tunnel 

will have 2 lanes while Grant Line Road above it will be a maximum of 4 lanes.  
The exact location, width, and features of the tunnel will be determined in 
subsequent studies. 

• Access limitation in Segment 3 is shown as high on both sides of the roadway, and the 
maximum desired lanes are specified as 4.   

• Grade separations are shown at both Grant Line Road/Sunrise Boulevard and Grant Line 
Road/State Route 16. 

• The roadway alignment follows Grant Line Road rather than Sunrise Boulevard/Sunrise 
Reliever/White Rock Road in Segment 4 (similar to Alternative II). 

• The transit alignment is shown as connecting from Elk Grove to Rancho Cordova, and 
from El Dorado Hills to Rancho Cordova.  Supplemental transit alignments are shown on 
Cosumnes River Blvd./Calvine Road, connecting I-5 to Grant Line Road, and on 
Bradshaw Road, connecting to Rancho Cordova via Folsom Boulevard. 

• Transit service between Elk Grove and Rancho Cordova on Grant Line Road is specified 
as commuter/express rather than trunkline. 

• The non-motorized alignment is fully "off-roadway" in all but Segment 6, following 
Laguna Creek, the Folsom-South Canal, Folsom Boulevard, and Alder Creek rather than 
the roadway alignment. 

 
Conceptual Alternative IV 
Alternative IV is the most different from Alternative I: 
 

• The roadway alignment follows Grant Line Road only to Bradshaw Road in Segment 2, 
and follows Bradshaw Road, a new alignment south of Mather Airport, and Douglas 
Boulevard to Grant Line Road in Segments 3 and 4.  From that point on, the roadway 
alignment is similar to the other Alternatives. 

• The "outside" Connector access limitation (i.e. the south and east side of the roadway 
alignment) is medium to high in Segment 1, 5 and 6.   

• Because alignment in Segment 2, 3 and 4 is largely in existing areas of development, or 
areas expected to develop soon, the level of access control on these segments is low to 
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medium (except for the north side of the roadway on the new alignment south of Mather 
Airport, which is high). 

• Grade separations are shown at three intersections in Segments 3 and 4:  Bradshaw 
Road/Florin Road, New Connector Roadway/State Route 16, and Douglas 
Boulevard/Sunrise Boulevard. 

• The transit alignment largely follows the roadway alignment, deviating only in Segment 
4 in order to connect directly to the Sunrise LRT station/transit center. 

• Transit service throughout the corridor is specified as BRT. 
• The non-motorized alignment is fully "off-roadway" in all but Segment 6, following 

Laguna Creek, the Folsom-South Canal, Folsom Boulevard, and Alder Creek rather than 
the roadway alignment (similar to Alternative III).
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Table 7.  Conceptual Alternative I Summary 
 Features             
  Roadway     Transit   Non-Motorized   

Segment Alignment 
Max. Desired 
Lanes Other Alignment   Alignment Facility Type 

1 Hood-Franklin/ 
Kammerer 4 Lanes 

Low access limitation on North side 
 
Medium access limitation on South 
side 

Hood-Franklin/ 
Kammerer Trunkline Hood-Franklin/ 

Kammerer Class I Trail 

2 Grant Line 6 Lanes Medium access limitation on both 
sides Grant Line Trunkline Grant Line Class I Trail 

Grant Line 4 Lanes 

Medium access limitation on both 
sides 
 
Grade Separation at Sunrise/16 

Grant Line West of 
Folsom South Canal Class I Trail 

3 

Sunrise 6 Lanes 
Low access limitation on West side 
 
Medium access limitation on East side

Grant Line/Sunrise Trunkline 

Folsom South Canal 
North of Grant Line  Class I Trail 

Sunrise 6 Lanes Low access limitation on both sides 

Sunrise Reliever 6 Lanes Medium access limitation on both 
sides 

Grant Line/Sunrise 
to LRT Trunkline Folsom South Canal Class I Trail 

4 

White Rock 4 Lanes 

Low access limitation on North side 
 
Medium access limitation on South 
side 

White Rock to 
LRT Trunkline White Rock Class I Trail 

5 White Rock 4 Lanes 

Low access limitation on North side 
 
Medium access limitation on South 
side 

White Rock Trunkline White Rock Class I Trail 

6 White Rock 4 Lanes 

Low access limitation on N. side 
 
Medium access limitation on South 
side 

White Rock Trunkline White Rock Class I Trail 
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Table 8.  Conceptual Alternative II Summary 
 Features             

  Roadway     Transit   Non-Motorized   

Segment Alignment Max. Desired Lanes Other Alignment 
Service 
Type Alignment 

Facility 
Type 

1 Hood-Franklin/ 
Kammerer 

4 Lanes, I-5 to Bruceville 
 
6-8 Lanes, Bruceville to 99 

Low access limitation on North side 
 
Medium access limitation on South side 

Hood-Franklin/ 
Kammerer Trunkline  Hood-Franklin/ 

Kammerer Class I Trail 

2 Grant Line Per Elk Grove General Plan 
(6-8 Lanes) 

Low access limitation on N-W side 
 
Medium access limitation on S-E side 

Grant Line Trunkline Grant Line Class I Trail 

Grant Line Trunkline 

3 Grant Line Per Sacramento County 
General Plan (6 Lanes) 

Medium access limitation on N-W side 
between Calvine & Sunrise 
 
Low access limitation on N-W side 
between Sunrise & 16 
 
Medium access limitation on S-E side 

Sunrise Trunkline 
Grant Line Class I Trail 

Sunrise to LRT Trunkline 

4 Grant Line  Up to 6 Lanes 
  

Low access limitation on N-W side  
 
Medium access limitation on S-E side White Rock to LRT Trunkline 

Grant Line Class I Trail 

5 White Rock Up to 6 Lanes 
  

Low access limitation on North side 
 
Medium access limitation on South side 

White Rock Trunkline  White Rock Class I Trail 

6 White Rock Per EDC General Plan (4-6 
Lanes) 

Low access limitation on North side 
 
Medium access limitation on South side 

White Rock 
  Trunkline White Rock Class I Trail 
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Table 9.  Conceptual Alternative III-A Summary 
 Features             
  Roadway     Transit   Non Motorized   
Segment Alignment Max. Desired Lanes Other Alignment Facility Type Alignment Facility Type 

Cosumnes River 
Blvd. Trunkline Laguna Creek Class I Trail 

1 Hood-Franklin/ 
Kammerer 

4 Lanes, I-5 to 
Bruceville 
 
6 Lanes, Bruceville 
to 99 

Low access limitation on North side
 
 
Medium access limitation on South 
side 

Hood-Franklin/ 
Kammerer Trunkline Hood-Franklin/ 

Kammerer 
Sidewalk + 
Class II 

Calvine Trunkline 
Grant Line 

Less Than or Equal 
to Elk Grove General 
Plan 

Low access limitation on N-W side  
 
Medium access limitation on S-E 
side 

Grant Line Commuter Bus 
Laguna Creek Class I Trail 

2 

Bypass around 
Sheldon 2 Lanes High access limitation on both sides Grant Line/Bradshaw Trunkline Grant Line Sidewalk + 

Class II 

Grant Line/Sunrise Commuter Bus Laguna Creek/Folsom 
South Canal Class I Trail 

3 Grant Line 4 Lanes High access limitation on both sides
Bradshaw Trunkline Grant Line Sidewalk + 

Class II 
Sunrise Commuter Bus Folsom South Canal Class I Trail 
Bradshaw/Folsom Trunkline LRT/UPRR Class I Trail 4 Grant Line 4 Lanes 

Low access limitation on N-W side  
 
High access limitation on S-E side White Rock Trunkline Grant Line Sidewalk + 

Class II 
Alder Creek Trail Class I Trail 
Rail Trail Class I Trail 5 White Rock 4 Lanes 

Low access limitation on North side
 
High access limitation on South side

White Rock Trunkline 
White Rock Sidewalk + 

Class II 

6 White Rock 4 Lanes 

Low access limitation on North side
 
Medium access limitation on South 
side West of Latrobe 
 
High access limitation on South side 
East of Latrobe 

White Rock Trunkline White Rock Sidewalk + 
Class II 
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Table 10.  Conceptual Alternative III-B Summary 
 Features             
  Roadway     Transit   Non Motorized   
Segment Alignment Max. Desired Lanes Other Alignment Facility Type Alignment Facility Type 

Cosumnes River Blvd. Trunkline Laguna Creek Class I Trail 

1 Hood-Franklin/ 
Kammerer 

4 Lanes, I-5 to 
Bruceville 
 
6 Lanes, Bruceville 
to 99 

Low access limitation on North 
side 
 

High access limitation on South 
side 

Hood-Franklin/ 
Kammerer Trunkline Hood-Franklin/ 

Kammerer 
Sidewalk + 
Class II 

Calvine Trunkline 
Grant Line 

Less Than or Equal 
to Elk Grove 
General Plan 

Low access limitation on N-W side 
 

Medium access limitation on S-E 
side 

Grant Line Commuter Bus 
Laguna Creek Class I Trail 

2 

Tunnel through 
Sheldon 2 Lanes High access limitation on both 

sides Grant Line/Bradshaw Trunkline Grant Line Sidewalk + 
Class II 

Grant Line/Sunrise Commuter Bus Laguna Creek/Folsom 
South Canal Class I Trail 

3 Grant Line 4 Lanes High access limitation, both sides 
Bradshaw Trunkline Grant Line Sidewalk + 

Class II 
Sunrise Commuter Bus Folsom South Canal Class I Trail 
Bradshaw/Folsom Trunkline LRT/UPRR Class I Trail 4 Grant Line 4 Lanes 

Low access limitation on N-W side 
 

High access limitation on S-E side White Rock Trunkline Grant Line Sidewalk + 
Class II 

Alder Creek Trail Class I Trail 
Rail Trail Class I Trail 5 White Rock 4 Lanes 

Low access limitation on North 
side 
 

High access limitation on South 
side 

White Rock Trunkline 
White Rock Sidewalk + 

Class II 

6 White Rock 4 Lanes 

Low access limitation on North 
side 
 
Medium access limitation on South 
side West of Latrobe 
 

High access limitation on South 
side East of Latrobe 

White Rock Trunkline White Rock Sidewalk + 
Class II 
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Table 11.  Conceptual Alternative IV Summary 
 Features             
  Roadway     Transit   Non Motorized   
Segment Alignment Max. Desired Lanes Other Alignment Service Type Alignment Facility Type 

Laguna Creek Class I Trail 
1 Hood-Franklin/ 

Kammerer 
4 Lanes 
 
6 Approaching 99 

Low access limitation on North 
 

High access limitation on South 
Hood- Franklin/ 
Kammerer Trunkline Hood-Franklin/ 

Kammerer 
Sidewalk + 
Class II 

Grant Line 8 Lanes 
Low access limitation on North 
 

Medium access limitation on South 
 Grant Line BRT Laguna Creek Class I Trail 

2 
Bradshaw 6 Lanes Low access limitation on both sides  Bradshaw BRT Bradshaw Sidewalk + 

Class II 
Laguna Creek Class I Trail 

3 Bradshaw 6 Lanes 
Low access limitation on both sides 
 

Grade Separation at Florin & SR-16 
 Bradshaw BRT 

Bradshaw Sidewalk + 
Class II 

Folsom South Canal Class I Trail 
New Alignment South 
of Mather 4 Lanes 

High access limitation on North 
 

Medium access limitation on South 
 

Grade Separation at Elder Creek 

New Alignment 
South of Mather BRT 

LRT-UPRR Class I Trail 

New Alignment 
South of Mather 

Sidewalk + 
Class II Douglas 6 Lanes 

Medium access limitation on both sides 
 

Grade Separation at Sunrise 
Sunrise BRT 

Douglas Sidewalk + 
Class II 

4 

Grant Line 4 Lanes Medium access limitation on both sides White Rock BRT Grant Line  Sidewalk + 
Class II 

Alder Creek Class I Trail 
Rail Trail Class I Trail 

5 White Rock 4 Lanes 

Medium access limitation on North 
 

Medium access limitation on South, 
West of Prairie City 
 

High access limitation on South, East of 
Prairie City 

White Rock  BRT 
White Rock Sidewalk + 

Class II 

White Rock Class I Trail 

6 White Rock  4 Lanes  

Medium access limitation on North 
 

Medium access limitation on South, 
West of Latrobe 
 

High access limitation on South, East of 
Latrobe 

White Rock 
  

BRT 
  White Rock Sidewalk + 

Class II 
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Figure 12. Typical Cross Section � Urban 
These typical cross sections give a general idea of how the main roadway may look. 
The actual features, landscaping, width, and number of travel lanes will vary. 
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Figure 13. Typical Cross Section � Rural 
These typical cross sections give a general idea of how the main roadway may look. 
The actual features, landscaping, width, and number of travel lanes will vary. 
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4.3. Open Space Preservation Concept 
The $15 million for open space and habitat preservation identified in the MTP for 2025 is a 
direct component of the project; normally, this sort of program is treated as project mitigation.  
Mitigation for direct environmental impacts associated with the Connector will be addressed 
separately as part of the NEPA/CEQA process, and will involve coordination with the 
appropriate resource agencies. 
 
Figure ES-6 shows the priority open space protection areas identified by the SAC.  The open 
space priorities presented in Figure ES-6 and Table ES-2 are generally defined.  The map 
identifies areas within which open space preservation efforts should be targeted coordinated with 
the policies, plans and projects of Sacramento County and agencies and organizations active in 
the protection of agriculture, open space, and natural habitat in the region. Portions of these areas 
and the specific features listed in Table ES-2 are already protected by these agencies and 
organizations, but much more action is needed to ensure their permanent protection. 
 
These priority areas are not inherent alternative features of the Connector project in the same 
sense as roadway and transit features. The concept is that the Connector project would include an 
active, funded program for open space protection in conjunction with the transportation 
improvements. This open space program would not be responsible for achieving protection of all 
the priority areas, but would be responsible for protecting a �fair share� of the priority areas to 
mitigate the potential growth-inducing impacts of the transportation improvements consistent 
with EPN statement 13d.  
 
Design of an open space protection program involves determining how funds for open space 
protection will be allocated from the overall Connector project funding and disbursed to the 
agencies and organizations that will acquire, or accept, and manage the land.  
 
In other similar multi-agency regional projects, a Joint Powers Authority (JPA) has been formed 
to determine and administer such mechanisms. Most likely the funding, acquisition, operation, 
and management responsibility for open space would go to the agencies and organizations that 
are already established in open space and park acquisition and management in the Study Area. 
They might be party to a formal agreement with the JPA, though not necessarily a member of the 
JPA.  
 
In addition to working through current, large-scale regional protection, recreation, and non-
motorized transportation projects and programs, a portion of funds from the Connector open 
space program could be allocated to cities, and possibly other agencies and organizations, for 
special projects that would directly or indirectly mitigate the impacts of the Connector.  
 
The Connector project ultimately can be expected to augment, rather than absorb, current open 
space protection, recreation, and non-motorized transportation efforts in the Corridor. In this 
respect an important function of the program would be to coordinate and support the efforts of 
the participants to secure outside funding for their overall efforts through grants and private 
donations. The Connector project�s open space program could provide a significant source of 
local matching funds, providing leverage for securing competitive grant funding. The program 
participants could submit joint multi-purpose applications that would enhance chances for 
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securing grants. Finally, the combined transportation/land use/habitat protection/recreation 
features of the overall project would provide a greater range of potential grant sources.  
 
Open Space Protection Methods 
A key step in defining and evaluating an open space protection program will be to identify the 
needs for and appropriate forms of land protection or acquisition. This would allow the 
preparation of a very general estimate of the cost of land acquisition.  In some cases the 
acquisition of open space may be associated with the acquisition of right-of-way for 
transportation improvements on the same property. In other cases it may be unrelated. The 
following is a summary of acquisition and protection mechanisms, and existing regulatory 
mechanisms that may impact the need for and cost of land acquisition. 
 
Voluntary Methods 
There are instances where a property owner will voluntarily place limits on the development of 
their land, for tax benefit purposes and/or for the benefits to the community and the environment 
that may be afforded. For example, conservation easements, discussed in detail under 
Acquisition Methods below, may be voluntarily created, for example. Voluntary methods are not 
likely to be a significant factor in the Connector open space program, but one common form of 
voluntary protection that may be pertinent is a Williamson Act Contract. Lands in the project 
area that are subject to Williamson Act contacts have a temporary form of protection, which 
could influence the need for and cost of potential acquisition. The California Land Conservation 
Act of 1965--commonly referred to as the Williamson Act--enables local governments to enter 
into contracts with private landowners for the purpose of restricting specific parcels of land to 
agricultural or related open space use. In return, landowners receive property tax assessments 
that are much lower than normal because they are based upon farming and open space uses as 
opposed to full market value. Local governments receive an annual refund of the difference in 
the property tax from the state. The minimum term for a contract is 10 years. The landowner can 
petition to cancel a contract, but to approve a tentative contract cancellation, a county or city 
must make specific findings that are supported by substantial evidence. 
 
Regulatory Methods 
There are many types of regulations enforced on land use and development by different levels of 
government in California. These regulations play a substantial role in the protection of open 
space resources. 

• Cities and counties regulate land use by way of planning, zoning, and subdivision 
controls. 

• State agencies regulate the private use of state land, resources and certain activities of 
statewide significance. 

• Federal agencies have permit authority over activities on federal lands and over certain 
resources.  

Specific regulatory mechanisms are summarized below. 

CEQA:  The most significant categories for the purpose of protecting open space resources are 
Agricultural Resources and Biological Resources. Agricultural Resource impacts typically 
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concern the conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance based on the California Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared 
by the California Department of Conservation.  
CEQA is not a means of permanent protection, except as a mitigation for a project�s impacts, but 
it is a critical means of avoiding or mitigating the impact of development, both direct and 
indirect. In this respect its benefit depends on how diligently the lead agency, commenting 
agencies, and interested parties pursue environmental issues in the project CEQA process or the 
courts.   
 
General Plan Policies:  The general plan must address seven topics (or �elements�): 1) Land 
Use, 2) Circulation, 3) Housing, 4) Conservation, 5) Open Space, 6) Noise, and 7) Safety. The 
General Plan Land Use Element determines land use designations and urban growth boundaries 
that are by law the basis for more specific land use zoning. Sacramento County is currently in the 
process of a minor update of the 1993 General Plan. 
 
Sphere of Influence and Urban Service Boundaries:  Local Agency Formation Commissions 
(LAFCO's) review proposals for the formation of new local governmental agencies and for 
changes in the organization of existing agencies, and regulate the boundary changes proposed by 
other public agencies or individuals. LAFCO's are responsible for preparing a sphere of 
influence for each city and special district within each county. The Commission's efforts are 
directed toward seeing that services are provided efficiently and economically while agricultural 
and open-space lands are protected. Though not necessarily permanent, the Sacramento County 
Urban Services Boundary (USB) is a major factor in directing growth and protecting open space.  
There is no comparable urban services boundary in El Dorado County. 
 
The South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan (SSHCP):  This is a project underway by 
Sacramento County to provide a regional approach to planning urban development, habitat 
conservation and agricultural protection. When adopted the HCP will have the weight of law. 
There is a draft under review, but it may be some time before the plan is resolved and adopted. 
The SSHCP will consolidate environmental efforts to protect and enhance wetlands (primarily 
vernal pools) and upland habitats to provide ecologically viable conservation areas. It will also 
minimize regulatory hurdles and streamline the permitting process for projects that engage in 
development activities. The SSHCP will cover 46 different species of plants and wildlife 
including 11 that are state or federally listed as threatened or endangered. The SSHCP will be an 
agreement between state/federal wildlife and wetland regulators and the County which will allow 
land owners to engage in the "incidental take" of listed species (i.e., to destroy or degrade habitat 
in connection with economic activity) in return for conservation commitments from the County. 
These commitments will be identified prior to adoption of the SSHCP and will be fulfilled using 
funds from a per-acre fee paid by developers to mitigate habitat impacts from new development. 
These fees will be directed to both public and private mitigation sites that provide large-scale 
habitat preservation and limited habitat restoration opportunities. The geographic scope of the 
SSHCP includes the unincorporated County area bounded by Hwy 50 to the north, the 
Sacramento County line to the east and south excluding the Delta, and Interstate 5 to the west. 
Sacramento County is seeking to partner with the incorporated cities of Elk Grove, Rancho 
Cordova and Galt to further advance the regional planning goals of the SSHCP. 
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Zoning and Related Regulations:  Zoning regulations are local ordinances that divide a city or 
county into districts or �zones� for the purpose of regulating the use of land.  Zoning is a tool to 
implement General Plan land use policies and designations, either to specify clear limits, or to 
allow flexibility and incentives to protect open space and other community objectives.  A flaw 
attributed to zoning is that it is often a temporary solution and susceptible to revision in response 
to political, economic or social pressures.  
 
Subdivision Controls:  Subdivision is the division of land into two or more legal parcels.  The 
Subdivision Map Act (Government Code Section 66410 et seq.) sets forth the procedures and 
requirements for approval of subdivisions by local governments.  Subdivisions are approved 
through a lengthy process and a city council or board of supervisors makes final decisions after a 
hearing.  The main objectives of the Subdivision Map Act are to ensure consistency with the 
general plan, to guarantee the adequacy of infrastructure improvements and facilities, and to 
allocate public facility costs.   
 
The subdivision approval process can be an important vehicle for preserving site-specific open 
space by requiring the careful placement of structures, streets and other improvements, and may 
also incorporate design elements, such as open space buffers, setbacks from streams and other 
fragile areas, and the clustering of dwelling units. 
 
Acquisition Methods 
While regulatory methods cannot achieve permanent preservation of open space except in 
conjunction with development, acquisition can be pursued at any time. Acquisition typically 
provides permanent protection, while regulatory protections are subject to potential political 
changes, except when they include some form of acquisition of property rights or restrictions.   
 
Fee Simple Ownership:  The term �fee simple� is used to denote outright ownership of land.  A 
fee simple interest entitles its owner to exercise complete control over the use or final disposition 
of the land, subject to applicable land use regulation, and civil and criminal laws.  It fully 
compensates the landowner and is the most complete means of affecting control and preservation 
of land.  The full title to land and all rights associated with it are purchased, or accepted as a 
donation, at a price equivalent to its value at its "highest and best" use, or fair market value. 
 
Eminent Domain:  Eminent domain is the right of the federal, state or local government to take 
land for public purposes with the payment of just compensation (fair market value) to the 
landowner.  Any such taking, known as condemnation, must be based on demonstration of 
general public benefit and public use such as the provision of parkland or the protection of 
wildlife habitat.  A taking by means of eminent domain can be for the purpose of acquiring either 
the land itself or an easement.  While the property owner(s) may agree to, or even request, the 
taking by the public agency because of certain tax advantages the government action confers 
(known as �friendly condemnation�), procedures involved in a direct taking through eminent 
domain may be adversarial and time consuming and may involve considerable legal process, and 
typically results in payment of a higher price than would have occurred through a willing seller 
transaction. 
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Less Than Fee Interest:   There are situations when outright ownership may not be available or 
necessary to preserve open space on specific parcels.  On land in which the goal is to preserve a 
viewshed or ridgeline, for example, it may be more appropriate and relatively less expensive for 
land to be purchased or held in less than fee interest.  The most common less than fee interest 
methods are conservation easements and purchases of development rights or credits. 
 
Funding/Implementation Methods 
Transfer of Development Rights/Credits (TDR/C) Programs:  Transfer of Development Rights 
(TDRs) allows the transfer of development away from environmentally sensitive areas or 
valuable open space lands.  TDRs provide a mechanism for developers, who benefit financially 
from increased development density, to buy density credits from landowners who are limited in 
their ability to develop their properties.  Purchase of Development Rights (PDR) programs, 
which are usually publicly funded, is the purchase of development rights with out a transfer to 
another site. With either TDR or PDR, easements and/or deed restrictions will be placed on the 
parcel from which the rights are purchased, to ensure permanent protection. It is important to 
note that the donor sites and the receiver sites do not need to be the same size; the transfer 
involves buildable units or square feet rather than developable acres. 
 
Dedications and In-Lieu Fees:  These are requirements by a local government that a developer 
dedicate a negotiated portion of land to public use, such as open space, parks, or streets, as a 
condition of obtaining approval to build.  A dedication may involve either a fee interest or an 
easement interest, and may be granted by designation on a subdivision map (if applicable) or by 
grant deed.  A public agency may also accept fees in lieu of land dedication.  The Quimby Act 
(Government Code Section 66477) authorizes local agencies to require dedication of land, the 
payment of fees in lieu thereof, or a combination of both, for park or recreational purpose as a 
condition to the approval of a final subdivision or parcel map.  The Quimby Act contains a 
specific formula, based on residential density, for calculation by local agencies of the in-lieu fee 
or acreage to be dedicated.   
 
Development Impact Fees:  Development impact fees, also called development fees or exactions, 
are fees levied on the developer of a project to help pay for infrastructure and public amenities 
necessitated by the new development.  While functionally and conceptual similar to dedications 
and in-lieu fees, development impact fees must be used to directly benefit the project, and there 
must be a nexus (direct connection) between the required fee and the new development.  Impact 
fees can come in forms other than monetary and may be applied to off-site improvements (such 
as the Connector project) as well as on-site improvements (roads, sewer lines or parks). 
 
5. Next Steps 
The primary purpose of this study is to provide a source of community input regarding elements 
to consider in developing a formal statement of project purpose and need, and a set of conceptual 
alternatives to include in the alternatives analysis of the environmental review process.  The 
NEPA/404 Memorandum of Understanding provides guidance to facilitate the implementation of 
the federally mandated environmental review and permitting process, the steps in this process are 
briefly outlined below.  While the information presented in this report is a significant step 
towards formally initiating an environmental review process, there are still several steps that 
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must be taken to ensure compliance with federal and state requirements and that the review 
process is fully supported by key stakeholders in the Connector corridor. 
 
5.1. Develop Consensus on the Environmental Approach 
One potential option for implementing the environmental studies is to treat the Connector as a 
series of smaller projects in the corridor that are linked geographically and cumulatively amount 
to a single, large project.  CEQA and NEPA allow for a corridor-level EIR/EIS to assess the 
cumulative effects of the smaller projects.  Implementation of these projects will be the 
responsibility of at least three cities (Elk Grove, Folsom, and Rancho Cordova), two Counties (El 
Dorado, and Sacramento), and four transit districts (El Dorado County, Elk Grove, Folsom, and 
Sacramento RT).  Implementation of the open space features in the project will be the 
responsibility of all the public agencies in the corridor, with significant participation by private 
organizations involved in land preservation and open space.  The specific environmental review 
process, which can move the Connector project forward, and key roles for the project 
implementers, has not yet been discussed. 
 
The environmental review process for the Connector must have a lead agency.  Inasmuch as 
SACOG has recently been the primary advocate for the Connector project, and so many 
individual agencies would be involved in implementation, SACOG is a logical candidate to lead 
the environmental analysis and review.  However, a suitable mechanism for scoping, funding, 
and managing the process must be developed.  One option is to develop a memorandum of 
understanding or common resolution spelling out a general approach that would be adopted by 
all implementing agencies in the Connector corridor. 
 
It is possible that some individual projects within the corridor may have independent utility, 
therefore there may also be more than one independent purpose and need for certain projects 
within the broader corridor.  Agencies that are prepared to commence project-level 
environmental studies for independent projects within the Connector corridor prior to the 
completion of the corridor-level EIR/EIS may do so.  The Connector Project shall in no way 
preclude any other project within the corridor from moving forward as long as the smaller 
projects have logical termini and show independent purpose and need. Agencies will be asked to 
continue to coordinate their activities with SACOG and the other participating agencies as the 
Connector Concept becomes better defined to maintain consistency with local plans and to 
assure that the preferred alignment and features reflect existing conditions and work well within 
the context of each community. 
 
5.2. Consensus on Planning Assumptions and Technical Methods 
Key issues in any environmental analysis are what assumptions about future conditions will be 
used in conjunction with the refinement of alternatives, and how other technical and policy 
issues related to the environmental analysis would be resolved.  These issues are: 
 

• Planning Assumptions:  What horizon year will be used for the analysis?  What 
demographic projections?  What assumptions for transportation improvements outside 
the Connector corridor will be used for the analysis? 

• Technical Methods:  What forecasting tools will be used for evaluating the transportation 
projects? 
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Although resolution of these issues is always complex, it is more so for this project for several 
reasons unique to the Corridor, or to the type of project being analyzed: 
 

• The two new cities in the Connector corridor have either recently completed (City of Elk 
Grove) or recently initiated (City of Rancho Cordova) new General Plans.  The last set of 
regional projections was adopted in 2001, prior to either of these events. 

• SACOG has undertaken the Blueprint process, which links land use and transportation 
policy.  No process for incorporating the SACOG Preferred Blueprint Scenario in an 
environmental document has been established in this region. 

• The Connector project is defined as including both transportation and open space 
elements.  While the methods for defining, analyzing, costing, and comparing 
transportation alternatives are well known and documented (albeit the subject of much 
debate), the methods for open space projects are not as well known or documented. 

• Several key areas in the Connector corridor are in flux from a land use planning 
perspective.  Examples are the potential new sphere of influence for the City of Folsom, 
the Elk Grove urban study area, and the status of the El Dorado County General Plan. 

 
Because of issues like these, more effort will be required to develop consensus on assumptions 
and methods.  

5.3. Preliminary Project Development 
As part of the project development process, prior to commencing the detailed environmental 
studies, the participating local agencies and the federal and state resource agencies shall 
collaborate to reach preliminary agreement on:  

• Purpose and Need 
• Criteria for alternatives selection 
• Project alternatives to be evaluated in the draft EIS/EIR 
• Level of agency involvement and cooperating agency role 

 
This Concept Plan will be useful in the project development phase as a starting point to begin 
discussions of these issues. 
 

5.4. Statement of Purpose and Need 
The statement of purpose and need serves as the basis for establishing the criteria for alternatives 
selection and ultimately the range of alternatives to be evaluated.  For purposes of the EIS/EIR 
the initial purpose and need statement should be general to allow for the consideration of a broad 
range of alternative means to achieve the basic project purpose and need.  The statement of 
purpose and need should not be so narrow as to preclude a reasonable range of alternatives from 
consideration. 
 
The statement of purpose and need will build upon the input received from the stakeholders on 
the Elements of Purpose and Need (Table ES-1). Some of the elements are likely to translate 
neatly into the project purpose section of the statement.  Other elements may be more related to 
project impacts and mitigation measures.  In either case, traceability back to the Elements of 
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Purpose and Need listing will be needed in the development of the statement of purpose and 
need, to ensure that stakeholders� concerns are addressed. 
 
5.5. Alternatives Analysis 
NEPA and CEQA require rigorously exploring and objectively evaluating �all reasonable 
alternatives� that meet the project purpose and need.  The range of alternatives to be considered 
should include at a minimum: 1) alternative ways of meeting the project sponsor�s purpose and 
need at the same location, 2) alternative locations, and 3) the �no action� alternative. 
 
The conceptual alternatives proposed in this report are only to be used as a starting point for 
developing project alternatives to be evaluated in the draft EIS/EIR.  Upon concurrence by the 
local agencies and resource agencies on the statement of purpose and need and criteria for 
alternatives selection, the conceptual alternatives documented in this report will be reevaluated, 
modified, or eliminated and new alternatives may be included to address the statement of 
purpose and need and the requirements of the EIR/EIS process.  
 
In addition to the project alternatives, two "technical" alternatives are required by CEQA and 
NEPA.  One is a "No Action" alternative, which is intended to provide an analysis of conditions 
if no action is taken on the project.  For development projects, or for smaller transportation 
projects, definition of this alternative is relatively straightforward.  Given that the Connector is 
more of a coordinated set of smaller projects undertaken by individual agencies, the �No Action� 
alternative is less clear-cut, since individual agencies could still pursue smaller transportation 
improvements.  The element of coordination, both in project definition and in implementation 
and phasing, would be lost if the Connector project is not pursued.  The second "technical" 
alternative is a "Transportation System Management" or TSM alternative.  This alternative is 
intended to define a low-capital-cost alternative to the Connector project, emphasizing transit 
and management techniques to meet the needs of the corridor. 
 

5.6. Refinement of Open Space Preservation Concept 
Three important steps need to be taken during future environmental analysis and more detailed 
planning for the Connector relative to the open space priorities: 
 

1. Analyze the relative impacts and benefits of transportation conceptual alternatives 
on the open space protection priorities to find the best combination to meet the project 
objectives as stated in the EPN or subsequently refined. The relative impact on resources 
caused by the various alternatives must be determined, as well as the impact of the 
project versus the general impact of regional growth. 

 
2. Define the open space program structure, funding and implementation mechanisms. 

Questions must be answered as to who will administer the program, how the program 
will function, and how much money is needed to address the open space priorities 
attributable to the project. In addition to providing funding, the open space protection 
program may include policy and regulatory measures to help support the program, and 
specifically to deter land speculation in the project area based on anticipated land use 
designation changes, and transportation capacity opportunities. 
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3. Define the specific open space protection plan for the project, including the funding 
necessary to implement it. Based on the best combination of transportation features and 
open space protection features, and the project�s �fair share� responsibility for mitigating 
growth-inducing impacts, the specific land acquisition objectives need to be at least 
generally mapped, quantified and estimated, which will in turn entail determining the 
appropriate method of acquisition or protection. This will involve more thorough review 
of existing open space protection projects and plans in the study area to coordinate them 
with the efforts of the project.  

 
In addition to acquisition costs, a number of factors need to be considered to establish the 
ongoing operation and management cost for protected lands, and determining which agencies or 
organizations will hold title to the property or easements, monitor the property, and manage the 
property and any public use. Endowment of ongoing stewardship is an important feature of any 
open space protection program. 


