
 

 

 
 

Meeting of the Board of Directors 
 
Location:  Rancho Cordova Council Chambers 
   2729 Prospect Park Drive 
   Rancho Cordova, CA 
 
Date:  Friday August 10, 2012, 8:30 am – 10:30 am 
 
Roll Call:   Directors Hume, Knight, Nottoli, Sander, Starsky 
 
Members of the public may comment on any item on the agenda at the time that it is taken up by the Board.  We ask that members of the public 
complete a request to speak form, submit it to the Clerk of the Board, and keep their remarks brief.  If several persons wish to address the Board on a 
single item, the Chair may impose a time limit on individual remarks at the beginning of the discussion. 
 
Public Communications:  Any person wishing to address the Board on any item not on the agenda may do so at this time.  After ten minutes of 
testimony, any additional testimony may be heard following the New Business Items. 
 
1. Executive Director’s Report   
 
Consent Agenda 
  
2. Minutes for June 8, 2012, Board Meeting  

 
3. Update on the Technical, Sustainability, and Stakeholder Committees  

a. Attachment – Staff Report  
 
New Business Items 
 
4. Modification to the Memorandum of Understanding with the South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan (SSHCP) 

a. Attachment – Staff Report 
b. Attachment – Resolution  

 
5. Presentation and Motion:  Plan of Finance – Recommend Option Framework for Additional Study  

a. Attachment – Staff Report 
b. Attachment – Financial Report 

 

6. CLOSED SESSION:  CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL - EXISTING LITIGATION (Government Code §54956.9.) 
 California Clean Energy Committee v. Capital SouthEast Connector Authority 
 Environmental Council of Sacramento v. Capital SouthEast Connector Authority 
 
7. Adjournment 

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



 
 
Capital SouthEast Connector Board of Directors         Item # 1 
               Receive and File 
August 10, 2012              
 
Executive Director’s Report 
 
Issue:  An Executive Director’s report is filed every month on current JPA activities 
 
Recommendation:    Receive and File 
 
Discussion: The following is a brief status report on some of the more significant issues and activities currently being 
pursued by the Connector JPA staff. 
 
 

Administrative 
 

 Staff anticipates the next Board meeting to be September 14th to continue discussion of Plan of Finance 
issues to be presented today. Adjustments to that date may be necessitated by Board member availability. 
Interim reports of Plan of Finance elements are expected to be presented to the Board in September and 
October, with a final plan to be ready for adoption in November/December. 

 

 Improvements to the JPA website continue with weekly “What’s new” postings as well as continuing 
refinements to the project map, news/press page, and events calendar. 

 
Project 

 

 Meetings of the three design guideline advisory committees are proceeding as planned with good 
attendance and involvement. Todys agenda item #3 provides additional details of progress to date. 

 

 General Plan workshops at the member jurisdictions are currently being scheduled for September, as 
needed, in advance of the anticipated request for General Plan Amendments of the Connector alignment 
and designation later this year. 

 

 Advance planning of potential access configurations continue with proponents of the proposed Cordova 
Hills Project.  

 

 Progress continues on the South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan (SSHCP) with our plan partners 
approving consultant contracts for preparation of the EIR for the plan. A regular quarterly update to the 
Board will be scheduled for your September meeting. 

 

 JPA staff continues to coordinate with El Dorado County on the planning of the Silva Valley/US 50 
interchange project. This northern terminus of the Connector Project is in the final stages of design and 
permitting is expected to go out to bid later this Fall.  
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 Fiscal 
 

 Invoices for the FY 2012-13 local contribution of $10K per JPA member have been mailed to the member 
jurisdictions.   To date, payment has been received from three of the member jurisdictions (Sacramento 
County and the cities of Elk Grove and Rancho Cordova).  The JPA appreciates the promptness of their 
responses.     

 

 The final JPA adjusted year-end budget for FY 2011-12 came in at 54% of the total budget.  This is a direct 
result of the measures taken by staff to reduce expenditures where possible.   
 
 

Miscellaneous 
 

 JPA staff participated in the groundbreaking for the Sacramento County Grant Line/White Rock Road 
widening project last month. This project has been coordinated with the JPA to ensure compatability with 
future Connector design configurations. 

 

 Connecter Board visits to the Foothills Toll Authority in Orange County were postposed pending the 
outcome of today’s discussion on potential delivery options for the project.   

 

 The Executive Director provided an update to the Building Industry Association (BIA) on the progress of 
the Connector Project on July 11th.  Approximately 30 members were in attendance. 

 

 Progress continues on the preperation of an Economic Benefit Study for the project by Varshney and 
Associates. Anticipated release is late September, with the results presented to the Board at the first 
available meeting date.   

 
 

Correspondence/Media 
 

 June 5, 2012 – Elk Grove Citizen – Connector board to hire project manager 

 June 12, 2012 – Elk Grove Citizen – Connector toll still considered an option 

 June 28, 2012 – Sacramento Bee – Project to widen White Rock Road in Sacramento County breaks 
ground 

 June 29, 2012 – Sacramento Bee – First step for southeast Sacramento County expressway? 

 July 20, 2012 – Sacramento Bee – Sacramento-area plans advance for SouthEast Connector 
 

 
Respectfully Submitted, 

 
Tom Zlotkowski 
Executive Director 

http://www.egcitizen.com/articles/2012/06/05/news/doc4fce995b4bf0c653300560.txt
http://www.egcitizen.com/articles/2012/06/12/news/doc4fd7d3f347ce6338145967.txt
http://www.sacbee.com/2012/06/28/4596944/project-to-widen-white-rock-road.html
http://www.sacbee.com/2012/06/28/4596944/project-to-widen-white-rock-road.html
http://www.sacbee.com/2012/06/29/4598191/first-step-for-expressway.html
http://www.sacbee.com/2012/07/20/4643685/sacramento-area-plans-advance.html


 

   
Capital SouthEast Connector Board of Directors Item # 2 
 Motion 
 
August 10, 2012 
                       
Action Minutes of the June 8, 2012, Meeting 
 
The Capital SouthEast Connector Authority’s Board of Directors met in regular session on June 8, 2012, in the Rancho 
Cordova Council Chambers, located at 2729 Prospect Park Drive, Rancho Cordova, CA, at 8:30 a.m. 
 
Call to Order:   Director Nottoli called the meeting to order at 8:37 a.m. 
 
Roll Call:  Directors Hume, Nottoli, and Sander were present.   
 
       
  

Executive Director’s Report:  Mr. Tom Zlotkowski, the Executive Director of the Authority, summarized the highlights 
from his Executive Director’s Report, including the status of the following items: the Plan of Finance; the technical, 
sustainability, and stakeholder committee process; an MOU with the Cordova Hills partners; an economic study; and the 
Executive Director’s participation in an Urban Planning League.       
 
 

Consent Agenda  
 
The consent agenda included: (1) approve minutes of the April 27, 2012, meeting; (2) approve revised minutes for 
the March 7, 2012, meeting; (3) adopt budget for FY 2012-13 and approve member jurisdiction contribution; (4) 
authorize Amendment No. 3 with DKS Associates; and (5) approve memorandum of understanding for contribution to 
traffic study.  It was moved by Director Hume, seconded by Director Sander, and passed by unanimous vote that: 
 
THE CAPITAL SOUTHEAST CONNECTOR AUTHORITY BOARD OF DIRECTORS APPROVES THE FOLLOWING 
ITEMS FROM THE CONSENT AGENDA: (1) APPROVE MINUTES OF THE APRIL 27, 2012, MEETING; (2) 
APPROVE REVISED MINUTES FOR THE MARCH 7, 2012, MEETING; (3) ADOPT BUDGET FOR FY 2012-13 AND 
APPROVE MEMBER JURISDICTION CONTRIBUTION; (4) AUTHORIZE AMENDMENT NO. 3 WITH DKS 
ASSOCIATES; AND (5) APPROVE MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING FOR CONTRIBUTION TO TRAFFIC 
STUDY.  
 
 
New Business Items 
 
Nomination and Election of Board Chair and Vice-Chair for FY 2012-13:  Mr. Zlotkowski introduced the 
item.  Director Nottoli suggested that Director Sander serve as Board Chair, and Director Nottoli agreed to 
continue serving in the position of Vice-Chair.   It was moved by Director Hume, seconded by Director Nottoli, 
and passed by unanimous vote that.   
 
THE CAPITAL SOUTHEAST CONNECTOR AUTHORITY BOARD OF DIRECTORS ELECTED DIRECTOR 
SANDER TO SERVE AS BOARD CHAIR AND DIRECTOR NOTTOLI TO SERVE AS VICE-CHAIR. 
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Authorize Executive Director to Execute Contract with Drake Haglan & Associates for Project 
Management Services:  Mr. Zlotkowski presented the staff report.  Following public comment, it was moved by 
Director Sander, seconded by Director Hume, and passed by unanimous vote that.   
  
THE CAPITAL SOUTHEAST CONNECTOR AUTHORITY BOARD OF DIRECTORS AUTHROIZED THE 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO EXECUTE A CONTRACT WITH DRAKE HAGLAN & ASSOCIATES FOR PROJECT 
MANAGEMENT SERVICES. 
 
 
Update on Plan of Finance:  Mr. Zlotkowski presented the staff report.  Another update on the Plan of Finance 
will be scheduled for the August Board meeting.   
 
 
CLOSED SESSION: Conference with Legal Counsel -- California Clean Energy Committee v. Capital 
SouthEast Connector Authority; Environmental Council of Sacramento v. Capital SouthEast Connector 

Authority.  The Board adjourned to closed session at 9:40 a.m. The Board reconvened into open session 
at 10:05 a.m.  No reportable action was taken in closed session.   
 

   
Adjournment:  The meeting adjourned at 10:06 a.m.   
 
 
Approved By:            Attest: 
 
 
______________________________       _____________________________ 
Director Sander            Tom Zlotkowski 
Chairperson             Board Secretary 



 

 

Capital SouthEast Connector Board of Directors           Item # 3 

                             Receive and File 
August 10, 2012 
 
Update on the Technical, Sustainability, and Stakeholder Committees 
 
Issue:   To provide a status update on the progress of the three advisory committees. 
 
Recommendation: Receive and file this update on the progress of the three Design Guideline advisory 
committees and provide feedback as needed.  
 
Discussion:  Following the completion and certification of the Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Report in 
March 2012, the JPA initiated a collaborative effort to further develop the Connector’s Project Design/Functional 
Guidelines, which were crafted in preliminary form in 2011. With your direction and guidance three committees 
were formed, comprised of partner agencies, special interests and community representatives to assist in the 
further development of technical, sustainable, and stakeholder related elements of the guidelines.  
 
These groups are currently engaged on parallel efforts to fine-tune and advise on additional aspects of the 
design/functional guidelines. Each committee, working independently, is scheduled to meet several times in 
facilitated settings between June and November 2012. 
 
A significant element of their focus is on building a foundation for sustainability and community compatibility 
through concepts and best practices that can be applied during the planning, design and construction phases. 
 
Ultimately, the efforts of these three committees will be coordinated and integrated into a robust set of Project 
Design/Functional Guidelines, which will then be presented to your Board in Fall 2012. These Guidelines will be 
used to inform the development of both Project level EIR’s and final design documents once they are initiated. 
 
At this point, our Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and Sustainability Concept Committee (SCC) have met 
twice and are currently scheduled to meet again in September. Our Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) has 
met once with the next meeting set for August 15th. The JPA team very much appreciates the time commitment of 
these participants and the constructive dialogue generated at each meeting. We look forward to continuing this 
collaborative working relationship with each group and presenting their recommendations to you in the coming 
months.  
 
As a reminder, below is a brief description of each committee. 
 
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) 
 
The TAC, which is comprised of jurisdiction staff and agency representatives, is responsible for reviewing the 
design/functional guidelines from a technical and local governance perspective. The TAC is providing valuable 
input and specifications to complete the guidelines for their ultimate presentation to the members’ city councils and 
boards of supervisors. Areas of concentration include: geometric standards, dimensions and clearances, 
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intersection and interchange design, pavement materials/structural sections, access locations/dimensions, 
drainage, lighting, and other related and significant engineering components.  
 
Sustainability Concept Committee (SCC) 
 
The SCC - comprised of interest groups, industry leaders, environmental groups and agencies - is responsible for 
working with JPA staff to develop various sustainable features for the Connector. Sustainability concepts and best 
practices will be integrated into the design/functional guidelines, as appropriate, or they may be established as 
independent features of the Connector. These may include energy efficient lighting, cool pavements, air and noise 
pollution abatement, and ecological connectivity features to keep the area’s natural systems intact, just to name a 
few. 
 
Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) 
 
The SAC is charged with reviewing the Preliminary Design/Functional Guidelines from the perspective of future 
Connector users, focusing on important quality of life elements and the project’s compatibility with communities. 
This committee will look at how the guidelines can provide continuity yet uniqueness in the various segments of the 
Connector without impacting functionality. The SAC is comprised of residents, community leaders, and business 
and interest group leaders. 
 
Once the individual committee work has been completed, the JPA/consultant team will screen mutually exclusive 
or conflicting guidelines while incorporating others into a composite document for presentation to the Project 
Development Team or PDT. The PDT will then forward their recommendations to the JPA Board at your December 
meeting to finalize the guidelines for future use as a part of the General Plan amendment process, currently 
underway in the member jurisdictions or for use in the development of additional environmental or design 
documents. 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted: 

 
Tom Zlotkowski 
Executive Director 
 
 

 



 

 

Capital SouthEast Connector Board of Directors              Item # 4 
                           Resolution 
August 10, 2012 
 
Modification to the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with the South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan 
(SSHCP) 
 
Issue: To approve a request for bridge funding for the SSHCP. 
 
Recommendation:  Approve the attached resolution authorizing the early release of $40,000 for the continued 
preparation of the SSHCP in advance of the identified milestone. 
 
Background:  The SSHCP is a regional effort that will provide development and infrastructure projects with 
streamlined federal and state resource permitting processes by creating a preserve system to protect habitat, open 
space, and agricultural lands.  It will provide conservation and mitigation measures for specific species and habitat 
affected by urban development, public improvement projects, and infrastructure maintenance activities covered under 
the plan.  The SSHCP will mitigate for the loss of habitat by combining conservation and mitigation efforts to create a 
large and interconnected reserve system that will maintain the long-term viability of plant and wildlife species within the 
SSHCP plan area. 

 
The effort is lead by the SSHCP Partners, comprised of the County of Sacramento, Sacramento County Water Agency 
(SCWA), Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District (SRCSD), the Cities of Elk Grove, Galt, and Rancho 
Cordova, and the Capital SouthEast Connector JPA (Connector JPA).  All of the SSHCP Partners have a vested 
interest in, or responsibility for, the covered activities included in the SSHCP and thus will benefit from its adoption and 
implementation.  This group is guiding the efforts to complete the SSHCP and will collectively be responsible for 
implementation of the plan. 

 
The covered activities of interest to the Connector JPA include the advancement of the project by covering future 
construction activities that require federal permits.  As these activities would normally require a United States Army 
Corps of Engineers Section 404 permit, the JPA has a vested interest in ensuring that the SSHCP is completed and 
that the JPA project activities are covered. 
 
In April, 2010, your Board approved an MOA with the SSHCP Partners for the continued development and funding of 
the SSHCP.  The MOA established a formal cost-sharing mechanism to allocate the cost of completing the SSHCP in 
an equitable manner.  The MOA identified the Connector JPA’s fiscal contribution at $500,000 paid on the basis of 
significant milestones to be achieved during the SSHCP development process.  An initial payment was made to the 
SSHCP consistent with the terms of the MOA in November, 2010. A subsequent MOA for FY 2011-12 consistent with 
the original FY 2010 document further defined and tied the payments to specific milestones as follows:  
 

(i) $75,000 shall be paid upon completion of the Draft Programmatic 404 Permit application, and all associated 
documents, and its release to the Plan Participants for internal review; and 
 

(ii) $175,000 shall be paid upon publication of the Notice of Availability, the Draft EIR/EIS, the Draft HCP, and the 
Draft Implementation Agreement. 
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The MOA also provided for the ability to waive one or more of these milestones and make some or all of the JPA 
contributions upon approval of your Board without the necessity of amending the MOA. A future MOA that covers 
beyond FY 2011-12 is currently in development and will be circulated for approval by the SSHCP partners later in this 
fiscal year.  
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Over the last six months the SSHCP Partners have worked closely with state and federal resource agencies and other 
stakeholders to resolve several issues associated with key components of the Plan.  While this effort has taken longer 
than anticipated, significant progress has been made towards the completion of the Plan.  Currently, the SSHCP 
Partners are in the process of preparing several documents associated with the SSHCP, including environmental 
review documents, the Implementing Agreement, and the Aquatic Resources Plan.  However, extended negotiations 
associated with the SSHCP preserve design have caused the completion of the first MOA milestone to be delayed 
beyond the current fiscal year.  In order to ensure sufficient funding for these efforts are available, the SSHCP Partners 
have requested the JPA make partial payment in advance of completing the milestone requirements of the MOA.   
 
The recommended action would provide the Executive Director with the authority to release $40,000 in funds in 
advance of the first milestone currently identified in section 2(c)(i) in the current  MOA.  The Executive Director shall 
make the release on the following conditions: 
 

1. The SSHCP Partners shall provide assurances that early release of funds will be viewed as bridge funding, not 
additional funding.  Accordingly, all bridge funding that is released will reduce the amount to be paid by the 
JPA in any future funding agreements. 
 

2. The SSHCP Partners shall continue to make substantial progress on estimating costs to complete the project 
and updating the MOA prior to any request for release of additional funds in advance of the originally 
negotiated thresholds. 

 
It is recommended that your Board adopt the attached Resolution authorizing the Executive Director to make an early 
contribution of $40,000, in advance of the first milestone, for the continued development of the SSHCP. 

 
 

Respectfully Submitted: 

 
Tom Zlotkowski 
Executive Direct 



 
            Item # 4 
            Attachment 

 
RESOLUTION NO. 2012-20 

 
RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
OF THE CAPITAL SOUTHEAST CONNECTOR  

AUTHORITY AUTHORIZING THE EARLY RELEASE OF $40,000 FOR  
THE CONTINUED PREPARATION OF THE SOUTH SACRAMENTO HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN 

 
 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Directors (“Board”) of the Capital SouthEast Connector Authority that the 
Executive Director is hereby authorized to release a payment of $40,000 for the continued preparation of the SSHCP in 
advance of the identified milestone.  The payment of these funds shall reduce the amount to be paid by the JPA at the 
completion of the first milestone.  

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

* * * * * 
 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 10th day of August, 2012, by the following vote: 
 
 AYES: 
 
 NOES: 
 
 ABSENT: 
 
 
 
            
     Chairperson 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
      
Secretary 

 
 
 



 

 

Capital SouthEast Connector Board of Directors         Item # 5 

                           Presentation & Motion 
August 10, 2012 

 
Plan of Finance – Discussion of delivery and project scope options  
 
Issue:  To present to the Board a summary of the various project scope and associated delivery options for the 
Connector Project as part of the development of the overall Plan of Finance. 
 
Recommendation: Hear a staff presentation of selected scope and delivery options; accept the attached Plan 
of Finance Update, and direct staff to return next month with corresponding revenue options for the scenarios 
selected for further study. 
 
Background: In March, 2011, your Board heard a status report on the project Plan of Finance. In that report, 
staff indicated that the first stage of the Plan of Finance would be presented to the Board in Fall of 2011. The 
JPA Financial Advisor, KPMG, divided their work into stages in order to provide the JPA options in pursuit of 
various delivery strategies. In doing so, it allowed the deliverables from each phase of the Plan of Finance to 
assist in the selection of an overall phasing strategy based on opportunities available in various segments 
and/or geographic locations within the Connector alignment. This phasing approach also assured that a 
subsequent phase of work on the overall Plan of Finance would not commence without a thorough examination 
of the critical assumptions and conclusions of previous ones. 
 
As was reported in March, this first phase of work on the plan was extensive, not only with regard to the 
development of possible financing mechanisms to compliment and support the funds already anticipated for 
use on the project, but due to the need to provide a concise and accurate project cost. This project cost 
estimate was complicated by a number of factors that included but were not limited to; the parallel process 
underway by the JPA to select a route alternative and options; the timing and extent of various critical project 
components; the expected project construction duration; the estimated cost of project mitigation measures; and 
the proposed project delivery mechanism.  
 
In order to best inform the development of the financial model, the project was broken into five segments and 
the capital project costs were estimated by the environmental consultant team based on input from the JPA.  
The five segment limits were based on several factors that included geographic and jurisdictional boundaries, 
adjacent community characteristics, projected traffic demand, and potential financing opportunities. Those 
segments, as presented to the Board in March 2011, moving from southwest to northeast are as follows: 
 

 I-5 to SR 99 along the general alignment of Kammerer Road 

 SR 99 to Bond Road along existing Grant Line Road 

 Bond Road to Calvine Road along existing Grant Line Road 

 Calvine Road to the Sacramento/El Dorado County line along existing  Grant Line Road                          
and White Rock Road (with a re-aligned section west of Prairie City Road) 

 Sacramento/El Dorado County line to the future Silva Valley interchange along existing White Rock 
Road 
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Once initial costs were estimated, three alternative scenarios were identified that would provide the best 
opportunity for the introduction of new revenue to assist in overall project delivery. The three scenarios included 
two isolated tolling sections for the segments between I-5 to SR-99 and from Calvine Road to the County line. 
The third scenario was included to estimate the added demand and revenue that would be generated if all five 
segments of the project could be delivered at the same time. While this scenario was considered highly unlikely 
due to financial reasons, it did provide an estimate of the full future demand potential for the analyzed toll 
sections at project build-out.  
  
As reported out in March, 2011 a significant construction cost subsidy requirement remained after consideration 
of the estimated toll revenues from this initial exercise for the two potential toll segments.  Even though these 
initial model runs did not produce the desired results, staff felt there was enough room in the construction cost 
estimate to reduce project costs and still maintain the needed benefits within the two segments that would 
make them viable as toll sections.  
 
In December, 2011 the financial advisor KPMG presented an Initial Financial Analysis to the Board based on 
direction previously received. Once the initial project costs were found excessive to support a toll inclusive 
financing model, staff sought out consultation with an engineering firm with experience in design-build 
estimating. Since design-build delivery mechanisms had proven extremely successful in reducing overall 
project costs by up to 40%, staff felt confident that such a delivery model could have significant positive effect 
on segment financing. In addition to a more in-depth review of the proposed delivery method, other significant 
capital costs were further examined based on recent statewide construction contracts that included; major unit 
cost items for commensurate roadway construction; right-of-way costs, given recent adjustments in land prices; 
miscellaneous costs for mobilization, contingencies, mitigation, and tolling assets. In addition, staff 
downgraded/delayed the initial construction of some significant improvements when possible and inserted them 
into the plan in later years. This cost estimate represents a significant decrease from the costs originally 
developed in 2010 and used in the earlier analysis presented in March, 2011. While both these figures exclude 
both toll asset and right-of-way engineering and support costs, they provide an equitable comparison of the 
range of possible capital cost variations that had to be accounted for as the Plan of Finance advanced.   
 
Consistent with previous direction with regard to tolling alternatives, the Board directed KPMG to continue to 
explore scope scenarios that included tolling but not to rely exclusively on them in the development of future 
delivery options. Staff also felt that it was essential to provide the Board with information on the comparative 
delivery of a series of projects that would be constructed by the member jurisdictions in the event that no 
Connector Project is realized. Given those overall parameters, staff has now developed a series of delivery 
options that best incorporates not only tolling and non-tolling project scenarios but also attempts to replicate the 
delivery of a substitute project to the Connector under more traditional, local funding and construction practices. 
 
Discussion: Based on Board direction from the previous two presentations in March and December, 2011, 
three scope scenarios and combination with eight delivery options were chosen for further examination. The 
three scope scenarios are as follows: 
 
S1.  Do Nothing:  The Do Nothing Scope represents the General Plan buildout of the entire corridor 

according to the member jurisdictions individual General Plans as an alternative to the 
construction of the Connector. This Scenario was studied to better understand the 
costs and impacts associated with the General Plan build-out. 
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S2. Non-Tolling:     The Non-Tolling Scope represents a project with 14 interchanges that meets the short-
term needs of the community (i.e. congestion relief, enhanced regional mobility) to a 
certain year after completion of the project. This project is expected to provide an 
acceptable level of service for 10 to 15 years after completion. Construction of all the 
listed facilities is expected as part of a single construction contract delivered over a 
four year period. 

S3. Tolling:  The Tolled Scope represents a project with 21 interchanges with limited access for a 
more efficient corridor that meets the long-term needs of the community.  This 
represents the minimum project needed for tolling to be realized as an additional 
revenue source since access limitation and free flow conditions are required from 
project inception. Construction of all the listed facilities is expected as part of a single 
construction contract delivered over a five year period. 

With these three cost scenarios fully developed in both nominal (2011), as well as YOE (year of expenditure) 
dollars, a number of potential delivery options were selected for analysis that would provide a more refined 
estimate of the actual costs attributed to the delivery of the project through a particular mechanism. The 
delivery options selected by staff in consultation with the financial advisor represent the best possible range of 
available delivery mechanism for a project the size and character of the Connector Project. They are listed 
below with their corresponding scope scenario listed. 

Scope 
Scenario 

Delivery 
Options 

Description of Delivery Mechanism 

S1 1 Do Nothing Design-Bid-Build  

S2 

2 Accelerated Design-Build of entire corridor (No Tolling) 

3 Accelerated Design-Build-Finance (No Tolling) 

S3 

4 Accelerated Design-Build (With Tolling for Segments A & D)  

4A Accelerated Design-Build (With Tolling for Segment A only)  

5 Availability Payment Design-Build (With Tolling for Segments A & D)  

5A Availability Payment Design-Build (With Tolling for Segment A only) 

6 Tolled Concession (With Tolling for Segments A & D)  

 6A Tolled Concession (With Tolling for Segment A only) 
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Since Scope Scenario S2 envisions the delivery of the project as a single design-bid contract delivered in 
stages over a concentrated and continuous construction period, there has been no provision at this time for 
reducing the scope and delivering elements of the project as subsequent projects only when required for level 
of service considerations. Scope Scenario S3 is limited to a full scope project, as previously mentioned, by its 
very nature as a toll facility. 

As the attached Table 1 indicates, the results of the analysis confirm the efficiency of the design build concept 
through project acceleration regardless of scope and financing mechanism. This is best demonstrated by the 
significant increase in total construction costs associated with #1 “Do Nothing” Design-Bid-Build over the 
others. In addition to the cost savings realized by the design-build process, the full general plan build-out of the 
corridor still does not provide the same level of service as the Connector Project. Therefore, adjustments to the 
project were made to provide the best comparison possible by adding segment lanes, widened intersections, 
and construction of two interchanges as indicated in the attached report. The extended project delivery date of 
2035 adds significantly to the cost of this option. 

Table 1 of this staff report was developed primarily to demonstrate the impact that tolling has on project 
revenue and it does not provide any additional revenue detail on existing or proposed revenue. The existing 
Measure A funds are not accounted for in this table as part of the “Funding Gap” nor are other expected 
Federal, State and Local funds. A discussion of revenue sources, either existing or proposed, will be included in 
the next iteration of this report once the Board discusses Delivery Options and provides direction to staff on any 
number of options to pursue further.  

The following conclusions that can be drawn from this table include: 

 The #1 “Do Nothing” option is the most costly and extended option available to deliver a pro ject with a 
minimum Level of Service (D), of all the scenarios analyzed. Based primarily on these issues, the 
Board should reject this delivery option as meeting the stated goals of the project and Plan of Finance. 

 The #2 Design-Build option without tolling has a four year delivery period that greatly reduces the 
overall year of expenditure costs of the project but still requires significant revenues of $644M for 
construction of project scope S2.  

 The #3 Design-Build-Finance option is not practical for several reasons including the expense of 
private financing over a concentrated period of time during construction resulting in a significantly 
higher funding shortfall. This option is not recommended for further analysis.  

 The #4 Design-Build option with tolling increases construction costs considerably over option #2 
Design-Build due to additional time of construction, additional project scope for a full project,  and 
expenses associated with tolling assets. 

 The #4 Design-Build option with tolling results in a significant surplus over the life of a 50-year contract 
and includes all maintenance and life cycle costs not factored into options #1, 2, or 3.  The JPA would 
bear the cost of toll collection; implement toll policy and the risk in toll revenues falling short of forecast. 

 The #5 Design-Build (P3) option with availability payments as defined in the report has a significantly 
higher funding shortfall than the other tolling options since it relies less on toll revenues than other P3 
options and carries significantly higher financing costs. However, this option only has a contract life of 
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30 years as opposed to 50 years for options #4 and #6 and it is the only full scope option that does not 
require a funding subsidy during construction. 

 The #6 Tolled Concession (P3) option reduces the overall funding gap modestly over the other tolling 
option #4 and is within reach of the available known funding of the Connector Project.  The JPA would 
transfer tolling operations and revenue collection for Segments A and D to the concessionaire, as well 
as the risk in toll revenues falling short of forecast. 

 The #6 Tolled Concession (P3) option has a 50 year contract period that generates the most toll 
revenue of any option. 

 The tolling options for Segment A Only produce mixed results with regard to the funding gap/surplus 
and relieves that segment of maintenance and lifecycle costs for the life of the contract. 

 The #4A Segment Design-Build with tolling results in a long term funding surplus but requires the 
highest construction subsidy of the three “Segment A Only” options. 

 The #5A Tolling option requires no funding subsidy during construction but results in the highest long 
term funding shortfall. 

 The #6A Tolling option falls in between #4A and #5A both in terms of a construction subsidy and long 
term funding shortfall. This option is not recommended for further analysis, however, since its limited 
scope is not conducive to a concession type arrangement.  

The results of the analysis vary significantly based on anticipated revenue and term of contract. While design-
build option #2 leaves a considerable funding gap that requires significant short term revenues ($644M) over 
the four year life of construction, it is considered the most efficient and straight forward project delivery option. If 
public financing were to be introduced into this option and supported by low cost financing though municipal 
bonds or the Federal TIFIA program, such a program might be supportable over a much shorter term than 
those associated with any of the tolling options. It should be noted that this option only addresses capital 
construction costs and not ongoing Maintenance & Operations or lifecycle costs. Those subsequent costs 
would need to be supported by traditional local transportation budgets or an ongoing dedicated fund yet to be 
developed. 

The three options that included tolling as part of a future revenue stream (#4, 5, & 6) all include the ongoing 
costs of both operations & maintenance as well as lifecycle costs in order to maximize the potential for facility 
usage and associated revenue. The JPA or member jurisdictions would not be required to provide additional 
ongoing revenues for these activities. All three of these options present some degree of attraction from a 
financial perspective that justifies further inspection and analysis. 

Recommendations/Next Steps: The overall goal of this phase of the Plan of Finance was to match 
prospective delivery options with detailed scope scenarios to refine the potential list of finance options with a 
focus on the feasibility of design-build and P3 variations. Based on the expenditure analysis and gap funding 
requirements of the various delivery options, there is an indication that tolling can provide assistance in closing 
the anticipated funding gap to a varying degree. Since this current version of the Plan of Finance does not 
include a thorough examination of possible future resources, several delivery options should be retained to 
provide flexibility.  
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While it is possible to include all of the listed delivery options in this report for additional analysis and 
refinement, it would not be worthwhile to continue to investigate options that provide less service at a greater 
expense, regardless of the term of overall delivery. It should be noted that all of the options will require an 
introduction of additional revenues beyond that already allocated to the project in order to satisfy the future 
demands of the corridor.  Delaying a decision on a delivery strategy will only exacerbate that shortfall and 
reduce the effectiveness of work already performed on this analysis.  

At this time, it is recommended that the Board accept the Plan of Finance Update dated August 10, 2012, and 
direct staff to pursue Delivery Options #2, 4, 5, and 6, as well as the Segment #4A and #5A Toll only options for 
additional examination of Construction Subsidy and Gap Closure revenues and report back in October, 2012 
with added information for further discussion and refinement. It is also recommended that the Board direct staff 
to no longer consider Option #3 (Design-Build-Finance) and #6A, and strongly discourage the JPA member 
jurisdictions from pursuing Delivery Option #1, since the overall cost, duration, and level of service are less 
beneficial than the others indicated.  

 
Respectfully Submitted: 

 
Tom Zlotkowski 
Executive Director 
 
 



 

 

 

Construction 

Costs 

(2011 $)

# 1 :  “Do Nothing” Design-

Bid-Build 
 $              550  $          1,430 

Not 

Included
N/A  $      1,430  $           -    $          1,430  $          1,430 N/A 2035

# 2:   Design-Build without 

Tolling
 $              463  $             644 

Not 

Included
N/A  $         644  $           -    $             644  $             644 4

# 3:  Design-Build-Finance  $              463  $             644 
Not 

Included
$248  $         892  $           -    $             892  $             892 7

#4: Design-Build with Tolling  $              601  $             836  $      1,866  $       1,257  $      3,959  $    (7,385)  $             510  $        (3,426) 50

# 5:  Availability Payment 

with Tolling (P3) (30 Years)
 $              601  $             760  $         948  $       2,360  $      4,068  $    (2,927)  $                -    $          1,141 30

# 6: Tolled Concession (P3)  $              601  $             760  $      1,624  $       7,543  $      9,927  $    (9,600)  $             327  $             327 50

# 4A:  Segment A Toll Only  $             223  $         440  $          336  $         999  $    (1,458)  $             131  $           (459) 30

# 5A:  Segment A Toll Only  $             203  $         214  $          549  $         966  $       (644)  $                -    $             322 30

# 6A:  Segment A Toll Only  $             203  $         375  $       1,395  $      1,973  $    (1,895)  $               78  $               78 50

1.  YOE = Year of Expenditure

2.  To demonstrate the benefit of one option over another a net present value assessment is completed as part of a risk adjusted value for money exercise.

3.  Options are not directly comparable based on different analyses terms and potential contract terms.

4.  At this time the outputs provide an order of magnitude of the current affordability for each option.

Scenario S1: - “Do Nothing”

Scenario S2: - Design Build Without Tolling

2017

Scenario S3: - Design-Build with Tolling

Delivery Option

 (all values in millions)

Funds During Contract Duration (YOE)1
Revenue 

from 

Tolling 

Only 
Total 

Construction 

Cost

O&M and 

Lifecycle

Financing 

Costs

Total use 

of Funds

2018

Other Scenarios with Tolling Segment A Only

2018

Funding 

Shortfall/ 

(Surplus) 

over the 

term

Construction 

subsidy 

requirement

Contract 

Length 

(Years)

Delivery/ 

Completion  

Year

 
 

Table 1 
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Introduction/Executive Summary 

Purpose of Study: 

The purpose of this memorandum is to present more refined project alternatives with a 
draft assessment of the financial feasibility of the project, including capital costs and 
delivery options available. This study does not include a revenue analysis or revenue 
sources, other than a preliminary assessment of tolling revenue. 

Three project scope scenarios were defined and carried forward in order to ascertain 
the financial feasibility of these scenarios, as well as the impacts of industry standard 
delivery methods (i.e. design-bid-build, design-build, tolled vs. non-tolled).  The results 
of this analysis are presented in this executive summary. 

The Authority's stated objective for the project is to provide the region with an improved 
level of mobility by relieving congestion on major area roadways, and by providing a 
more direct and efficient route between key destinations. Delivery options included in 
the analysis were then selected within the frame work of these corridor objectives. 
 

 Defining an achievable option 

 Seeking to achieve a cost effective use of public funds 

 Meeting the corridor needs and those of the local jurisdictions 

Based on these inputs, several options were selected for the analysis including: a "Do 
Nothing" approach based on the project implementation as planned in the current local 
General Plans; an accelerated approach using Design-Build; the inclusion of tolling; and 
finally the use of public private partnerships (P3s) for project delivery. 
 

Definition of Project Scope Scenarios and Delivery Options: 

The following three scope scenarios were explored in this interim report, which are 
summarized in the table that follows and described in detail in the report. 

S1. Do Nothing:  The Do Nothing Scope represents the General Plan build-out of 
the entire corridor according to the member jurisdictions 
individual General Plans. This Scenario was studied to better 
understand the costs and impacts associated with the General 
Plan buildout. 

S2. Non-Tolling: The Non-Tolling Scope represents a project with 14 interchanges 
that meets the short-term needs of the community (i.e. 
congestion relief, enhanced regional mobility) to a certain year 
after completion of the project. This project is expected to 
provide an acceptable level of service for 10 to 15 years after 
completion. 

S3. Tolling:  The tolled scope represents a project with 21 interchanges with 
limited access for a more efficient corridor that meets the long-
term needs of the community.  This represents the full project 
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needed for tolling to realize the additional revenue source 
through tolling. 

Scope 

Scenario  

Description 

S1: “ Do Nothing”   Full General Plan build-out, modified to provide a minimum Level of Service 

(LOS) D.  This assumes a local agency design-bid-build delivery with 49 

traffic signals, two of which would be upgraded to interchanges to 

maintain a minimum LOS D. 

 The facility is primarily a 6-lane corridor w ith an 8-lane segment 

from Lent Ranch Parkway to Bradshaw Road and a 4-lane segment 

from Scott Road to Latrobe Road 

 The build-out would occur intermittently over 22 years as revenues 

accrue and will result in a much lesser performing facility than any 

other scenarios 

S2:  Non-Tolling  Design-Build of entire corridor, 25 traffic signals, 14 interchanges, 

collaboratively developed scope. 

 The facility is primarily a 4-lane corridor expanding to 8 lanes at 

State Route 99 and 6 lanes at Hwy 50 

 Construction will occur over 4 continuous years starting in 2014 (for 

analysis purposes) 

S3:  Tolling  Design-Build of corridor segments with tolling utilized for various 

segments, 25 traffic signals, 21 interchanges.  

 The facility is primarily a 4-lane corridor expanding to 8 lanes at 

State Route 99 and 6 lanes at Hwy 50 

 Construction  w ill occur over 5 continuous years 

 Additional revenue realized from tolling starting in 2014 (for analysis 

purposes) 

 

Overview of Delivery Options 

With the Scope Scenarios defined, a preliminary financial analysis was then conducted 
to determine the net cost of delivering each option to be presented in both present day 
dollars and year of expenditure dollars.  The options analysis was structured to answer 
specific questions to inform the Authority in its decision making process for the project.  
These questions included: 

• What is the potential cost of deferring the project delivery? 
• What are the potential benefits of accelerating the project delivery? 
• What is the potential impact of tolling? 
• What is the potential impact of pursuing alternative delivery options (P3s)? 
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The following eight (8) delivery options were analyzed for the three scope scenarios:   

Scope 

Scenario 

Delivery 

Options 

Description 

S1 1 Do Nothing Design-Bid-Build  

S2 

2 Accelerated Design-Build of entire corridor (No Tolling) 

3 Accelerated Design-Build-Finance (No Tolling) 

S3 

4 Accelerated Design-Build (With Tolling for Segments A & D)  

4A Accelerated Design-Build (With Tolling for Segment A only)  

5 Availability Payment
1
(With Tolling for Segments A & D)  

5A Accelerated Design-Build (With Tolling for Segment A only) 

6 Tolled Concession (With Tolling for Segments A & D)  

6A Accelerated Design-Build (With Tolling for Segment A only) 

1. Availability Payments are a means of compensating a private concessionaire for its responsibility to design, construct, 
operate, and/or maintain a tolled or non-tolled roadway for a set period of time. For a tolled facility the project sponsor 
retains the underlying revenue risk associated with the toll facility rather than the private partner. 

Summary of Results  

The first step in the analysis was to confirm the “value” associated with accelerating the 
project delivery.  A quick analysis of the “Do Nothing” scenario identified that for every 
1% increase in expected construction cost inflation, the total cost of construction 
under the Do Nothing increases by approximately 18%.  The risk of cost overruns 
as a result of future uncertainty in terms of pricing forecasts and inflation directed the 
analysis to explore the possibility for accelerated options of project delivery.  Comparing 
an accelerated delivery option (Design-Build) construction cost with that of the Do 
Nothing approach indicates the potential for total nominal cost reduction of 
approximately $780M due to acceleration. 
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The results of the analysis are shown in the following table:   

 

Construction 

Costs 

(2011 $)

# 1 :  “Do Nothing” Design-

Bid-Build 
 $              550  $          1,430 

Not 

Included
N/A  $      1,430  $           -    $          1,430  $          1,430 N/A 2035

# 2:   Design-Build without 

Tolling
 $              463  $             644 

Not 

Included
N/A  $         644  $           -    $             644  $             644 4

# 3:  Design-Build-Finance  $              463  $             644 
Not 

Included
$248  $         892  $           -    $             892  $             892 7

#4: Design-Build with Tolling  $              601  $             836  $      1,866  $       1,257  $      3,959  $    (7,385)  $             510  $        (3,426) 50

# 5:  Availability Payment 

with Tolling (P3) (30 Years)
 $              601  $             760  $         948  $       2,360  $      4,068  $    (2,927)  $                -    $          1,141 30

# 6: Tolled Concession (P3)  $              601  $             760  $      1,624  $       7,543  $      9,927  $    (9,600)  $             327  $             327 50

# 4A:  Segment A Toll Only  $             223  $         440  $          336  $         999  $    (1,458)  $             131  $           (459) 30

# 5A:  Segment A Toll Only  $             203  $         214  $          549  $         966  $       (644)  $                -    $             322 30

# 6A:  Segment A Toll Only  $             203  $         375  $       1,395  $      1,973  $    (1,895)  $               78  $               78 50

2018

Other Scenarios with Tolling Segment A Only

2018

Funding 

Shortfall/ 

(Surplus) 

over the 

term

Construction 

subsidy 

requirement

Contract 

Length 

(Years)

Delivery/ 

Completion  

Year

1.  YOE = Year of Expenditure

2.  To demonstrate the benefit of one option over another a net present value assessment is completed as part of a risk adjusted value for money exercise.

3.  Options are not directly comparable based on different analyses terms and potential contract terms.

4.  At this time the outputs provide an order of magnitude of the current affordability for each option.

Scenario S1: - “Do Nothing”

Scenario S2: - Design Build Without Tolling

2017

Scenario S3: - Design-Build with Tolling

Delivery Option

 (all values in millions)

Funds During Contract Duration (YOE)1
Revenue 

from 

Tolling 

Only 

(YOE)

Total 

Construction 

Cost

O&M and 

Lifecycle

Financing 

Costs

Total use 

of Funds

 

Based on the analysis, and the estimations for cost and revenue: 

• The #1 “Do Nothing” option is the most costly and extended option available to 
deliver a project with a minimum Level of Service (D), and should be avoided if at 
all possible 

• The acceleration of project delivery reduces the total project cost by 
approximately $400 to $600 million 

• In addition, the acceleration of project delivery has the capacity to offer additional 
advantages to the JPA, Caltrans, and the traveling public that are not captured in 
a purely quantitative analysis 

o Drivers are likely to experience significant relief in traffic congestion and 
travel time on all local and state routes 

o Both the construction of the project and the increased mobility as a result 
of the project could generate jobs and spur economic activity in the region 

o Greater mobility could also create more opportunities for regional 
development 

o All these factors have the potential to induce long-term economic growth 

• The #2 Design-Build option without tolling has a four year delivery period that 
greatly reduces the overall year of expenditure costs of the project but still 
requires significant revenues of $644M for construction of project scope S2  
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• The #3 Design-Build-Finance option is not practical for several reasons 
including the expense of private financing over a concentrated period of time 
during construction 

• The #4 Design-Build option with tolling increases construction costs 
considerably over option #2 due to additional time of construction, additional 
project scope for a full project,  and expenses associated with tolling assets 

• The #4 Design-Build option with tolling results in a significant surplus over the 
life of a 50-year contract and includes all maintenance and life cycle costs not 
factored into options #1, 2, or 3.  The JPA would bear the cost of toll 
collection, implement toll policy and the risk in toll revenues falling short of 
forecast 

• The #5 Design-Build (P3) option with availability payments as defined in the 
report is significantly more expensive to deliver since it relies less on toll 
revenues than other tolling options and carries significantly higher financing 
costs. However, this option only has a contract life of 30 years as opposed to 
50 years for options #4 and #6 

• The #5 Design-Build (P3) option with availability payments is the only full 
scope option that does not require a funding subsidy during construction 

• The #6 Tolled Concession (P3) option reduces the overall funding gap 
modestly and is within the available known funding of the Connector Project.  
The JPA would transfer tolling operations and revenue collection for 
Segments A and D to the concessionaire, as well as the risk in toll revenues 
falling short of forecast. 

• The #6 Tolled Concession (P3) option has a 50-year contract period that 
generates the most toll revenue of any option 

• The tolling options for Segment A Only produce mixed results with regard to 
the funding gap/surplus and relieves that segment of maintenance and 
lifecycle costs for the life of the contract 

• The #4A tolling options for Design-Build with tolling results in a long term 
funding surplus but requires the highest construction subsidy of the three 
"Segment A Only" options. 

• The #5A Tolling option requires no funding subsidy during construction but 
results in the highest long term funding shortfall. 

• The #6A Tolling option falls in between #4A and #5A both in terms of a 
construction subsidy and long term funding shortfall. 
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Recommendations/Next Steps 

1. The Board direct staff to reject Delivery Option #1, since the overall cost, 
duration, and level of service are less beneficial than the others indicated. 

2. The Board direct staff to pursue Delivery Option #2, Design-Build-Finance, for 
additional examination of Gap Closure revenues and report back in October, 
2012 with added information for further discussion and refinement. 

3. The Board direct staff to no longer consider Delivery Option #3, Design-Build-
Finance, since it is not practical for several reasons including the expense of 
private financing over a concentrated period of time during construction.  

4. The Board direct staff to pursue tolling (Options #4, #5, and #6) for additional 
examination of Gap Closure revenues and report back in October, 2012 with 
added information for further discussion and refinement.   

5. The Board direct staff to pursue Delivery Options #4A, Design-Build with Tolling 
Segment A Only, and #5A, Availability Payment with Tolling Segment A Only,  
and no longer consider Delivery Option #6A, Tolled Concession (P3), Segment A 
Only. 
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Technical Memorandum 
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Project Scope 

The Connector Project is a planned development for a local regional corridor connecting 
the I-5 and the US-50.  The Connector Project study area is generally bounded by I-5 
on the west, the Urban Services Boundary and Kammerer Road on the south, Grant 
Line and White Rock Roads on the east, and U.S. 50 on the north. Within 
unincorporated Sacramento County, the corridor passes through the Franklin-Laguna, 
Vineyard, and Cosumnes communities. Within unincorporated El Dorado County, the 
corridor is located in the El Dorado Hills community. 

 

Figure 1: Corridor overview 
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Approach to Segmentation 

For the analysis of the delivery approach and initial development activities for the 
project, the project has been divided into 5 segments. The segmentation approach was 
mainly driven by facility type and by existing barriers, such as major freeways. 

Table 1 – Segment Description 

 Segment  Location  Lane miles  Local Jurisdiction 

A  Kammerer Road  I-5 to State Route 99  22.2 Sacramento County 

B  Bond Road  State Route 99 to 

Bond Road  

21.2 Elk Grove, Sacramento County 

C  Sheldon  Bond Road to Calvine 

Road  

10.9 Elk Grove, Sacramento County 

D  Expressway  Calvine Road to El 

Dorado County line  

72.3 Rancho Cordova, Sacramento County, 

Folsom 

E  El Dorado  County line to US-50  8.7 Folsom, El Dorado County.  

General Definition of Various Delivery Options 

To assist the Authority in meeting the objectives for the project, several delivery options 
have been considered in the analysis.  The delivery options include both traditional and 
Public-Private Partnerships (P3) and are described below: 
 

A P3 is a contractual arrangement between a public agency and a private sector 
entity structured to meet the need of the public by: 
 

 Optimizing the skills and assets of each sector (public and private) in delivering a 

service or facility for the use of the general public; and 

 Allocating the risks in the delivery of the service and/or facility to the parties best 

able to manage them. 

Several delivery options exist and are represented in Figure 2 and are described in 
the bullet points below: 

 DBB - Design-Bid-Build: the public authority completes separate procurements 

for the design and construction of the project.  Long term operations and 

maintenance remain the responsibility of the public authority 

 DB – Design-Build: a private contractor designs and builds the project, while the 

public authority operates, maintains, and finances 

 DBF – Design-Build-Finance: a private contractor designs, builds and finances 

the project while the public authority operates and maintains 
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 DBFOM – Design-Build-Finance-Operate-Maintain: a private contractor designs, 

builds, finances, operates and maintains the project 

 Concession: a private contractor designs, builds, finances, operates and 

maintains the project and also collects the revenue from users of the project 

 Availability Payments: A means of compensating a private concessionaire for its 

responsibility to design, construct, operate, and/or maintain a tolled or non-

tolled roadway for a set period of time. For a tolled facility the project sponsor 

retains the underlying revenue risk associated with the toll facility rather than 

the private partner 

Note that in all P3 business models, the full ownership reverts back to the public at 
the end of the term.  Control of the asset is maintained by the public through the 
partnering approach and project agreement. 

Design Construction
Operations/ 
maintenance

Finance Revenue

Design-bid-build
    

Design-build 
    

Design-build-finance
    

Design-build-finance 
operate/maintain
(availability payment)

    

Design-build-finance 
operate/maintain
(toll concession)

    

Key:  Risk retained by Public Sector 

 Risk transferred to Private Sector  
Figure 2. Risk Transfer variation by delivery option 

Scope Scenarios and Delivery Options used in the Analysis 

The following three scope scenarios were explored in this interim report, which are 
summarized in the table that follows, 

S1. Do Nothing:  The Do Nothing Scope represents the General Plan build-out of 
the entire corridor according to the member jurisdictions 
individual General Plans. This Scenario was studied to better 
understand the costs and impacts associated with the General 
Plan build-out. 

S2. Non-Tolling:  The Non-Tolling Scope represents a project with 14 
interchanges that meets the short-term needs of the community 
(i.e. congestion relief, enhanced regional mobility) to a certain 
year after completion of the project. This project is expected to 
provide an acceptable level of service for 10 to 15 years after 
completion. 

S3. Tolling:  The tolled scope represents a project with 21 interchanges with 
limited access for a more efficient corridor that meets the long-
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term needs of the community.  This represents the full project 
needed for tolling to realize the additional revenue source 
through tolling. 

Delivery options for the analysis as detailed in the previous section are summarized as 

follows: 

Table 2 - Summary of delivery options 

Scope Option Scenario Description 

 Scenario S1 – “Do Nothing” 

S1 # 1 

“ Do Nothing”  

Design-Bid-Build 

The corridor would be constructed over 22 years or as funds 

became available.   

 Scenario S2 – Design-Build without tolling 

S2 

# 2 
Design-Build  - 

without Tolling 

Accelerates the construction period to 4 years without including 

tolling as a source of funding. 

# 3 
Design-Build-

Finance 

Accelerated delivery w ith a private financing component deferring 

payments to the DB contractor for up to 5-7 years beyond 

completion. 

 Scenario S3 – Design-Build with tolling 

S3 

# 4 
Design-Build         

with Tolling 

Accelerated delivery that would include tolling revenues for 

Segment A and D.  The JPA would bear the cost of toll collection; 

implement toll policy and the risk in toll revenues falling short of 

forecast.  For this option, the contract length is 50 years with 

construction over a 5-year continuous period. 

# 5 
Availability Payment  

- w ith Tolling (P3) 

Accelerated delivery by setting specific completion dates for each 

segment w ith a contract duration of approximately 30 years with 

construction over a 5-year continuous period.  Tolling operations 

and revenue collections for Segment A and D would be transferred 

during the contract period. 

# 6 
Tolled Concession 

(P3) 

Accelerated Design-Build-Finance-Operate-Maintain contract for 50 

years.  The JPA would transfer tolling operations and revenue 

collection for Segments A and D to the concessionaire. 

Note: (Segment A Toll Only) delivery options are also included in the analysis but not show above 
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Figure 3 – Option 1 
(See Appendix for larger image) 

Detailed Description of Scope Scenarios and Delivery Options  

 

 
Option 1 - Do Nothing 

Option 1 under this scenario is 
the “Do Nothing” option, which 
includes Full General Plan 
build-out of the corridor 
according to the member 
jurisdiction’s General Plans.    
The build-out has been 
modified to include additional 
improvements needed to 
achieve a minimum LOS D.   

 There are 49 traffic signals 
(with 2 converted to 
Interchanges by 2025) that 
will need to be constructed 
as part of the overall 
General Plan build-out 
along the corridor. 

 O&M costs are not 
included in this analysis.  

 
The member jurisdiction 
Capital Improvement Plans 
and MTP 2035, were used as 
the basis for estimating the 
delivery year of individual 
projects.  The project delivery 
method for this option is a 
Design-Bid-Build delivery with 
member jurisdictions controlling final design as funding becomes available.   

 
In order to obtain a minimum LOS D, the following improvements have been 
added to the General Plan build-out: 

1. Two Interchanges are added at Grant Line Road and Prairie City Road  
2. Widen Wilton Road from 2-lanes to 4-lanes east of Grant Line Road  
3. Widen Jackson Road from 4-lanes to 6-lanes west of Grant Line Road 
4. Widen University, Chrysanthy and N. Loop Road from 4-lanes to 6-lanes 

east of Grant Line Road 
5. Add Signals at Placerville and Scott Rd (South)  

 
 
 
 

 S1:  “Do Nothing” Scope Scenario  – project delivery as contemplated in 

each jurisdiction’s General Plan, modified to provide a minimum LOS D 
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The General Plan build-out sections are described as follows: 
 

 Segment A - Hood/Franklin/I-5 to SR 99 (6-lane arterial):  The 5.55 mile 
section from Hood/Franklin/I-5 to Lent Ranch Parkway is designated in the 
Elk Grove General Plan as a 6-lane arterial.  There is a proposed grade 
separation of Kammerer Road over the UPRR tracks just east of Franklin 
Boulevard.  The 0.5 mile section from Lent Ranch Parkway to SR 99 is 
designated as an 8-lane arterial 

 Segment B – SR 99 to Bond Road (4.39 miles): The 2.34 mile section from 
SR 99 to Bradshaw Road is designated in the Elk Grove General Plan as an 
8-lane arterial.  The 2.05 mile segment form Bradshaw to Bond Road is 
designated as a 6-lane arterial.  The interchange improvements at Grant Line 
Road/SR 99 and the 8-lane improvements from Lent Ranch Parkway to 
Survey Road have been completed.  The City will be constructing the interim 
4-lane widening of Grant Line Road and UPRR grade separation from Survey 
Road to Waterman Road in 2013 and as such, these improvements were not 
included in the General Plan build-out estimate 

 Segment C –Bond Road to Calvine (2.72 miles): The 2.72 mile section from 
Bond Road to Calvine Road is designated in the Elk Grove General Plan as a 
6-lane arterial.  This section includes widening Grant Line Road through the 
Sheldon/Wilton community 

 Segment D –Calvine to El Dorado County Line (Carson Crossing)(18.06 
miles):  

o The 11.69 mile section of Grant Line Road from Calvine Road to White 
Rock Road is covered in Sacramento County’s General Plan as a 6-
lane thoroughfare from Calvine Road to Eagles Nest and a 6-lane 
expressway in the City of Rancho Cordova’s General Plan from Eagles 
Nest to White Rock Road 

o The 4.22 mile section of White Rock Road from Grant Line Road to 
Scott Road is designated in the Sacramento County General Plan as a 
6-lane thoroughfare 

o The 2.15 mile section of White Rock Road from Scott Road to Carson 
Crossing Road at the El Dorado County line is designated in the 
Sacramento County General Plan as a 4-lane arterial 

o The 4.38 mile section of White Rock Road from Carson Crossing Road 
(Sacramento County line) to Latrobe Road is designated in the El 
Dorado County General Plan as a divided 4-lane arterial 

 
Segment E –El Dorado County Line (Carson Crossing) to SR 50 (future Silva 
Valley Interchange)(2.18 miles):  
The 1.09 mile section of White Rock Road from Carson Crossing Road to 
Latrobe Road is designated in the El Dorado County General Plan as a 4-lane 
divided arterial.  The 1.09 mile section of White Rock Road from Latrobe Road to 
the future Silva Valley Parkway/US 50 interchange is designated as a 6-lane 
divided arterial.  The County is planning on constructing the first phase of the 
Silva Valley/US 50 interchange in 2013 and this improvement was not included in 
the General Plan build-out estimate.        



 P l a n  o f  F i n a n c e  U p d a t e -  P a g e  | 17 

August 10, 2012 

 

Figure 4 - Options 2 and 3 
(See Appendix for larger image) 

Option 2 - Accelerated Design-
Build (No Tolling) 

Option 2 is Design-Build 
delivery of the entire 
corridor as a single 
contract on an “accelerated 
basis” as compared to the 
Do Nothing option.   

 25 traffic signals with 
14 Interchanges.   

 
The non-tolled scope for the 
corridor includes a design-build 
contracting approach to delivery 
of the entire corridor as a single 
contract on an “accelerated 
basis” as compared to the Do 
Nothing option.  The delivery 
schedule would assume a 5-year 
construction for the corridor 
improvements.  This scope 
includes a reduced number of 25 
traffic signals with 14 
Interchanges.  The JPA would meet construction costs with milestone funding as 
available during construction and potentially the use of Measure A sales tax bonds (or 
other financing tools not yet identified) to match accelerated costs with potential funding 
sources. 

The sections for this scope are described as follows: 

 Construction consists of a 4-lane facility between Interstate 5 at Hood Franklin Road 
to US Highway 50 at the proposed Silva Valley Parkway interchange in El Dorado 
County.  The resulting roadway would be 34 miles long, built as an Expressway from 
I-5 to SR 99 from State Route 99 and Calvine Road and from the Sacramento/El 
Dorado County Line to US-50.  The 6-mile long segment between Interstate 5 and 
State Route 99, as well as the 18-mile long segment between Calvine Road and the 
Sacramento County Line, would be built to expressway standards and the project 
would include the construction of 14 grade separated interchanges and 25 traffic 
signals 

 Of the 14 interchanges, 10 are tight diamond interchanges and 3 are directional (3-
legged interchanges) 

For comparison to a tolled scope (described below) this scope would also include 
routine maintenance and replacement responsibilities for the corridor. 

S2:  Non-Tolling Corridor Scope Scenario  
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Table 3 - Segment Descriptions for non-Tolling Corridor Scope Scenario 

SEGMENT DESCRIPTION LOCAL 

JURISDICTION 

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

Franklin IC to SR99 

Sacramento County 

B 4 to 6 lane thoroughfare, from SR 99 to  

Bond Rd 

Elk Grove, Sacramento 

County 

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

Rd (Sheldon Area) 

Elk Grove, Sacramento 

County 

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

Rd from Calvine Rd to the Sacramento‐El Dorado County line 

Rancho Cordova, 

Sacramento 

County, Folsom 

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

line to US 50/Silva Valley Pkwy IC 

Folsom, El Dorado 

County 

Option 3 - Accelerated Design-Build-Finance (No Tolling) 

 
Option 3 is the same as Option 2, but includes a private financing component.   

 Under a DBF contract the payments for the DB contractor are typically 
deferred beyond final completion for up to 5 – 7 years 

 Typically, a DBF is used where the public authority has programmed funding 
available, but is limited in its ability to accelerate those funds to match a 
desired accelerated construction delivery schedule 

 
Key project elements for the Non-Tolling Scope Scenario (Options 2 & 3) 
were developed through a collaborative effort involving the member 
jurisdictions, partner agencies, special interests, and the community.  The 
JPA formed three committees consisting of technical, stakeholder, and 
community members, to ensure state of the art planning and implementation in 
the following areas: 
 

 Promotes and integrates multi-modal access along the corridor and 
connectivity within communities, including providing Class 1 and Class 2 
facilities 

 Sustainable solutions to ensure a positive contribution to the 
environment, economic, and social sustainability of the communities in an 
effort to enhance the natural environment and reduce consumption of 
natural resources 

 Provides landscape and aesthetic continuity throughout the corridor that 
blends with, or complements, the communities 

 Provides effectively located access to maximize the efficiency of the 
corridor 

 Provides well-coordinated, efficient traffic operations 
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Figure 5 - Options 4, 5, and 6 
(See Appendix for larger image) 

 

Options 4, 5, and 6 under this 
scenario includes several changes 
to the corridor scope in addition 
the adjustments made for the 
acceleration of the project under a 
design-build as described that 
include: 

 25 traffic signals on non-tolled 
segments with 21 
interchanges in the tolled 
segments 

 Tolling of segment A 
(Kammerer road) and segment 
D (Express lanes segment, 
Grant line road to White Rock 
road) 

 Includes Operations and 
Maintenance (O&M) Costs in 
the analysis 

Option 4 – Accelerated Design-

Build with Tolling (Segments A 

and D) Full Scope 

Option 4 is the same as Option 2, but segments A and D would be delivered on 
an accelerated basis using a DB contract, would include tolling, and has less 
signals and additional interchanges along the corridor. 

 Contract duration for approximately [50] years 

 The authority would transfer significant risk for the construction completion as 
a contractor would take on the design and construction 

 The addition of tolling would bring an additional source of funding. 

 The JPA would bear the cost of toll collection, implement toll policy and take 
the risk of actual toll revenues falling short of forecast 

 Long term O&M for the project would be completed by the authority 
 

Option 4A - Accelerated Design-Build with Tolling (Segment A Only) 
Option 4A is the same as Option 4, but Segment A would be delivered on an 
accelerated basis using a DB contract and would include tolling 

 The JPA would bear the cost of toll collection, implement toll policy and 
take the risk of actual toll revenues falling short of forecast 

 
 

S3:  Tolling Corridor Delivery Scope Scenario 
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Option 5 – Availability Payment with Tolling (Segments A and D) Full Scope 

Option 5 is the same as Option 4, but Accelerated delivery assuming Design-
Build-Finance-Operate-Maintain under one contract for the completion of all 
segments by specified completion dates 

 Contract duration for approximately [30] years 

 JPA-controlled preliminary engineering 

 Payment obligations to include milestone payments during construction (to 
the extent they are available); and post completion, annual payments for 
the contract term at pre-set maximum amounts to be adjusted downward 
to the extent that actual infrastructure performance (e.g. availability, 
quality, safety) is less than contractually specified 

 Procurement to commence upon completion of preliminary engineering of 
final element 

 Lenders and equity investors to have major stake in performance of 
infrastructure; and 

 JPA would transfer tolling operations and revenue collection for segments 
A and D 

Option 6 – Tolled Concession (Full Scope with Tolled Segments A and D) 

Option 6 Accelerated delivery assuming Design-Build-Finance-Operate-
Maintain under one contract for the completion of all segments by specified 
completion dates. 

 

 Concession duration for approximately [50] years 

 JPA-controlled preliminary engineering 

 Payment obligations to include milestone payments during construction (to 
the extent they are available) 

 Procurement to commence upon completion of preliminary engineering of 
final element 

 Lenders and equity investors to have major stake in performance of 
infrastructure; and 

 JPA would transfer tolling operations and revenue collection for segments 
A and D 
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Assessment of Delivery Options 

An initial qualitative assessment of these options has been commenced and is 

summarized as follows. 

Table 4 – Qualitative assessment 

OPTION DEFINITION AND SCOPE CONSIDERATIONS 

Option 1: 

“ Do Nothing”  

 

Design-Bid-Build delivery option with the 

corridor would be delivered as multiple 

individual contract packages. 

Member jurisdictions would control final design 

as funding becomes available. 

Authority would be responsible for integration 

risk, conventional claims and change orders. 

Full General Plan build-out of the corridor 

according to the individual General Plans of the 

member jurisdictions. 

 

The member jurisdiction Capital Improvement 

Plans and MTP 2035 were used as the basis for 

estimating the delivery year of the individual 

projects. 

 

The corridor is 6 lanes from I-5 to SR 99, 8 

lanes from SR 99 to Bradshaw, 6 lanes from 

Latrobe Rd to Silva Valley Parkway.  The project 

includes 49 signals. 

 

Construction would take place over 22 years – 

project completion in 2039. 

Operations and maintenance would be funded 

at conventional cost levels as needed by 

member jurisdictions as budget is available.  

Risk retained by the jurisdictions for 

the project delivery is significantly 

exacerbated by the long delivery 

time, including: uncertainty in the 

forecasts, potential for price 

inflation. 

The public benefit of the 

improvements would not be fully 

realized until 2035. 

Project footprint is much wider w ith 

additional lanes. 

 

 

Option 2: 

Accelerated 

Design-Build 

(DB) without 

Tolling 

 

 

A contractor would undertake the design and 

construction (Design-Build) of the project under 

one contract. 

The project would be completed on an 

“ accelerated basis”  as compared to the Do 

Nothing option – with construction assumed to 

be 5 years starting in 2014. 

Operations and long term maintenance would 

be the responsibility of the 

authority/jurisdictions. 

The project scope would include 22 traffic 

Benefits of the corridor 

improvements – such as congestion 

relief, enhanced regional mobility – 

would be accelerated. 

 

Combining the component 

elements from the General Plan 

into one project will enhance the 

opportunity to reduce interface risk 

and obtain economies of scale. 

 

However, significant risks would 

still remain w ith the authority – 
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OPTION DEFINITION AND SCOPE CONSIDERATIONS 

signals w ith 14 interchanges along the corridor. 

Tolling would not be included. 

such as changes in law, permitting, 

funding and long term operations. 

Note - legal authority can be 

achieved with one of the 5 

remaining local slots under the 

Design-Build Demonstration 

Program. 

Option 3: 

Accelerated 

Design-Build-

Finance (DBF) 

without Tolling 

 

 

The project scope would be the same as Option 

2 – however, in addition to the Design-Build 

contract, a developer would also provide private 

financing. 

 

Payments to the contractor would be deferred 

for up to 3-5 years after construction 

completion. 

 

Payments could be structured to meet the 

Authority needs depending on a funding profile 

identified. 

 

Tolling would not be included in this option. 

A DBF structure is beneficial for the 

acceleration of projects when 

committed short term funding has 

been identified but the project 

delivery schedule does not match. 

 

Additionally, it should be expected 

that the cost of inflation for the 

construction estimate is likely to 

exceed the cost of finance. 

Option 4: 

Accelerated 

Design-Build 

(DB) with 

Tolling 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A contractor would undertake the design and 
construction (Design-Build) of the project under 
one contract. 

The project would be completed on an 
“accelerated basis” as compared to the Do 
Nothing option – with construction assumed to 
be 5 years starting in 2014. 

The project scope is adjusted to account for the 
inclusion of tolling - 25 traffic signals on non-
tolled segments; tolling assets would be 
included; and 21 interchanges in the tolled 
segments. 

Toll revenues would be collected by the 
Authority from Segment A (Kammerer road) and 
Segment D (Express lanes segment, Grant line 
road to White Rock road). 

Long term operations and maintenance for the 
project would be completed by the authority. 

 

Benefits of the corridor 

improvements – such as congestion 

relief and enhanced regional 

mobility – would be accelerated. 

 

The addition of tolling would bring 

an additional source of funding. 

 

The authority would bear the cost of 

toll collection, implement toll policy 

and bear the risk in toll revenues 

falling short of forecast. 

 

As the project size and complexity 

increases – the field of contractors 

able to complete the work under 

one contract may decrease. 

 

The ability to toll the expressway 

portion, a section with existing route 

miles, needs to be confirmed. 

Option 5: 

Availability 

Payment (AP) 

with Tolling 

 

 

A contractor would be engaged to carry out the 
following activities for the delivery of the project: 

- Design; 

- Construction; 

- Operations and maintenance (for a period 

Benefits of the corridor 

improvements – such as congestion 

relief and enhanced regional 

mobility – would be accelerated. 

 

The Authority would maintain 

ownership of the corridor. 
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OPTION DEFINITION AND SCOPE CONSIDERATIONS 

of approximately 30 years); 

- Financing the project; and  

- Toll operating/collection (depending on how 
the JPA structured the approach). 

Construction work would be completed by 
specified completion dates (milestones). 

The contract duration would be for 
approximately 30 years. 

The P3 contractor would be remunerated in the 
form of milestone payments during construction; 
and a fixed annual payment during operations. 

Lenders and equity investors would have a 
major stake in the performance of the Project. 

 

 

 

The Authority would control the 

corridor through the terms of the 

contract, which would specify the 

performance requirements. 

 

The Authority would transfer 

significant risk for the construction 

completion and ongoing operations. 

 

The Authority would retain the risk 

of toll revenues. 

 

The introduction of long term 

financing adds additional oversight 

to the performance of the corridor 

during the contract term. 

 

The authority will receive budget 

certainty through a fixed profile of 

payments for the contract duration. 

Option 6:  

Toll Concession 

- Full Scope  

 

Similar to Option 5 – however, the authority 

would transfer the risk of toll revenue to a P3 

contractor under a single Design-Build-Finance-

Operation-Maintain contract for the completion 

of all segments by specified dates. 

 

With the transfer of revenue risk a longer term 

contract is typically used to allow for returns to 

providers of capital and “buffer” in the deal 

structure – typically 50 years. 

 

As with options 2 – 5, the construction would be 

on an accelerated basis. 

 

Payment obligations would include milestone 
payments during construction to the extent that 
they are available. 

Lenders and equity investors would have a 
major stake in performance of the project. 

Benefits of the corridor 

improvements – such as congestion 

relief, enhanced regional mobility – 

would be accelerated. 

 

Significant risk transfer to the 

private sector. 
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Construction Cost Assessment 

The total cost of the corridor delivery options have been analyzed by the project team in 
detail and summarized below.   Based on the different approaches to the corridor 
scope, a significant range of costs is presented. 

Table 5 - Construction costs ($ 2011) 

Construction Costs       

 

Scope 1 Scope 2 Scope 3 

2011 $MM 
Do  

Nothing 

DB Without  

Tolling 

DB with 

Tolling 

# of Lanes 4-8 lanes 4-6 lanes 4-6 lanes 

Lane Miles 200 135 135 

Subtotal Construction Costs 283 289 345 

Tolling Asset - - 46 

Mobilization 23 17 21 

Construction Contingencies 71 55 66 

Project Delivery Costs  124 69 82 

Right of Way Capital Costs 46 29 36 

Right of Way Engineering and Support Costs 5 3 4 

Total 550 463 601 

The table above presents the costs in real 2011 dollars.  This illustrates that without 
tolling the project cost is lowest when considering a Design-Build delivery on an 
accelerated basis (Scope 2). 

Table 6 - Construction costs (YOE) 

Construction Costs       

 

Scope 1 Scope 2 Scope 3 

YOE $MM 
Do  

Nothing 

DB Without  

Tolling 

DB with 

Tolling 

# of Lanes 4-8 lanes 4-6 lanes 4-6 lanes 

Lane Miles 200 135 135 

Subtotal Construction Costs 613 366 437 

Tolling Asset - - 58 

Mobilization 49 22 26 

Construction Contingencies 153 70 84 

Project Delivery Costs  268 87 104 

Right of Way Capital Costs 99 37 46 

Right of Way Engineering and Support Costs 10 4 5 

Total Construction Costs 1,191 586 760  

Risk Adjustment (%) 20% 10% 10% 

Adjusted Total Construction Costs 1,430 644 836 
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Table 6 illustrates the impact of inflation as the “Do Nothing” scenario, to be delivered 
over time.  Under the Do Nothing the total cost of the project improvements is nearly 
$1.2 billion taking into account inflation (using a 4.79% rate of inflation1).  The cost of 
inflation is increased due to the significant delay in the expected completion of the 
improvements – 2035.  This long delivery time enhances the risk of project cost overrun, 
undermining the ability to accurately forecast costs and cost inflation. 

The total cost of construction, in year of expenditure dollars, for the three scope options 
is shown in Figure 6.  As shown, an acceleration of project delivery could reduce the 
total cost of the project by between $400 million and $600 million (YOE), based on the 
estimates at this time. 

-

200 

400 

600 

800 

1,000 

1,200 

1,400 

Do 
Nothing

DB Without Tolling DB with Tolling

$
M

M

Construction Costs

2011 $ YOE

550
463

601

760

1,191

586

 

Figure 6: Comparison of  consruction costs 

The timing of the implementation for each project scope is illustrated in Figure 7, 
highlighting the planned acceleration of the corridor improvements.  As can be seen, the 
Option 1 “Do-Nothing”  Scenario is delivered over a 22-year period by the individual 
jurisdictions as funding becomes available.  All other scenarios are delivered on an 
accelerated basis over 4 to 5 years.  

                                                      
1 Source: based on Caltrans data for average construction cost index 

1,430 

644 
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Figure 7: Delivery timing for construction 

Discussion on Operations & Maintenance and Lifecycle costs 

It should be noted that Tolling Assets have only been included in the Tolling Options.  
O&M would be funded at conventional costs levels as needed by member jurisdictions 
and as budget is available.  

At this time a cost for operations and maintenance for the project has been developed 
based on per lane mile costs derived from similar projects.  The preliminary estimate for 
the cost per year in 2011 dollars for operations and maintenance ranges between $7 
million and $14 million, depending on the inclusion of tolling costs, and is assumed for 
the purpose of this analysis to increase at the consumer price index each year. 

In addition to the operations and maintenance of the project, the total cost of asset 
replacement over a 50-year period is being explored.  This cost has been previously 
estimated to range from $100 million to $160 million depending on the approach taken 
to tolling the project.  Changes in the number of signals, interchanges and the inclusion 
of tolling assets will increase this cost between the use of tolling are not in the project 
delivery. 

Discussion on Tolling Revenues 

Figure 8 that follows, illustrates the estimated tolling revenues based on previous tolling 
forecasts developed for the project.  These represent both an optimistic (high) and a 
conservative (low) revenue estimate. As shown, the potential benefit for the inclusion of 
tolling in the project may bring an additional long-term funding source for the project 
delivery.  Existing forecasts for the project show a range between approximately $20 
million to $45 million in year 2020 for a project including tolling on Segment A and 
Segment D (or in year 2020 for Segment A only, between approximately $6 million and 
$13 million). 
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Figure 8 – Tolling Revenue 

Additional potential revenue sources could be identified as a next step in the process to 
analyze the closing the funding gap with the various options. 
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Table 7 – Summary of financial analysis 

Construction 

Costs 

(2011 $)

# 1 :  “Do Nothing” Design-Bid-

Build 
 $               550  $           1,430 Not Included N/A  $       1,430  $            -    $           1,430  $           1,430 N/A 2035

# 2:   Design-Build without 

Tolling
 $               463  $              644 Not Included N/A  $          644  $            -    $              644  $             644 4

# 3:  Design-Build-Finance  $               463  $              644 Not Included $248  $          892  $            -    $              892  $             892 7

#4: Design-Build with Tolling  $               601  $              836  $       1,866  $       1,257  $       3,959  $     (7,385)  $              510  $         (3,426) 50

# 5:  Availability Payment with 

Tolling (P3) (30 Years)
 $               601  $              760  $          948  $       2,360  $       4,068  $     (2,927)  $                -    $           1,141 30

# 6: Tolled Concession (P3)  $               601  $              760  $       1,624  $       7,543  $       9,927  $     (9,600)  $              327  $             327 50

# 4A:  Segment A Toll Only  $              223  $          440  $          336  $          999  $     (1,458)  $              131  $            (459) 30

# 5A:  Segment A Toll Only  $              203  $          214  $          549  $          966  $        (644)  $                -    $             322 30

# 6A:  Segment A Toll Only  $              203  $          375  $       1,395  $       1,973  $     (1,895)  $                78  $               78 50

1.  YOE = Year of Expenditure

2.  To demonstrate the benefit of one option over another a net present value assessment is completed as part of a risk adjusted value for money exercise.

3.  Options are not directly comparable based on different analyses terms and potential contract terms.

4.  At this time the outputs provide an order of magnitude of the current affordability for each option.

Scenario S1: - “Do Nothing”

Scenario S2: - Design Build Without Tolling

2017

Scenario S3: - Design-Build with Tolling

Delivery Option

 (all values in millions)

Funds During Contract Duration (YOE)
1

Revenue 

from 

Tolling 

Only 

(YOE)

Total 

Construction 

Cost

O&M and 

Lifecycle

Financing 

Costs

Total use of 

Funds

2018

Other Scenarios with Tolling Segment A Only

2018

Funding 

Shortfall/ 

(Surplus) 

over the term

Construction 

subsidy 

requirement

Contract 

Length 

(Years)

Delivery/ 

Completion  

Year
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Conclusions 

The six delivery options were analyzed based on estimated construction costs, 
operations and maintenance costs, lifecycle costs and revenues.  Table 7 shows the 
estimated costs, revenue generated from tolling, the funding shortfall or surplus, the 
contract length, and delivery year of each scope scenario. 

Based on the results of the analysis, the following conclusions are drawn: 

 The #1 “Do Nothing” option is the most costly and extended option available 
to deliver a project with a minimum Level of Service (D), and should be 
avoided if at all possible 

 The acceleration of project delivery reduces the total project cost by 
approximately $400 to $600 million 

 In addition, the acceleration of project delivery has the capacity to offer 
additional advantages to JPA, Caltrans, and the traveling public that are not 
captured in a purely quantitative analysis.  

o Drivers are likely to experience significant relief in traffic congestion 
and travel time 

o Both the construction of the project and the increased mobility as a 
result of the project could generate jobs and spur economic activity in 
the region  

o Greater mobility could also create more opportunities for regional 
development 

o All these factors have the potential to induce long-term economic 
growth 

 The #2 Design-Build option without tolling has a four-year delivery period that 
greatly reduces the overall year of expenditure costs of the project but still 
requires significant revenues of $644M for construction of project scope S2  

 The #3 Design-Build-Finance option is not practical for several reasons 
including the expense of private financing over a concentrated period of time 
during construction 

 The #4 Design-Build option with tolling increases construction costs 
considerably over option #2 due to additional time of construction, additional 
project scope for a full project, and expenses associated with tolling assets 

 The #4 Design-Build option with tolling results in a significant surplus over the 
life of a 50-year contract and includes all maintenance and life cycle costs not 
factored into options #1, 2, or 3.  The JPA would bear the cost of toll 
collection, implement toll policy and the risk in toll revenues falling short of 
forecast 
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 The #5 Design-Build (P3) option with availability payments as defined in the 
report is significantly more expensive to deliver since it relies less on toll 
revenues than other tolling options and carries significantly higher financing 
costs. However, this option only has a contract life of 30 years as opposed to 
50 years for options #4 and #6 

 The #5 Design-Build (P3) option with availability payments is the only full 
scope option that does not require a funding subsidy during construction 

 The #6 Tolled Concession (P3) option reduces the overall funding gap 
modestly and is within the available known funding of the Connector Project.  
The JPA would transfer tolling operations and revenue collection for 
Segments A and D to the concessionaire, as well as the risk in toll revenues 
falling short of forecast 

 The #6 Tolled Concession (P3) option has a 50-year contract period that 
generates the most toll revenue of any option 

 The tolling options for Segment A Only produce mixed results with regard to 
the funding gap/surplus and relieves that segment of maintenance and 
lifecycle costs for the life of the contract 

 The #4A Segment A design build with tolling results in a long-term funding 
surplus but requires the highest construction subsidy of the three "Segment A 
Only" options 

 The #5A tolling option requires no funding subsidy during construction but 
results in the highest long term funding shortfall 

 The #6A tolling option falls in between #4A and #5A both in terms of a 
construction subsidy and long term funding shortfall 

 In general, the acceleration of project delivery (Options 2 – 6) has the 
capacity to offer additional advantages to JPA, Caltrans, and the traveling 
public that are not captured in a purely quantitative analysis  

 Drivers are likely to experience significant relief in traffic congestion 
and travel time 

 Both the construction of the project and the increased mobility as a 
result of the project could generate jobs and spur economic activity 
in the region 

 Greater mobility could also create more opportunities for regional 
development   

 All these factors have the potential to induce long-term economic 
growth 

 Public Acceptance and other logistics (i.e. legal, frontage road 
alternatives, etc….) of Tolling vs. the Additional Revenue generated needs 
to be considered 
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Recommendations/Next Steps 

1. The Board direct staff to reject Delivery Option #1, since the overall cost, 
duration, and level of service are less beneficial than the others indicated 

2. The Board direct staff to pursue Delivery Option #2, Design-Build-Finance, for 
additional examination of Gap Closure revenues and report back in October, 
2012 with added information for further discussion and refinement: 

o Accelerating the project delivery reduces the total project costs 
significantly without tolling.  However, further investigation as to potential 
revenue sources is needed to close the funding gap 

3. The Board direct staff to no longer consider Delivery Option #3, Design-Build-
Finance, for the following reasons: 

o Although the cost of private financing allows the project to be constructed 
while deferring payments, the repayment is typically only deferred 5-7 
years beyond completion 

o The increase in construction costs approaches 40% for the private 
financing component 

4. The Board direct staff to pursue tolling (Options #4, #5, and #6) for additional 
examination of Gap Closure revenues and report back in October, 2012 with 
added information for further discussion and refinement:  

o Option #4 Design-Build with Tolling:   

 This option has the greatest potential for a funding surplus over the 
50-year term contract and includes O&M costs 

 While the construction costs are greater than option #2, the 
construction subsidy requirement is less due to the inclusion of toll 
revenues as the project is phased during construction 

o Option #5 Availability Payment with Tolling (P3): 

 The addition of availability payments allows the project to be 
constructed with no additional construction funding and is the only 
full scope option that does not require a funding subsidy during 
construction 

 This option only has a contract life of 30 years as opposed to 50 
years for options #4 and #6 

o Option #6 Tolled Concession (P3): 

 Reduces the overall funding gap modestly over the other tolling 
option #4 and is within reach of the available known funding of the 
Connector Project 
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 The JPA would transfer tolling operations and revenue collection for 
Segments A and D to the concessionaire, as well as the risk in toll 
revenues falling short of forecast 

5. The Board direct staff to pursue Delivery Options #4A, Design-Build with Tolling 
Segment A Only, and #5A, Availability Payment with Tolling Segment A Only,  
and no longer consider Delivery Option #6A, Tolled Concession (P3), Segment A 
Only. 

o Options #4A, #5A Segment A Tolled Only,  

 Tolling options for Segment A Only produce mixed results with 
regard to the remaining funding gap/surplus, but overall provides 
for a much less construction funding subsidy with a potential 
funding surplus over the life of a 50-year contract 

 Tolling options for Segment A Only allow the authority for an 
opportunity to phase a portion of the project and provide for an 
additional revenue source 

o Options #6A Tolled Concession (P3) Segment A Tolled Only,  

 The #6A tolling option falls in between #4A and #5A both in terms 
of a construction subsidy and long term funding shortfall. This 
option is not recommended for further analysis, however, since its 
limited scope is not conducive to a concession type arrangement 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 P l a n  o f  F i n a n c e  U p d a t e -  P a g e  | 33 

August 10, 2012 

 

Appendicies
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Glossary of Terms 
 

Availability Payments A means of compensating a private concessionaire for its 
responsibility to design, construct, operate, and/or maintain a 
tolled or non-tolled roadway for a set period of time. For a tolled 
facility the project sponsor retains the underlying revenue risk 
associated with the toll facility rather than the private partner. 

Design-Bid-Build (DBB) The public authority completes separate procurements for the 
design and construction of the project.  Long-term operations 
and maintenance remain the responsibility of the public 
authority. 

Design-Build (DB) A private contractor designs and builds the project, while the 
public authority operates, maintains, and finances. 

Design-Build-Finance (DBF) A private contractor designs, builds and finances the project 
while the public authority operates and maintains. 

Design-Build-Finance-Operate-
Maintain (DBFOM) 

A private contractor designs, builds, finances, operates and 
maintains the project. 

Lifecycle Costs Sum of all recurring and one-time costs over the life span. 

Net Present Value (NPV) NPV can be described as the “Difference Amount” between the 
sums of discounted, cash inflows and cash outflows. It compares 
the present value of money today to the present value of money 
in future, taking inflation and returns into account. 

Nominal Dollars Dollars that are unadjusted for inflation.  By contrast, real value 
adjusts nominal value to remove effects of general price level 
price changes over time. 

Operations and Maintenance (O&M) The costs of maintaining and operating the facility. 

Public Private Partnership (P3) A P3 is a contractual arrangement between a public agency and 
a private sector. 

Concession A private contractor designs, builds, finances, operates and 
maintains the project and also collects the revenue from users of 
the project. 

Year of Expenditure (YOE) Represents the year in which funds are expended and/or 
collected. 
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