
 

 

 
 

 
Meeting of the Board of Directors 

Location:  Rancho Cordova Council Chambers 
   2729 Prospect Park Drive 
   Rancho Cordova, CA 
 
Date:  Tuesday, November 17, 2009, 2:30 p.m. – 4:00 p.m. 
 
Roll Call:   Directors Budge, Hume, Knight, Nottoli, Starsky 
 
Members of the public may comment on any item on the agenda at the time that it is taken up by the Board.  We ask that members of the 
public complete a request to speak form, submit it to the Clerk of the Board, and keep their remarks brief.  If several persons wish to 
address the Board on a single item, the Chair may impose a time limit on individual remarks at the beginning of the discussion. 
 
Public Communications:  Any person wishing to address the Board on any item not on the agenda may do so at this time.  After ten 
minutes of testimony, any additional testimony may be heard following the New Business Items. 
 
1. Executive Director’s Report 
 

  
Consent Agenda 

2. Minutes of October 23, 2009, Meeting 
 
3. Resolution – Approve Revised Joint Powers Agreement and Bylaws for Golden State Risk Management Authority 

a. Attachment – Staff Report 
b. Attachment – Resolution  

 

 
New Business Items 

4. Resolution – Adoption of Relocation Assistance Guidelines and Independent Self Purchasing Program Policies and Procedures 
a. Attachment – Staff Report 
b. Attachment – Resolution 

 
5. Discussion – Sheldon /Wilton Corridor Recommendations for Further Evaluation 

a. Attachment – Staff Report 
 

6. Presentation – Presentation of Draft Public/Private Partnership Concepts 
a. Attachment – Staff Report 
b. Attachment – Presentation 

 
7. Photo of Board Members 
 
8. Adjournment 

 
 

The Board may take action on any matter, however listed on this Agenda, and whether or not listed on this Agenda, to the extent permitted by applicable law.  Staff Reports are 
subject to change without prior notice.    
 
If requested, this agenda can be made available in appropriate alternative formats to persons with disabilities, as required by Section 202 of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 
1990 and the Federal Rules and Regulations adopted in implementation thereof.  Persons seeking an alternative format should contact the Board Secretary for further information.  
In addition, a person with a disability who requires a modification or accommodation, including auxiliary aids or services, in order to participate in a public meeting, should telephone 
or otherwise contact the Board Secretary as soon as possible.  The Board Secretary may be reached at 428 J Street, Suite 400, Sacramento, California  95814, or by telephone at 
(916) 447-7933.  The Connector JPA’s address is 10640 Mather Blvd., Suite 120, Mather, CA 95655.  The Connector JPA’s phone number is (916) 876-9094. 
 

www.connectorjpa.net 



 
 
 
 

 
Capital SouthEast Connector Board of Directors          Item # 1 
                       Receive and File 
November 17, 2009 
 
Issue: Executive Director’s Report 
 
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 continues to work with the California Fair Services Authority (CFSA) on recommendations 
for improvements to our accounting and administrative procedures. A report on their 
recommendations will be forthcoming in early 2010. 

 
• Work continues on improvements to the Connector web site. Additional information and details 

regarding the upcoming launch of the formal environmental process will be posted over the next 
two months. 

 

 
Project 

• Staff continues to work with the Sacramento County Department of Transportation to 
coordinate the design of the White Rock Road project between Grant Line Road and 
Prairie City Road. Final design of that project is expected in mid-2010.  

 
• Staff expects that screening criteria to be used in the selection of the preferred project will 

be presented to your Board in December. 
 

• Alternative Transportation focus group sessions are planned for later this month to 
recommend the configuration and details of the multi-modal path component of the 
project. A report on the recommendation will be presented to your Board in December. 

 
• JPA staff continues to work with the City of Elk Grove staff to develop a plan for the 

improvement of Kammerer Road, which could eventually be included as part of the 
project. 
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Fiscal 

• A letter has been sent to the Sacramento Transportation Authority (STA) outlining the JPA’s 
concerns with the current level of funding and requesting consideration for a supplemental 
allocation to pursue necessary and desired activities. No response has been received to date. 

 
• The 2007-08 JPA fiscal audit has been completed and the results will be presented to your Board 

in December. 
 

• Staff continues to explore opportunities for pursuing short-term financing to provide for the 
continued pursuit of project objectives in the event that the STA cannot provide the requested 
supplemental allocation. 

 

 
Miscellaneous 

• JPA consultant staff made a presentation to the El Dorado Chamber of Commerce luncheon on 
November 4, 2009, before a gathering of about 75 participants. The presentation focused on the 
need for the project from a regional standpoint.  

 
• Meetings continue with El Dorado Hills community groups on the details of the Connector project. 

Any alternatives to the current alignment in El Dorado County that may result will be presented to 
your Board as part of the upcoming alternative screening process. 

 
 

 Respectfully Submitted, 

 
Tom Zlotkowski 
Executive Director 



 
 
Capital SouthEast Connector Board of Directors Item # 2 
 Receive and File 
 
November 17, 2009 
                       
Action Minutes of the October 23, 2009, Meeting 
 
The Capital SouthEast Connector Authority’s Board of Directors met in regular session on October 23, 2009, in the 
Rancho Cordova Council Chambers, located at 2729 Prospect Park Drive, Rancho Cordova, CA, at 8:30 a.m. 
 
Call to Order:   Acting Chairperson Starsky called the meeting to order at 8:46 a.m. 
 
Roll Call:   Directors Budge, Knight, and Starsky were present 
    Director Nottoli arrived at 9:05, during the Executive Director’s Report 
    Director Hume was absent 
 
Executive Director’s Report:  Mr. Tom Zlotkowski, the Executive Director of the Authority, summarized the highlights 
from his Executive Director’s Report, including the public outreach efforts, the status of funding from the STA, and the 
status of the mining permits process. 
 

 
Consent Agenda:  

 The consent agenda included the Minutes of the September 25, 2009, Board Meeting and the Board Meeting 
schedule for 2010.  Director Nottoli noted an error on the minutes and directed staff to correct it.  The Executive Director 
discussed the 2010 Board Meeting schedule and noted a correction to the attachment to the Resolution.  It was moved 
by Director Budge, seconded by Director Nottoli, and passed by unanimous vote that: 
 
THE CAPITAL SOUTHEAST CONNECTOR AUTHORITY BOARD OF DIRECTORS APPROVES (1) THE MINUTES 
OF THE SEPTEMBER 25, 2009, MEETING, AS AMENDED AT THE MEETING, AND (2) THE 2010 BOARD MEETING 
SCHEDULE, AS AMENDED AT THE MEETING. 
 

 
New Business Items: 

 Discussion – Transit Component Policy Introduction:  The Directors heard a presentation from John Long of 
DKS on the draft transit component policy for the project.  Director Budge suggested that transit be viewed as part of the 
project as a whole and not as a separate component of the project.  Mr. Long stated that he would return at a future 
meeting to present further information. 
 
 Discussion – Proposed Initial Project Design Concepts: The Directors heard a presentation from Maggie 
Townsley of Jones & Stokes, the JPA’s environmental consultant.  The Directors asked questions regarding the potential 
costs and effects of the new strategy outlined by Ms. Townsley and agreed that the new strategy was sound.   
 
 Discussion – Update on Project Schedule:  The Executive Director presented the staff report regarding the 
current status of the project schedule. 
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Adjournment
 

:  The meeting was adjourned by Acting Chairperson Starsky at 10:21 a.m. 

 
Approved By:            Attest: 
 
 
______________________________       _____________________________ 
Director Starsky            Kirk Trost 
Acting Chairperson           Secretary 



 

 

 
 

 
Capital SouthEast Connector Board of Directors                                           Item #3 
                          Resolution 
November 17, 2009 
 
Approve Revised Joint Powers Agreement and Bylaws for Golden State Risk Management Authority 
  
Issue:  To approve the proposed revisions to the Joint Powers Agreement and the Bylaws for Golden State Risk 
Management Authority, the agency that provides General Liability and Property insurance to the Connector. 
  
Recommendation:  Approve the proposed revisions to the Joint Powers Agreement and the Bylaws for Golden 
State Risk Management Authority. 
 
Discussion:  In January 2008, the Connector JPA joined the Golden State Risk Management Authority (GSRMA) 
to participate in its General Liability and Property insurance programs.  To join GSRMA, the Connector Board had 
to accept and agree to abide by the Golden State Risk Management Authority’s Joint Powers Agreement and 
Bylaws. 
 
GSRMA recently determined that, to continue its efforts to be a premier risk-sharing pool for public agencies, it 
would restructure its Joint Powers Agreement and Bylaws to make the documents more reader-friendly and to 
make the Joint Powers Agreement more static and less prone to change.   
 
Overall, the proposed changes to the Joint Powers Agreement and Bylaws have limited substantive changes.  The 
one key substantive change relates to the sufficiency of notice to Members and an authorization for the Board to 
adopt late-payment policies.  These revised provisions will apply retroactively to the beginning of the current fiscal 
year, i.e., July 1, 2009.  These changes will allow GSRMA to cancel a member agency’s coverage or charge a 
penalty if the member agency is late paying its annual contribution.  Because of the Connector’s lengthy 
reimbursement process, staff will request that GSRMA send its invoice early to allow plenty of time for a check to 
be generated.   
 
Staff still feels that GSRMA is offering excellent coverage at a very affordable rate and recommends that the Board 
approve the revised Joint Powers Agreement and Bylaws to GSRMA. 
 
  
Respectfully Submitted,   

 
Tom Zlotkowski 

       Executive Director 



































































 
 
                                                                                                                                                          Item # 3    

                                    Attachment 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 2009-14 
  

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE CAPITAL  
SOUTHEAST CONNECTOR AUTHORITY APPROVING REVISIONS TO THE GOLDEN  

STATE RISK MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY’S JOINT POWERS AGREEMENT AND BYLAWS  
 

Pursuant to Article 29 of the Golden State Risk Management Authority’s Joint Powers Agreement, as previously 
amended, and GOOD CAUSE APPEARING THEREFOR,  

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

that: 
 
1. The Amended Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement, attached hereto, of the Golden State Risk Management 

Authority, as highly recommended by the Governing Board of the Golden State Risk Management Authority on 
September 16, 2009, is hereby approved. 

 
2. Said Amended Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement is hereby approved to take effect on July 1, 2009. 

 
BE IT ALSO RESOLVED by the Board of the Authority that the revised Bylaws of the Golden State Risk 

Management Authority, attached hereto, are hereby approved.   
 
This Resolution shall take effect from and after the date of its passage and adoption. 

 

 
* * * * * 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 17th day of November, 2009, by the following vote: 
 

 AYES:    
 

 NOES:   
 

 ABSENT:  
 
 

______________________________ 
Chairperson 
 
ATTEST: 

 
 
 

______________________________ 
Secretary 

 



 
Capital SouthEast Connector Board of Directors Item # 4 
 Resolution 
 
November 17, 2009 
 
Adoption of Relocation Assistance Guidelines and Independent Self Purchasing Policies and Procedures 
 
Issue: To prepare the Connector for future environmental mitigation, Staff proposes that the Board adopt the state and 
federal Relocation Assistance guidelines and adopt policies and procedures for the Independent Self Purchasing 
Program (ISPP). 
 
Recommendation: Adopt the attached resolution, which adopts the state and federal Relocation Assistance guidelines 
and adopts policies and procedures for the Independent Self Purchasing Program (ISPP).  
 
Discussion: At your September 2009 meeting, the Board heard a presentation on the proposed mitigation strategies 
for the Connector Project.  Those strategies included participation in the South Sacramento Habitat Conservation 
Program (SSHCP) and implementation of the ISPP.  The Board directed staff to move forward with both approaches to 
mitigation for the project.  Staff will provide an oral report at the meeting regarding the status of negotiations for the 
Connector’s participation in the SSHCP.   
 
There are two issues before the Board in this item.  The first, adoption of Relocation Assistance guidelines, is a 
preliminary step that must be achieved before the Connector may purchase properties under the ISPP.  The second 
issue before the Board is the policies and procedures that will guide the Connector’s purchases under the ISPP. 
 

 
Relocation Assistance Guidelines 

The obligation to provide Relocation Assistance arises when residents or businesses are displaced as a direct result of 
public projects or programs.  Relocation Assistance obligations will not commonly arise in connection with the purchase 
of mitigation properties, which are the transactions that the ISPP focuses on.  Because compliance with Relocation 
Assistance requirements is an issue that must be considered for any acquisition, staff is recommending that the federal 
and state Relocation Assistance guidelines be adopted now. 
 
Government Code section 7267.8 requires public agencies to adopt rules and regulation to govern its compliance with 
the California Relocation Assistance Act.  (Gov. Code, §§ 7260 et seq.; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 22, §§ 6000 et seq.)  If 
federal funds are used, federal relocation regulations must be followed.  (42 U.S.C. §§ 4601 et seq. and 49 C.F.R. part 
24.)   
 
In order to meet the requirements of the state and federal Relocation Assistance statutes and regulations, the attached 
Resolution adopts the state and federal guidelines for Relocation Assistance.  Public agencies typically adopt the state 
and federal guidelines rather than creating their own.  This streamlines compliance and will allow the JPA to move 
forward with acquisition of properties under the ISPP. 
 

 
ISPP 

The attached ISPP policies and procedures incorporate the objectives described in the staff report during the 
September meeting and are intended to guide the JPA’s acquisition of properties for mitigation lands.  If the Connector 
joins the SSHCP, acquisitions pursuant to the ISPP would be independent from, but not in conflict with, the SSHCP 
process.   
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The procedure outlined will allow the Authority to comply with all applicable statutes and regulations during the 
acquisition process.  In accordance with comments from the Board during the September meeting, these policies only 
apply to a negotiated acquisition of property and the staff does not contemplate recommending the use of eminent 
domain to acquire property as part of the ISPP. 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 

 
Tom Zlotkowski 
Executive Director 



 
 
 

 
Independent Self Purchasing Program (ISPP) 

 
Policies and Procedures 

 
These policies and procedure assume that the Connector JPA would be acquiring property through a 

negotiation and does not address additional considerations required by acquisition through eminent domain. 
 

POLICIES: 
 
To provide for the opportunity to take advantage of available mitigation properties and available funding 

through the Measure A sales tax program, the JPA may purchase individual properties for mitigation purposes.  If the 
Connector participates in the South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan (SSHCP), any purchase of mitigation 
properties independent of the SSHCP would have to be carried out in a manner that would be consistent with the terms 
and conditions of the JPA’s participation in that program.  

 
Habitat preservation efforts should be consistent with environmental planning objectives already set forth by 

the JPA and affected communities and constituencies, and should seek to accomplish multiple environmental planning 
objectives including: 

 
• Protection and preservation of specific conservation areas that can provide a buffer between urban and 

agricultural landscapes, enhancing overall conservation of open space 
 

• Preservation should occur in areas that are in close proximity to the Corridor route such that habitat 
conservation programs provide mitigation for Project impacts 
 

• Conservation should occur in areas that accommodate multiple resource planning objectives and promote 
public access, transit, bicycle, trail development and multi-modal travel 
 

• Priority preservation efforts should protect valued habitat and minimize direct and indirect physical impacts 
on the natural habitat and seek to provide a buffer alongside the built environment and other physical 
infrastructure 
 

• The JPA should work with local collaborative planning processes, organizations, and community groups  
 

• The JPA should identify priority habitat acquisition target areas in collaboration with local, state and federal 
agencies 
 

• Any land acquisition or habitat preservation should be designed to achieve multiple conservation 
objectives and achieve multiple planning objectives for the Connector Project 
 

• Minimize direct and indirect physical impacts on the natural and built environments 
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• Preserve open space to reinforce and support approved land use plans that may be threatened as the 

region develops 
 
PROCEDURES: 
 
The following procedures are intended to guide the acquisition of property after consideration of the policy outlined 
above.  These procedures do not contemplate the use of eminent domain and are intended to ensure compliance with 
all relevant statutes and regulations. 
 
A. Preliminary Considerations 

 
1. Define the property interest being acquired.  The JPA should define the property interest necessary for the 

public use, whether fee interest, permanent easement, temporary construction easement, or other interest. 
2. Develop a legal description for the property being acquired. 
3. Create a plot plan, if necessary.  If the property is a portion of a larger parcel, a plot plan should be 

prepared stating exactly which portion is being purchased.  
4. Determine whether acquisition would conflict with SSHCP. 
 

B. Environmental Review 
 

1. Acquisition of property by a public agency is a project within the meaning of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA). Therefore, the steps required under CEQA must be completed prior to the decision to 
acquire. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21065; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §15004, subd. (b)(1).)  

2. Consider categorical exemptions.  There are several categorical exemptions under CEQA which apply to 
certain types of land acquisitions. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §§ 15304, 15305, 15313, 15316, 15325, 
15326, 15327.) 

 
C. Title Search 
 

1. Obtain a preliminary title report.  The preliminary title report will provide information on persons or entities 
that have interests of record in the property.  The JPA should consider what interests to acquire, or 
whether to acquire the property subject to certain interests. 
 

D. Appraisal of the Property 
 
1. Subject to minor exceptions, state guidelines require that real property be appraised before negotiations 

for purchase begin.  (Gov. Code, § 7267.1, subd. (b).)  
2. An appraisal will generally take four to twelve weeks to complete from the time it is ordered. 

 
E. Environmental Contamination Assessment 
 

1. Determine whether the property contains any environmental contamination.  The assessment focuses on 
finding indicia of contamination and should be made prior to making an offer or the offer should be 
contingent upon the results of the environmental assessment. If there is contamination, the JPA could be 
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exposed to liability under federal and state laws that impose liability without fault for clean-up costs on the 
present and former owners of the property 

2. If there is contamination, conduct further assessment.  This assessment will determine the nature and 
extent of contamination.  This information should be forwarded to the appraiser so that its effect on the 
value of the property can be determined. 

 
F. Relocation Assistance 
         

1. Comply with JPA Adopted Relocation Rules and Regulations.  For all real property acquisitions that are not 
in conjunction with federal or federally assisted projects, the JPA has approved and adopted the State 
Guidelines as its method for relocation required pursuant to Government Code section 7267.8, and as its 
rules and regulations to implement payments and to administer relocation assistance under the State Act. 
(Gov. Code, §§ 7260 et seq.; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 22, §§ 6000 et seq.)  For all real property acquisitions in 
conjunction with federal or federally assisted projects, the JPA has approved and adopted the Federal 
Guidelines as its rules and regulations to implement payments and to administer relocation assistance. (42 
U.S.C. §§ 4601 et seq. and 49 C.F.R. part 24.)  In addition to making the payments required by the State 
Act, the State Guidelines, the Federal Act or the Federal Guidelines, the JPA may make any additional 
relocation payments that in the Agency's opinion may be reasonably necessary under the circumstances of 
the particular case to further the goals of the JPA set forth herein. 

2. Determine whether relocation assistance requirements apply to the acquisition.  The obligation to provide 
relocation assistance arises when residents or businesses are displaced as a direct result of eminent 
domain or other public projects or programs. Each acquisition must be considered on a case by case 
basis.  (Gov. Code, §§ 7260 et seq.; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 22, §§ 6000 et seq.)  If federal funds are used, 
federal relocation regulations must be followed.  (42 U.S.C. §§ 4601 et seq. and 49 C.F.R. part 24.) 

3. If Relocation Assistance is required, the JPA must provide assistance to and advise a “displaced person,” 
as defined in Government Code section 7260, subdivision (c), of his or her rights regarding relocation.   
This task is usually accomplished through the use relocation experts.  (Gov. Code, §§ 7261, 7261.5.) 

4. If necessary, prepare a Relocation Plan. A public agency must prepare a relocation plan before proceeding 
with a project if the project will cause a significant amount of non-residential displacement or more than 15 
residential displacements.  (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 22, § 6038.)   

5. Comply with Relocation Assistance statutes, including Comparable Replacement and Last Resort 
Housing, and Relocation Payments. (Gov. Code, § 7261, subd. (c)(4); Gov. Code, § 7264.5; Gov. Code, 
§§ 7262 et seq.; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 25, §§ 6080 et seq.) 

 
G. Acquisition Offer 
 

1. The JPA does not have to make an offer for the full appraisal price unless the JPA would exercise eminent 
domain powers if a negotiated price cannot be met.  (Melamed v. City of Long Beach (1993) 15 Cal. App. 
4th 70; Gov. Code, § 7267.2.) 
     

H. Prepare and Execute Purchase and Sale Agreement and Escrow Instructions 
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I. Certificate of Acceptance 
 

1. Prepare and approve a certificate of acceptance.  In order to record the deed conveying an interest in real 
property to a governmental agency, the agency must prove its consent by providing a certificate of 
acceptance that is approved by the governing body of the agency.  (Gov. Code, § 27281.)  



 
 Item # 4 
Attachment 

 
RESOLUTION NO. 2009-15 

 
RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE CAPITAL  

SOUTHEAST CONNECTOR AUTHORITY ADOPTING RELOCATION ASSISTANCE  
GUIDELINES AND POLICIES AND PROCEDURES FOR THE INDIVIDUAL SELF PURCHASE PROGRAM  

 
 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Directors (“Board”) of the Capital SouthEast Connector Authority (“Authority”) that: 
 
Section 1. Pursuant to Government Code Section 7267.8, the Authority must provide relocation assistance and must make all 

of the payments required by Chapter 16 (commencing with Section 7260) of Division 7 of Title 1 of the Government Code (the "State 
Act"), including the making of such payments financed by the federal government.  If a project is federally assisted or federally funded, 
the federal relocation assistance act and regulations (“Federal Act” and “Federal Guidelines”) must be followed.  (42 U.S.C. §§ 4601 et 
seq. and 49 C.F.R. part 24.)   

 
Section 2. The California Department of Housing and Community Development has adopted Relocation Assistance and Real 

Property Acquisition Guidelines (Chapter 6 of Title 25 of the California Code of Regulations, commencing with Section 6000) (the 
"State Guidelines") in order to implement and interpret the State Act and to assist public entities in the development of regulations and 
procedures implementing the State Act. Section 7267.8 of the State Act provides that all public entities must adopt rules and 
regulations to implement payments and to administer relocation assistance under the State Act. Such rules and regulations must be in 
accordance with the State Guidelines. Section 6006 of the State Guidelines provides that such rules and regulations may prescribe 
additional procedures and requirements that are appropriate to the particular activities of the Authority and not inconsistent with the 
State Act. 
 

Section 3. For all real property acquisitions that are not in conjunction with federal or federally assisted projects, the Authority 
hereby approves and adopts the State Guidelines as its method for relocation and as its rules and regulations to implement payments 
and to administer relocation assistance under the State Act. For all real property acquisitions in conjunction with federal or federally 
assisted projects, the Authority hereby approves and adopts the Federal Guidelines as its rules and regulations to implement payments 
and to administer relocation assistance. This entire Section 3 is subject to the following: 

 
(a) If the State Act, the State Guidelines, the Federal Act or the Federal Guidelines are amended subsequent to the adoption 

of this Resolution, the Authority's method and rules and regulations are automatically amended to be consistent with the State Act, the 
State Guidelines, the Federal Act and the Federal Guidelines, as amended. 

 
(b) Any reference in the State or Federal Guidelines to "public entity" shall apply to the Authority unless the context requires 

otherwise. 
 
(c) Any reference in the State or Federal Guidelines to the "head of the public entity" shall be deemed to be a reference to the 

Executive Director of the Authority or an impartial designee of the Executive Director unless the context requires otherwise. 
 
(d) In the event an informal oral presentation is requested pursuant to Section 6156(b) of the State Guidelines, the review shall 

be conducted by the Executive Director of the Authority, or his/her designee. Any such informal appeal process shall comply with 
procedures set forth in Section 6156 of the State Guidelines. 

 
(e) In addition to making the payments required by the State Act, the State Guidelines, the Federal Act or the Federal 

Guidelines, the Authority may make any additional relocation payments that in the Authority's opinion may be reasonably necessary 
under the circumstances of the particular case to further the goals of the Authority. 
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Section 4. A copy of the State Guidelines and Federal Guidelines shall be lodged in the office of the Authority Secretary, 
which copies are incorporated herein by reference and which shall be updated as amendments to them may be adopted. 

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Independent Self Purchasing Program (ISPP) Policies and Procedures, as presented 

to the Board at this meeting, are hereby adopted in substantially the same form as attached hereto. 
 

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

* * * * * 
 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 17th

 
 day of November, 2009, by the following vote: 

 AYES: 
 
 NOES: 
 
 ABSENT: 
 
 
 
            
     Chairperson 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
      
Secretary 

 



 
      

 
Capital SouthEast Connector Board of Directors            Item # 5 
                         Motion 
November 17, 2009 
 
Sheldon /Wilton Corridor Recommendations for Further Evaluation 
 
Issue: Consideration of the configuration of the Connector project in the Sheldon/Wilton area for use in the 
environmental analysis of the project. 
 
Recommendation: Hear a presentation from staff on the details of the process utilized for planning a 
connector alignment in the Sheldon/Wilton area of the project corridor and approve the recommendations for 
use in the development of the programmatic environmental document. 
 
Discussion: Of the four alignments currently under consideration as the preferred alternative, three propose 
to traverse the Sheldon Community via Grant Line Road. Only Alternative #4, via the utilization of Bradshaw 
Road, does not. Recognizing that it is an objective of the Connector project to minimize the impacts to 
historical and cultural elements of established communities, the Sheldon/Wilton communities need to be 
afforded extra analysis to insure that all viable alternatives are kept available for environmental review and 
further consideration. 
 

 
Background 

On April 20, 2009, staff initiated the first of two community meetings specifically to discuss the interests and 
concerns of the Sheldon/Wilton community and to explore further opportunities for a viable Connector 
configuration within the community. Some of the outputs of this first meeting, besides an introduction of the 
current project to the community, were the development and ranking of community values. These values 
were considered important to the initial scoping of alignment configurations and were to be used as the basis 
for additional materials presented in the second community meeting on May 18, 2009. The values include 
consideration of area riparian ecosystems, open space, floodplain management, and support for existing 
businesses and community cultural resources.  
 
Recognizing that more effort was necessary to expand on the initial conclusions drawn from the community 
meetings, JPA staff initiated contact with citizen leadership in the Sheldon/Wilton community to propose an 
extensive and focused process to inform the development of alternatives through additional discussion, 
information sharing, and consideration of new ideas. This resulted in the formation of the Community Working 
Group (CWG) that was composed of representatives of the Sheldon Community Association, the Greater 
Sheldon Road Estates Homeowner’s Association, and the Wilton Action Group.  
 
At its initial meeting of May 27, 2009, the CWG adopted the following Mission Statement, which provided a 
focus for the collaborative process it was to undertake over the course of the bi-monthly meetings during the 
Summer and early Fall of 2009: 
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The Sheldon/Wilton Working Group will explore the values and factors that the 
community considers of primary importance to its future; examine prospective 
Sheldon-area Connector route alternatives in light of that information and other 
planning data, decisions, and assumptions; and select a limited number of 
Sheldon-area alternatives for further examination and consideration of the 
upcoming Connector Environmental Impact Analysis (EIR/EIS) process 

 
Over the course of the eight meetings that concluded on September 30, 2009, the CWG strived to                     
accomplish this mission and, for the most part, was successful in doing so. The initial meetings were 
comprised of presentations by JPA staff and its consultants regarding population and traffic projections and 
assumptions on regional development and population growth using data supplied by SACOG. The CWG 
expressed the need for continued development of state-of-the-art tools to better refine the possible economic 
and resource considerations that are the basis for the Connector project and believed that a “phased 
approach” to the development of the project was prudent and necessary. This perspective has been taken 
into account and is evident in the recommended approach the program environmental review described later 
in this report. 
 
The CWG initially considered six alternatives to review over the course of the proposed meeting schedule.  
The selected alternatives were: 
 
1. Grant Line Road – Alternative 2/3 
2. The “Baby Bypass” – just south of Grant Line 
3. Bradshaw Road – Alternative 4 
4. A distributive Alternative –fanning traffic to existing roads in the area 
5. A floodplain edge bypass 
6. A major bypass of substantial length almost exclusively within the Consumes River floodplain 

 
Early meetings in the schedule concentrated on justification for the project and the future land use projections 
that were the basis for the traffic forecasts.  Information on the Blueprint planning process, the 2035 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP), and the upcoming Sacramento County General plan were presented 
by SACOG and County staff. The group also discussed how the General Plans of all the local jurisdictions will 
have a significant impact on the Connector and the environmental process. The consultant team, assisted by 
Caltrans, provided an overview of the process for preparing a programmatic environmental document.   

 
Biologists from the JPA consultant team and from Caltrans presented information on environmental issues 
and conditions on several occasions to better inform the group regarding the implications of any significant 
deviation from the Grant Line Road alignment in the vicinity of the Sheldon/Wilton Community. Data was 
presented for review on the range of habitat of special concern and how it could affect the review of the 
environmental document by the federal and state resource agencies charged with the project permits. 
 
As the meeting schedule progressed, the CWG began to focus on a selected number of alternatives: the 
Grant Line Road, Major Bypass, and distributive alternatives. The minor bypass or “Baby Bypass” that was 
originally studied by SACOG as part of the Phase One work was dismissed by the group as infeasible and 
not compatible with the developed community values. The remaining bypass options were discussed and one 
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was selected for further engineering study in consideration of time and resources.  More detailed information 
on the bypass concept was to be developed for future discussions.  
 
The JPA team presented a conceptual plan for the development of a 4-lane, limited access facility through 
the Sheldon community on Grant Line Road and explained the basic elements of the plan for review by 
members of the CWG. This resulted in a discussion of the potential for such a facility and its effect on valued 
business, cultural, and social aspects of the community. This plan generated much discussion for its potential 
but was viewed as conceptual and in need of additional discussion prior to acceptance as a preferred 
alternative. The City of Elk Grove Rural Road Standards concept was discussed as a means to “evolve” the 
limited access concept over time and not introduce any negative aspects of it prior to being absolutely 
required. Most discussion of the concept centered around the use of a community-based planning effort to 
identify and mitigate issues of significance that could arise for the 4-lane proposal, especially with regard to 
the developed community values and in keeping with the intent of identifying the most viable alternative.  
 
The details of the bypass proposal, including technical details and cost estimates, were developed and 
distributed to the group. The bypass discussion included a presentation of environmental, engineering, and 
functional considerations of note. This plan also generated much discussion because of the impacts it would 
have on the floodplain.  The group focused on the details of the design that would minimize impacts to 
various sensitive natural resources and how the proposed bypass could address the community values and 
goals of the project. Details of both the impacts and the effectiveness of the bypass were examined to the 
degree possible given the difficulty in obtaining precise information at this early phase. It was concluded that 
a more precise degree of information was desired but not practically available at this time unless the bypass 
was to be given further consideration by the Board prior to the release of the Notice of Preparation. 
 
The Bradshaw Road alternative and the Distributive alternative were both discussed, but were generally 
dismissed based on their inability to satisfy the travel demand needs without significant impacts and 
adjustments to already developed facilities and land uses along the proposed routes. While the Bradshaw 
alignment must remain included as part of the overall Alternative #4, the group did not feel that any specific 
changes to it would be effective to meet the needs of the CWG’s Mission Statement. The Distributive 
alternative also proved ineffective because any of the routes that the traffic could be distributed onto would 
also incur significant impacts that would be more widespread without necessarily any more effective traffic 
handling. 
 
Staff developed an implementation matrix to better evaluate each of the alternatives based on a number of 
previously established criteria that focused on: 
 

• Environmental Impacts 
• Community Impacts 
• Traffic Impacts 
• Cost 

 
 
Also included in this matrix was the “no build” alternative which compares the current General Plan 
designation for Grant Line Road against the alternatives developed during the CWG process. The evaluation 
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matrix is included as an attachment to this report. It draws no conclusion as to the best alternative, but allows 
for a qualitative comparison of the options against detailed elements of the criteria previously listed.  
 
The CWG provided a more detailed narrative regarding the alternatives that were considered most viable and 
in line with the community values developed during the community meetings in a report labeled FINAL 
REPORT – SHELDON/WILTON COMMUNITY WORKING GROUP (CWG).  That report is attached to this 
staff report and includes the three alternatives that are considered the most worthy of additional consideration 
during the formal environmental process.  
 
At the end of eight meetings, which occurred over three months, the CWG concluded its efforts with a third 
and final community meeting in Wilton on October 6, 2009. Included at that community meeting was a 
presentation of the final report by members of the CWG to an audience of almost 100 residents. Comments 
at the meeting were recorded and relevant items of interest that could not be addressed during the meeting 
were later posted on the website. The audience was engaged and significantly more focused on the possible 
Sheldon/Wilton alternatives than at either of the two previous community meetings. JPA staff announced that 
a recommendation for further study of the alternatives discussed at that meeting was to come before the JPA 
Board in November. 
 

 
Alternatives 

There are three alternatives that the CWG deemed worthy of consideration for additional review during the 
formal programmatic environmental review. They are: 
 

• No Build utilizing the Elk Grove Rural Road Standards 
• The Limited Access Grant Line Road/Frontage Road concept 
• The Consumes floodplain bypass south of Grant Line Road. 

 
No Build – This approach utilizes the Elk Grove Rural Road Standards to incrementally build out Grant Line 
Road over time, as traffic volumes warrant, based generally on a predetermined list of improvements and 
following a process outlined and adopted by the City of Elk Grove. It could eventually lead to the construction 
of four, five, or even six lanes on Grant Line as the current City General Plan indicates. However, given the 
constraints in the right of way through the greater Sheldon community section, the group limited its 
discussions to the 88-foot width required for four through lanes, a continuous center turn lane, and shoulders. 
Since a five lane roadway section is indicated as a viable configuration in the Rural Road Policy once traffic 
volumes reach a 24,000 daily volume threshold and 6 lanes when volumes reach a 36,000 daily volume 
threshold, it is likely that even this policy will result in right of way needs in excess of the desired width 
through this area. Staff has concluded that using even conservative estimates of growth beyond the 
immediate Sheldon geographic area, such as the current SACOG Metropolitan Transportation Plan, that four-
lane volumes will be reached by 2025 and the six lane volumes by 2035, as outlined under this policy. Any 
additional significant development or improvements to Grant Line Road beyond four lanes outside of Sheldon 
area would likely hasten the need for these expansions to relieve congestion and improve safety. It is 
important to recognize that while this policy may be applied in the Sheldon area in an effort to reduce right of 
way and access restriction impacts, without adjusting the volumes to account for improvements anticipated 
on Grant Line outside of the Sheldon area will likely result in an ineffective solution over time. 
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Limited Access Grant Line Road/Frontage Road – This concept proposes to provide a reduced right of way 
width on Grant Line Road compared to what is proposed in the City of Elk Grove Rural Road Policy 
Standards. A representation of the comparison to that standard and the existing road section are shown on 
the three attached cross sections. It can be seen that the reduction in required right of way on Grant Line is 
made possible by the elimination of a center left turn lane that is included in the 88-foot rural road standard. 
By eliminating the center turn lane except at signalized intersections and replacing it with a five-foot raised 
center island, the Limited Access proposal reduces the footprint by approximately fourteen percent through 
the Sheldon community. Working in conjunction with the raised median is the elimination of private drives and 
the strategic placement of traffic signals, all of which provide for a significant increase in capacity over that 
which would be provided by the current policy. To compensate for the loss of direct driveway access, left turn 
movement from most side streets, and the controlled spacing of traffic signals, frontage road types of access 
will need to be developed to access businesses and residences at selected locations. These roads would not 
need to be continuous but proposed based on an overall plan that was developed as a collaborative effort 
between the Community, City of Elk Grove and the JPA. In this manner, greater community access would be 
preserved beyond the point of the traditional four and six lane road sections that eventually require access 
restrictions due to safety concerns. Given the increase in traffic mentioned under the No Build description, the 
limited access/frontage concept provides assured local access beyond that available under the traditional 
roadway build out scenarios.  A comparison of right of way needs at various locations in Sheldon is attached 
to this report. 
 
In order to better explore the details of such a proposal, it is advised that the JPA engage in a community-
based consultation process utilizing the efforts of a planning consultant and involving the input and ideas of 
the community to a significant degree. The intent of this plan would be to preserve the historic, cultural, and 
economic interests of the community to the highest degree practical and include those aspects of 
accommodation as part of the project. The process is described in Appendix A of the FINAL REPORT. Under 
this alternative, details of this concept could be further examined as an initial work element of the overall 
programmatic EIR process. 
 
Consumes Floodplain Bypass – The Consumes Floodplain Bypass alternative provides for one of two limited 
access seven to 5.9 mile bypasses between Waterman Road or Bradshaw Road and Eagles Nest Way via a 
three-lane elevated roadway around the south side of the Sheldon community. An attached exhibit shows the 
approximate alignments of both roadways and a typical cross section of the proposed structure. Due to the 
influence and elevation of the floodplain the average height of the bottom of the bypass deck would be seven 
to ten feet above the existing ground line. It is assumed that there would be no access at all to the bypass for 
its entire length and that it would need to be elevated further to cross Wilton Road. No access would be 
planned to Wilton Road. The primary design is based on 120’ long girders to minimize the number of columns 
in the floodplain. Without the provision for access, the bypass could function efficiently as a two-lane facility 
with a continuous passing lane split in each direction over the length of the entire bypass. No bikes, 
pedestrians, or horses would be allowed. Emergency access provision would be provided and spaced at 
regular intervals with a center concrete barrier providing the necessary measure of safety. The entire 
structure would be lit, also for safety reasons. Runoff from the facility would be collected and treated before 
being allowed to flow back into the river. The estimated facility costs range from between $280-350M more 
than the development of the Limited Access Grant Line proposal. While tolling of the facility is possible to 
defer the additional costs, the diversion of trips to the alternate Grant Line Road would have to be better 
examined. 
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The bypass would likely result in the identification of greater adverse impacts on sensitive aquatic resources 
and endangered species over the other alternatives. The impacts in the floodplain and its hydrology would 
require careful examination as well. A more detailed assessment of the potential impacts is included in the 
attached Appendix B of the Final Report. 
  

 
Recommended Course of action 

The CWG expended a tremendous level of energy and time to work closely with the JPA staff and consultant 
team to provide a recommendation regarding the environmental review process. As indicated above, the 
details of these alternatives are outlined in Appendix A and B of the attached report from the group. By 
reviewing the attached evaluation matrix, it is clear that the bypass alternative has significantly higher 
categorical environmental impacts to a majority of the categories listed and somewhat higher impacts with 
regard to the established Community Values. And while providing improved travel times through the Sheldon 
area is attractive, the additional costs associated with its construction are significant (an additional $200-
300M plus) and currently without funding. What also cannot be overlooked is the apparent incompatibility that 
this alternative has to the many references this project has to open space preservation and limitation of 
intrusion to agricultural and sensitive natural resources in the Connector Corridor. Clearly, there would need 
to be no other viable alternative solution for this area to justify the construction of the bypass. The fact that 
there are two other alternatives in the report evidences that this is not the case.  
 
What also must be considered with the further examination of the bypass is the potential negative effect it 
could have on the JPA’s potential interest as a partner in the South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan 
(SSHCP) and the effect it could have on approval of the plan itself. Staff considers inclusion into the SSHCP 
as a critical step in the development of a positive relationship with the federal regulatory agencies and the 
local environmental community. While is it not clear that the inclusion of the bypass would have a detrimental 
effect on fostering those relationships, it clearly indicates a broader interpretation of the preservation 
language in the Purpose and Need Statement and the 2004 Measure A ballot language than might otherwise 
be assumed. Because of the potential misinterpretation of the CWG’s intent with their bypass proposal, staff 
is not inclined to support the bypass for additional review in the programmatic environmental document but 
rather to concentrate its efforts on the development of the 4-lane limited access roadway through Sheldon in 
such a way that it meets the intent of the recommendations in Appendix A of the CWG report but without 
unduly creating a delay in the analysis of the programmatic document. Staff recommends that a community 
based process be initiated promptly upon the release of the Notice of Preparation and that its findings be the 
basis for the broader analysis of the entire project. In summary, it is recommended that the Board direct staff 
to take the following actions with regard to the programmatic environmental analysis for the Sheldon/Wilton 
area: 
 

• The 4-lane limited access roadway (LAR) should be studied further in the programmatic document 
 
• The LAR alternative should be merged with the city of Elk Grove Rural Road Standards to create a 

hybrid implementation plan based on traffic warrants and available technical and community 
developed information 
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• The programmatic environmental assessment will be based on the work performed in approximately 
the first four months of 2010 by a community-based process that is intended to identify and evaluate 
critical potential impacts within the Sheldon Community directly related to the LAR alternative 

 
• The community-based assessment should include consultation with an engineering firm to better 

define and coordinate the actual evolution of the LAR in accordance with the Rural Road Standards 
methodology 

 
• The actual identification of a design for the Sheldon portion of Alternative 2/3, including mitigation 

responsibilities and scope, should be undertaken after the general alignment has been approved by 
the JPA Board and before the specific alignment is approved by the City of Elk Grove, as required by 
the JPA enabling document 

 
• Following the conclusion of the programmatic level study, the JPA will continue to utilize the 

community-based consultant process to inform the actual design of the LAR 
 

• The Consumes River bypass alternative referenced in the CWG report should be dropped from 
further consideration and review due to environmental concerns, SSHCP considerations, and 
excessive costs that are not considered practical to address at this time 

 
• The Bypass alternative that is still included as a sub-option of alternative 2/3 from the SACOG Phase 

One study is recommended to be dropped from future consideration due to impacts to the Sheldon 
Community and the identification of a LAR preferred alternative  

 
Should your Board concur with these recommendations, staff will take the necessary steps to further develop 
the specifics of the community-based process and include language to clarify the LAR option into the 
proposed project alternatives.    

 
 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
Tom Zlotkowski 
Executive Director 
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FINAL REPORT 
 

SHELDON/WILTON COMMUNITY WORKING GROUP (CWG)  
 

OPTIONS FOR THE SOUTHEAST CONNECTOR PROJECT 
IN THE SHELDON AREA 

 
SEPTEMBER 29, 2009 

 
PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT 
 
The Community Working Group (CWG), convened by Tom Zlotkowski the Executive 
Director of the Capitol Southeast Connector JPA (JPA), was composed of representatives of 
the Sheldon Community Association (SCA), Greater Sheldon Road Estates Homeowner's 
Association (GSREHA), and the Wilton Action Group (WAG) with the following mission 
(CWG Mission Statement, revised 5/27/09):  
 

“The Sheldon/Wilton Working Group will explore the values and factors that the 
community considers of primary importance to its future; examine prospective 
Sheldon-area Connector route alternatives in light of that information and other 
planning data, decisions, and assumptions; and select a limited number of Sheldon-
area alternatives for further examination and consideration of the upcoming 
Connector Environmental Impact Analysis (EIR/EIS) process.”  
 

The CWG has in large part met these objectives.  This report describes the group’s 
discussions, findings, and recommendations for follow-up.   
 
CWG ACCOMPLISHMENTS 
 
1.  Identification of a Set of Common Values 
 
CWG members participated in two JPA-sponsored community exercises to identify the most 
important values the community would like to see considered in the Connector planning 
process.  The facilitator developed a list of community values from attendees then asked that 
each person place sticky dots on those values that they considered most important. The five 
highest-ranking values were: 
 
• Preserve the rural and historic character of Sheldon 

Note: Specified to include both the integrity of the existing “old town” and the quality 
of rural-residential life.  

 
• Preserve the area’s riparian ecosystem (Cosumnes River & Deer Creek) 
 
• Preserve open space, wildlife habitat, and agricultural uses in the project area 
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Note: Depending on context, interpreted to range from large contiguous parcels of 
land that could provide for large-scale agriculture or habitat for a large variety of 
species to agricultural-residential parcels that provide for small-scale agriculture or 
habitat to a smaller variety of species.   

 
• Protect the floodplain 
 
• Control growth in the project area 

Note: “Growth” refers to urban sprawl, and “area” includes Wilton as well as 
Sheldon.  

 
Unfortunately, these meetings were not well attended so the product of the exercise reflects 
the views of a relatively small number of community residents.  Nonetheless, the CWG used 
this information in evaluating and formulating Connector alternatives. 
 
2.  Review of Traffic Data and Analysis 
 
The CWG reviewed presentations by JPA staff and consultants on population and traffic 
projections through 2045 based on a variety of assumptions about regional development and 
population growth using data from SACOG and the general plans of local municipalities. The 
group expressed doubts about the assumptions underlying planning data, including the 
impact the current economic downturn on population growth, the changes in work patterns 
and telecommuting, the use of information technology to inform route selection, and the 
impacts of public transportation options on traffic patterns. One of the central discussion 
issues involved how to deal with the great uncertainties of long-term projections.  The group 
noted that many independent analysts believe the area may be subject to future natural 
resource (especially water) and economic constraints on future growth and transportation 
needs that are not considered in the local government general plans that drive JPA 
projections. This underscores the importance of including outside economic and natural 
resources forecasting expertise in the environmental review process to help put these 
projections into perspective. The CWG recommends that the EIR/EIS process provide for 
careful, state-of-the-art consideration of these possible economic and resource constraints.    
 
Moreover, because of the uncertainties associated with these projections, the CWG strongly 
supports the principle identified in the JPA’s Project Description for “phased 
implementation” for funding, location, and design of the project. Phased implementation 
reduces capital outlays that tie up resources that might be wasted if the initial projections are 
in error and minimizes unnecessary disruptions to the Sheldon community and natural 
ecology of the area. The CWG accordingly suggests that the planning emphasis be on the 
interim period to 2025.  
 
3.  Review of environmental issues associated with the project 
 
Biologists from JSA and staff from Caltrans presented information to the group on 
environmental issues on two different occasions.  Much of the discussion focused on process 
issues, and unfortunately, little time was spent discussing options for reducing environmental 
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impacts of the project.  Data was presented on the habitat range of species of special concern. 
The consultants briefly discussed the concept of the ‘least environmentally damaging 
practical alternative” and how it might relate to the alternatives being discussed. The CWG 
suggests further consideration of means for lessening negative environmental impact along 
any of the corridors being considered.  
 
4.  Selection of a limited number of alternatives for the EIR/EIS 
 
The CWG concentrated most of its discussion on three alternatives as presented by the JPA 
staff or consultants:  1) a no build option, in which any further development of Grant Line 
Road through Sheldon would be the responsibility of the City of Elk Grove and would be 
guided by its rural roads standards,  2) four lanes of limited access along Grant Line Road, 
with added interior streets and community preservation measures, and 3) a floodplain bypass 
with environmental preservation measures. Three other options--Bradshaw Road, Sunrise 
Boulevard, and a “mini-bypass” through Sheldon Woods--were briefly considered and 
dismissed from further CWG discussion as unlikely, for various reasons, to be viable route 
options.   
 
The JPA staff and consultants noted that, according to their traffic projections, the no-project 
option probably would not meet traffic demand after approximately 2025, and since this 
alternative already has to be studied to meet CEQA regulations, the CWG decided not to 
develop this alternative further in its own work. It concluded that that the two alternatives 
meriting its further consideration were the proposed route through Sheldon (projected by JPA 
for four lanes with the potential for expansion based on post-2025 demand) and an alternative 
proposed bypass through the floodplain east of Sheldon, and perhaps a combination of them. 
Briefly, these alternatives can be described as follows: 
 
• No Build:  This alternative assumes that the segment of Grant Line Road running through 

the Sheldon area would not be incorporated into the Connector Project but would remain 
a rural roadway under the jurisdiction of the City of Elk Grove.  This road would be 
managed in accordance with the Rural Road Guidelines adopted by the City, which 
anticipate adjustments in capacity as warranted by traffic demand.   
 

• 4-Lane Grant Line Road with Community Preservation:  This alternative would involve 
expanding Grant Line Road to four lanes, closing off direct access to Grant Line from 
homes and businesses and restricting it via signalized roads.  It would also include 
acquiring the right-of-way that would permit future expansion of the road to 6 lanes.  A 
number of new rural roads would be cut into both residential and businesses areas to feed 
traffic to roads entering Grant Line at signalized intersections. In order to preserve the 
economic viability of Sheldon and minimize the disruption of existing businesses, this 
alternative would also provide for subsidized re-planning and re-organization of the 
commercial district as a coherent destination able to accommodate customer traffic, 
delivery trucks, and parking.  

 
• Bypass through the floodplain:  Although the exact route is yet to be determined, this 

alternative would avoid the town of Sheldon and run between Deer Creek and the 
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Cosumnes River.  The bypass would be constructed as an elevated roadway that was 
sufficiently high to permit continued farming and access for wildlife.  The proposed road 
would be 3-4 lanes wide and include extensive stormwater containment measures to 
minimize environmental impacts on the floodplain and adjacent waterways.   

 
Although JPA staff urged the CWG to identify a single preferred plan, the group rejected this 
approach as unrealistic (in the absence of essential data to be developed by the environmental 
review process) and improper (usurping the responsibility of JPA designated commissioners, 
who are elected local government officials and therefore accountable to the public for their 
decisions). The group agreed that the purpose of the CWG was to help reduce the alternatives 
for environmental review to a “small number” and to provide recommendations to the JPA 
on how the environmental review process should be conducted to ensure public credibility 
and understanding of any decision the JPA may take once the process is concluded.   
 
5.  Recommendations regarding the environmental review process 

Having identified the alternatives most meriting its attention, the CWG undertook to identify 
the key environmental issues associated with each of these alternatives and to suggest ways 
to reduce the negative impacts of the two Connector alternatives as part of the environmental 
review process (Appendices A and B).  The suggested process for reducing these negative 
effects requires some explanation. Since the CWG is dedicated to ensuring a complete and 
proper environmental review process for any route through the Sheldon area, but has no role 
in determining which route will ultimately be chosen, the group has offered its suggestions 
with considerable trepidation.  It is obvious to the group that the net impact of the Connector 
Project, regardless of which alternative route is selected, will be negative for both the 
environment and the community.  For residents and businesses of the Sheldon/Wilton area 
communities, there simply is no net positive gain to be had either from widening Grant Line 
Road or alternatively from building a new roadway through the floodplain. The only realistic 
and operable question is how to hold the net environmental, social and economic damage of 
the Connector Project to an absolute minimum.  Accordingly, the CWG believes that each of 
the Connector alternatives should incorporate environmental and community preservation 
measures that help mitigate the social and environmental damage associated with that 
alternative as much as possible.       
 
Toward this end, the CWG proposes that the environmental review process include a 
substantial community scoping element that incorporates local stakeholder consultation 
processes involving  the Sheldon merchants affected by the Grant Line alternatives (No Build 
and 4-Lane Grant Line with Community Preservation) and another with the farmers and 
landowners impacted by the floodplain alternative. The objective of these consultation 
processes would be to clarify the No Build alternative and identify the environmental and 
community preservation measures to be included in each Connector Project alternative so 
that all three alternatives can be properly characterized and evaluated in the public draft 
EIR/EIS that is prepared for the Connector Project.   
 
The CWG understands that it is requesting an intensive community stakeholder consultation 
process that is innovative and that may require 6 months  to complete.   However, the group 
believes that meaningful alternatives can be developed only through consultation with the 
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merchants, farmers, land and building owners, and community residents directly affected.  
Use of this sort of community scoping process is well recognized in the CEQA Guidelines 
(Section 15083) and various techniques available for doing this are well established (there 
are regional examples from which to draw). Recognizing that the JPA wishes to keep the 
Connector Project on a reasonable timetable, the CWG suggests that the plan (method, 
human resources, and funding) for the community scoping process be developed with the 
assistance of the CWG as quickly as possible.  This will enable the JPA to develop an overall 
plan and timeline for the Connector Project environmental review process that provides as 
much assurance as possible that the project can continue to move forward without 
unnecessary opposition and delay.  Suggestions for community consultation specific to each 
of the alternatives are included in the appendices.   
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APPENDIX A 
 

CONNECTOR ROUTE ON GRANT LINE ROAD THROUGH SHELDON 
 

Four lanes through Sheldon with potential of 6 lanes in the future 
Concept:   

Closure of direct private access to Grant Line Road; 
Access from roads at signalized intersections; 

New interior streets funnel traffic to roads. 
Community preservation project to maintain business 

 
1. INTRODUCTION  
 
It is important to understand how this Connector alternative following Grant Line Road 
through Sheldon differs from the “no-build” alternative, which follows the same route but 
under different conditions.  First of all, both the no-build and the Connector alternatives 
provide for widening Grant Line Road in response to growing traffic; the differences are in 
the details. The no-build alternative would leave future development of Grant Line Road 
through Sheldon to the City of Elk Grove according to its general plan and implementing 
policies.  Under the current city General Plan, Grant Line may be expanded to as much as six 
lanes, which specification may or may not be changed in the forthcoming General Plan 
revision required by state law.  However, the Elk Grove City rural roads policy governing 
this portion of Grant Line Road articulates a precise set of measures, triggers and processes 
governing any expansion in order to ensure that widening occurs only when and to the extent 
needed at any point in time. Also, the rural roads standards eliminate medians, curbs and 
gutters, sidewalks, and other urban-type improvements, thus limiting the total width of the 
roadway. Direct access onto Grant Line from road-side businesses and homes remains 
unimpeded, other than by the inconvenience of waiting for openings in heavier traffic. That 
means that, at widths up to four lanes, future widening Grant Line under the no-build 
alternative and Elk Grove rural roads policies is likely to cause but minimal community 
disruption aside from the inconvenience of a heavier traffic flow.  A four-lane facility 
eventually built under the no-build option might resemble, for example, parts of Fair Oaks 
Boulevard in Carmichael, which carries heavy traffic on four lanes and still permits direct 
access from roadside businesses and residences.  
 
The draft JPA Connector draft proposal for Grant Line Road through Sheldon is very 
different. In addition to provision for widening Grant Line Road up to six lanes, similar to the 
Elk Grove General Plan, it proposes to close off all private residential and business direct 
access to Grant Line Road and to limit all entrances to and exits from Grant Line to 
signalized intersections. The purpose is to facilitate through traffic flow. To provide the 
excluded homes and businesses with access that they will lose when their driveways are 
blocked, the JPA proposal provides for building a number of new streets in residential and 
business sections on both sides of the highway, designed to pick up traffic from those areas 
and funnel it into roads that enter Grant Line only at signalized intersections. Building these 
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new roads across dozens of existing properties will be highly disruptive to both residential 
and business communities, and may have an effect on land and building values. Moreover, 
project road standards are likely to call for features that extend road widths. A four-lane 
facility under the Connector project, for example, is likely to be wider than four lanes built 
by Elk Grove under its rural roads policy, and would require removing some buildings that 
under the no-build option would be spared and still useful. In short, one could hardly imagine 
a more disruptive alternative than this one.   
 
In summary:  The main difference between the no-build and Connector alternatives through 
Sheldon is not the number of lanes—both the Elk Grove General Plan and the Connector 
project propose up to six lanes—but the conditions of local access to Grant Line and, by 
extension, the amount of disruption suffered in residential and business communities along 
its margins.     
 
In order to understand the likely impact of the proposed Connector through Sheldon on Grant 
Line Road, the CWG used draft maps provided to us by the JPA to review on the ground 
where proposed four and six lane Connector footprint boundaries would run and where new 
roads would likely be installed in both business and residential areas on both sides of Grant 
Line. We also talked with business owners in the commercial area about likely effects on 
their businesses and the continued economic viability of Sheldon as a continuing source of 
products and services for the surrounding area.  This appendix presents our findings and 
recommendations, based on our inspection and conversation for topics and items that should 
be covered in any EIR/EIS study of this potential Connector route.   
             
 1.  ISSUES FOR STUDY 

 

 
Commercial Area 

General observation, from on-site investigation and conversations with several business 
owners:  
 
In our discussion with business owners, we found great concern that this option, as now 
conceived, would destroy old town Sheldon as a viable services center for the area. The main 
problem would be caused not by enhanced traffic (up to four lanes), but by cutting   direct 
access onto Grant Line Road by businesses that depend upon it. Installation of new streets in 
the commercial area as projected in the concept and on the draft maps not only do not offset 
the need for direct access, but actually add complications of their own. The specifics of 
merchant concerns differed with sites, but all seemed obvious and reasonable. Important 
businesses that anchor the local economy and provide key services for the surrounding 
community would for the most part be so disadvantaged that they would fail or close. The 
least threatened businesses would be those now fronting on Aleilani Lane, providing that 
easy left hand turns were facilitated at that intersection, but virtually all others would be very 
seriously undermined as easy access for their customers, suppliers and others is destroyed.  
On the basis of our inspection and conversations with merchants and others, we conclude that 
that implementation of the draft proposed Connector alternative, as now conceived in the 
proposed JPA concept, will simply kill Sheldon as a viable center for services now offered to 
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the local region. That is extremely hard to dispute. But it does raise the question of whether, 
if this route is the one finally picked by the JPA and imposed on the community, any 
ameliorative strategies are available to reduce the devastating impact and grant the business 
community and local economy a fair chance of survival.   

 .     
It was suggested by one business owner, and tentatively agreed by two others, that under this 
connector route concept perhaps businesses in Sheldon could be saved through a 
reorganization of the commercial area providing for coordinated planning to match new 
access routes to rational placement of businesses as a customer and supplier destination, 
replacing the easy access being lost with easy access reconfigured according to business 
requirements. The principle involved would be to protect and preserve the economic viability 
of the business community by reorganizing the physical layout of the Sheldon business, 
planning new streets and reorienting, replacing, or even relocating existing buildings as part 
of the same coordinated scheme. The CWG suggestion is that this concept should include a 
substantial “community preservation” project to reorient the entire Old Town Sheldon area to 
remain an attractive and desirable destination for customers by accommodating businesses 
and new internal traffic patterns to each other by changing both where needed. Short of that, 
it is hard to see how Sheldon community could survive as a viable business center and 
destination for local services. Such a project probably would have to move buildings, redraw 
property lines, arrange property trades, relocate utilities and wells and septic tanks, buy out 
some businesses or pay to build new buildings to relocate them, and so forth. And of course 
all would have to be designed and accomplished with full participation from the merchants, 
property owners,, and local community. If the current concept moves forward for future 
study, a “community protection” project of this type should be included as an element in it.   
Such a project must include both sides of Grant Line Road, plus provide ideas for connecting 
them for both traffic and pedestrians using local services.  
 
A future study assessing the economic impact of a connector through Sheldon should visit 
and analyze each business in the area to determine how it will be affected by anticipated 
changes in access and traffic patterns. That is because the issues of each vary. We also note 
that the map presently used for this conceptual exercise is out of date and does not show a 
new shopping center, partly completed and with tenants already operating. That center is so 
dependent on direct access from Grant Line, it is hard to see how it can survive without it.  
Serving or reorienting this center now under way presents a daunting challenge that needs to 
be met with use of an up-to-date map.       
 
A study for this route will need to deal with the issue of closely spaced road entrances onto 
Grant Line in Sheldon, which present a puzzle since they seem to be needed more or less 
where they are. The puzzle is exacerbated by the fact that we do not see a realistic way to 
accommodate closing off Pleasant Grove School Road, as the conceptual map indicates, 
given that road’s considerable present importance to the flow of local traffic to the nearby 
school and the poor options for rerouting it.  It seems to us that, for local community traffic 
to flow reasonably well, signals could be needed at Grant Line junctions with Bond Road, 
Pleasant Grove School Road, Wilton Road (unless these last two could somehow be 
combined, perhaps in a reorganization of Sheldon), Aleilani Lane,  Sheldon Rd., Sheldon 
Woods, and Calvine Road. That seems a lot of entrances on a connector. In addition to the 
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issues discussed above, a study of this conceptual approach needs to address others listed 
below.  
 
Issues to be studied:  
 

1. Impact of loss of direct access to Grant Line on businesses. 
2. Impact of installation of interior streets on businesses.  
3. Impact of area historical and esthetic loss on business. 
4. Impact of higher traffic volume and indirect access on community use of Old Town. 
5. Economic loss to City of Elk Grove revenues. 
6. Economic loss to non-profit organizations and charities (business donations, etc.) 
7. Employment losses.  
8. Building loss and preservation of historic and rural characteristic buildings.  
9. Impact on and relocation of wells and septic systems.  
10. Relocation of utilities.  
11. Relocation of propane tanks and piping. 
12. Drainage and flooding problems (part of the area is low).  
13. Fire access and exits. 
14. Railroad/trail crossings (projecting eventual conversion of RR right of way to trail). 
15. Business losses during construction, plus lingering loss effect.  
16. Ability of roads and shared access to accommodate stock trailers, large trucks, etc.       
17. Impact on local roads and compliance with Elk Grove City rural roads standards. 
18. Pedestrian circulation, including crosswalks over Grant Line.  
 

 
Agricultural-Residential area 

General observation from on-site investigation:  
 
Close review suggests that the insertion of new streets into agricultural-residential areas of 
Sheldon will encounter many obstacles related to the fact that further roads were never 
anticipated in these areas, so there are no easements or other areas kept free of structures and 
water and sewage facilities. Moreover, the current map is out of date and does not show all 
presently existing structures.  The area contains not only homes but also a number of 
agricultural and agriculturally related activities with their assorted equipment and buildings. 
Insertion of new streets suggests a surprisingly (to us) large number of issues that would have 
to be addressed in a competent study.     
 
Issues to be studied. 
 

1. Closing, capping, and relocation of domestic and agricultural wells, plus piping. 
2. Septic tank abandonment and relocation, with all piping.  
3. Leach field or dry well abandonment and relocation, with all piping. 
4. Relocation of electric utilities.  
5. Relocation of propane tanks and piping. 
6. Relocation of phone and cable points of connection to residences. 
7. Fire sprinkler system flush out with relocation of water tanks, drill new wells. 
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8. Relocation of driveways and/or garages, with room to turn trucks and trailers. 
9. House or other building moving costs, with new foundations.  
10. Family disruption and interim living costs.  
11. Construction noise, pollution, and other inconvenience to residents.  
12. Removal of trees, with loss of economic, habitat and “heritage” value.   
13. Mitigation for loss of trees—especially “heritage” trees—and other habitat. 
14. Loss of home agriculture or business income.  
15. Lot line adjustments for relocation of roadways, fences, etc.  
16. Loss of land use from new roads, bisected properties, lot line adjustments, etc.  
17. Stress on livestock and other agriculturally related interruptions.  
18. Property value of loss, to both directly affected and nearby properties.  
19.  Drainage, flooding and relocation of drainage ditches, swales, etc.  
20. Impact of road relocation and signalization on local and school traffic patterns.  
21. Eminent domain process for land condemnation and acquisition. 
22. Compliance with E.G. General Plan, zoning for 2-acre minimum lot size, etc.   
23. Property address changes, with disruption of business, services, etc.  
24. Emergency response time and ability, new maps, etc.  
25. Road design to accommodate heavy trucks, ag equipment, large stock trailers, etc.  
26. Changes in crime and security. 
27. Impact on insurance costs. 
28. Property owner and local government tax ramifications. 

 
2.   NEXT-STEP ISSUES.  
 
If the JPA accepts the CWG recommendation for including  a "community preservation”  
element in the Grant Line route model,  and a community development dialog process to 
develop the details of that element as part of the EIR study, the next logical step is to discuss 
how that community development dialog would happen.  
 
There should be ample time in the EIR/EIS review to conduct the sort of dialog with the 
Sheldon merchants and community that suggested for coming up with a viable "community 
preservation” proposal whose costs, environmental impact, and other pertinent details can be 
estimated and included in the final report.  This sort of community development process can 
be started and completed in the space of about six to eight months, if staffed and conducted 
properly. However, it will be technically and professionally very demanding, with issues of  
competence and quality being paramount. Beyond JPA staff time to establish and oversee the 
dialog, it will take the equivalent of at least one full-time professional plus back-up support 
to properly study the situation, engage the community, conduct an iterative dialog and 
produce the materials needed. It would be a good idea to establish a temporary office in 
Sheldon from which to operate.. It is likely that the JPA will need to engage a firm or 
individual with special expertise in community design and in conducting this kind of process.    
 
Here are a few questions that need to be considered in the immediate future:   
 
  1. Who will be the JPA staff person(s) to oversee, for JPA, the planning,  
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     establishment, supervision, and support of this community dialog  
     process for the JPA?  How would the JPA relate to Elk Grove local government, which   
     normally is responsible for community planning?  
 
  2. Who would be the sub-contractor actually conducting the  
     dialog, and how will the selection of that sub-contractor take  
     place?  Should the community have some input into that?  
 
  3. How should the dialog be staffed and where should it be quartered?  
     How much will all that cost and can the JPA cover it?  
 
  4. What would be the dialog objectives, ground rules, time frame and  
     expected output?  By when must it be finished in order for its  
     output to be analyzed and incorporated into the EIR?  
 
  5. What kind of local support, if any, will be needed from the City  
     of Elk Grove and the community?  Will that local support itself  
     require some sort of support?  
 
Dialogic planning processes of this type are reasonably well known for use in urban renewal 
and other contexts having major transportation components. They are time-consuming and 
cannot be hurried because they depend on establishing familiarity, fostering essential trust, 
providing local capacity building, and managing sometimes unpredictable creative processes 
that have to be nurtured and respond to changing group dynamics. They can be tied to agreed 
general deadlines, but not to step-by-step time frames.  Such approaches to planning are 
familiar, commonly used, and well-understood in the field of community development and 
parts of related disciplines such as urban planning and community-based design, but they are 
less commonly known to engineers and others that tend to run road building projects. So this 
is a case in which sub-contracting of proper expertise probably is necessary. There is no 
shortage of design firms, institutes, universities, and other institutions engaged in community 
development, urban planning and design that have developed their own dialog methods for 
stimulating community participation in innovation and are very good at blending the process 
and design elements. Some of them are present in the Bay Area. It is likely that professional 
planners working with the JPA on general community and land-use issues, and who keep up 
with the planning literature, would be familiar with some of these organizations and know 
how to contact them. Another information resource would be University of California 
architecture and planning experts. Additionally, the names of possible consultants have been 
provided to the JPA. 
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APPENDIX  B 
 

CONNECTOR ROUTE THROUGH COSUMNES FLOODPLAIN   

 

 

1.  Environmental Concerns and Issues to be Considered 

With respect to the Floodplain Bypass alternative, particular care must be taken in the 
evaluation of potential impacts since the risk for adverse effects is greater than a roadway a 
greater distance from sensitive aquatic resources. The following list summarizes the key 
ecological receptors and issues related to the Floodplain Bypass alternative: 

• Receptors requiring study: all threatened and endangered plants and animals, fall- 
run chinook salmon, and benthic marcroinvertebrates (BMI).  Since BMI share the 
same habitat as salmon and are an important link in the food chain, effects on these 
organism serves as a sentinel for potential effects on salmon. 

• Contaminants associated with roads 
o Heavy metals (copper and zinc) which have the potential to accumulate in 

the soil and sediment of waterways, 
o Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, by-products of combustion, that are 

carcinogenic and toxic to aquatic and terrestrial animals,  
o Nitrogen dioxide, a by-product of combustion, can form ozone and can act 

as a fertilizer that could contribute to additional eutrophication of the 
nearby waterways. 

• Invasive Species 
o Introduced by the additional truck traffic, could be plants or animals (aquatic 

or terrestrial) that could alter the balance as it currently exists, 
o Could include agricultural pests or pathogens. 

• Noise  
o Associated with construction activity.  Depending on method of 

construction of a bypass, this could be significant and interfere with 
breeding/nesting of hawks, 

o Associated with traffic once the bypass is completed. 
• Lighting 

o During construction and for the completed roadway 
 Desire of community to minimize lighting 
 Potential impacts on animals of 24 hour lights (disturbance of 

circadian rhythms that can interfere with reproduction, feeding, 
other physiological functions). 

• Hydrological alterations 
o Any structures will have some affect on the local hydrology.  If a bypass is 

constructed, the design of pillars should be evaluated for regarding the 
movement of water within the floodplain.   
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o Stormwater management methods.  Runoff should not be released into 
rivers or streams. Increased volume of water are likley to cause erosion of 
river banks and beds.  Stormwater infiltration methods should be identified 
appropriate for this situation. 

o The Cosumnes River floodplain has many areas of high recharge.  These 
areas should be identified prior to construction of any road.  They should be 
protected due to their value as sites for aquifer recharge.  Professor Graham 
Fogg at UC Davis should be consulted on this issue. 

 
• Managing Runoff 

o Managing runoff from an elevated road will require some creative 
thinking. Use of proprietery devices for collecting and removing 
pollutants from runoff are generally unreliable and costly.   Collection of 
road run-off should be directed to natural systems such as wetlands 
where microorganisms can degrade hydrocarbons, plants can absorb 
metals, and the water can recharge the aquifer.  Experts from the Low 
Impact Development Center (San Luis Obispo) are among the most 
experienced with these systems, although some local consultants also 
have this expertise. 

 

2.  Consultation process for the Floodplain Bypass route  

Aa consultative process should also be used in developing the Floodplain Bypass option.   
Due to the different nature of the issues, the process would vary slightly.  We envision this 
process would involve: 

• Identifying the preferred route for the bypass. Since numerous alignments are 
possible, meeting with landowners, farmers, and the environmental community 
will be necessary to identify the alignment that has the least impact on all 
stakeholder . 

o Involves individual meetings with stakeholder groups, interactive 
website, and other efforts as necessary ensure views and concerns are 
considered in  alignment 

• Identifying roadway design issues.  These include discussions with 
environmental groups with concerns about impacts on habitat and stormwater 
runoff; farmers concerns about ability to continue farming.  It could include 
consultations with engineers and hydrologists experienced using modern 
stormwater management practices for roads (LID Center, etc.). 

 















 

 

 
 

 
Capital SouthEast Connector Board of Directors                                             Item #6 
                            Presentation 
November 17, 2009 
 
Presentation of Draft Public/Private Partnership Concepts 
  
Issue: It is important that the Board be aware of the current opportunities available to provide financing through 
Public Private Partnerships (P3). 
  
Recommendation: Hear an overview presentation from the JPA consultant team on the basics of P3’s and how 
they could be utilized by the Connector project. 
 
Discussion: To build the Connector project in a timely manner, significant capital financing is required. 
Recently, the State of California passed critical legislation that makes projects like the Capital SouthEast 
Connector eligible and attractive to a P3 program. Staff is preparing to present a Plan of Finance to your 
Board in early 2010 to outline mechanisms that will ultimately fund and deliver the project. Given the 
current state of the economy, challenges abound in the areas of both federal and state funding that could 
assist in the delivery of the project. While local sales tax and development fees are anticipated to eventually 
rebound and provide the originally allocated level of funding, the timing of that revenue stream remains 
uncertain.  
 
Today, DJ Smith of the consulting firm of Smith, Watts & Co., LLC, will provide your Board with an overview 
of the P3 process and the latest information on how the State of California plans to administer and support 
this program. The presentation will also provide insight into current P3 opportunities across the state and 
how the Capital Connector fits into framework. Should the Board consider having the JPA proceed towards 
including a P3 in its plan of finance, staff will work with the consultant team to provide additional 
documentation and information to you at a future meeting. 
 
  
 Respectfully Submitted,   

 
Tom Zlotkowski 

       Executive Director 



Public Private Partnership Overview



I. California’s Version Of Public Private Partnership (P3)
A. P3 As Utilized Around The World

B. SB 4 (Cogdill) Broad P3 State Legislative Authority

C. California Transportation Commission Guidelines Adopted In 
October 2009

D. AB 798 (Nava) Transportation Specifics Authority For P3s 
Under The Direction Of The State Treasurer’s Office



II. 3P Variations As Applied To Transportation Projects
A. Tollroad

B. Availability Payments

C. A Combination Of Funding

D. Federal Loan/Guarantee Programs For P3s



III. Current California P3 Projects
A. Orange County Transportation Corridor Agency’s Program –

Authorized by State Legislature in 1992.
B. State Route 91 – High Occupancy Toll (HOT Lanes) Between 

Orange And Riverside Counties
C. I-15 – Hot Lanes In San Diego County
D. State Route 125 Tollroad In San Diego County (City of 

Chulavista) – Concessionaire is MacQuarine from Australia.
E. Proposed Expansion Of P3s

1. Bay Area Metropolitan Transportation Commission
2. LA METRO Adopted Program – October 2009
3. Riverside County Transportation Commission State Route 91 

HOT Lane Extension



IV. Capital SouthEast Connector JPA As A P3
A. Tollroads Require Limited Access
B. Definition Of An Initial “Backbone Facility”
C. Tolling Technology For This Facility
D. Potential Financial Plan
E. Potential New Legal Structure For P3 Implementation



V. Discussion Points Regarding A P3 For the Connector Road

A. Advantages/Disadvantages Of A Limited Access Facility
B. Cost Advantages Of A P3
C. Schedule Advantages Of A P3
D. California Drivers And Tollroads
E. Local Community/Developer Advantages Of A P3 



VI. Next Steps
A. Initial Baseline Feasibility Study

1. Traffic/Toll Revenue Forecast

2. Facility/R-O-W Cost Estimate

3. Preliminary P3 Financial Modeling

B. Accomplish Legal/Financial Research for “Board of Control” For P3 
Project.

C. If Feasible And Acceptable To The Connector Board, JPA Would Then 
Develop And Issue Request For Qualifications/Request For Proposals 
In Open Solicitation. 

D. Select Private P3 Partner.
E. Negotiate Predevelopment Agreement With Selected Private Partner.
F. After Certified EIR Is Issued, Negotiate Long Term Franchise 

Agreement With Private Partner
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