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Here is the final report on the Route 65/148 Beltway
Alternatives Study which has been completed by SACOG. The
study was limited in scope to examining the Possible general
locations of a beltway highway facility in a study area
which included a Portion of southern Placer County and part
of eastern and southern Sacramento County.
Although several possible corridors in which a freeway
could be constructed were identified by our consultant, all
Possibilities had adverse impacts upon existing or proposed
land uses in. the area. In addition, persons commenting at
Public workshops raised many concerns that could not be
addressed with the information developed in this limited
study.
Conclusions that there is a need to accommodate circumferential travel which will grow over time, and that ongoing
development is likely to foreclose options for the construction of new highways in the near future led us to conclude
that a more comprehensive effort is urgently needed. Such a
study should address all of the concerns raised by the public at workshops in the study area and should have the cooperation of the local and state government entities that will
have to address these problems in the future.
Please receive and file this report and plan to schedule a discussion of it on your agenda in the near future.
We have directed our staff to work with you to develop a
comprehensive study addressing the concerns raised in examining the beltway proposal as quickly as possible.
If you have questions, or when you schedule this matter
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Planning at 441-5930. Mr. Hoffacker would be pleased to
attend your meeting to answer questions or make a presentation.
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SUMMARY
Studying a broad geographic area in parts of Placer and Sacramento
Counties, this project has sought to identify possible corridors in which a
proposed beltway highway could be constructed. The study has been financed by
the Roseville Chamber of Commerce and guided by technical and policy advisory
committees made up of public officials and citizens.
The study consultant mapped the area, identified conceptual corridors in
which a beltway highway could be developed, and evaluated the corridors using
a set of goals, objectives, and criteria established for the purpose.
Although the consultant identified corridors for the purposes of evaluation, a
much more detailed analysis required for final selection of a right-of-way
could result in an entirely different location for any highway that might be
developed in the future.
It has not been possible to find a corridor which would be clear of
existing development and environmentally sensitive lands. The corridors
studied are considered conceptual locations which have served to identify the
problems and issues that would be faced in; advancing such a proposal. As a
result of the study, extensive opposition to the beltway proposal has been
expressed by residents of the study area and by some local governments.
Although it would be possible, in an egineering sense, to construct a
beltway highway as proposed through the study area, the decision to do so
would raise some very difficult issues. These issues are typical of the
issues faced by new highway development in urban areas:
-

How will traffic congestion on loal streets and highways be
affected by the development of the highway?

-

Could alternative improvements to local streets and the state
highway system accomplish the same relief as a beltway?

▪

Would a new beltway highway result in more or less air pollution
in the local area?

▪

Is there too much commitment to development of land in the study
area to allow, room for a major highway facility?

▪

If a beltway is not built, what will the impacts upon the
residents of the study area be? i
Can present land uses be protected if a beltway were to be
developed?
How could a beltway highway project be financed given the limits
to the State's and local government's highway financing capacity?

The answers to these questions would provide information needed in order
to make a decision concerning the costs and benefits of a beltway highway.

Because the answers to these questions must be available to local
governments in order for a decision concerning the beltway proposal to be
made, this report recommends that a cooperative study involving CALTRANS, the
Counties of Sacramento and Placer., the Cities of Roseville, Rocklin, and
Folsom, and the Placer County Transportation Commission and SACOG is urgently
needed. Without such a joint study, the already severely limited
possibilities for location of a beltway will continue to erode.

I.

INTRODUCTION AND THE STUDY AREA

INTRODUCTION
Growth in the Sacramento metropolitan area has given rise to the need for
infrastructure. Notable in the public discussion of the impacts of growth has
been the need for additional transportation facilities and services. Growth
in population over the Past three decades has also been characterized by more
than proportionate growth in traffic. This trend has been associated with
increasing per capita income and higher levels of automobile ownership. Although it is far from certain whether this more than Proportionate growth in
traffic will continue, it is clear that population growth will result in
increased demands being placed on our transportation system. This, coupled
with the fact that no major transportation facility improvements are presently
being planned, leads to the gloomy prediction that we will all be spending
more time in traffic jams in the future. In fact, Caltrans' System Plan (June
1986) concludes that: "The seven major area of concern discussed in this
plan are expected to remain as concerns during most of the next 30 years
because the deficiencies they deal lwith are expected to develop incrementally
and to persist since the cost of improvements to overcome the deficiencies
completely is beyond the most optimistic estimate of available funds."
In the Sacramento urban area from 1965-1985, 70 percent of the growth
occurred in areas within approximately seven miles of the central city. It is
anticipated that 88 percent of the growth in the urban area from 1985 to 2005
will occur in the outer suburban ring beyond', seven miles from the central
city. In addition, Caltrans has estimated (System Plan) that about 60 percent
of the new jobs during the next 20 years will be at suburban sites. This
growth pattern is consistent with a pattern observed in metropolitan centers
throughout the United States, i.e.,fttravel patterns are increasingly oriented
from suburb to suburb instead of the historical suburb to downtown orientation. Because the Sacramento freeway system and the present transit system is
radial in design, our transportation facilities are ill-suited to respond to
this new urban pattern.
During the past three years, SACOG has been questioned by interested citizens about the possibility of developing a beltway or circumferential roadway
in the eastern part of the urbanized area. Most active in the pursuit of the
concept has been the Tr-County Coalition (1I RIC0), an organization mainly of
persons affiliated with seven chambers of commerce in the Sacramento-Placer-El
Dorado counties area.
At meetings of the TRICO group, SACOG staff members, representatives of
the California Department of Transportation, a member of the California
Transportation Commission, representatives Of the federal Department of
Transportation, state legislators, county officials, and representatives of
congressmen have discussed the problems and!steps in developing a new highway.
Subsequently, TRICO was instrumental in urging successful legislation which
re-established the concept of State Highwayi65 through Sacramento County.
Then, in response to concerns expressed by placer County officials and members
of the TRICO group relating to the rapid development of the southern Placer
County area, TRICO raised funds which were Passed to the Roseville Chamber of
Commerce to study the availability of rights-of-way.
The Roseville Chamber
of Commerce in turn entered into a contract with SACOG to carry out the work
which has lead to thisreport.

As negotiated with the Roseville Chamber of Commerce, SACOG agreed to
prepare and release a request for consultant proposals which would include the
following work:
a) Develop a photo-mosaic map of the agreed upon study area at 1" = 800'
scale.
b) Prepare a contour map of the study area at the same scale as the
photo-mosaic using intervals of 10' or less (these may be from existing USGS mapping).
Identify current zoning and general Plan designations within the
study area using maps at the same scale. A simplified land use
classification system was deemed adequate.
d)

Identify existing and proposed developments within the study area
using mapping of the same scale.

e)

Identify and document the basis for a minimum of three 1000' wide
corridors through the study area in which a beltway freeway could
Possibly be located.
Develop, with technical committee and policy advisory committee
review and aporoval, evaluation criteria and methodology for evaluating the corridors identified.

g) Apply the evaluation criteria and methodology to the alternative
corridors.
Hold public information workshops Presenting the information developed in the study.
i) Prepare necessary reports and documents supporting the effort.
This effort was to be organized with a technical advisory committee and
Policy advisory committee to provide advice to the SACOG staff and the selected consultant. The study was expected to take six months to complete. The
technical advisory committee included staff representatives from the included
counties and cities planning and engineering functions, as well as some representatives of the TRICO group. The policy advisory committee was composed of
elected officials from the included counties and cities and the chairman of
TRICO, as well as a member of the SACOG Board of Directors. The firm of DKS
Associates was selected and, with the exception of the public workshops which
were delayed, the study progressed very close to the schedule set in the
beginning.
The following report describes the study area, the location of and basis
for the corridors identified in the study, the evaluation of the alternative
corridors, public commentary on the information that has been developed, and
some conclusions and recommendations reached by the study staff. The report
is not intended to be adopted as a plan or policy document. Rather, this
report should be viewed as a planning study which identifies some issues needing resolution before definitive action can be taken by public agencies seeking to respond to the transportation needs in the communities affected. The
report does contain some recommendations for future actions to address the
issues identified.

THE STUDY AREA

r -1

The study area selected for this project is shown in Exhibit A. The
study area is designed to cover the area identified in Caltrans planning documents as generally the location of a possible beltway corridor. It includes a
stretch of Interstate Route 80 in southern Placer County between the town of
Loomis and the city of Roseville as its northern boundary. This segment of
Interstate 80 includes the connection of the new State Route 65 bypass of
Roseville and would be the logical point of departure for a continuation of
Route 65 southward. To the east, the formidable barrier of Folsom Lake and
the American River canyon define the study area in Placer County and'the El
Dorado County line and Cosumnes River define the area in Sacramento County.
To the south in Sacramento County, the study area is bounded by a line drawn
from State Route 99 near the Cosumnes River directly west to Interstate Route
5. As the beltway proposal has been described, it is intended to connect
Interstate 80 near Roseville in Placer Count with Interstate 5 in southern
Sacramento County. Therefore, the southwestern boundary of the study area is
Interstate 5 from south of Franklin Road north to Meadowview Road. From there
the boundary is drawn directly east to a point midway between Excelsior Road
and Eagles Nest Road. Here the boundary turns in a broad arc northward again,
Paralleling Sunrise Boulevard until it reaches-Interstate 80 at Douglas
Boulevard. Sunrise Boulevard was selected a the western boundary of the
study area north of State Route 16 because of the significant barrier presented by Mather Air Force Base and because.of the extensive development in place
1
west of Sunrise.
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II. SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVE CORRIDORS

INTRODUCTION
This chapter discusses the general logic used by the consultant to identify and select alternative corridors for the proposed Beltway Connector. The
Beltway Connector concept is a freeway/expressway which would connect freeways
1-80, Highway 50, Highway 99 and 1-5 with a route around the eastern and
southern sides of the Sacramento metropolitan area. For purposes of discussion and presentation, the study Area and proposed Beltway route were divided
into the following four segments (see Figure l l):
Segment
Segment
Segment
Segment

1:
2:
3:
4:

1-80 to Placer County/Sacramento County Line
Placer County/Sacramento County Line to Highway 50
Highway 50 to Highway 16 (Jackson Road)
Highway 16 to 1-5
1

In each of the four segments, three or more alternative routes were
identified.
The general process used to identify and select the alternative corridors
involved the following steps:
1. Preparation of aerial topographic and land use base maps
2.

Preparation of "constraint" mapping

3. Discussions with the staffs of Placer and Sacramento counties and the
cities of Roseville and Folsom, as well as the Technical and Policy
Advisory Committees for the Beltway lConnector Study
4.

Preliminary engineering evaluation Of potential routes

The constraint mapping identified the following basic constraints to the
construction of a major roadway facility:
1. Existing and approved development
2. Development that is currently being processed but has not been approved
3. Parks and recreation areas
4.

Existing and proposed schools

5. Floodplains and drainage areas
6. Existing and proposed roadways
In addition to the above constraints, numerous other factors were considered in the preliminary engineering evaluation including:
a. Topography
•

b. Adopted and proposed general plans and specific plans
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.

1:
C. Distance between existingand prOposed freeway interchanges
d.

Directness of alternative routes

e.- Design. speed and radius of „curveS .
f. Location and design of major bridge structures
g. Relative land values
h. Regional transportation system connectivity
, I. Impact on local access
If
1;

I
j. Wetlands and sensitive wildlife areas
i
k. Existing and proposed reservoirs1 and sanitary treatment plants
Most of the alternative alignments could initially or ultimately be constructed as a freeway, with no at-grade intersections and interchange access
spacing of one mile or greater. However, several "expressway-only" alternatives were identified that have at-grade intersections at minimum of one-half
mile spacing, •and narrower rights-of-way than freeways. The expressway alternatives should not be considered for ultimate upgrading to freeway standards
since they all involve taking over sections of existing arterial roadways that
are proposed to be upgraded to expressway status. If these major local roadways are eventually upgraded to a freeway design, local access will suffer,
(unless parallel local roadways are also constructed) and more right-of-way
will be required.
A full range, of reasonable alternatives were investigated to ensure that
trade-offs will be identified and opportunities for supporting local and
regional goals as well as community environmental enhancement will be explored
along with means for mitigation of adverse effects. The process of selecting
alternative corridor alignments was one where a large range of alternatives
were generated initially, the less desirable were discarded after some initial
study and those remaining were studied in greater depth.
In this study, with few exceptions, alternative "broad-band" 1,000 foot
wide, corridors are identified even though only 200 to 300 feet of right-ofway might ultimately be needed for a freeway. It was assumed that the actual
alignment could fall anywhere in the 11,000 foot wide bands.
u
;
According to federal and state guidelines, more precise alignments should
not be considered at this preliminary planning/evaluation stage so that major
environmental, social, and economic trade-offs between basic alignments are
not lost in details over precise alignMents. More precise alignments would be
developed in future studies.

74.

Also, numerous minor modifications/sub-alternatives to even the broad band
alignments have been identified in certain areas. However, only significantly
different broad band alignments were Selected for presentation and evaluation.
Refinements to the initial broad band corridor alignments were made in the
later stages of study, after review and comment by the Technical and Policy
Advisory Committees.
•

The Beltway would alleviate three major problems of'imMediate concern to
the Sacramento region:
1. It would provide a direct connection between the high growth communities
of Roseville, Rocklin, Folsom, Rancho Cordova, Elk Grove and South
Sacramento.
2.

It would provide another crossing of the American River in eastern
Sacramento County, between Sunrise Boulevard and Folsom Dam.

3.

It would offer a more direct route for through-travel between the San
Joaquin Valley and the Sierra Nevada and other points east, which would
bypass traffic congestion near downtown Sacramento.

The beltway would best serve these purposes if its alignment was as direct
as possible between the major activity centers and the freeways that it would
connect. However, there are numerous constraints to any alignment, especially
those that are most direct. Even though the Beltway may not be built on the
most direct routing because of intervening urban development and environmentally sensitive areas, the new routes would shorten crosstown and throughtravel.
• The following sections discuss the logic and analysis used in each of the
four route segments to identify alternative corridors.
SEGMENT 1: 1-80 TO PLACER COUNTY/SACRAMENTO COUNTY LINE
The study area for Segment 1 is bounded by King Road and 1-80 on the
north, Sunrise Boulevard on the west, Folsom Lake on the east and the Placer
County/Sacramento County line on the south. There are currently six existing
interchanges on 1-80 in the eight miles between King Road and Sunrise/Douglas
Boulevards, and the Highway 65 Bypass interchange is now under construction.
In order to maintain adequate spacing between the interchanges on 1-80, the
Beltway would either modify or eliminate one of these interchanges.
From a regional roadway system standpoint, a logical starting point for
the proposed Beltway would be at the 1-80 interchange with the Highway 65
Bypass. Such a route would continue the Beltway concept by connecting the
high growth areas of northern Roseville, and the existing Highway 65 route,
directly to the Beltway. However, a more direct route for traffic from 1-80
northeast of the study area to points in the southern part of the study area
would call for a route than runs north-south from a starting point northeast
of the 1-80/Highway 65 Bypass interchange. Consequently, an alternative route
that starts near the Sierra College Boulevard/I-80 interchange was selected.
The constraint mapping for this segment clearly shows a band of undeveloped and unapproved land extending southeast from the I-80/Highway 65 Bypass
interchange to Sacramento County line between Sierra College Boulevard and
Barton Road. The City . of Roseville is currently preparing an EIR on the proposed Specific Plan for the Johnson Ranch area north of Douglas Boulevard and
west of Sierra College. All but the northern portions of that area are proposed to contain significant commercial, office, and residential development.
The northern portion of Johnson Ranch from the I-80/Highway 65 Bypass area
east to Sierra College Boulevard is Proposed to be placed in an Urban Reserve
category, principally due to inadequate access to 1-80. Placement of the

Beltway through the northern Johnson Ranch area could provide the necessary
access to develop that area.
Dense existing and approved development in
west of Sierra College would make it difficult
through this area. Likewise, the area west of
southern half of Segment 1, contains numerous,

Roseville south of Douglas and
to construct the Beltway
Barton Road, especially in the
expensive large-lot homes.

Three basic broad band alignments were idehtified for Segment 1 and are
shown in Figure 2. These are discussed in the following sections.

Alternative 1-1
This alternative is a continuation of the Highway 65 Bypass. It goes
through the northern, "urban reserve" portioh of the Johnson Ranch area and
crosses Sierra College Boulevard and Douglas Boulevard immediately north and
east of their intersection. From there it runs south along the east side of
Sierra College Boulevard through the "Broken;Spur . " property. That land, which
is currently without a.development proposal, 'is generally less expensive property than surrounding land due to its limited number of allocated sewer hookups. From there, the alignment runs east, parallel to both the county line
and some power lines to the Balwin Dam ReserVbir area,-and directly to
Alternative 2-4 in Segment 2.

Alternative 1-2
Like Alternative 1-1, this alternative starts at the I-80/Highway 65 Bypass interchange and runs through Johnson Ranch's northern urban reserve area..
However, this alignment crosses Sierra College Boulevard well north of Douglas
Boulevard and runs southeast through largely; undeveloped land to Douglas
Boulevard midway between Sierra College Boulevard and Barton Road. From there
it runs Southeast to the county line near Barton Road, running immediately
• east of the high ground of the Treelake Village site and requiring a crossing
of Linda Creek. This alignment.could lead to any of the Segment 2
H
alternatives.

Alternative 1-3
The northern portion of this alternative is identical to Alternative 1-2,
but south of Olive Branch Road it continuesleastward to cross Douglas
Boulevard near Barton Road. From there it runs south, immediately west of
Barton Road, to the county line, thereby avoiding Linda Creek south of Eureka
Road. This alignment would affect a sparse l but significant residential area
between Olive Branch Road and Eureka Road. It leads directly to Alternatives
2-1, 2-2, and 2-3.

Alternative 1-4
This alternative begins at Sierra College Boulevard interchange with 1-80
and, therefore, is a more direct route for 1-80 traffic from the north. The
alignment runs southeast to the west side of Barton Road missing the high part
of the ridge south of Wells Avenue. From there it parallels Barton Road,
immediately on its west side, to the county. South of Douglas Boulevard this
alignment is identical to Alternative 1-3. It would affect a sparse but significant residential area between Cavitt-Stallman Road and Eureka Road, and
leads directly to Alternative 2-1, 2-2, and 2-3.

DKS Associates
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SEGMENT 2: COUNTY LINE TO HIGHWAY 50
The Beltway must cross the American River in Segment 2- There has been
substantial local opposition from river front residents to a new crossing anywhere. An alignment crossing the river west of Hazel Avenue is a shorter
route for regional traffic and would ,offer better tervice to existing traffic
than a crossing east of Nimbus Dam. However, the area west of Hazel is essentially completely built up, and the cost and urban impacts of a freeway route
would be quite high.
Two freeway corridors west of Hazel were rescinded in the mid-1970's, with
strong local community support for the recisions. Nevertheless, support for
better cross-river access has reappeared, from among those who are delayed in
today's congestion on the limited number of bridges. Most of the - area east of
Hazel Avenue has scattered or low density development. Any alignment east of
Nimbus Dam would take far fewer homes than alignments further west.
Besides the problems Presented by having to avoid existing development to the
extent possible, the Beltway would have to cross the American River Parkway.
That meansa federal environmental 4(f) statement must be prepared making a
finding of no prudent and feasible alternatiVe to crossing the parkland.
Since the park extends continuously for 30 miles through the entire Sacramento
urban area, that finding would appear not tobe a serious obstacle.
The 4(f) process does, however, require all possible planning to minimize
harm. to the parkland that.would be affected.? Thus, river crossings that pass
through less active, less accessible, and/or narrower portions of the recreation area would tend to minimize harm. _Also; if an alignment could totally
bridge the parkland, and thereby cause little interference with recreational
use underneath the structure, it would also Minimize its impact.
Folsom Prison is a major obstacle to development of a river crossing, however, alignments have been proposed along it northern and southern boundaries. The City of Folsom General Plan currently contains only one new bridge
crossing: the proposed Oak Avenue Parkway that would cross the river along
the southern boundary of Folsom Prison. However,. east of Natoma Street, that
Proposed expressway alignment runs parallel to power lines and lacks adequate
right-of-way for a major regional roadway without removing a substantial number of homes.. Also, West of the river, the 'Beltway alignment would need to
use the existing Oak Avenue right-of-way to avoid major residential displacement; Consequently, the Oak Avenue Parkway Alignment may only be considered
feasible if it weredesigned as 'a relatively narrow expreSsway.
An alignment that crosses the river along the northern Folsom Prison boundary, immediately south of Folsom Dam appears to cause the least impact on
existing residential areas east and weSt of ithe river. Also, the portion of
the American River Parkway near Folsom Dam is not very accessible to the public. The area adjacent to the dam is relatively undeveloped but there are a
number of scattered parX administration, poWer generation/transmission and
other federal and state facilities in the area
Most of these facilities
I
could be avoided by bridging the area and use of minimum (2,000 to 3,00 foot)
radii for.curves.

The- alignment through the Folsom Dam area would bring the Beltway to the
eastern undeveloped side of the city of Folsom which currently lacks adequate
access for significant development, it would substantially increase the travel
distance for both through traffic bypassing Sacramento and traffic traveling
between the northern and southern ends of the study area. Consequently,
alignments that are more direct for these travel movements (i.e., west of the
Rainbow Bridge) were also considered.
There are currently three interchanges on Highway 50 east of Hazel Avenue
with more than two miles between interchanges. Consequently, a new interchange could be considered between either Folsom Boulevard and Prairie City
Road, or between Prairie City Road and Scott Road. Depending on its location,
a new,interchange may or may not require closures or modifications of existing
interchanges.
South of Highway 50, in Segment 3, the Aerojet property poses a significant' obstacle to a freeway alignment between Sunrise Boulevard and Prairie
City Road and, therefore, affects the choice of alternative alignments north
of Highway 50 in Segment 2. Discussions with Aerojet have indicated the
following:
O Aerojet intends to continue its testing and manufacturing of rocket engines in its Sacramento plant for the foreseeable future.
O Its shift from liquid-fueled to more powerful, and more hazardous
• solid-fueled rockets, coupled with the growth on neighboring lands along
the Highway 50 corridor, has forced Aerojet to rethink its own land uses
and operations, and will likely result in a relocation of its large
rocket
manufacturing facilities to the center of its property.
•
• Bisecting its property may, result in a shutdown of some operations and,
therefore, have a substantial economic impact.
•

0 Its position on the Beltway is that it be located as far east as possible with an industrial "buffer zone" between it and the Beltway. There
is, however, the potential for an alignment through the western portion
of its site, paralleling the Folsom South Canal and Sunrise Boulevard
with an interchange on highway 50 between Sunrise Boulevard and Folsom
Boulevard (at the Gold River project). This alignment follows the proposed thoroughfare/expressway route from the "Sacramento County East
Area Transportation Study."

Any Beltway alignment that crosses Highway 50 between Prairie City Road
and the Gold River project area must either bisect Aerojet's property, or
involve an increase in the capacity of the Highway 50 corridor to connect it
with alignments along Aerojet's western or eastern boundaries. An increase in
capacity of the Highway 50 corridor would involve either widening Highway 50
or construction of'a parallel freeway immediately adjacent to Highway 50.
Such an alignment calls for a "jog" in the Beltway, possible encroachment on
Aerojet's existing facilities, and the potential for additional strain on the
Highway 50 corridor. Consequently, such alignments were rejected by the
Technical Advisory Committee.
One alignment that bisects Aerojet's property was included (Alternatives
2-1 and 3-1). This alignment would, however, require either a shutdown or
significant changes in some of Aerojet's land use and operations.

Four basic broad band alignments were identified for Segment 2 and are
shown in Figure 3. These are discussed in the following sections.
Alternative 2-1
This alternative is a direct continuation of Alternative 1-2, 1-3, and
1-4. It begins at the north end of Santa Juanita and parallels that roadway
directly south through the western edge of the proposed American River Canyon
Unit 4-9 project to Elm Avenue. South of Elm Avenue it curves to the southwest and crosses Greenback Lane near Main Avenue. It then parallels Main
Avenue, on either its eastern or western side, crosses both Mississippi Bar
and Lake Natoma, and connects to Highway 50 near its interchange with Folsom
Boulevard.
This alignment could use a long bridge that would start south of Sunset
Avenue and span all of Mississippi Bar, LakelNatoma, Highway 50, the Southern
Pacific Railroad, and Alder Creek (a distance of 6,000 to 7,000 feet). Bridging the recreation area would allow recreation activities to continue underneath the bridge structure.
This alignment would require the removal of a large number of homes and
businesses south of Elm Avenue. It would cross one of the widest portions of
the American River Parkway and it would havelvery significant impact on the
wild and quiet character of the Mississippi Bar area. It would also require
that Aerojet's property be bisected south of'Highway 50.
Despite these impacts, it was included for further study at the request of
the Technical Advisory Committee because it is a more direct north-south
route, and represents the only alternative alignment that does not involve a
river crossing within the city of Folsom.

Alternative 2-2
North of Elm Avenue, this alternative is identical to Alternative 2-1.
South of Elm Avenue the alignment curves to the southeast and requires a significant displacement of homes in the newly Ideveloped Scenic Oaks project
and/or the American River Canyon project.
The alignment runs north of Gold Creek Ravine crossing Lake Natoma on the
western edge'of Negro Bar. This alignment could use a long bridge that would
start at Greenback Lane and span the recreation area, Lakeside Memorial Lawn
Cemetary, Folsom Boulevard and the SoutherOacific Railroad tracks (a distance of about 5,000 feet). Bridging the recreation area would minimize the
impact on park usage on Negro Bar below thOpridge.
From there, the alignment would parallel the Southern Pacific Railroad and
cross Blue Ravine Road and Prairie City road near their intersection. The
alignment then runs south to Highway 50, east of Prairie City road, and east
of the Willow Hill Reservoir. Its connection to Highway 50, close to the
Prairie City Road overpass to Highway 50 coOld be maintained. Prairie City
Road could then be connected to the Beltway one mile north of Highway 50.
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Alternative 2-3
This alternative would follow the proposed Oak Avenue Parkway alignment
through Folsom. Due to its use of a section of existing Oak Avenue north of
the river and the narrow right-Of-way available east of Natoma Street, this
alignment could not be built as a freeway but only as an expressway. For
safety reasons, this alignment may require that north of the county line the
route is continued as aR expressway to 1-80 along one of the alternative
Segment 1 alignments.
The alignment connects to Highway 50 midWay between Prairie City Road and
Scott Road and would likely not affect these interchanges.
Alternative 2-4
This alignment is a direct extension of Alternative 1-1 and 1-2. It
Parallels the county line through the Balwin i Dam reservoir area. Near FolsomAuburn Road, the alignment turns southwesterly to parallel that roadway.
Depending on the exact alignment, the roadway may or may not require the .
removal of any houses, mobile homes or businesses, or adversely affect the
Folsom Lake Recreation Area and its headquarters, or the Balwin Dam or Hinkle
reservoirs. A realignment of Folsom-Auburn Road to the west near Folsom Dam
Road could help Provide right-of-way for the Beltway and reduce its impacts,
but it may require realignment of some power lines in the area.
The alignment would cross the river along the northern Folsom Prison boundary. A long bridge structure of about 4,000 feet is required to avoid existing and proposed facilities and provide adequate security in the Folsom Prison
area. To avoid encroachment on the security for the new prison, the alignment
must run north of the hilly area in the northeast portion of the prison property. This alignment may impact the Folsom Dam Road and/or the scenic overlook on the lake, and would likely require major grading on the northern slope
of the hilly area near the scenic overlook. 1 The alignment runs eastward,
roughly paralleling Natoma Street until it Crosses Blue Ravine Road where it
turns southward along the western edge of tlie foothills along the El Dorado
County line.
The alignment crosses Scott Road and the Southern Pacific Railroad tracks
north of Highway 50 and would intersect Highway 50 west of the Scott Road
interchange. The close proximity of the Beltway/Highway 50 interchange to the
existing Scott Road/Highway 50 interchange would require removal of the ramps
at Scott Road. However, Scott Road could be connected to the Beltway one mile
north of Highway 50 and its bridge over Higillway 50 could be maintained.

SEGMENT 3: HIGHWAY 50 TO HIGHWAY 16
The study area in Segment 3 is bounded by Highway 50 on the north, Highway
16 'on the south, the El Dorado County line and the Cosumnes River on the east,
and Sunrise Boulevard on the west.
Except for a few scattered residences and businesses and the Aerojet property, Segment 3 would be built across vacant land now used mainly for grazing.
Aerojet owns more than 7,000 acres near Route 50, where they run several scattered large industrial and aerospace operations. As discussed under Segment 2,
an alignment that crosses Aerojet's property may require a shutdown of some its
operations with a resulting substantial economic impact. The Sacramento County
Major Streets and Highways Plan does show an expressway alignment through the
middle of the Aerojet property to Hazel Avenue. Upon recommendations from the
Technical Advisory Committee, alternative alignments that both bisect and run
east of the Aerojet property were selected.
The study area narrows considerably near Highway 16 (Jackson Road), thereby
limiting available corridors in that area. West of Grant Line,Road, the alignments avoid the Blodgett Reservoir and White Rock dump, while east of Grant
Line Road they avoid the off-road vehicle park and the county dump.
Four basic alternative alignments were selected for Segment 3, each related
to where they cross Highway 50. However, each of these alternatives have three
sub-alternatives depending on where they cross Highway 16 (see Figure 4). The
following sections discuss each of these alternatives.

Alternative 3-1
This alternative is a direct extension of alternative 2-1 with an interchange on Highway 50 at Folsom Boulevard. The alignment would bisect the eastern portion of the Aerojet property and cross White Rock Road west of Grant
Line Road.
From there the alignment has three sub-alternatives depending on its crossing of Jackson Road: north, south or at Grant Line Road. Use of Grant Line
Road as an alternative should only be considered with an expressway design
since it involves taking over this existing major local roadway.
.

Alternative 3-2
This alternative is a direct extension of Alternative 2-2 with an interchange on Highway 50 east of Prairie City Road. It would run parallel to
Prairie City Road along Aerojet's eastern boundary. Like the other Segment 3
alternatives, it has three sub-alternatives depending on where it crosses
Highway 16.

Alternative 3-3
This alternative is a direct extension of Alternative 2-3 with an interchange on Highway 50 midway between Prairie City Road and Scott Road. It would
run south and then turn southwest on the south side of the off-road vehicle
park. Like the other Segment 3 alternatives, it has three sub-alternatives
depending on where it crosses Highway 16.
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Alternative 3-4
This alternative is a direct extension of Alternative 2-4 with an interchange on Highway 50 east of Scott Road. It would turn southwest near White
Rock Road and run along the same alignment south of. the off-road vehicle park
as Alternative 3-3.

SEGMENT 4: HIGHWAY 16 to 1-5
The study area boundaries for Segment 4 are Meadowview Road and Gerber Road
on the north, an east-west line just south of Hood-Franklin Road on the south,
the Cosumnes River on the east and 1-5 on the west. This segment would tie 1-5
and Highway 99 together, and provide a badly needed new east-west roadway in
the area.
This segment could serve the proposed major development of south Sacramento
(i.e. Delta Shores, Laguna Creek, Elliot Ranch, etc.) as they build-out. Their
traffic and access would be best served by an alignment that runs through the
middle of the study area for Segment 4 (between Calvine Road and Bond Road)
north of Elk Grove, but this would require modifications to the present plans
for development in the area.
The regional sanitary treatment plant along 1-5 is a major constraint to
possible alignments in the area. Also the Laguna Creek floodplain is a sensitive area that is currently under study.
Two major east-west exoressways are planned for this area to connect 1-5
and Highway 99: Cosumnes River College Parkway and Laguna Boulevard. The
Cosumnes River Parkway (old Route 148) does not have adequate right-of-way
available between Highway 99 and Franklin Road for a freeway.
An alignment along the Cosumnes.River, south and east of Elk Grove, would
affect very few existing residents and would not impact current development
plans in the southern Sacramento area. However, it would have an environmental
impact on the Cosumnes River area, and building in the floodplain would pose a
long-term liability problem for the state. Construction of the Beltway in the
river area would in effect create a new levee and modify the existing floodplain. The state could be liable for future flooding of residential areas due
to their modification of the floodplain.
As mentioned in the discussion on Segment 3, Grant Line Road could be considered as an alternative alignment, but use of this major local roadway should
only be considered with an expressway design. The Sacramento County General
Plan calls for this roadway to eventually be upgraded to an expressway.
However if it were ultimately upgraded to a freeway design it would hurt local
access unless parallel local routes were also constructed.
Four basic broad band alignments were selected for Segment 4 (see Figure 5)
and are discussed in the following sections.

OKSAssociates

STUDY AREA BOUNDARY

Figure 5
BELTWAY CONNECTOR ALTERNATIVES
SEGMENT 4

Alternative 4-1
This alternative parallels Grant Line Road on its western side to Calvine
Road, running east of the proposed Vineyard reservoir. South of Calvine Road
it turns westward across Bradshaw Road and then southwest to Highway 99 near
Sheldon Road. Most of the area it traverses between Grant Line Road and Highway 99 is sparsely populated or vacant.
The alignment would have an interchange with Highway 99 near the existing
Sheldon Road interchange which is midway between the proposed Cosumnes River
Parkway and Bond Road/Laguna Boulevard interchanges. This alignment would
require elimination of the Sheldon Road interchange, along with half interchanges at Calvine Road and Jacinto Road. Sheldon Road could be integrated
into the Beltway/Highway 99 interchange area to maintain a freeway overpass, or
Possibly direct freeway access.
Between Highway 99 and 1-5, the alignment would run west-southwest through
the northern portion of the Laguna Creek West project and south of the wide
portion of the Laguna Creek floodolain. It would go through the middle of the
Laguna Creek Villages project and cross Franklin Boulevard near Dwight Road. '
It would then run west to 1-5 along the boundary between the regional sanitary
treatment plant and the Laguna Creek Ranch project.
Alternative 4-2
The northern portion of this alignment would be the same as Alternative 4-1
up to Bradshaw Road. West of Bradshaw Road it would turn south and parallel
the east side, of the power lines that run along Waterman Road. It would run
east of the Elk Grove community, cross Grant Line Road and turn west and intersect Highway 99 south of the Grant Line/Highway 99 interchange. The Grant Line
Road freeway ramps to Highway 99 would be eliminated but the Grant Line Road
overpass to Highway 99 could be maintained. Grant Line Road could have an
interchange on the Beltway about one mile northeast of its existing interchange
with Highway 99.
West of Highway 99, this alignment would run west-southwest to intersect
1-5 about one mile south of the Hood-Franklin Road/I-5 interchange.
Alternative 4-3
This alternative would involve upgrading Grant Line Road to an expressway
over its entire length. The alignment could not be upgraded to a freeway without severely impacting local access. West of Highway 99 it would follow the
same alignment as Alternative 4-2.
Alternative 4-4
This alternative would follow the Cosumnes River floodplain from Highway 16
to Highway 99. It would create a new levee and thereby alter the existing
floodplain. The modification to the floodplain could pose a long-term liability problem for the state related to potential future flooding. West of .
Highway 99, it would follow the same alignment as Alternatives 4-2 and 4-3.

III. EVALUATION OF ALTERN A
1 TIVE CORRIDORS
This chapter discusses the methodology and . -results of the evaluation of
alternative corridors for the proposed Beltway Connector which were identified
in the previous chapter. The evaluation of alternative corridors was conducted
according to four segments:
Segment.i:
Segment 2.:
Segment 3:
Segment 4:

1-80 to Placer County/SacraMento County Line
Placer County/Sacramento County Line to Highway 50
Highway 50 to 'Highway 16 (J4ckson Road)
Highway 16 to 1-5

Each alternative alignment within a 4-15 I mile long segment was compared to
the other alternatives within that segment. The numerous possible 30 to 35
mile-long alignments for the full Beltway (resulting from combining alternatives from one segment with those from the next) were not compared to each
other since generally an alternative in one segment can be combined with any
alternative in another segment; and there are separate and distinct issues
within each of the four segments.

-

The evaluation framework (see Exhibit B on PO. 22-23) was structured to
facilitate decision-making and provide input to subsequent studies on the
Beltway Connector. Emphasis was given to identifying the key differences
among the alternatives and the trade-offs which need to be weighed in the
decision-making process. The framework for the comparative evaluation of
alternatives was a set of project "objectives" grouped according to three
general "goals" •of the project, as listed 'below:
Goal 1: Improve Transportation Service 1
Goal 2: Protect or Enhance the Environment
Goal 3: Maximize Economic Benefit and Financial Feasibility
1
For each objective, one or more criteria l was then identified to measure
how effective each alternative alignment would be at meeting that objective.
A set of possible goals, objectives and criteria was developed by the Consultant and modified after review and comment from both the Technical and Policy
Advisory Committees for this study. Based on these criteria an "evaluation
matrix" was developed for each segment. The evaluation matrix is discussed in
subsequent sections of this chapter.
Although the evaluation matrix contains each goal, objective, and criterion, the discussion in this chapter focuses only upon those criteria judged to
need clarification of analysis or where significant differences were identified. Therefore, some criteria are omitted from the text even though they are
included in the evaluation matrix.

'

EXHIBIT B
FRAMEWORK FOR EVALUATION OF BELTWAY CONNECTOR ALTERNATIVES
GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND CRITERIA

CRITERIA

OBJECTIVE

GOAL 1: IMPROVE TRANSPORTATION SERVICE
A.

Reduce Traffic Congestion

1. Ability to relieve traffic congestion on surrounding local roadway system using 5 categories - high tO

2. Ability to relieve traffic congestion on surrounding regional roadway system using 5 categories - high
to low.
B. Reduce Travel Times

1. Average travel times
Segment 1: a) I-80/King Road to Sacramento County Line
b) 1-80/Hwy 65 Bypass to Sacramento County Line.
Segment 2: a) County line to Hwy 50 at Sunrise
b) County line to Hwy 50 at El Dorado County line
Segment 31 a) Hwy 50 at El Dorado County line to Hwy 16 at Grant Line Road
b) Hwy 50 at Sunrise to Hwy 15 at Grant Line Road
Segment 4: a) Hwy 15 at Grant Line Road to Hwy 99„ at Sheldon Road
b) Hwy 16 at Grant Line Road to 1-5 at Hood-Franklin

C.

Improve Travel Safety

1. Ability to reduce accidents on roadway system

D.

Improve Transportation
System Connectivity

1. Ability to improve connectivity of local arterial system
2. Ability to improve connectivity of regional freeway/expressway system
3. Ability to improve connectivity of regional transit system

OBJECTIVE

GOAL
A.

2;

CRITERIA

PROTECT OR ENHANCE THE ENVIRONMENT

Minimize Displacement of Housing and Businesses

1. Approximate number of households removed within 300 foot band using 5 ranges
0-25,25-50, etc.)

i.e.

2. Approximate number of businesses removed in 300 foot band using 5 ranges (i.e.
0-25, 25-50, etc.)
B.

Minimize Neighborhood Disruption

1.

Segmentation of established neighborhoods using 5 categories - high to low

C.

Minimize Impacts on Non-displaced Residents

1.

Number of households within 2,000 foot band common measure of noise, aesthetics'and
other impacts on surrounding. residential land)

D.

Minimize Impacts on Parks and Recreation Areas

1.

Disruption and proximity impacts on parks and recreation areas using 5 categories high to low

E.

Minimize Flood Hazards

1.

Location of facility in 100 year floodplains of rivers or creeks using 5 categories
- high to low

1.

Taking and/or direct impact on habitats using 5 categories - high to low

1.

Potential for inducing growth in areas not planned for development (i.e.
agricultural areas) using 5 categories - high to low

-Minimile , IMpacts-on_Wetlands_and_Species
G.

Minimize Growth Inducement

.

GOAL 3: MAXIMIZE ECONOMIC BENEFIT AND FINANCIAL FEASIBILITY

A.

Minimize Public Costs

1. Construction Costs using 5 categories
2. Operation and Maintenance Costs using 5 categories - high to low

B. Maximize Accessibility to, and Formation of Jobs 1. Accessibility to existing and future locations using 5 categories - high to low
C.

Facilitate Urban Goods Movement

1. Ability to reduce travel times for major goods movements:
(I-5 and Hwy 99 south to Hwy 50 and 1-80 east) using 5 categories - high to low

There are numerous objectives and criteria that could be added to, or
made more specific in the evaluation matrix, but were not for two key reasons.
First, according to federal and state guidelines, more precise alignments
are not considered at this preliminary planning/evaluation stage so that major
environmental, social, and economic trade-offs between basic alignments are
not lost in details over precise alignments. More precise alignments would be
identified in later studies. However, the lack of a specific alignment
prevents a quantitative analysis from being conducted for many of the criteria.
Second, this study also does not include traffic forecasts for the alternative routes, or the rest of the regional roadway.system. These forecasts
will also have to be developed in later studies. Without traffic forecasts,
quantification of impacts related to traffic volumes (i.e., air quality,
noise, energy consumption, vehicle-miles.of travel, levels of service, etc.)
was not possible. When precise criteria could not be measured, an attempt was
made to develop surrogate criteria to show the basic trade-off's between
alternatives. For example, the number of households within 1,000 feet of the .
center line of each alternative (a 2,000 foot band) was used to show the possible magnitude of residents with noise and visual impacts from the Beltway.
For the non-quantifiable criteria, the following evaluation scale was
used:
++ or + good rating
-- or - bad rating
o neutral or insignificant
NA not applicable
The cost estimates provided in the evaluation matrix are very preliminary, generalized costs for comparing alternatives only. More precise alignments would be required to provide refined cost estimates for further planning. The assumptions and calculations used in developing the cost estimates
for this evaluation are provided in the last section of this chapter.
The following four sections provide a brief discussion of the evaluation
process used to evaluate the alternative alignments in each of the four
segments.

EVALUATION OF SEGMENT 1 ALTERNATIVES
The evaluation matrix for Segment 1 is shown in Table 1. The following
section briefly describes the analysis used to develop the values and rankings
in the evalution matrix of the four Segment 1 alternatives shown in Figure 2.
GOAL 1: IMPROVE TRANSPORTATION SERVICE

Objective A. Reduce Traffic Congestion
Criteria 1. Ability to relieve traffic congestion on surrounding local
roadway system.
There are currently peak period traffic congestion problems in Segment 1 along Sunrise Avenue, Douglas Boulevard and Sierra College
Boulevard. The anticipated high growth levels in Roseville and Southeast
Placer County will add to these problem roadways. All of the alignments
would help reduce traffic congestion, but Alternatives 1- 1, 1-2, and 1-3
have a greater potential to divert traffic from these roadways than
Alternative 1-4.

Criteria 2. Ability to relieve traffic congestion on surrounding regional
roadway system.
Given that the Beltway would connect 1-80, Highway 50, Highway 99 and
1-5, all alternatives for Segment 1 would divert traffic from congested
sections of freeway in central Sacramento. However, Alternative 1-4 would
not divert as much traffic as Alternatives 1-1, 1-2 or 1-3 unless the
Highway 65 Bypass is extended to the Alternative 1-4 alignment.

Objective C. Improve Travel Safety
Criteria 1. Ability to reduce accident S on roadway system. •
The number of potential accidents or il the study area's roadway system
are related to the total "vehicle-miles of travel" (VMT) on each roadway
type (ie., 4-lane arterial, 6-lane freeWay, etc.). Those alternatives
that result in lower VMT - on the roadwaysystem would generally provide a
lower number of accidents then those with higher VMT. Also, accident
rates oer vehicle-mile of travel are much lower for freeways than arterials, so that those alternatives that diVert the most traffic from arterials to freeways would generally provide 'a lower number of accidents.
All the alternatives for Segment I would lower VMT on the area's roadway system and divert traffic from arterials to the Beltway freeway. However, Alternatives 1-1, 1-2, and 1-3 would likely divert more traffic and
thereby have the greatest potential to reduce traffic accidents.
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Table I
EVALUATION MATRIX Segment 1
Value or Ranking

Goal 1: Improve Transportation Service
Criteria

Oliective
A.

B.

C.
D.

Improve Travel Safety
Improve Transportation
System Connectivity

1-2

1-3

1-4

Ability to relieve traffic congestion on
surrounding local roadway system.

++

ft

++

2. Ability to relieve traffic congestion on
surrounding regional roadway system.

++

+*

++

a) 1-80/King Road to
Sacramento County Line.

11.9

11.7

12.2

9.1

b) 1-8011-Iwy 65 Bypass
to Sacramento County Line.

5.9

5.7

6.2

13.4

++

++

ft

Reduce Traffic Congestion.

Reduce Travel Times

I-1

t .

I. Average off-peak lravel limes (in minutes)

I. Ability to reduce accidents on roadway
system.

I. Ability to improve connectivity of
2.

3.

local arterial system.

**

Ability to improve connectivity of
regional freeway/expressway system.

++

Ability to improve connectivity of
regional transit system.

+-

++

it

+

f.

Table I (Continued)
EVALUATION MATRIX
Segment I
Value or Ranking

Goal 2: Protect or Enhance the Enviroment
Criteria

Objective
A.

Minimize Displacement of
_ Housing and Businesses

I.

Approximate number of households I
removed within 300 foot band.

2. Approximate number of businesses'
removed in 300 foot band.
B.

Minimize Neighborhood
Disruption

I. Segmentation of established
neighborhoods.

C.

Minimize Impacts on
Non-displaced Residents

I. Number of households within 2,000 2
foot band.

D.

Minimize Impacts on Parks
and Recreation Areas

I. Disruption and proximity impacts on
parks and recreation areas.

E.

Minimize-Flood-Hazards--

Location-of facility in 100 year
floodploins of rivers or creeks.

F.

Minimize Impacts on
Wetlands and Species

G. Minimize Growth Inducement

I. Taking and/or direct impact on
habitats.
I.

1 1

1-2

1-3

1-4

0-2

8-33

12-33

19-36

1-3

0-2

LI

0

21-36

123-155

128-149

102-119

-

0

Potential for inducing growth in
areas not planned for development.

Range represents estimates of the number of homes or businesses removed within the "best" or "worst" 300 foot band of the 1000 foot wide conceptual
alignment.
2

Not including households removed.
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Table I (Continued)

EVALUATION MATRIX
Segment
Goal 3: Maximize Economic Benefit and Financial Feasibilit

Objective_ A.

Minimize Public Costs

Value or Rardcing

Criteria
I. Construction Costs. (millions)

121

1-2

1-3

119

119

140

2. Operation and Maintenance Cosh.
B.

-

Maximize Accessibility
lo, and Formation of Jobs

I. Ability to Improve accessibility
to existing and future job locations.

Facilitate Urban Goods
Movement

I. Ability to reduce travel limes for
mdjor goods movements:

,"<019-0-1/2
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Figure 2

BELTWAY CONNECTOR ALTERNATIVES
SEGMENT 1

Objective D. Improve Transportation System Connectivity
Criteria 1. Ability to improve connectivity of local arterial system.
Segment 1 has limited east-west roadway connections. All the alternatives would connect Sierra College Boulevard and Barton Road. However,
those alternatives that would connect these roadways in the high growth
southern portion of Segment 1 (i.e., Alternatives 1-2, 1-3-and particularly 1-1), would have a greater impact on the connectivity of the local
arterial system. -

Criteria 2. Ability to improve connectivity of regional freeway/
expressway system.
Alternatives 1-1, 1-2 and 1-3 connect to the Highway 65 Bypass, as
well as 1-80. Alternative 1-4 provides a shorter route to points south
for 1-80 through traffic, but the Highway 65 Bypass would need to be
extended to connect it with this regional roadway.

Criteria 3. Ability to improve connectivity of regional transit system.
All the alternatives could contain light-rail transit (LRT), highoccupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes, or express bus service within the right-of-way. However, HOV lanes and particularly LRT would only be feasible
on alignments that pass through relatively dense areas and connect major
residential and employment centers. Much of the Segment 1 study area
will contain low density residential development. There will be a relatively large concentration of employment in northern Roseville north of
the study along the Highway 65 Bypass, and the LRT may eventually be
extended to Roseville along 1-80. Therefore, Alternatives 1-1, 1-2 and
1-3 would have a greater potential to connect a future regional transit
system than Alternative 1-4.
GOAL 2: PROTECT OR ENHANCE THE ENVIRONMENT

Objective B. Minimize Neighborhood Disruption
Criteria 1. Segmentation of established neighborhoods.
Alternative 1-1 would not bisect any existing neighborhoods. Alternatives 1-2 and 1-3 would divide a sparse but significant residential area
between Olive Branch Road and Eureka Road. Alternative 1-4 would impact
low density residential areas between Cavitt-Stallman Road and Eureka Road.

Objective D. Minimize Impacts on Parks and Recreational Areas
•

Criteria 1. Disruption and proximity impacts on parks and recreation areas.
The southern portion of Alternative 1-1 runs immediately north of
Indian Stone Corral Park near the Placer County/Sacramento County line.
Alternatives 1-2 and 1-3 would likely impact Granite Bay Golf Course
between Olive Branch Road and Douglas Boulevard.

Objective E. Minimize Flood Hazards
Criteria 1. Location of facility in 100 year floodplains of rivers'or
creeks.
All of the Segment 1 alternatives cross several creeks that are prone
to flooding. However, all of the alignments cross these creeks at very
close to 90 degrees and, therefore, bridging their floodplains should not
be a problem.

Objective F.

Minimize Impacts on Wetlands and Species

Criteria 1. Taking and/or direct impact on habitats.
Alternatives 1-3 and 1-4 would cross l Secret Ravine, Miners Ravine, and
Linda Creek. Alternatives 1-1 and 1-2 Would cross these creeks as well as
Strap Ravine. Secret Ravine and Miners Ravine have been identified as
special salmon spawning areas. Special !care would need to be taken in the
design and construction across these, and the other creeks in the area, to
minimize impact on these sensitive habitates. However, this should not
present a serious problem.
A number of'environmentally sensitive "vernal pools" have been identified in the northern Johnson Ranch area that could be impacted by Alternatives 1-1, 1-2 and 1-3.
Objective G. Minimize Growth Inducement 1
Criteria 1. Potential for inducing groWth in areas not planned for
development.
Alternatives 1-1, 1-2, and 1-3 would pass through the northern "urban
reserve" portions of Johnson Ranch. Improved access to the regional system
would allow development of this area. .Alternatives 1-2, 1-3, dnd particularly 1-4 would traverse agricultural residential areas north of Eureka
Road. The Beltway on these alignments could induce some higher density
residential and/or commercial growth in this area.
GOAL 3: MAXIMIZE ECONOMIC BENEFIT AND FINANCIAL FEASIBLITY
Objective B. Maximize Accessibility to, !and Formation of Jobs
Criteria 1. Ability to improve accessibility to existing and future job
locations.
Alternatives 1-1, 1-2, and 1-3 connect to the Highway 65 Bypass and
thereby greatly improve access to the future high employment areas of northern Roseville.

Objective C. Facilitate Urban Goods Movement
Criteria 1. Ability to reduce travel times for major goods movements.
Given that the Beltway would connect 1-80, Highway 50, Highway 99 and
1-5 with more direct routes for certain major goods movements than current
routes through central Sacramento, all of the alternatives for Segment 1
would facilitate the movement of urban goods.
Alternative 1-4 provides the most direct route for Interstate traffic
from 1-80 East to points south. Alternatives 1-1, 1-2 and 1-3 provide a
less direct route for 1-80 East traffic, but a better route for goods movement from the Highway 65 corridor.

EVALUATION OF SEGMENT 2 ALTERNATIVES
The evaluation matrix for Segment 2 is shown in Table 2. The following section
briefly describes the analysis used to develop the values and rankings in the
evaluation matrix of the four Segment 2 alternatives shown in Figure 3.
GOAL 1: IMPROVE TRANSPORTATION SERVICE

Objective A. Reduce Traffic Congestion
Criteria 1. Ability to relieve traffic congestion on surrounding local
7B76477337stem.
There are currently peak period traffic congestion problems in Segment
2 along Sunrise Boulevard, Hazel Avenue, Madison Avenue and Greenback Lane,
particularly where these major arterials intersect. There is also significant traffic congestion at the Sunrise Boulevard, Hazel Avenue and Rainbow
bridges across the American River due . to the limited number of lanes on,
and long spacing between the bridges. The anticipated high growth in population and employment in Segment 2 (especially in the City of Folsom), as
well as areas in Southern Placer County and the Highway 50 corridor will
only exacerbate these problems.
All the Beltway alternatives would provide a new crossing of the
American River and thereby divert traffic from the existing bridges. However, Alternatives 2-1 and 2-2 would divert more traffic from the existing
bridges than Alternatives 2-3 and 2-4 because they are more direct routes
to and from Highway 50. Also, Alternative 2-3 would be an "expresswayonly" alternative and, therefore, would have less capacity and a longer
travel-time than the freeway alternatives.

Criteria 2. Ability to relieve traffic congestion on surrounding regional
roadway system.
Given that the Beltway would connect 1-80, Highway 50, Highway 99 and
1-5, all the alternative alignments for Segment 2 would divert traffic from
the congested sections of freeway in Central Sacramento. However, Alternatives 2-3 and 2-4 would not divert as much traffic as Alternatives 2-1 and
2-2 since they are less direct. Also, Alternative 2-3 has much less capacity and a longer travel time since it is an "expressway-only" alignment
and, therefore, would not attract a substantial amount of regional traffic.

Table 2
EVALUATION MATRIX
Segment 2
Value or Ranking

Goal 1; Improve Transportation Service

A.

B.

Reduce Traffic Congestion •

2-1

2-2

I. Ability to relieve traffic congestion on
surrounding local roadway system.

++

++

2. Ability to relieve traffic congestion on
surrounding regional roadway system.

4•*

++

o

__
Improve Transportation
System Connectivity

+

a)

County Line to Hwy 50 at Sunrise.

11.4

14.4

10.7

17.6

b)

County Line to Hwy 50 at El Dorado
County Line

11.0

10.5

12.9

10.3

++

++

a

+

+

+

++

++

Ability to improve connectivity of
regional freeway/expressway system.

++

4,-+

o

Ability to improve connectivity of
regional transit system.

+

+

o

1. Ability to reduce accidents on roadway
system.
I. Ability to improve corinectivity of
local arterial system.
2.
3.
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2-4

I. Average off-peak travel times. (in minutes)

Reduce Travel Times

C. Improve Travel Safety
D.

2-3

Criteria

Objective

o

Table 2 (Continued)
EVALUATION MATRIX
Segment 2
Value or Ranking

Goal 31 Maximize Economic Benefit and Financial Feasibility
Criteria

Objective
A.

B.
C.

(millions)

I.

Construction Costs.

2.

Operation and Maintenance Costs.

Maximize Accessibility
to, and Formation of Jobs

I.

Ability to improve accessibility
to existing and future job locations.

Facilitate Urban Goods
Movement

I.

Minimize Public Costs

019-0-2/2

Ability to reduce travel times for
major goods movements;

2-1

2-2

2-3

276.

240

124

*4.

*

r-

•

Table 2 (Continued)
EVALUATION MATRIX •
Segment. 2
Value or Ranking

Goal 2: Protect or Enhance the Enviroment
2-1

2-2

2-3

2-4 •

I. Approximate number of households
removed within 300 foot band.'

132-213

18-53

61

4-75

2. Approximate number of bu sinesses
removed in 300 foot band.'

33-37

0

0

Criteria

Objective
A.

B.

Minimize Displacement of
Housing and Businesses

Minimize Neighborhood
Disruption

. C. Minimize impacts on
Non-displaced Residents

I. Segmentation of established
neighborhoods.
1. Number of households within 2,000 2
foot band.

D. Minimize Impacts on Parks
and Recreation Areas

1. Disruption and proximity impacts on
parks and recreation areas.

E. - - Miairriike- Flbad"Hazards

1. Location of-facility in-100-yecu .
floodplains of rivers or creeks.

F.

Minimize Impacts on
Wetlands and Species

I. Taking and/or direct impact on
habitats.

G.

Minimize Growth Inducement

I. Potential for inducing growth in
areas not planned for development.

556-637

•

205-240

_

293

Range represents estimates of the number of. homes or businesses removed within the "best" or "worst" 300 foot band of the
1,000 foot wide conceptual alignment. A 150 foot bond was used for the "expressway-only" Alternative 2-3.
2

Not including households removed.
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Objective C. Improve Travel Safety
Criterial. Ability to reduce accidents on roadway system.
The numberof potential accidents on the study area's roadway system
are related to the total "vehicle-miles of travel" (VMT) on each
roadway type (i.e., 4-lane arterial, 6-lane freeway, etc.). Those
alternatives that result in lower WIT on the roadway system would generally provide a lower number of accidents then those with higher VMT.
Also, accident rates per vehicle-mile of travel are.much lower for freeways than arterials, so that those, alternatives that divert the most
traffic from arterials to freeways would generally provide a lower number
of accidents.
•
All the alternatives for Segment 2 would reduce the VMT on the area's
roadway 'system. However, Alternatives 2-1 and 2-2 would divert more
traffic than Alternatives 2-3 and 2-4, Also, as an expressway, Alternative 2-3 would have a higher accident rate per vehicle-mile of travel
than the freeway alternatives.

Objective D. Improve Transportation System Connectivity
Criteria 1. Ability to improve connectivity of local arterial system..
Much of the alignment for Alternatives 2-1 and 2-2 would run immediately parallel to the alignments of existing north-south arterials (i.e.,
Santa Juanita AVenue, Main Avenue, and Paine City Road). These alignment's would, however, provide a new river crossing, and thereby a new
connection between; Folsom Boulevard and east-west arterials north of the
American River.
North of the river, Alternative 2-1 would replace a portion of Oak
Avenue, and therefore not improve"connections between arterials. But the
alignment south Of the river, coupled With a new river crossing, would
connect Folsom-Auburn Road, Natoma Street, Blue Ravine Road and Scott
Road,- and thereby improve the connectivity of the local arterial system
i•
in eastern Folsom.
Alternative 2-4 would connect BartOn Road, Folsom-Auburn Road, Green
Valley Road, Blue Ravine Road, and Scott Road through areas where there
are currently limited connecting roadways.
•
Criteria 2, Abillty.to improve connectivity of regional freeway/
expressway system.
All of the alignments for Segment 2 involve connections between 1-80 .
and Highway 50, However, Alternatives12-1, 2-2 provide.more direct connections. between these freeways than Alternatives 2-3 and 2-4.

Criteria 3. Ability to improve connectivity Of regional transit system.'
All the alternatives could containtLRT,,HOV lanes or express bus service Within the right- , of-way. However, HOV lanes and particularly LRT
would only be feasible on alignments that pass through relatively dense
areas and connect major residential and employment areas.

A future extension of the LRT system along Sunrise Boulevard from
Highway 50 to the Sunrise Mall has been proposed. However, west of Hazel
Avenue, where all the alternative Beltway alignments are located, densities are much lower than those along Sunrise Boulevard. The western
alignments, Alternatives 2-1 and 2-2, have some potential for connecting
a future regional transit system, while Alternative 2-3 and particularly
Alternative 2-4 do not appear to be feasible routes for future regional
transit.
GOAL 2: PROTECT OR ENHANCE THE ENVIRONMENT
Objective B. Minimize Nei hborhood Disruption
Criteria 1. Segmentation of established neighborhoods.
South of Elm Avenue, Alternative 2-1 would divide the portion of
Orangevale east of Main Avenue from the rest of this community. Alternative 2-2 runs primarily along the Orangevale/City of Folsom line, but it
would separate the Scenic Oaks Development in Folsom from the rest of the
City. Alternative 2-3 would bisect the City of Folsom and residential
neighborhoods both north and south of the American River.
Alternative 2-4 would have the lowest potential for segmenting neighborhoods. North of the American River it would run along the County line,
an established dividing line between neighborhoods. South of the river it
would separate a few homes adjacent to Folsom Lake from the rest of the
City of Folsom.
Objective D. Minimize Impacts on Parks and Recreational Areas
Criteria 1. Disruption and Proximity impacts on parks and recreation areas.
All of the alternative alignments for Segment 2 must cross the American
River Parkway and thereby have some impact on this recreation corridor.
All of the alternatives could totally bridge the parkland, and thereby
cause little interference with recreational use underneath the structure.
There would, however, be noise and visual impacts from all the alternatives
alignments.
Alternative 2-1 crosses Mississippi Bar and Lake Natoma at one of the
widest portions of the American River Parkway. This alignment would
severely impact the wild and quiet character of this portion of the parkway. Alternative 2-3 would cross Lake Natoma on the western edge of Negro
Bar, a more actively used (including camping and picnicking areas) and narrower section of the parkway than Mississippi Bar. Alternative 2-3 would
cross a narrow canyon portion of the American River and thereby have substantially less impact on the parkway than Alternatives 2-1 and 2-2.
Alternative 2-4 would cross the parkway near Folsom Dam. Because of the
steep canyon and Folsom Prison, this area of the parkway is not very accessible to the public. However, this alternative could have some impact on
the Folsom Lake State Recreation area along Folsom Dam Road east of Folsom
Dam.

Objective E. Minimize Flood Hazards
Criteria 1. Location of facility in 100 year floodplains of rivers or
creeks.

The American River bridges for all the Segment 2 alternatives must
deal with the 100 year flood potential. of the river in their designs.
Alternatives 2-2, 2-3 and 2-4 must also cross Willow Creek, but this
should not present a problem.
Objective F. Minimize Impacts on Wetlands and Species
Criteria 1. Taking and/or direct impadt on habitats.

Alternative 2-1 and 2-2 may have a ' significant impact on wildlife and
habitats in the Mississippi Bar and Negro Bar areas. However, by totally
bridging these areas, any impact should be minimized.
Objective G. Minimize Growth Inducement
Criteria 1. Potential for inducing growth in areas not planned for
development.

Most of Segment 2 is either developed or zoned for significant levels
of development. Alternative 2-4 may induce higher densities in the
southeast area of the city of Folsom than is currently planned.
GOAL 3: MAXIMIZE ECONOMIC BENEFIT AND FINANCIAL FEASIBLITY
Objective B. Maximize Accessibility to, and Formation of Jobs

Criteria 1. Ability to improve accessibility to existing and future job
locations.
All of the alternatives would improve accessibility to the new jobs in
South Folsom, Southeast Placer County and the Highway 50 corridor. However, Alternative 2-1, and particularly! Altenative 2-2 (which runs adjacent
to Intel and potential major employment areas of South Folsom) would
improve accessibility to jobs better than Alternatives 2-3 (which has
limited capacity) and Alternative 2-4 (which is a less direct connection).
Objective C. Facilitate Urban Goods MoveMent
Criteria 1. Ability to reduce travel tlimes for major goods movements.
7

Given that the Beltway would connect 1-80, Highway 50, Highway 99 and
15 with more direct routes for certain major goods movements than current
routes through central Sacramento, all of the alternatives for Segment 2
should help facilitate the movement of 'urban goods. However, Alternative 2-3 with its limited capacity and slower speed, and Alternative 2-4
which is much less direct, would have higher travel times for through trips
than Alternatives 2-1 and 2-2.

EVALUATION OF SEGMENT 3 ALTERNATIVES
The evaluation matrix for Segment 3 is shown in Table 3. The following
section briefly describes the analysis used to develop the values and rankings
in the evaluation matrix of the Segment 3 alternatives shown in Figure 4.
Four basic Alternative alignments were selected for Segment 3, each related to where they cross Highway 50. However, each of these alternatives have
three subalternatives depending on where they cross Highway 16. The evaluation
indicates that while there are significant differences in the ranking of criteria between the four basic alignments, there are generally no differences
between the ranking of criteria for the three subalternatives. Consequently,
only one set of alternatives (those crossing Highway 16 east of Grant Line
Road) are presented in the evaluation matrix.
GOAL 1: IMPROVE TRANSPORTATION SERVICE

Objective A. Reduce Traffic Congestion
Criteria 1. Ability to relieve traffic congestion on surrounding local
roadway system.
Except for Aerojet and the high growth industrial area along Sunrise
Boulevard (between the American River and Douglas Boulevard) most of Segment 3 is undeveloped. Also most of the eastern and southern portions of
Segment 3 are zoned agricultural and, therefore, the most significant
future traffic congestion problem on the local roadway system would be
Sunrise Boulevard. Alternative 3-1, which would run through Aerojet, has
the greatest potential to relieve traffic congestion along the Sunrise
Boulevard corridor.

Criteria 2. Ability to relieve traffic congestion on surrounding regional
roadway system.
Given that the Beltway would connect 1-80, Highway 50, Highway 99 and
1-5, all alternatives for Segment 3 would divert traffic from congested
sections of freeway in central Sacramento. However, Alternative 3-1 and
3-2 would likely divert more traffic than Alternatives 3-3 or 3-4 since
they are more direct routes for the heaviest traffic movements.

Objective C. Improve Travel Safety
Criteria 1. Ability to reduce accidents on roadway system.
The number of potential accidents on the study area's roadway system
are related to the total "vehicle-miles of travel" (VMT) on each roadway
type (ie., 4-lane arterial, 6-lane freeway, etc.). Those alternatives that
result in lower VMT on the roadway system would generally provide a lower
number of accidents then those with higher VMT. Also, accident rates per
vehicle-mile of travel are much lower for freeways than arterials, so that
those alternatives that divert the most traffic from arterials to freeways
would generally provide a lower number of accidents.
All the alternatives for Segment 3 would reduce VMT on the roadway system, but Alternative 3-1 would have the lowest VMT. Also, Alternative 3-1
would divert the most traffic from arterials (especially Sunrise Boulevard)
to the Beltway freeway.

Table 3
EVALUATION MATRIX

Segment 3
Value or Rcinking

Goal 1: Improve Transportation Service
Criteria

3-IC

3-2C

3-3C

I. Ability to relieve traffic congestion on
surrounding local roadway system.

+

o

0

++

++

+

17.7

17.8

(7.0

16.4

16.5

214

22.8

24.i

+

0

o

o

Ability to improve connectivity of
regional freeway/expressway system.

++

++

+

*

Ability to improve connectivity of
regional transit system.

o

0

o

o

Oliective
A.

Reduce Traffic Congestion

-2. Ability to relieve traffic congestion on
surrounding regional roadway system.
B.

Reduce Travel Times

I. Average off-peak travel times. (in minutes)
a)
b)

Hwy Wet El Dorado County Line
to Hwy 16 at Grant Line Road.
Hwy 50 at Sunrise to Hwy 16 at
Grant Line Road.

C. improve Travel Safety

I.

D.

I. Ability to improve connectivity of
local arterial system.

Improve Transportation
System Connectivity

2.
3.
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3-4C

T

.

Ability to reduce accidents on roadway
- --

Table 3 (Continued)
EVALUATION MATRIX
Segment 3
Value or Ranking

Goal 3: Maximize Economic Benefit and Financial Feasibility
Criteria

Objective
A.

B.
C.

3-1C

3-2C

3-3C

NA 1

123

132

I.

Construction Costs. (millions)

2.

Operation and Maintenance Costs.

Maximize Accessibility
to, and Formation of Jobs

I.

Ability to improve accessibility
to existing and future job locations.

**

ft

Facilitate Urban Goods
Movement

I.

Ability to reduce travel times for
major goods movements:

**

**

Minimize Public Costs

The right-of-way/relocation cost for the Aerojet portion of the alignment could not be estimated but would likely result in
Alternative 3-1 having a substantially higher cost than the other Segment 3 alternatives.

r
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Table 3 (Continued)

EVALUATION MATRIX
Segment 3
Value or Ranking

Goal 2; Protect or Enhance the Enviroment
3-IC

3-2C

I. Approximate number of households
removed within 300 foot band.

0-2

0-I

2. Approximate number of businesses'
removed in 300 foot band.

I (Aerojet)

Criteria

Objective
A.

B.

C.

D.

Minimize Displacement of
Housing and Businesses

Minimize Neighborhood
Disruption

I. Segmentation of established
neighborhoods.

Minimize Impacts on
Non-displaced Residents

I. Number of households within 2,000 2
foot band.

Minimize Impacts on Parks
and Recreation Areas

I.

Minimize Impacts on
Wetlands and Species

G.

Minimize Growth Inducement

1
2

ft

3-4C

**

ft

2-

Disruption and proximity impacts on
parks and recreation areas.

— E;----- Minimize Flood Hazards --1:--Location of facility in 100 yearfloodplains of rivers or creeks.
F.

4.

3-3C

+

0

Taking and/or direct impact on
habitats.
I. Potential for inducing growth in
areas not planned for development.

Range represents estimate of the number of homes on businesses removed within the "best" or "worst" 300 foot band of the 1000
foot wide conceptual alignment.
Not including households removed.
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BELTWAY CONNECTOR ALTERb. IVES

Objective D. Improve Transportation System' Connectivity
Criteria 1. Ability to improve connectivity of local arterial system.
By bisecting the Aerojet property, Alternative 3-1 would provide a
connection between Folsom Boulevard and White Rock and Grant Line Roads
in an area that no public roads exist. The remaining alternatives generally parallel existing arterials in agricultural areas and would not
improve the connectivity of the local arterial system significantly.
Criteria 2. Ability to improve connectivity of regional freeway/
expressway system.
All the alignments for Segment 3 involve connections between Highway
50, Highway 16, Highway 99 and 1-5. However, Alternatives 3-1 and 3- 2
Provide more direct connections between these regional roadways than
Alternatives 3-3 and 3-4.
Criteria 3. Ability to improve connectivity of regional transit system.
All of the alternative alignments could contain LRT, HOV lanes or
express bus service in the right-of-way; However, all of the alignments
for Segment 3 pass through undeveloped and principally agricultural land.
Therefore, none of the Segment 3 alignments have a significant potential
for regional transit.
1

GOAL 2: PROTECT OR ENHANCE THE ENVIRONMENT 1
Objective B. Minimize Neighborhood Disrupiion
Criteria 1. Segmentation of establishedineighborhoods.

None of the alternatives for Segment ,3 would bisect any established
neighborhoods.
Objective D. Minimize Impacts on Parks and Recreational Areas
Criteria 1. Disruption and proximity impacts on parks and recreation areas.
Alternative 3-2 may affect the northeast corner of the existing offroad vehicle park along White Road Road. Alternatives 3-3 and 3-4 would
run north of the Boys Ranch along Scott Road.
Objective E. Minimize Flood Hazards
Criteria 1. Location of facility in 100 year floodplains of rivers or

ZFEekT.—

Alternatives 3-3 and 3-4 would need to cross Coyote Creek, but none of
the alternative alignments for Segment 3 would appear to have problems with
creek or river floodplains.

Objective F. Minimize Impacts on Wetlands and Species
Criteria 1. Taking and/or direct impact on habitats.
The Segment 3 alternatives would likely cross the northern portions of
Laguna and Coyote Creeks. Several areas of "environmental concern" were
indentified near Grant Line Road and Kiefer Boulevard on the "constraint
mapping" for the "Urban Alternatives Study" (Sacramento County Planning and
Community Development Department, March 1985). However, these areas are
relatively small and could be avoided by the Segment 3 alignments.

Objective G. Minimize Growth Inducement
Criteria 1. Potential for inducing growth in areas not planned for
development.
All of the alternative alignments for Segment 3 would pass through
agricultural zoned land and have the potential to induce growth in these
areas.
GOAL 3: MAXIMIZE ECONOMIC BENEFIT AND FINANCIAL FEASIBLITY

Objective B. Maximize Accessibility to, and Formation of Jobs
Criteria 1. Ability to improve accessibility to existing and future job
locations.
All of the alternative alignments would improve accessibility to the
new jobs in Folsom and the Highway 50 corridor. However, Alternatives 3-1
and 3-2 would improve accessibility to jobs better than Alternative 3-3 and
3-4 because they provide more direct routes to these high growth employment
areas.

Objective C. Facilitate Urban Goods Movement
Criteria 1. Ability to reduce travel times for major goods movements.
Given that the Beltway would connect 1-80, Highway 50, Highway 99 and
1-5 with more direct routes for certain major goods movements than current
routes through Central Sacramento, all of the alternatives for Segment 3
, should help facilitate the movement of urban goods. However, the eastern
alignments, espe- cially Alternative 3-4, could add 5-6 miles to trips from
1-80 to Highway 99 or 1-5.

EVALUATION OF SEGMENT 4 ALTERNATIVES
The evaluation matrix for Segment 4 is shown in Table 4. The following
section briefly describes the analysis used to develop the values and rankings
in the evaluation matrix of the four Segment 4 alternatives shown in Figure 5.

GOAL 1: IMPROVE TRANSPORTATION SERVICE

Objective A. Reduce Traffic Congestion
Criteria 1. Ability to relieve traffic Congestion on surrounding local
1755-5ITITistem.
Most of the local arterial system in Segment 4 currently operates at an
acceptable level of service during peak periods. However, the anticipated
substantial development in South Sacramento, Elk Grove, Vineyard and Laguna
areas is expected to put a strain on the,area's local and regional roadway
system, requiring a number of major roadway widenings and new arterial/
expressways.

c,

L

.:

Alternatives 4-1 has the greatest potential for relieving future traffic congestion of all the Segment 4 alignments by diverting traffic from
Calvine Road, Sheldon Road and, more importantly, Providing a new high
capacity connection between 1-5 and Highway 99 in the middle of the high
growth area. Alternatives 4-2, 4-3 and 4-4 would connect these freeways
south of the area that will be developed in the next 20 years.
Alternatives 4-3 and 4-4 run along the very fringe of the developable
urban area, and therefore will not divert many local area trips. Also, as
an "expressway-only" alignment, Alternative 4-3 would have a limited capacity and longer travel times.
Criteria 2. Ability to relieve traffic congestion on surrounding regional
TTE647307-17stem.
Given that the Beltway would connect 1-80, Highway 50, Highway 99 and
1-5, all alternatives for Segment 4 would divert traffic from congested
sections of freeway in Central Sacramento. However, Alternative 4-1 would
have the greatest potential to divert traffic from the existing regional
system, and Alternatives 4-3, with its limited capacity and longer travel
times would not divert a substantial amount of this traffic.

Objective C. Improve Travel Safety
Criteria 1. Ability to reduce accidents on roadway system.
The number of potential accidents on the study area's roadway system
are related to the total "vehicle-mile*f travel" (VMT) on each roadway
type (ie., 4-lane arterial, 6-lane freeWay, etc.). Those alternatives that
allow lower VMT on the roadway system would generally provide a lower number of accidents then those with higheriVMT. Also, accident rates per
vehicle-mile of travel are much lower for freeways than arterials, so that
those alternatives that divert the mostltraffic from arterials to freeways
would generally, provide a lower number of accidents.
Alternatives 4-1, 4-2 and 4-4 wouldlreduce VMT and attract arterial
traffic onto the Beltway freeway. Alternative 4-1 has the greatest potential to reduce accidents by diverting the most traffic from the areas
arterials.
Alternative 4-3 would not significantly improve the safety of the
area's roadway system due to its expressway design and limited capacity.
-47- I

Table 4
EVALUATION MATRIX
Segment 4
Value or Ranking

Goal I: Improve Transportation Service

4-2

4-3

4-4

A.

Reduce Traffic Congestion

13.0

15.9

23.4

20.7

23.5

23.3

25.3

21.11

I. Ability to reduce accidents on roadway
system.

ft

+

I. Ability to improve connectivity of
local arterial system.

tt

9

0

4-1

Criteria

Objective

I. Ability to relieve traffic congestion
surrounding local roadway system.

00

2. Ability to relieve traffic congestion on
surrounding regional roadway system.
B.

Reduce Travel Times

I.

b)

Hwy 16 at Grant Line Road to
Hwy 99 at Sheldon Road

Hwy' 16 at Grant Line Road to
1-5 at Study Area boundary.

D. Improve Transportation
System Connectivity

2.
3.
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f

Average off-peak travel times. (in minutes)
a)

Improve Travel Safety

t*

Ability to improve connectivity of
regional freeway/expressway system.
Ability to improve connectivity of
regional transit system.

ft

0

0

Table 4 (Continued)
EVALUATION MATRIX
Segment 4
Value or Ranking

Goal 3: Maximize Economic Benefit and Financial Feasibility
Criteria

Objective
A.

B.

C.

I.

Construction Costs. (millions)

2.

Operation and Maintenance Costs.

Maximize Accessibility
to, and Formation of Jobs

I.

Ability to improve accessibility
to existing and future job locations.

Facilitate Urban Goods
Movement

I.

Minimize Public Costs
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Ability to reduce travel times for
major goods movements:

4,1

4-2

4-3

255

280

172

*

Table 4 (Continued)
EVALUATION MATRIX
Segment 4
Value or Ranking

Goal 2: Protect or Enhance the Enviroment
Criteria

Obj ec live

A. Minimize Displacement of
Housing and Businesses

1. Approximate number of households I
removed within 300 foot band.
2. Approximate number of businesses'
removed in 300 foot band.

B.
C.

Minimize Neighborhood
Disruption

4-1

4-2

4-3

4-4

11-30

13-25

15-17,

7-15

0-2

0

10

0

1. Segmentation of established
neighborhoods.
Number of households within 2,000 2
foot band.

Minimize Impacts on
Non-displaced Residents

D.

Minimize Impacts on Parks
and Recreation Areas

1. Disruption and proximity impacts on
parks and recreation areas.

E.

Minimize Flood Hazards

I. Location of facility in 100 year
floodplains of rivers or creeks.

F.

Minimize Impacts on
.Wetlands and Species

1. Taking and/or direct impact on
habitats.

G.

Minimize Growth Inducement

I. Potential for inducing growth in
areas not planned for development.

**
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Range represents estimates of the number of homes or businesses removed within the "best" or "worst" 300 foot band of the 1000
foot wide conceptual alignments. A 150 foot band was used for the "expressway only" Alternative 4-3.
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Figure 5
BELTWAY CONNECTOR ALTERNATIVES
SEGMENT 4

Objective D. Improve Transportation System Connectivity
Criteria 1. Ability to improve connectivity of local arterial system.
Alternative 4-2 and 4-4 generally Parallel existing arterials, while _
Alternative 4-3 would use the existing Grant Line Road alignment. Therefore, these alignments would do little to improve the connectivity of the
local arterial system.
Alternative 4-1 would connect Bruceville Road and Franklin Boulevard
in an area where no existing connection exists.
Criteria 2. Ability to improve connectivity of regional.freewaY/
expressway system.
All the alignments for Segment 4 alternatives involve connections
Alternative 4-1 provides a
between Highway 50, Highway 99 and 1-5.
regional connection through the highest growth area of Segment 4. Alternative 4-3 with its low capacity and longer travel time would not significantly improve connection between the regional freeway/expressway
system.
Criteria 3. Ability to improve connectivity of regional transit system.
All of the alignments could contain LRT, HOV lanes or express bus
service within the right-of-way. However, Alternative 4-2, 4-3 and 4- 4
skirt the urban areas, and future employment centers, passing through low
density,residential or agricultural land and, therefore, have little
potential for regional transit. Alternative 4-1 has some potential as a
future regional transit corridor.
GOAL 2: PROTECT OR ENHANCE THE ENVIRONMENT
Objective B. Minimize Neighborhood Disruption
Criteria 1. Segmentation of established neighborhoods.
Alternatives 4-1 and 4-2 would run through sparsely developed residential land and thereby minimize the impact on any established neighborhoods.
Alternative 4-3 would tend to separate neighborhoods east of Grant Line
Road from the rest of the urban area. However, as an expressway alignment,
this separation would be less than that caused by a freeway corridor.
Alternative 4-4 would not bisect any residential areas.
Objective D. Minimize Impacts on Parks and Recreational Areas
Criteria I, Disruption and proximity impacts on parks and recreation areas.
Alternative 4-1 may impact the planned recreational area south of
Sheldon Road and west of Highway 99. Alternatives 4-2 and 4-3 do not
appear to have a significant impact on park or recreational land. Alternative 4-4 could impact the recreational use of the Deer Creek/Cosumnes River
corridor.

Objective E. Minimize Flood Hazards
Criteria 1. Location of facility in 100 year floodplains of rivers or
creeks.
1
- Alternative 4-1 would cross a wide portion of the Laguna Creek and
Whitehouse Creek fldodplain west of Highway 99 and south of Sheldon Road.
Alternative 4-2 would cross a relatively!wide portion of the Laguna Creek
floodplain south of Sheldon Road. These alternatives could, bridge these
floodplain areas and thereby eliminate any problems.
Alternative 4-4 would parallel the fringe of the Consumnes River floodplain from Jackson Road to Highway 99. Its design would likely involve
Placing the freeway on fill in sections and in effect creating a new levee
and possibly altering the existing floodDlain. This alternative may result
in a long-term liability problem for the state who would build and operate
the freeway.

Objective F. Minimize Impacts on Wetlands and Species
Criteria 1. Taking and/or direct impact on habitats.
The "Urban Alternative Study" identified several environmental concerns
near the Alternative 4,1 alignment. However, these small areas in the
Calvin Road/Grant Line Road and Sheldon Road/Highway 99 areas could be
avoided by this alignment. A long bridge crossing of the Laguna Creek
floodplain south of Sheldon Road could not be avoided by either
Alternative 4, 1 or 4-2.
Alternative 4-4 could have a significant impact on hibitates along the
Consumnes River floodplain.

Objective G. Minimize Growth Inducement
Criteria 1. Potential for inducing growth in areas not planned for
development.
Alternatives 4-2, 4-3 and 4-4 would 'pass through agricultural land
between Highway 99 and 1-5 and may induce growth in this area.
GOAL 3: MAXIMIZE ECONOMIC BENEFIT AND. FINANCIAL FEASIBILITY

.

Objective B. .Maximize Accessibility to, and Formation of Jobs
Criteria 1. Ability to improve accessibility and future job locations.
Alternative 4-1 would provide the most direct access to future job
locations. Alternative 4-3 with its liMited capacity and longer travel
times would not improve accessibility tos employment areas significantly.

Objective C. Facilitate Urban Goods Movement
Criteria 1. Ability to reduce travel times for major goods movements.
Given that the Beltway would connect 1-80, Highway 50, Highway 99 and
1-5 with more direct routes for certain major goods movements, than current
routes through Central Sacramento, all of the alternatives for Segment 4
should help facilitate the movement of urban goods. However, Alternative
4-4 provides the shortest travel times for travel to Highway 99 and 1-5
south of the study area. Also, Alternative 4-3 with its expressway design
would not significantly improve throughmovement travel times.

-54-

RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
On June 27, 1986, the Consultant presented Technical Memorandum II "Evaluation of Alternative Corridors" to the Technical and Policy Advisory Committees
for the Beltway Connector Study. At that time the Technical Advisory
Committee (TAG) decided to eliminate some of ithe alternative corridors from
further consideration and indicate a preliminary preference of one alternative
corridor in each of the four segments of the Beltway Connector Study area. The
Policy Advisory Committee decided not to indicate their preference for alternative corridors until input from the public is received in workshops to be held
in September 1986.
The TAC's decision to eliminate certain alternative corridors was based on
the poor ranking of those corridors in the Oaluation process. Their decision
to indicate their preference for one alternative for each route segment does
not eliminate any of the remaining corridors or corridors not identified here
from further consideration and evaluation in later phases of the Beltway Connector study (i.e., route adoption studies, environmental impact studies,
etc.). The Technical Committee decided that it should indicate to the policy
makers and the public their perferred alignment based on the preliminary evaluation, but they generally 'consider the other remaining corridors as viable
alternatives.
The following section briefly describes the Technical Advisory Committee's
recommendations.

Segment 1
The TAC decided that Alternative 1-4, which begins at the I-80/Sierra
College interchange, should be eliminated, thereby leaving three alternatives
that begin at the I-80/Highway 65 bypass. The TAC indicated their preference
of Alternative 1-1 for Segment 1 of the Beltway Connector based on the assumption that this alignment could cross Dougla Boulevard either immediately east
or west of Sierra College Boulevard.

Segment 2
The TAC voted to eliminate Alternatives 2-1 and 2-3 which would run along
Main Avenue and Oak Avenue, respectively. They also indicated their preference
for Alternative 2-2 for Segment 2 of the Beltway route.

Segment 3
In Segment 3 the TAG decided to eliminate Alternatives 3-1 and 3-3 which
are extensive of Alternatives 2-1 and 2-3 that where eliminated from Segment 2.
The TAC indicated their preference for Alternative 3-2A which is an extension
of Alternative 2-2 which they perferred for Segment 2 and connects to Alternative 4-1.

Segment 4
The TAC did not eliminate any alternatives from Segment 4. They indicated their preference for Alternative 4-1 based on the assumption that the proposed Laguna Boulevard (Bond Road Extension) would connect to the Beltway
freeway east of 1-5 and not directly to 1-5.
The recommendations of the TAC represented advice to the PAC, the staff,
and the consultant. While the PAC accepted the TAC advice to drop some segments from further consideration in the study, the TAC expression of preference for certain segments among those remaining was not accepted. The PAC
decided to leave the issue of a preferred option open at least until public
workshops had been conducted. Future studies could include all or none of the
options proposed in this study. The corridors identified here serve as conceptual locations and raise the issues which might be expected to arise in any
potential locational choice.

COST ESTIMATE
The cost estimates provided in the evaluation matrix are very preliminary, generalized costs for comparing alternatives only. More precise alignments would be required to provide refined cost estimates for further planning. The following general items were used in developing the construction
cost estimates.
Right-of-Way
o
o

Acquisition by value categories
Relocation of homes and businesses

Construction
o
o
o
o
o

Roadway sections by grading categorles
Interchanges by type (Intersectionst for expressways)
Bridges (other than interchanges) by type
Reconstruction of utility towers, rbadways, etc.
Design and Construction Engineering'

The right-of-way costs assumed the highest number of homes and businesses
removed, or the "worst case" 300 foot band within the 1,000 foot conceptual
alignment. Also, the right-of-way costs are based on a 300 foot right-of-way
for the entire length of each alternative. While interchange areas may
require more than 300 feet, the roadway sections between interchanges would
likely require less. Therefore, the evaluation costs may represent the "worst
case" cost for right-of-way for each alternative.
•

The construction costs included the following work items:
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Clearing and grubbing
Mass grading
Fine grading
Paving
Guard rails
Signs
Lighting
Construction traffic control
Fences
Drainage
Striping
Landscaping
Signalization (interchanges and expressways)

The construction cost estimates assume paving for a six-lane freeway (or
expressway) but grading and bridge structures to accommodate eight lanes. The
following tables show the calculations of Osts for each of the alternative
alignments.

ASSUMPTIONS USED TO DEVELOP COST ESTIMATES

Right-of-Way Costs
High

- Developed residential
- Developed non-residential

Medium High - Undeveloped non-residential
Medium Low - Undeveloped residential
Low

- Agricultural

Roadway Section Costs (W/0 Mass Grading)
Cost/Mile
$2,851,200

Paving - 108' pavement

@ $5/SF

Fine grading 150' wide

@ $0.5/SF

396,000 .

Guard rail

$30/LF

158,400

Cleaning & grubbing

$10/LF

52,800
8,000

Signs (not interchange signs)

44,000

Lighting
Construction signs & traffic control

$10/LF

52,800

Access Control Fence

$25/LF

132,000

Storm drain

$50/LF

264,000

Striping

$4/LF

Landscaping

$50/LF

264,000

Call boxes/monuments

$25/LF

132,000

21,100

$4,376,300

Mass Grading
Cost/Mile
Low Grading:

0-107800'
300 CY/LF @ $4/CY

Medium Grading:

10-20 1 /800'
100 CY/LF @ $4/CY

High Grading:

$633,600

$2,112,000

20-307800 1
185 CY/LF 0 $4/CY

$3,907,200

Total Roadway Sec tion Costs

Low Grading
$4,376,300 + $633,600
Say

= $5,009,900/mile
$5.0 Million/mile

Medium Grading
$4,376,300 + $2,112,000
Say

= $6,488,300/mile
$6.5 Million/mile

High Grading
$4,376,300 + $3,907,200
Say

= $8,283,500/mile
$8.5 Million/mile

Bridge Costs
Roadway

- Assume local roadway over freeway
- 150' length of structure
- 80' wide @ $100/LF
- $8,000/LF

Creeks/Reservoirs

- Freeway over creeks
- 108' wide @ $100/LF
- Length of structure varies
- $10,800/LF

Rivers

- Freeway over American River
- 108' wide @ $150/LF
- Length of str ucture varies
- $16,200/LF

BELTWAY CONNECTOR STUDY / ALTERNATIVE COST ESTIMATE
Prepared by OKS Associates
Job No. P86019x0
Alternative No. 1-1
Date: 6/17/86
UNIT

QUANTITY

RIGHT-OF-WAY
AQUISTIONS
High
Medium High
Medium Low
Low

ACRE
ACRE
ACRE
ACRE

10
6
180
0

$400,000
250,000
100,000
4,000

$4,000,000
1,500,000
18,000,000
0

EACH
EACH

2
3

10,000
20,000

20,000
60,000

RELOCATIONS
Homes
Businesses

UNIT COST

COST

DESCRIPTION

SUBTOTAL
CONSTRUCTION
ROADWAY
Low Grading
Medium Grading
High Grading
INTERCHANGES
Intersection
Half Arterial
Full Arterial
Half Freeway
Full Freeway
BRIDGES
Roadway
Creeks/Reservoirs
Rivers
RECONSTRUCTION
Utilites
Roadway

MILE
MILE
MILE

1.2
0.9
3.4

5,000,000
6,500,000
8,500,000

6,000,000
5,850,000
28,900,000

EACH
EACH
EACH
EACH
EACH

0
0
3
1
0

200,000
3,000,000
5,000,000
12,000,000
19,000,000

0
0
15,000,000
12,000,000
0

600
450

8,000
10,800
16,200

4,800,000
4,860,000
0

4
0

75,000
750

300,000
0

LF
LF
LF
EACH
LF

SUBTOTAL
ENGINEERING (25% CONST.)

$77,710,000
$19,427,500

TOTAL

dsw:P86019/2770

$23,580,000

$120,717,500

BELTWAY CONNECTOR STUDY / ALTERNATI E COST ESTIMATE
Prepared by DKS Associates
Job. No. P86019x0
Alternative No. 1-2
Date: 6/17/86

DESCRIPTION

UNIT COST

UNIT QUANTITY

COST .

RIGHT-OF-WAY

AQUISTIONS
High
Medium High
Medium Low
Low
RELOCATIONS
Homes
Businesses

ACRE
ACRE
ACRE
ACRE
EACH
EACH

'

22
0
167
0

$400,000
250,000
100,000
4,000

$8,800,000
0
16,700,000
0

33
2

10,000
20,000

330,000
40,000

SUBTOTAL
CONSTRUCTION
ROADWAY
Low Grading

Medium Grading
High Grading
INTERCHANGES
Intersection
Half Arterial
Full Arterial
Half Freeway
Full Freeway

MILE
MILE
MILE

2.1

EACH
EACH
EACH
EACH
EACH

0

BRIDGES
LF
Roadway
Creeks/Reservoirs LF
LF
Rivers
RECONSTRUCTION
Utilites
Roadway

EACH
LF

3.0

1 5,000,000
,,6,500,000
1 8,500,000

10,500,000
1,950,000
25,500,000

1

3
1
0

200,000
3,000,000
5,000,000
;12,000,000
19,000,000.

0
15,000,000
12,000,000
0

600
450
0

8,000
10,800
16;200

4,800,000
4,860,000
0

75,000
750

0
0

SUBTOTAL

$74,610,000

$18,652,500

ENGINEERING (25% CONST.)
TOTAL

dsw:P86019/2770

$25,870,000

$119,132,500

BELTWAY CONNECTOR STUDY / ALTERNATIVE COST ESTIMATE
Prepared by DKS Associates
Job No. P86019x0
Alternative No. 1-3
Date: 6/17/86
DESCRIPTION
RIGHT-OF-WAY
AQUISTIONS
High

Medium High
Medium Low
Low
RELOCATIONS
Homes

Businesses

UNIT

QUANTITY

ACRE
ACRE
ACRE
ACRE

25
0
176
0

EACH

33

EACH

UNIT COST

0•

$400,000
250,000
100,000
4,000

$10,000,000
0
17,600,000
0

10,000

330,000

20,000

0

SUBTOTAL
CONSTRUCTION
ROADWAY
•
Low Grading
Medium Grading
High Grading
INTERCHANGES
Intersection
Half Arterial
Full Arterial
Half Freeway
Full Freeway
BRIDGES
Roadway
Creeks! Reservoirs
Rivers

2.4
0.8 .
2.4

MILE
MILE
MILE
EACH
EACH
EACH
EACH
EACH
LF
LF
LF

COST

$27,930,000

5,000,000
6,500,000
8,500,000

12,000,000
5,200,000
20,400,000

0
0
3
1
0

200,000
3,000,000
5,000,000
12,000,000
19,000,000

0
0
15,000,000
12,000,000
0

600
300
0

8,000
10,800
16,200

4,800,000
3,240,000
0

•

RECONSTRUCTION

Utilites
Roadway

EACH
LF

75,000
750
.

SUBTOTAL

ENGINEERING (25% CONST.)

$18,160,000
TOTAL

dsw:P86019/2770

$72,640,000

$118,730,000

BELTWAY CONNECTOR STUDY / ALTERNATIVE COST ESTIMATE
Prepared by DKS Associates
Job No. P86019x0
Alternative No. 1-4
Date: 6/17/86

DESCRIPTION
RIGHT-OF-WAY
AQUISTIONS
High
Medium High
Medium Low
Low
RELOCATIONS
Homes
Businesses

pNIT COST

UNIT QUANTITY

ACRE
ACRE
ACRE
ACRE

63
0
165
0

EACH
EACH

36
0

1

$400,000
250,000
100,000
4,000

$25,200,000
.0
16,500,000
0

10,000
20,000

360,000
0

SUBTOTAL
CONSTRUCTION
ROADWAY
.
Low Grading
Medium Grading
High Grading
INTERCHANGES
Intersection
Half Arterial
Full Arterial
Half Freeway .
Full Freeway

MILE
MILE'
MILE
EACH
EACH
EACH
EACH
EACH

BRIDGES
Roadway
LF
Creeks/Reservoirs LF
Rivers
LF
RECONSTRUCTION
Utilites
Roadway

EACH
LF

3.6
1.5
1.2

.

$42,060,000

5,000,000.
6,500,000
8,500,000

18,000,000
9,750,000
10,200,000

0
200,000
0
3,000,000
4 . 5,000,000
12,000,000'
1
0
19,000,000

0
0
20,000,000
12,000,000
•0

600
300
0

8,000
10,800
16,200

4,800,000
3,240,000
0

75,000
750
SUBTOTAL

$77,990,000
$19,497,500

ENGINEERING (25% CONST.)
TOTAL

dsw:P86019/2770

COST

$139,547,500

-

BELTWAY CONNECTOR STUDY / ALTERNATIVE COST ESTIMATE
Prepared by DKS Associates
Job No. P86019x0
Alternative No. 2-1
Date: 6/17/86
DESCRIPTION
RIGHT-OF-WAY
AQUISTIONS
High
Medium High
Medium Low
Low
RELOCATIONS
Homes
Businesses

UNIT QUANTITY

ACRE
ACRE
ACRE
ACRE
EACH
EACH

252
37

UNIT COST

$400,000
250,000
100,000
4,000

$44,000,000
0
4,100,000
0

10,000
21,000

2,520,000
740,000

SUBTOTAL

CONSTRUCTION
ROADWAY
Low Grading
Medium Grading
High Grading
INTERCHANGES
Intersection
Half Arterial
Full Arterial
Half Freeway
Full Freeway

2.3
0.0
2.3

5,000,000
6,500,000
8,510,000

11,500,000

EACH
EACH
EACH
EACH
. EACH

0
0
3
0
1

200,000
3,000,000
5,000,000
12,000,000
19,000,000

0
0
15,000,000
0
19,000 100

1,200
0
6,500

8,001
10,800
16,200

9,600;000
•
0
105,300,000

2
0

75,000
750

150,000
.0

EACH
LF

SUBTOTAL
ENGINEERING (25% CONST.)

19,550,000

$180,100,000
$45,025,000

TOTAL

dsw:P86019/2770.

$51,360,000

MILE
MILE
MILE

BRIDGES
Roadway
LF
Creeks/Reservoirs LF
Rivers
LF
RECONSTRUCTION
Utilites
Roadway

COST

1276,485,0'00

BELTWAY CONNECTOR STUDY [ALTERNATIVE COST ESTIMATE
Prepared by DKS Associates
Job No. P86019x0
Alternative No. 2-2
Date: 6/17/86

DESCRIPTION
RIGHT-OF-WAY
AQUISTIONS
High
Medium High
Medium Low
Low

RELOCATIONS
Homes
Businesses

UNIT QUANTITY

ACRE
ACRE
ACRE
ACRE

17
99
90
0

EACH
EACH

53
0

ONIT COST

•

$400,000
250,000
100,000
4,000

$6,800,000
24,750,000
9,000,000
0

10,000
20,000

530,000
0

SUBTOTAL
CONSTRUCTION
ROADWAY
Low Grading
Medium Grading
High Grading

7,000,000
16,250,000
10,200,000

0
0
4
0
1

200,000 .
3,000,000
5,000,000
12,000,000
119,000,000

0•
0
20,000,000
0
19,000,000

600
75
5,000

8,000
10,800
16,200 .

1.4
2.5
1.2

EACH
EACH
EACH
EACH
EACH

BRIDGES
LF
Roadway
Creelts/Reservoirs LF.
LF
Rivers
RECONSTRUCTION
Utilites
Roadway

EACH
LF

$41,080,000

1
, 5,000,000
6,500,000
' 8,500,000

MILE
MILE
MILE

INTERCHANGES
Intersection
Half Arterial
Full Arterial
Half Freeway
Full Freeway

COST

2
0

75,000
750
SUBTOTAL

4,800,000
810,000
81,000,000
150,000
0
$159,210,000
$39,802,500

ENGINEERING (25% CONST.)
TOTAL

clsw:P86019/2770

,65.7

$240,092,500

BELTWAY CONNECTOR STUDY / ALTERNATIVE COST ESTIMATE
Prepared by DKS Associates
Job No. P86019x0
Alternative No. 2-3
Date: 6/17/86
DESCRIPTION

UNIT

QUANTITY

RIGHT-OF-WAY
AQUISTIONS
High
Medium High
Medium Low
Low

ACRE
ACRE
ACRE
ACRE

15
0
83
0

EACH
EACH

61
0

RELOCATIONS
Homes
Businesses

UNIT COST

$400,000
250,000
100,000
4,000
10,000
20,000.

SUBTOTAL
CONSTRUCTION
ROADWAY
Low Grading
Medium Grading
High Grading
INTERCHANGES
Intersection
Half Arterial
Full Arterial
Half Freeway
Full Freeway
BRIDGES
Roadway
Creeks/Reservoirs
Rivers
RECONSTRUCTION
Utilites
Roadway

,$6,000,000
0
8,300,000
0
.

610,000
0
$14,910,000

MILE
MILE
MILE

1.5
0.6
4.8

5,000,000
6,500,000
8,500,000

7,500,000
3,900,000
.40,800,000

EACH
EACH
EACH
EACH
EACH

4
0
1
0
0

200,000
3,000,000
5,000,000
12,000,000
19,000,000

800,000
0
5,000,000
0
0

300
75
1,500

8,000
10,800
16,200

2,400,000
810,000
24,300,000

20
0

75,000
750

1,500,000
0

LF
LF
LF
EACH
LF

SUBTOTAL
ENGINEERING (25% CONST.)

$87,010,000
$21,752,500

TOTAL

dsw:P86019/2770

COST

$123,672,500

BELTWAY CONNECTOR STUDY / ALTERNATI VE COST ESTIMATE
Prepared by DKS Associates
Job No. P86019x0
Alternative No. 2-4
Date: 6/17/86

DESCRIPTION
RIGHT-OF-WAY
AQUISTIONS
High
Medium High
Medium Low
Low
RELOCATIONS
Homes
Businesses

UNIT QUANTITY

UNIT COST

ACRE
ACRE
ACRE
ACRE

13.
35
0
195

$400,000
250,000
100,000
4,000

$5,200,000
8,750,000
0
•
780,000

EACH
EACH

,75

10,000
20,000

750,000
20,000

:

1

SUBTOTAL
CONSTRUCTION
ROADWAY
Low Grading
Medium Grading
High Grading
INTERCHANGES
Intersection
Half Arterial
Full Arterial
Half Freeway
Full Freeway
BRIDGES
Roadway
Creeks/Reservoirs
Rivers
RECONSTRUCTION
Utilites
Roadway

3.1
1.2
2.6
.

5,000,000
6,500,000
' 8,500,000
I

15,500,000
7,800,000
22,100,000

EACH
EACH
EACH
EACH
EACH

0
0
3
1

200,000
3,000,000
5,000,000
12,000,000
119,000,000

0
0
15,000,000
0
19,000,000

LF
LF
LF

750
1,300
4,000

8,000
10,800
16,200

6,000,000
14,040,000
64,800,000

EACH
LF

.
4
3,000

75,000
750

300,000
2,250,000
$16.6,790,000
$41,697,500

ENGINEERING (25% CONST.)
TOTAL

dsw:P86019/2770

$15,500,000

MILE
MILE
MILE

SUBTOTAL

;

COST

$223,987,500

•

BELTWAY CONNECTOR STUDY / ALTERNATIVE COST ESTIMATE
Prepared by DKS Associ a tes
Job No. P86019x0
Alternative No. 3-2
Date: 6/17/86

dm*

UNIT COST

COST

DESCRIPTION

UNIT

QUANTITY

RIGHT-OF-WAY
AQUISTIONS
High
Medium High
Medium Low
Low

ACRE
ACRE
ACRE
ACRE

0
0
0
410

$400,000
250,000
100,000
4,000

$0
0
0
1,640,000

EACH
EACH

1
0

10,000
20,000

10,000
0

RELOCATIONS
Homes
Businesses

SUBTOTAL
CONSTRUCTION
ROADWAY
Low Grading
Medium Grading
High Grading
INTERCHANGES
Intersection
Half Arterial
Full Arterial
Half Freeway
Full Freeway
BRIDGES
Roadway
.Creeks/Reservoirs
.
Rivers
,

RECONSTRUCTION
Utilites
Roadway

MILE
MILE
MILE

5.6
1.7
3.9.

5,000,000
6,500,000
8,500,000

28,000,000
11,050,000
33,150,000

EACH
EACH
EACH
EACH
EACH

0
0
4
0
0

200,000
3,000,000
5,000,000
12,000,000
19,000,000

0
0
20,000,000
0
0

600
0
0

8,000
10,800
16,200

4,800,000
0
0

2
0

75,000
.750

150,000
0

LF
LF
LF
EACH
LF

SUBTOTAL

$97,150,000
$24,287,500

ENGINEERING (25% CONST.)
TOTAL

dsw:P86019/2770

$1,650,000

$123,087,500

BELTWAY CONNECTOR STUDY / ALTERNATIVE - COST ESTIMATE
Prepared by DKS Associates
Job No. P86019x0
Alternative No. 3-3
Date: 6/17/86
UNIT COST

DESCRIPTION

UNIT

,QUANTITY

RIGHT-OF-WAY
AQUISTIONS
High
Medium High
Medium Low
Low

ACRE
ACRE
ACRE
ACRE.

0
0
417

$400,000
250,000
100,000
.
4,000

EACH
EACH

0
0

10,000
20,000

RELOCATIONS
Homes
Businesses

SUBTOTAL
CONSTRUCTION
ROADWAY
Low Grading
Medium Grading
High Grading
INTERCHANGES
Intersection
Half Arterial
Full Arterial
Half Freeway
Full Freeway
BRIDGES
Rbadway
Creeks/Reservoirs
Rivers
RECONSTRUCTION
Utilites
Roadway

MILE
MILE
MILE
EACH
EACH
EACH
EACH .
EACH
LF
LF
LF
EACH
LF

3.9
2.0
5.5
0
0
4
0
0

•

o

1,668,000
0

$1,668,000

19,500,000
13,000,000
46,750,000

200,000 3,000,000
5,000,000
12,000,000
19,000,000

0
0
20,000,000
0
0

600

8,000
10,800
16,200

4,800,000
0
0

0
0

75,000
750

0
0

259; CONST.)

$104,050,000
$26,012,500

TOTAL

dsw:P86019/2770

$0

5,000,000
6,500,000
8,500,000

SUBTOTAL
ENGINEERING

COST

$131,730,500

BELTWAY CONNECTOR STUDY / ALTERNATIVE COST ESTIMATE
Prepared by OKS Associates
Job No. P86019x0
Alternative No. 3-4
Date: 6/17/86
UNIT COST

DESCRIPTION

UNIT

QUANTITY

RIGHT-OF-WAY
AQUISTIONS
High
Medium High
Medium Low
Low

ACRE
ACRE
ACRE
ACRE

0
0
0
429

$400,000
250,000
100,000
4,000

EACH
EACH

0
0

10,000
20,000

RELOCATIONS
Homes
Businesses

SUBTOTAL
CONSTRUCTION
ROADWAY
Low Grading
Medium Grading
High Grading
INTERCHANGES
Intersection
Half Arterial
Full Arterial
Half Freeway
Full Freeway
BRIDGES
Roadway'
Creeks/Reservoirs
Rivers
RECONSTRUCTION
Utilites
Roadway

MILE
MILE
MILE

6.1
1.2
4.7

EACH
EACH
EACH
EACH
EACH

0
0
4
0
0

LF
LF
LF
EACH
LF

$0
0
0
1,716,000

$1,716,000

5,000,000
6,500,000
8,500,000

30,500,000
7,800,000
39,950,000

200,000
3,000,000.
5,000,000.
12,000,000
19,000,000

. 0
.0
20,000,000
0
.0

600
0
0

8,000
10,800
16,200

0
0

75,000
750
SUBTOTAL

4,800,000
0
0

$103,050,000
$25,762,500

ENGINEERING (25% CONST.)
TOTAL

dsw:P86019/2770

COST

$130,528,500

BELTWAY CONNECTOR STUDY / ALTERNATIVE COST ESTIMATE
Prepared by OKS Associates
Job No. P86019x0
Alternative No. 4-1
Date: 6/17/86
DESCRIPTION

UNIT

QUANTITY

ACRE
ACRE
ACRE
ACRE

25
0
391
171

EACH
EACH

30
2

UNIT COST

COST

RIGHT-OF-WAY
AQUISTIONS

High
Medium High
Medium Low

Low
RELOCATIONS
Homes
Businesses

1

$400,000
250,000
100,000
4,000

$10,000,000
0
39,100,000
684,000

10,000
20,000

300,000
40,000

SUB TOTAL
CONSTRUCTION .
ROADWAY
Low Grading
Medium Grading
High Grading
INTERCHANGES
Intersection
Half Arterial
Full Arterial
Half Freeway
.full Freeway
BRIDGES
Roadway
Creeks/Reservoirs
Rivers .
RECONSTRUCTION
Utilites
Roadway

.MILE
MILE
MILE

13.9
0.8
1.2

EACH
EACH
EACH
EACH
EACH

0
0
6
1
I

LF
LF
LF
EACH
LF

5,000,000
6,500,000
8,500,000

69,500,000
5,200,000
10,200,000

' 200,000
3,000,000 '
I 5,000,000
12,000,000
19,000,000

0
0
30,000,000
12,000,000
19,000,000

1,800
300
0

8,000
10,800
16,200

14,400,000
3,240,000
0

2
0

75,000
750

150,000
0

SUBTOTAL
ENGINEERING (25% CONST.)

$163,690,000
$40,922,500

TOTAL

dsw:P86019/2770

$50,124,000

$254,736,500

BELTWAY CONNECTOR STUDY / ALTERNATIVE COST ESTIMATE
Prepared by DKS Associates
Job No. P86019x0
Alternative No. 4-2
Date: 6/17/86
UNIT COST

COST

DESCRIPTION

UNIT

QUANTITY

RIGHT-OF-WAY
AQUISTIONS
High
Medium High
Medium Low
Low

ACRE
ACRE
ACRE
ACRE

8
0
289
453

$400,000
250,000
100,000
4,000

$3,200,000
0
28,900,000
1,812,000

EACH
EACH

25
0

10,000
20,000

250,000
0

RELOCATIONS
Homes
Businesses

SUBTOTAL
CONSTRUCTION
ROADWAY
Low Grading
Medium Grading
High Grading

INTERCHANGES
Intersection
Half Arterial
Full Arterial
Half Freeway
Full Freeway
BRIDGES.
Roadway
Creeks! Reservoirs
Rivers
RECONSTRUCTION
Utilites
Roadway

MILE
MILE
MILE

17.9
1.4
1.1

5,000,000
6,500,000
8,500,000

89,500,000
9,100,000
9,350,000

EACH
EACH
EACH
EACH
EACH

0
0
8
1
1

200,000
3,000,000
5,000,000
12,000,000
19 1 000,000

0
,0
40,000,000
12,000,000
19,000,000

1,800
300
0

8,000
10,800
16,200

14,400,000
3,240,000
0

2
0

75,000
750

150,000
0

LF
LF
LF
EACH
LF

SUBTOTAL

$196,740,000
$49,185,000

ENGINEERING (25% CONST.)
TOTAL

dsw:P86019/2770

$34,162,000

$280,087,000

BELTWAY CONNECTOR STUDY / ALTERNATIVE COST ESTIMATE
Prepared by DKS Associates
Job No. P86019x0'
Alternative No. 4-3
Date: 6/17/86

DESCRIPTION
RIGHT-OF-WAY
AQUISTIONS
High
Medium High
Medium Low
Low
RELOCATIONS
Homes
Businesses

ACRE
ACRE
ACRE
ACRE

56
0
43
44

EACH
EACH

14
0

I
'

$400,000
250,000
100,000
4,000

$22,400,000
0
4,300,000
176,000'

10,000
2.0,000

140,000

SUBTOTAL
CONSTRUCTION
ROADWAY
• Low Grading
• Medium Grading
High Grading
INTERCHANGES
Intersection
Half Arterial
Full Arterial
Half Freeway
Full . Freeway
BRIDGES
Roadway
Creeks/Reservoirs
Rivers
RECONSTRUCTION
Utilites
Roadway

COST

UNIT COST

UNIT ,QUANTITY

.

o

$27,016,000

MILE
MILE
MILE

16.6
1.1
0.9

5,000,000
6,500,000
8,500,000

83,000,000
7,150,000
7,650,000

EACH
EACH
EACH
EACH
EACH

8
1
2
0
0

200,000
, 3,000,000
5,000,000
12,000,000
19,000,000

1,600,000
3,000,000
10,000,000
0
0

0
300
0

8,000
10,800
16,200

a

2
0

75,000
750

LF
LF
LF
EACH
LF

SUBTOTAL

3,240,000
• 0
150,000
$115,790,000
$28,947,500

ENGINEERING (25% CONSTO
TOTAL

dsw:P86019/2770
-73-

$171,7531500

BELTWAY CONNECTOR STUDY / ALTERNATIVE COST ESTIMATE
Prepared by OKS Associates
Job No. P86019x0
Alternative No. 4-4
Date: 6/17/86
UNIT COST

DESCRIPTION

• UNIT

QUANTITY

RIGHT-OF-WAY
AQUISTIONS
High.
Medium High
Medium Low
Low

ACRE
ACRE
ACRE
ACRE

0
0
10
668

$400,000
250,000
100,000
4,000

EACH
EACH

15

10,000
20,000

RELOCATIONS
Homes
Businesses

SUBTOTAL
CONSTRUCTION
ROADWAY
Low Grading
Medium Grading
High Grading
INTERCHANGES
Intersection
Half Arterial
Full Arterial
Half Freeway
Full Freeway
BRIDGES
Roadway
. Creeks/Reservoirs
Rivers
RECONSTRUCTION
Utilites
Roadway

$0
0
1,000,000
2,672,000
150,000 •
0
$3,822,000

MILE
MILE
MILE

4.0
10.8
4.8

5,000,000
6,500,000
8,500,000

20,000,000
70,200,000
40,800,000

EACH
EACH
EACH
EACH
EACH

0
3
3
1
1

200,000
3,000,000
5,000,000
12,000,000
19,000,000

0
9,000,000
15,000,000
12,000,000
19,000,000

300
450
0

8,000
10,800
16,200

2,400,000
4,860,000
'0

2
0

75,000
750

150,000
0

LF
LF
LF
EACH
LE

SUBTOTAL

$193,410,000
$48,352,500

ENGINEERING (25% CONST.)
TOTAL

dsw:P86019/2770

COST

$245,584,500

IV. PUBLIC WORKSHOPS
Four public workshops were conducted in mid-September to provide public
input as a part of the Beltway Connector Study. These workshops were held - at
different locations within the beltway study area. The purpose of these workshops was to provide a forum for discussing the preliminary results of the
study, and to identify community issues and concerns.
SACOG staff served as the moderator for each meeting. Aerial photographs
of the study area identifying the Iodation of proposed beltway corridors were
displayed for public viewing before ancLafte the meeting. Each meeting began
with SACOG staff discussing why the beltway Study was being undertaken and also
identifying the scope of the study. Caltrans District 3 staff then discussed
future transportation problems that were identified in their District System
Management Plan for the Sacramento region, and why the beltway concept was
recommended in this plan. Next, DKS Associates discussed their procedure for
identifying a variety of alternative corridors. Finally, the meeting was
opened to the public for their comment. Comment sheets were also available for
those who preferred to make written comments, These sheets were either turned
in at the end of the meeting or mailed in later.
The following it a brief summary of theWorkshop schedule and public
•
turnout:

South Placer County Workshop - Held on September 9, 1986 at the Eureka
Union School in South Placer County. Attendance was estimated at 300.
Twenty-eight persons spoke and fourteen written comments were received.
City of Folsom Workshop , -

Held on September 10, 1986 at the Folsom
Community Club. Attendance was estimated at 550 persons. Twenty-seven
people spoke and thirty-two written comments were received, including a
Petition against the beltway with 317 signatures.

Elk Grove/South Sacramento Workshop

- Held on September 11, 1986 at Valley
High 5cboo1 in South Sacramento. Attendance was estimated at 140 persons.
Seventeen people spoke and thirteen written comments were received.

Orangevale/Citrus Heights Workshop - Held on September 16, 1986 at Casa
Roble Fundamental High School in Orangeviale. Attendance was estimated at
160 persons. Fifteen people spoke and twenty-one written comments were
received.
ISSUES
most of the public comments received during these meetings and most of the
written comments received to date were in strong opposition to the beltway concept or in opposition to the location of specific alternatives. A few comments, both written and verbal supported the beltway concept. Others supported
the need to work toward finding other solutions to the regional transportation
problems discussed. These public workshopslalso generated considerable media
attention. RePorters from many local newspapers attended the workshop and the
South Placer meeting was also covered by fiVe local Sacramento television
stations.

Many similar concerns were expressed by the public over the course of the
four meetings. The issues that were most consistently identified as significant concerns are summarized below:

Transportation Issues
O Many people were concerned that the beltway would primarily serve as a
Sacramento bypass that would draw truck, tour bus, and inter-regional
traffic from other routes and impact communities near possible beltway
corridors.
O Many comments were made that the need for the beltway had not been
demonstrated. Many people were skeptical that a route that connected
suburban areas would be beneficial in solving regional transportation
Problems. There was a general belief that a beltway route would not
serve local transportation needs, because of the perception that most
people travel from the suburbs to downtown (especially for commute
trips) and not from suburb to suburb. Since existing congestion is on
highway routes linking the suburbs to downtown, it was not understood
how a beltway would improve congestion problems for those routes.
Questions were raised as to who would use the beltway.
0 Many people were concerned that a beltway was the only transportation
solution that was being studied to address regional transportation
problems, and that other alternatives were not being adequately considered at the time. Considerable discussion was directed toward looking
at a wide range of alternatives to determine whether other options
might solve transportation problems with less community impact. Such
alternatives included improvements to existing highways, widening local
,
roads or, converting existing roads to expressways, building new local
roads, building bridges parallel to existing American River crossings
or constructing new river crossings for local arterials, signalization
improvements, extension of light rail lines, improvements to bus service, high occupancy vehicle lanes, and encouraging carpooling.
a Concerns were expressed at each meeting that the study boundaries
were too narrow and left out important beltway corridor possibilities
which would have less impact on the developed areas. Such alternatives
suggested included routing the beltway east of Folsom Lake, routing a
beltway on the west side of Sacramento from 1-5 to Metro Airport to
Auburn (Route 102 proposal), or re-aligning Route 49 from Placerville
to Auburn as an outer beltway. Some peoole suggested that a beltway
should be built outside of existing developed areas and that develop- "
ment should grow out to the beltway over the next twenty years.
O Many speakers identified traffic problems they had experienced.
These included congestion on Routes 50 and 80, and on local arterials
such as Hazel Avenue and Madison Avenue. Most speakers, however, did
not see a beltway as a solution to these problems.
O Some comments were also made that the beltway would act to increase
congestion on local roads resulting from traffic accessing the beltway,
that a beltway would encourage people to commute greater distances,
that access to existing local streets might be restricted by constructing a beltway, or that high truck volumes on a beltway would result in

Environmental Issues
O The most frequently cited environmental concern was air pollution, especially that resulting from high truck and bus volumes anticipated by
the public on a possible beltway route. Residents were concerned that
the air pollution is blown into the foothill area from the entire
Sacramento region, and felt that a beltway will compound these air pollution problems. Some concerns were expressed for the health impacts
on the young and elderly that would be near a beltway.
O Concerns were also raised about the impact of beltway construction
noise and traffic noise on nearby communities, and the threat to communities and the natural environment from Possible toxic waste spills due
to heavy truck traffic.
O Concern was expressed for the impact on wildlife in environmentally
sensitive areas, such as the American River Parkway and undeveloped
land in the Elk Grove region.
O Many residents were concerned that a .4 .1de variety of recreational opportunities along the American River parkway would be disrupted by a
beltway.
Land Use Issues
o Many residents that live near the proposed alternative corridors, as
well as realtors and developers, expressed strong concern that the
beltway study has reduced the value of homes in those locations.
Realtors and home builders noted that the beltway study has caused
home-buyers to change plans once they were aware of the beltway study.
Concerns were raised that full disclosure laws for real estate would
require sellers to identify beltway corridor alternatives and make
selling homes and property difficult .until a final decision is made on
the beltway proposal. There was strOi ng sentiment that the beltway concept be dropped from further consideration, or at least that a specific
beltway corridor be identified soon.,
O Concerns were expressed that a beltway would stimulate new development that would destroy the existing i lifestyle of residents of the
study area, especially in rural and semi-rural areas. .There was also
some concern that a beltway may encoUrage undesirable roadside service
development, such as truck stops or other roadside commercial
development.
O Some concern was expressed that Technical Memorandum II was misleading in that it only identified the *act of the various beltway alternatives on existing homes and businesses. It was felt that this significantly under-represented the totalimpact on homes and businesses
near beltway alternatives since manyproposed developments that are in
the planning stages will be built before the beltway could be constructed, but these were not discussed in the report.
O Some comments were made that the beltway proposal was not consistent
with the general plans or community Plans of some jurisdictions (such
as the Loomis Basin Plan or the plan for Elk Grove).
-77-

O Several people commented that major transportation decisions, such as
a beltway, need to be closely integrated with local land use planning
decisions made by local jurisdictions.

TRICO Issues
O Many questions were asked about who TRICO is, the names of TRICO members, their interest in the beltway study, and who they collected funds
from that were provided to the Roseville Chamber of Commerce to contract with SACOG. There was general concern that developer and business interests may have influenced the study results.

Community Issues
O Considerable concern was raised by residents that live close to the
alternative beltway corridors that their quality of life would be
destroyed by a beltway, due to increased development, traffic, noise,
and air pollution.

•

O Some speakers expressed concern that alternative beltway corridors
would bisect existing communities and school districts, and possible
displace schools and parks. Some were also concerned that alternative
beltway corridors might impact historic Folsom or conflict with its
character. In addition, impacts were identified on historic cemeteries
in the Folsom, area, such as several Chinese cemeteries.
O Strong opposition was expressed at the Folsom meeting about the fact
that• all alternative corridors went through the city of Folsom. Strong
opposition was particularly directed against Alternative 2-2 because of
the impact on homes near this alternative. There was also strong opposition from residents of a retirement community that would be along
Alternative 2-4.
O Concern was expressed at the Elk Grove meeting about study boundary
constraints that had focused all alternatives on one area near Elk
Grove. It was also suggested that other beltway corridor alternatives
be examined that do not impact existing homes, but are still located to
serve newly developing areas.
O There was also some concern that citizen involvement was not adequate. Some comments were made that all property owners along the
alternative beltway corridors should have been notified. Some people
felt that their communities should play a more active role in the beltway study. Concern was also expressed that business interests were
represented in the study (TRICO representation on the Policy and
Technical Advisory Committees), but that community interests were not
well represented.
O Elk Grove residents were concerned that there was insufficient public
notice of the Elk Grove meeting. Many Elk Grove residents first found
out about the beltway study in their local paper two days before the
Elk Grove workshop was held. Some residents asked for another meeting.
There was also some dissatisfaction that the meeting was held in south
Sacramento and not in elk Grove, where the most significant impacts

would occur. Many in Elk Grove felt that decisions regarding Elk Grove
were being made by outsiders, and that there should be a representative
of Elk Grove on the beltway committees.
0 Another Elk Grove concern was that alternatives appeared to impact
significant development south of Calvine Road, and did not affect undeveloped land north of Calvine Road. While the proposed Vineyard
Reservoir was avoided by the consultant, it was no longer being actively proposed and an alignment north of1Ca1vine Road through the reservoir site would provide a better alignment than what is proposed in
Alternative 4-1.

V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

SUMMARY OF ISSUES RAISED IN PUBLIC WORKSHOPS
This study has raised questions about the nature of traffic demand and
the effect of various Possible approaches to resolving the travel needs in the
study area. Another issue which must be considered is the effect that the
existence of a beltway or the absence of a beltway would have on our air quality objectives. The present level of development in some parts of the study
area and the existence of significant new development proposals, some of which
have been approved during the term of this study, raise questions about the
feasibility of acquiring the rights-of-way that would be required to develop a
beltway. In some parts of southern Placer County and northeastern Sacramento
County, including areas within the city of Folsom, developments now being
built will substantially constrain the possible locational choices and increase the cost and community opposition to the development of a highway.
Clearly, those dealing in real estate are anxious to have a clearcut decision
on the viability of a beltway and its exact location at the earliest possible
date.
Because the alternative corridors studied here encompassed a wide geographic area, voices of opposition were magnified greatly from that which
would be heard if a narrow specific right-of-way choice were identified. Many
opponents recognized the need to do something to address transportation problems. The disagreement centered upon what to do and where to do it. If the
development of a beltway is proven infeasible, what other actions will local
governments have to take to mitigate the traffic impacts of development? If
the development of a beltway is found to be feasible, what must be done to
•
compensate those who will be displaced or severely impacted by that
development?

CONCLUSIONS
The Caltrans System Plan and its supporting Routes 65/148 Route Concept
Report have identified a clear need to provide for circumferential travel in
the metropolitan area. Projections of population and employment activity over
the next twenty years clearly indicate a dispersion of employment centers and
expansion of residential land use which will result in more decentralized travel patterns. Given the changing orientation of travel patterns in the
Sacramento region, a change in patterns not recognized by many who have commented in public workshops, a response that provides for this new pattern does
need to be developed. But the response must necessarily be sensitive to the
concerns which have been raised in the review of conceptual alternatives identified by the consultant.
Changes in proposed land uses have occurred in the study area since the
corridors in this report have been identified and analyzed. More changes will
likely occur before a decision can be reached on whether or not to proceed
with some specific highway Proposal. In addition, upon close examination in
later studies, the corridors proposed in this study might contain land uses
that are more viable than similar land uses adjacent to or some distance from
the identified corridor. Therefore, the corridor locations in this report
should be viewed as conceptual in nature, not as fixed Proposals or final

recommendations. Further studies will be required to define the transportation problems that need to be addressed and to test alternative solutions,
some of which could include beltway concepts discussed in this report.
Having qualified the identification of corridors in this report as conceptual, it still has been shown that a highway could be located in the study
area if a number of issues and concerns, cou1l be resolved. Resolution of
these issues does pose very difficult problems including the removal of homes
and businesses and the division of some communities. The persons adversely
affected by development of a highway can be expected to oppose the project and
to raise concerns. Those concerns most important in the study area include
neighborhood disruption and environmental impacts such as effects poon air
quality, noise, intrusion in the American River Parkway, and impacts upon
native oak habitat and wetlands, In addition, there would be concern about
impacts upon public facilities, compromise of institutional facilities (Folsom
Prison), and division of school districts. Many people and businesses would
be directly or indirectly, affected.
Because we lack analyses of alternatives and related traffic projections
at this time, it is difficult to point . out the benefits that will offset the
inconveniences of constructing a beltway. These benefits will have to be conclusively shown before a decision to locate a beltway can be taken by a' public
agency. A comprehensive analysis of traffic patterns which tests a number of
different approaches is required to discover the benefits of either. developing
a beltway or making other improvements. Such an analysis would also be
required to demonstrate the benefits or disenefits of building a beltway.
The proposed beltway could cost over $700 million to construct if undertaken in 1986. If a decision is taken to develop the beltway at a future date
this cost is likely to be even higher. Considering that the state has been
unable to. develop highway projects in the Sacramento region at anywhere near a
Proportionate level of capital outlays statewide for the past seven years, and
considering that a proportionate share of state capital outlays presently
would be less than $20 million annually for all purposes (including construction in the nature of rehabilitation and safety improvement of the state system), the beltway could not be financed entirely from state and federal
sources. Should a beltway be selected as a necessary improvement by local
governments in the region, a portion of local revenue measures such as sales
tax or development fees will be required to develop the facility. This raises
the additional issue of financial feasibility of the beltway.
Several local jurisdictions and the state are involved in both the projected traffic problems of the study area and the potential solutions to these
problems. Any effort toaddress the issues identified in this report should
be a cooperative effort of all the jurisdictions involved.

RECOMMENDATION
A decision whether or not a beltway is to be built and where it is to be
located should be reached at the earliest time possible. Recent development
in the study area has either precluded or made more costly the acquisition of
rights-of-way. In addition, many who are concerned about possible location of
a beltway would be reassured if a definite location could be established. The
longer a decision waits, the less likely that a feasible location can be found.

To this end, the Placer County Transportation Commission, SACOG, the
counties of Sacramento and Placer, the cities of Roseville, Rocklin, and
Folsom, and Caltrans should jointly agree to engage in a comprehensive traffic
study to explore current and projected traffic conditions throughout the
Sacramento metropolitan area with specific attention to identifying the problems that can be anticipated based upon present general plans and development
proposals. The study should test a range of solutions to the projected problems, including widening of local streets and roads, various enhancements to
the existing state highway system, traffic management strategies, transit
service extension, and the development of the Route 65/148 Beltway and the
Metro Bypass (Route 102). Included in the analysis should be an assessment of
probable air quality impacts of the alternative future systems studies.
Should the joint study show conclusively, at an intermediate stage, that
a Route 65/148 beltway is a component of the solution to future transportation
problems identified, the study should include efforts to satisfy the study of
Route 65/148 requested by the California Transportation Commission in its 1985
State Transportation Improvement Program adoption plan.
The study recommended above should begin as soon as Possible and should
be based upon a joint study agreement which could be developed by SACOG. A'
study agreement would include an outline of the work to be performed, the
various staff and elected officials to be involved and the capacity in which
they would be involved, and the financing arrangements required to carry out
the study.
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WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE BELTWAY STUDY
Francis Porter
335 Overbrook Drive •
Folsom, CA 95630
Louise Perkins
(No Address)
R. W. Schorch
1001 Figueroa
Folsom, CA 95630
Ronald E. Corey
108 Paydirt Court
Folsom, CA 95630
Jim's VCR 4LTVServce
8818-2C. Madison Avenue
Fair Oaks,, CA 95628
Michael A. Neeley
115 Ore Street
Folsom, CA 95630
Dwight H. Mukuno
100 Perry Court
Folsom, CA 95630
Margie Talbot
190 River Ridge Way
Folsom, CA 95630
& Mrs. G. S. Gilkey'
178 Winding Canyon „Lane.
'Folsom, CA 95630

Don Reid
P.O. Box TOO
Folsom, CA 95630
Judy Bandin
(No Address)
Steve Tribe, President
Bennett Ford
9479 Madison Avenue
Folsom, CA 95630

P. L. Richard
7262 Shadow Oaks Lane
Roseville, CA 95661
Dr. 4, Mrs. Russell M. Broadwell
6280 Oak Hill °Rive
Roseville, CA 95661
Mr. & Mrs. C. D. Harris
5911 Reba Drive
Roseville CA 95661
Frank & Sue Gullum
4762 Olive Ranch Road
Roseville, CA 95678
Jamie & Thomas Safford
7530 Shadow Oaks Lane
Roseville, CA 95661
Kenneth H. Stanley
8313 Quartzite Circle
Roseville, CA 95678
Mr. & Mrs. William Bonde
4360 Whispering Oaks Circle
Roseville, CA 95678
Mark Heckey
Investors Realty
5724 Southgrove Drive
Citrus Heights, CA 95610
Stanley R. & Maridel Kundert
9259 Shadowbrook Place
Roseville, CA 95661
John B. Parker
10050 Calvine Road
Sacramento, CA 95829
Frank X. Sansone
8965 Plaza Park Drive
Elk Grove, CA 95624

Paul Olmstead
• Environmental Specialist
SMUD
P.0._Box 15830
Sacramento, CA 95852-1830
Kim Nash
6425 Tupelo Drive, #43
Citrus Heights, CA 95621
Mel Pedersen
Valley Ranches
P.O. Box 1240
Elk Grove, CA 95624
Dr. Charlotte A. Barnes
8713 Bamarcia Drive
Elk Grove-, CA 95624
Jean McCullock
10840 Calvine Road
Sacramento, CA 95830
Duane Arend
166 Dutchess Way
Sacramento, CA 95827
D. Perrin
5115 Dredger
Orangevale, CA 95662
J. H. Gilbert
9512 Golden Drive
Orangevale, CA 95662
Lucinda Hall
9520 Beacon Avenue
Orangevale, CA 95662
Robert A. Koetitz
Western Ranches
P.O. Box 33
Wilton, CA 95693
Corky Layne, Chairman
Vineyard Area Community
Advisory Council
Joe A. Van Zant
6712 Santa Juanita
Orangevale, CA 95662

Ellen Vitry
5738 Benbrook Lane
Orangevale, CA 95662
_Vern E. Perrin
5110 Dredger
Orangevale, CA 956623
Mr. & Mrs. Patrick Richard
7262 Shadow Oaks Lane
Roseville, CA 95678
Dr. Ronald L. Feist
District Superintendent
5477 Eureka Road
Roseville, CA 95678
Dennis M. Hughes
6187 Reservoir Court
Roseville, CA 95661
Greg Poseley
Orangevale, CA
M. Meraz
7633 Hickory Avenue
Orangevale, CA 95662
Jim Notley
(No Address)
Patti Smith
(No Address)
Dr. H. Freelander (?)
3301 American River Drive
Sacramento, CA 95864
Jerry E. Estee
6231 MacDuff Drive
Roseville, CA
O. Snyder
120 Windstar Circle
Folsom, CA 95630
Sara Myers, President
North Folsom Homeowner's
Association
(No Address)

Wendy J. Hoyt
Assistant General Manager
Planning & Marketing
•
Regional Transit
1400 290 Street .
Sacramento, CA 95816. •

Gene P. 4, Bette M. Robinson
9980 Calvine Road .
Sacramento, CA 95829
May L. Thompson
(No Address)
Kenyon L. Oliver
161 Placermine Road
Folsom, CA 95630
Patrick Maxfield
Preserve American River Canyon
(No Address)
T. Custer
Orangevale
Stephen J. Rando
123 Sourdough Court
Folsom, CA 95630
Ken i Donovan
116 Sourdough Court
Folsom, CA 95630
Petition opposing Alternative 2-2
(American River Canyon area) with
317 signatures
Other written comments have also been received, but no name or address were
included.
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MIKE HOFFACKER, SACOG

PROJECT STAFF:

KEN HOUGH, SACOG
BRAD McALLESTER, SACOG
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ROY TELLEFSON, SACOG
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BILL DIETRICH, DKS Associates
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POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE
RODNEY CARMODY, Chairman
HARRY CRABB, JR.
C. TOBIAS JOHNSON
MIKE LEE
LYNN ROSIE
WILLIAM VAN DUKER

City of Folsom
City of Roseville
Sacramento County
Placer County
City of Sacramento
TRICO

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
JOHN MACCOUN Chairman
WALT BADER
FRED BARNETT
JIM BLOODGOOD
DAVE BRYAN
DAN DAMERON
ALFRED M. FITZSIMMONS
RANDY FOUST
STEVE JACKSON
BRAD KORTICK
TOM MC MAHAN
RON PARKER
JACK REMINGTON
TERRY RICHARDSON
GENE ROBINSON
RICHARD ROGERS .
TOM SPARKS

Placer County
TRICO
City of Roseville
City of Sacramento
City of Rocklin
City of Roseville
TRICO
Sacramento County
El Dorado County
City of Folsom
Placer County
City of Folsom
TRICO
City of Rocklin
TRICO
Caltrans
Sacramento County

