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Chapter 4 Comments and Coordination 

Early and continuing coordination with the general public and appropriate public 
agencies is an essential part of the environmental process to determine the scope of 
environmental documentation, the level of analysis, potential impacts and mitigation 
measures, and related environmental requirements. Agency consultation and public 
participation for this project have been accomplished through a variety of formal and 
informal methods, including Project Development Team (PDT) meetings, PDT 
workshops, interagency coordination meetings, site reviews, public hearings, and open 
houses. This chapter summarizes the results of the City and the Department’s efforts to 
fully identify, address, and resolve project-related issues through early and continuing 
coordination. 

4.1 Project Scoping Process 
4.1.1 Summary of the Scoping Process 
The project scoping process for the I-5/Ortega Highway interchange improvement project 
was implemented throughout various stages of project development, starting with 
initiation of the Project Study Report (PSR) efforts in July 2000, through the public open 
house that was held on June 8, 2006. The scoping process for the project is expected to 
continue until project completion. 

The general objectives of the scoping process for this project are as follows: 

• To identify the concerns of the general public that has a stake in the effects of the 
project 

• To identify the concerns and requirements of public or private agencies that have 
a fiduciary responsibility on resources that may be affected by the project 

• To identify critical project constraints 

• To develop and screen alternatives that will be evaluated in further detail 

• To ensure that the environmental document focuses on relevant issues 

The scoping process for the project was also used to ensure that coordination occurred 
between all of the project stakeholders. The following groups are considered to be 
stakeholders for the project: 

• The agencies represented by the PDT, which includes the project proponent, 
facility owners and managers such as the Department, the City, and OCTA, and 
all responsible and cooperating agencies. The PDT is considered the core project 
team with a broad membership made up of staff from various agencies and 
technical disciplines. 

• Agencies that are either public or private organizations, bureaus, or companies 
that have a fiduciary stake in the effects of the project on a particular resource. 
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Examples of resources that are managed by these agencies may include wildlife, 
conservation areas, and utilities. 

• The general public, which includes local residents, business owners, and other 
groups or individuals who have a stake in the effects of the proposed project. 

Scoping for the project was conducted through two general methods – agency scoping 
and public scoping. These methods are described in further detail in this section. 

4.1.2 History of the Project Scoping Process 
Project studies were initiated in July 2000 by the City in coordination with the 
Department, FHWA, and OCTA  to develop a range of alternatives for the project. 
Fifteen (15) conceptual build alternatives were developed during the early Project Study 
Report (Project Development Support) (PSR[PDS]) efforts. 

Between July 2000 and December 2000, the initial 15 conceptual build alternatives were 
assessed for viability during the recurring PDT meetings. The PDT staff was comprised 
of representatives from the City, the Department, FHWA, and OCTA. The PDT directs 
the course of the project by making decisions based on the assessment of all project-
related data and comments received. As a result of ongoing screening of project 
alternatives by the PDT, the initial set of conceptual alternatives was narrowed down to 
two viable build alternatives and the no build alternative for a total of three project 
alternatives to be considered. 

These three alternatives were reviewed at a public workshop held December 11, 2000. In 
addition to reviewing the presented alternatives the workshop also assessed the feasibility 
of providing offsite improvements to adjacent interchanges as a potential alternative to 
the project. Based on the comments received, and further analysis, a determination was 
made that there would be no significant reduction in traffic for the Ortega Highway 
interchange as a result of improving adjacent intersections. 

Later that month a Value Analysis (VA) study was conducted to assess the three 
alternatives for the project and to determine if other interchange configurations that had 
not been previously discussed would address the purpose and need of the project. In April 
2001, the Final VA report which recommended two additional alternatives, was 
completed. Based on the recommendations of the study, and on the public comments 
received at the December 11, 2000, workshop, the two additional alternatives were 
accepted by the PDT for further analysis. 

The City began work on the development of a Strategic Transportation Plan (STP) in mid 
2001 to consider the impacts of regional growth on the City and as a result, the project 
was placed on hold until completion of the STP. 

The project was revived after completion of the City STP in early 2003. Subsequently, a 
second public workshop was held in October 2003 that introduced the two additional 
alternatives that resulted from comments from the December 2000 public workshop and 
the VA study report. 
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Between October 2003 and March 2004, a series of City Council, City Transportation 
Commission, City Planning Commission, and City Blue Ribbon Panel meetings were 
held to assess the four alternatives under consideration. Based on input and information 
resulting from these meetings, the October 2003 public workshop, and direction from the 
City Council and staff, these five build alternatives and one no build alternative were 
carried forward for further study in the PSR(PDS). 

On May 31, 2006, a Notice of Preparation/Notice of Initiation of Studies (NOP/NOIS) 
was submitted to the State Clearinghouse (SCH) and circulated to the public. The notice 
served as an invitation to a public open house that was held on June 8, 2006. 

Based upon an evaluation of the performance, benefits, limitations, cost, anticipated 
impacts, and other factors concerning each of the five alternatives documented by the 
PDT as part of the PSR(PDS) evaluative process, two of the build alternatives were 
selected for detailed environmental evaluation in this Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Assessment (EIR/EA). The remaining three build alternatives that 
were studied in the PSR(PDS) phase were removed from further consideration and are 
not analyzed as viable build alternatives in this EIR/EA. 

Nineteen PDT meetings, including focused meetings with other project stakeholders, 
have been held since the Project Approval/Environmental Document (PA/ED) kickoff 
meeting with the City on October 11, 2005. PDT meetings will continue to be held on a 
regular basis until project completion. 

4.2 Agency Scoping 
Agency scoping was conducted early during the project development process to solicit 
agency comments and identify regulatory requirements. The list of agencies contacted for 
scoping was identified through consideration of the resources that may be affected by the 
project. A summary of project coordination that has occurred is provided in the following 
section. Coordination with these agencies is expected to continue until project 
completion. 

4.2.1 Agency Notification – NOP/NOIS 
An NOP/NOIS was submitted to the SCH on May 31, 2006 (see Figure 4-1). The SCH 
circulates the NOP/NOIS to and solicits comments from appropriate state agencies during 
a 30-day comment period. During this review period, the NOP/NOIS was posted on the 
Office of Planning and Research CEQAnet online database. No comments were received 
from any state agencies during the NOP/NOIS review period. 

4.2.2 Agency Notification – Correspondence 
Notification letters and letters requesting specific information from certain agencies were 
sent out as part of the project’s scoping process. Table 4-1 provides a summary of the 
correspondence with these agencies. See Appendix E for copies of agency 
correspondence and responses. 
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Table 4-1 
Summary of Agency Correspondence 

Agency 

Addressee 
or Respondent 

(and title if available)
Transmittal 

Date Summary of the Correspondence 
California Department of 
Fish and Game (CDFG) 

Mr. Curt Taucher, 
(Regional Manager) 

November 30, 
2005 

Requested a list of special-status species 
in the project area. 

United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

Ms. Doreen Stadtlander,
(Area Division Chief) 

November 30, 
2005 

Requested a list of special-status species 
in the project area. 

California Historical 
Resources Information 
System (CHRIS) 

Margaret Lopez  
(Coordinator) 

November 30, 
2005 

Requested a literature search list of 
cultural resources in the project area. 

USFWS Response from  
Ms. Karen A. Geobel  
(Assistant Field 
Supervisor) 

December 2, 2005 Provided a list of federal status species 
and description of requirements for 
compliance with the Federal Endangered 
Species Act (FESA). 

CHRIS Response from 
Mr. Thomas Shackford 
(Staff Researcher) 

December 8, 2005 Provided a list of archaeological and 
historic resources in the area. 
Note that correspondence is not available 
as an appendix since it contains sensitive 
and confidential information. 

SBC/Pac Bell Mr. Patrick McDonnell February 13, 2006 Requested a verification if utilities were 
present in the project area. 

Cox Communications None Identified February 13, 2006 Requested a verification if utilities were 
present in the project area. 

Southern California Gas Mr. Paul Simonoff February 13, 2006 Requested a verification if utilities were 
present in the project area. 

San Diego Gas & Electric 
(SDG&E) 

Mr. Anthony Maduska February 13, 2006 Requested a verification if utilities were 
present in the project area. 

San Juan Capistrano 
Engineering and Building 

Mr. Brian Perry February 13, 2006 Requested a verification if any city 
properties or infrastructure were present in 
the project area. 

San Juan Capistrano 
Public Works Department 

Mr. Craig Harris February 13, 2006 Requested a verification if any city 
properties or infrastructure were present in 
the project area. 

Santa Margarita Water 
District 

Mr. Clay Hutter February 13, 2006 Requested a determination if utilities were 
present in the project area. 

SDG&E Ms. Iisha Cummings March 2, 2006 Requested a determination if utilities were 
present in the project area. 

Capistrano Unified School 
District (CUSD) 

(None Specified) March 3, 2006 Requested responses for a specific list of 
questions regarding San Juan Elementary 
School. 

CUSD Response from 
Ms. Peggy Ward  
(Facilities Planning) 

March 24, 2006 Provided responses to the specific list of 
questions transmitted related to 
information about San Juan Elementary 
School. 

Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) 

Mr. Rob Wood 
(Environmental 
Specialist) 

March 28, 2006 Requested a review of a Native American 
resources database and a list of Native 
American contacts for the project. 
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Table 4-1 
Summary of Agency Correspondence 

Agency 

Addressee 
or Respondent 

(and title if available)
Transmittal 

Date Summary of the Correspondence 
NAHC Response from 

Mr. Rob Wood 
(Environmental 
Specialist) 

April 21, 2006 Indicated that record searches did not 
reveal previous records of cultural sites in 
the project area. Also provided a contact 
list of Native American tribes in the area. 

Mission Museum, San 
Juan Capistrano 

(Museum Director) July 13, 2006 Informed the museum about the project 
and solicited comments about the 
proposed project. 

Orange County Historical 
Society, Historic Howe-
Waffle House 

(None Identified) July 13, 2006 Informed the society about the project and 
solicited comments about the proposed 
project. 

Historical Society of 
Southern California 

(None Identified) July 13, 2006 Informed the society about the project and 
solicited comments about the proposed 
project. 

San Juan Capistrano 
Historical Society 

(None Identified) July 13, 2006 Informed the society about the project and 
solicited comments about the proposed 
project. 

CUSD Response from 
Mr. David Doormey 
(District Superintendent) 

October 11, 2006 Provided the district’s comment on the 
project and summary of concerns. 

State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO) 

Chris Flynn, Chief of 
Environmental Planning 
Branch C, Caltrans 
District 12  

August 20,2007 Provided concurrence that Spring Street 
and San Juan Elementary School are not 
eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places.  

 

4.2.3 Native American Coordination 
Notification letters were sent to the Juaneño Band of Mission Indians, Acjachemen 
Nation, and the Juaneño Band of Mission Indians. These letters informed the tribal 
representatives about the project and also solicited comments on the project. Table 4-2 
summarizes the correspondence with both tribes. See Appendix F for copies of Native 
American correspondence and responses. 

4.2.4 Summary of Agency and Native American Responses 
Responses to the agency and tribal notification letters were received in the form of letters 
and verbal communication and are summarized below. 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) – Provided a response letter that 
included a list of threatened and endangered species pursuant to Federal Endangered 
Species Act (FESA). USFWS also provided a list of sensitive habitat types that may 
occur in the project area and guidance on the process for compliance under FESA. 



DRAFT 
 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
CHAPTER 4:  COMMENTS AND COORDINATION ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

4-6 

Table 4-2 
Summary of Native American Tribe Correspondence 

Agency 

Addressee 
or Respondent 

(and title if available)
Transmittal 

Date Summary of the Correspondence 
Juaneño Band of 
Mission Indians, 
Acjachemen Nation 

Mr. Anthony Rivera 
(Chairman) 

May 26, 2006 Informed the tribe about the project and solicited 
comments about the proposed project. 

Juaneño Band of 
Mission Indians, 
Acjachemen Nation 

Joyce Perry 
(Tribal Manager) 

May 26, 2006 Informed the tribe about the project and solicited 
comments about the proposed project. 

Juaneño Band of 
Mission Indians, 
Acjachemen Nation 

David Belardes 
(Chairperson) 

May 26, 2006 Informed the tribe about the project and solicited 
comments about the proposed project. 

Juaneño Band of 
Mission Indians 

Alfred Cruz 
(Cultural Resources 
Coordinator) 

May 26, 2006 Informed the tribe about the project and solicited 
comments about the proposed project. 

Juaneño Band of 
Mission Indians 

Sonia Johnston 
(Chairperson) 

May 26, 2006 Informed the tribe about the project and solicited 
comments about the proposed project. 

Juaneño Band of 
Mission Indians 

Kristen Rivers 
(Tribal Administrator) 

May 26, 2006 Informed the tribe about the project and solicited 
comments about the proposed project. 

Juaneño Band of 
Mission Indians 

Mike Aguiar 
(Environmental 
Coordinator) 

May 26, 2006 Informed the tribe about the project and solicited 
comments about the proposed project. 

Juaneño Band of 
Mission Indians 

Anita Espinoza May 26, 2006 Informed the tribe about the project and solicited 
comments about the proposed project. 

Juaneño Band of 
Mission Indians, 
Acjachemen Nation 

Response from 
Mr. Anthony Rivera 
(Chairman) 

April 14, 2006 Provided response to requests for comments on 
the project and to request participation in the 
Section 106 process. 

Juaneño Band of 
Mission Indians, 
Acjachemen 

Response from 
Sonia Johnston 
(Chairperson) 

November 1, 
2006 

Provided response to requests for comments on 
the project and informed of the sensitive cultural 
nature of the area adjacent to the project site. 

 

Juaneño Band of Mission Indians, Acjachemen Nation – Provided a response letter 
indicating that the tribe would like to participate in the Section 106 process of the 
National Historic Preservation Act. The tribe also stated in telephone conversations with 
project staff (Mr. Roger Mason on June 20 and 22, 2006) that portions of San Juan 
Elementary School are considered sensitive cultural resource areas and requested 
archaeological monitoring during construction. 

Juaneño Band of Mission Indians – Provided a response letter indicating that the 
project area contains sensitive tribal resources and that measures to preserve these 
resources should be considered. The tribe also stated in phone conversation with project 
staff (Mr. Roger Mason on August 3, 2006) that portions of San Juan Elementary School 
may be considered  sensitive cultural resource areas and requested archaeological 
monitoring during construction. 
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Capistrano Unified School District (CUSD) – Provided a response letter stating that the 
district had concerns related to potential air quality, noise, and usable site acreage 
impacts to San Juan Elementary School.  

4.2.5 Permits and Approvals Needed 
Regulatory requirements have been identified through a review of environmental laws 
and regulations, existing guidance, and correspondence with appropriate regulatory 
agencies. Table 4-3 summarizes the probably permits and approvals that are necessary for 
the project as regulatory requirements. 

Table 4-3 
Probable Permit Requirements 

Agency Permit/Approval Purpose Authority 
California Department of Fish 
and Game 

1602 Agreement Regulates work within 
channel of Horno Creek 

California Fish and Game 
Code, Section 1602 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Nationwide Permit Required for work within 
“waters of the United States” 

Federal Clean Water Act, 
Section 404 

San Diego Regional Water 
Quality Control Board 

Water Quality 
Certification 

Required to ensure 
consistency with federal clean 
water requirements 

Federal Clean Water Act, 
Section 401 

State Water Resources 
Control Board 

General 
Construction 
Stormwater Permit 

Entails preparation of a Storm 
Water Pollution Control Plan 
to control discharges 

Caltrans’ Statewide 
National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) Permit 

Orange County, Certified 
Unified Program Agency, 
Environmental Health Division 

Underground 
Storage Tank Permit 

Review and approval for 
removal of underground 
storage tanks 

California Code of 
Regulations, Title 23 

Orange County, Certified 
Unified Program Agency, 
Environmental Health Division 

Well Permit The County issues permits for 
wells and certain test borings 
as specified 

County Ordinance 
No. 2607 

 

4.3 Public Scoping 
Several public scoping meetings have been held since project initiation in July 2000. 
Public meetings were used as valuable tools in the project decision-making process. 
These meetings were conducted according to guidance provided in Chapters 11 and 22 of 
the Department’s Project Development Procedures Manual. Consideration of Title VI of 
the Civil Rights Act and the Department’s policy on Environmental Justice were made 
during preparation of all of the public meetings conducted for this project. A summary of 
the scoping meetings and reviews that were made available to the public are provided in 
the sections below. 

4.3.1 PSR Public Scoping Meeting (December 2000) 
On December 11, 2000, a public workshop was held at the San Juan Capistrano 
Community Center. Community feedback received during this workshop focused on: 
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• Traffic congestion on the Ortega Highway interchange 
• The interchange is visually unattractive 
• Existing interchange is a barrier for pedestrians and cyclists 
• Concerns for impacts on the west side of I-5 
• Traffic in front of the San Juan Capistrano Mission 

4.3.2 PSR Public Scoping Meeting (October 2003) 
On September 23, 2003, a notice was released informing the public about the proposed 
project. The notice also served as an invitation to a public meeting and provided a 
summary of the project, anticipated environmental document, and contact information to 
provide comments. 

A community meeting was held on October 8, 2003, which presented the proposed 
alignments for the project to the public. The meeting was held at the San Juan Capistrano 
Community Center. Attendees were provided a set of handouts describing the project and 
a comment card that members of the public could use to provide comments. Staff from 
the City and the Department was present to facilitate the meeting. 

A formal presentation describing the project history, alternatives, and schedule was 
presented. After the presentation, attendees were encouraged to visit each of the three 
stations (i.e., Process and Schedule, Engineering, and Right-of-Way) and were asked 
specific questions. 

Seventy-six comments were received from local residents and business owners during the 
comment period. Community feedback received during this period focused on: 

• Requests for further information about the project 
• Investigate possibilities for improvements along adjacent interchanges, such as 

Stonehill Drive 
• Maintaining the character of the city/neighborhood 

4.3.3 NOP/NOIS Circulation and Public Open House (June 2006) 
On May 31, 2006, an NOP/NOIS was circulated to the public (see Figure 4-1 for a copy 
of the NOP/NOIS). The notice provided a brief description of the project, including a 
summary of each alternative being considered. The notice also provided contact 
information for comments, including an e-mail address. 

Local residents and business owners in the circulation list were identified through a list 
provided by the City and through a search for addresses within a 1/2-mile radius from the 
project area. Other parties who have shown interest by providing comments during earlier 
scoping meetings or through other forms of correspondence were included in the 
NOP/NOIS distribution list. Comment cards were attached to notices that were 
distributed to the recipients on the mailing list. 

A newspaper advertisement announcing the public open house was also published on 
June 5, 2006, in local newspapers. The advertisement was available in both English and 
Spanish (see Figure 4-2 for a copy of the newspaper advertisement). 
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Figure 4-1 

May 31, 2006, NOP/NOIS (page 1 of 2) 
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Figure 4-1 

May 31, 2006, NOP/NOIS (page 2 of 2) 
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Figure 4-2 

Availability of the NOP/NOIS and Advertisement for Public Open House 
(page 1 of 4) 
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Figure 4-2 

Availability of the NOP/NOIS and Advertisement for Public Open House 
(page 2 of 4) 
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Figure 4-2 

Availability of the NOP/NOIS and Advertisement for Public Open House 
(page 3 of 4) 
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Figure 4-2 

Availability of the NOP/NOIS and Advertisement for Public Open House 
(page 4 of 4) 



DRAFT  
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/  
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT CHAPTER 4:  COMMENTS AND COORDINATION 

4-15 

On June 8, 2006, an open house public meeting was held at the San Juan Capistrano 
Community Center. Displays about the project were available for public review, and staff 
from the City and the Department was present to answer questions. A brief presentation 
of the project was made, and a looping video was available. Comments from the public 
were solicited through comment cards and through the availability of a court reporter 
who received verbal comments.  

Eighty-nine comments were received through comment cards, postal mail, and e-mail 
regarding the project. Nineteen verbal comments were received from the public during 
the open house. 

A range of concerns and questions were raised during this public review period. Public 
concerns during this open house were focused on: 

• Investigating additional alternatives or modification of current alternatives 
• Opposition to the proposed alternatives 
• Support of the proposed alternatives 
• Right-of-way (acquisition of adjacent properties and businesses) 

As a result of the comments received at the June 8, 2006, open house, and subsequent 
PDT meetings, two of the five original project build alternatives have been carried 
forward in this EIR/EA for final consideration. 
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