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STATE OF CALIFORNIA – THE RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor 

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 
P.O. BOX 942896 
SACRAMENTO, CA 94296-0001 
(916) 653-6624     Fax: (916) 653-9824 
calshpo@parks.ca.gov 
www.ohp.parks.ca.gov 

 
March 20, 2010 Reply To:  FHWA091021B 
 
Jennifer Darcangelo 
Chief, Office of Cultural Resource Studies 
Caltrans District 4 
PO Box 23660 
Oakland, CA  94623-0660 
 
Re:  Determinations of Eligibility for the Proposed I-80/I-680/SR-12 Interchange Project in 
Solano, CA 
 
Dear Ms. Darcangelo: 
 
Thank you for consulting with me about the subject undertaking in accordance with the 
Programmatic Agreement Among the Federal Highway Administration, the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation, the California State Historic Preservation Officer, and the California 
Department of Transportation Regarding Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act, as it Pertains to the Administration of the Federal-Aid Highway Program in 
California (PA). 
 
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is requesting my concurrence, pursuant 
to Stipulation VIII.C.5 of the PA, that the following properties are not eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP):
 
• Claus & Henry Mangels Sheep Barn 

and Ranch, Fairfield, CA 
• Utility Buildings, 0148260040, Fairfield, 

CA 
• 3360 Ramsey Road, Fairfield, CA 
• 2172 Bridgeport Avenue, Cordelia, CA 
• 3607 Ritchie Road, Fairfield, CA 
• 3605 Thompson Court, Fairfield, CA 
• 3617 Ritchie Road, Fairfield, CA 
• 3621 Ritchie Road, Fairfield, CA 
• Utility Building, 004-530-0030, Fairfield, 

CA 
• Cordelia Truck Scales, Fairfield, CA 
• 2543/2547 Cordelia Road, Cordelia, CA 
• Irrigation Ditch adjacent to APN 

0027272180 
• 4012 Russel Road, Fairfield, CA 
• 2621 Cordelia Road, Cordelia, CA 
• 4015 Hale Ranch Road, Fairfield, CA 
• 2814 Rockville Road, Fairfield, CA 
• 2818 Rockville Road, Fairfield, CA 
• 260 Benton Court, Suisun City, CA 

• 212 Sacramento Street, Suisun City, CA 
• 216 Sacramento Street, Suisun City, CA 
• 520 School Street, Suisun City, CA 
• 302, 304 Sacramento Street, Suisun 

City, CA 
• 515 Suisun Street, Suisun City, CA 
• 306 Sacramento Street, Suisun City, CA 
• 701 West Street, Suisun City, CA 
• 705 West Street, Suisun City, CA 
• 201 California Street, Suisun City, CA 
• 205 California Street, Suisun City, CA 
• 806 West Street, Suisun City, CA 
• 808 West Street, Suisun City, CA 
• 206 Morgan Street, Suisun City, CA 
• 1012 Suisun Street, Suisun City, CA 
• 1009 Main Street, Suisun City, CA 
• 1013 Main Street, Suisun City, CA 
• 510 Cordelia Road, Suisun City, CA 
• 516 Cordelia Road, Suisun City, CA 
• 519 Line Street, Suisun City, CA 
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Based on my review of the submitted documentation, I concur with the above determinations. 
 
Caltrans is also requesting my concurrence that 2100 Bridgeport Avenue and 2124 Bridgeport 
Avenue no longer contribute to the Village Cordelia Historic District due to substantial alterations 
that have diminished the historic integrity of the buildings.  I concur. 
 
Caltrans determined that the property located at 3936 Suisun Valley Road is eligible for the 
NRHP.  I cannot concur with this determination based on additional information that the buildings 
on the property are no longer extant. 
 
Caltrans is also requesting my concurrence that the Suisun City Historic District is eligible for the 
NRHP under criterion A, at the local level of significance, in the area of community development 
during the period of 1880-1934, and under Criterion C in the area of architecture.  The district 
reflects distinctive examples of late nineteenth and early twentieth century architecture.  I concur. 
 
Caltrans also proposes that identification and evaluation of archeological properties within the 
APE, and any resolution of adverse effects on those properties, be provided for in a programmatic 
agreement (PA) specific to this undertaking. An attachment to the PA will include a Historic 
Properties Treatment Plan (HPTP) to be developed that will include a detailed protocol for 
identification, evaluation and treatment of any affected historic properties. The HPTP will also 
include protocols for archeological monitoring, and evaluation and treatment of unanticipated 
discoveries that may be encountered during implementation of the undertaking.  I agree that the 
PA and HPTP are appropriate for this situation. 
 
Thank you for considering historic properties during project planning.  If you have any questions, 
please contact Natalie Lindquist of my staff at (916) 654-0631 or e-mail at nlindquist@parks.ca.gov 
or Dwight Dutschke at (916) 653-9134 or e-mail at ddutschke@parks.ca.gov.   
   
 
Sincerely, 

 
Milford Wayne Donaldson, FAIA 
State Historic Preservation Officer 

mailto:nlindquist@parks.ca.gov
mailto:ddutschke@parks.ca.gov
























 



 

Section 7 of the Federal Endangered Species Act 



 



















Interstate 80/680/12 Auto Elevation Resolution: EA 04-0A5300/0400000150, Service File: 
81420-2009-F-0857

This particular elevation process has been complex and has required several meetings, input from 
staff at Caltrans District 4 (D4) and the USFWS Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Service Office 
(SFWO), and has resulted in major revisions to the Draft Biological Opinion.  Much of the 
resolution process was spent on trying to bring perspectives closer together, clarifying the 
science, understanding that there are unknowns associated with access to properties, and 
providing forums for communication of these perspectives.  Note that any decisions made during 
this elevation process utilized best available science but are case-specific to this project and not 
to be assumed as precedent-setting for future projects.

The attached Biological Opinion (BO) incorporates the results of this resolution process.  The 
BO shall be signed by the SFWO and sent to D4 no later than noon, Monday April 16, 2012. 

The following notation outlines the process and decisions that were made by Caltrans 
Headquarters Division of Environmental Analysis (HQDEA) and USFWS Region Office (RO) 
(Elevation Panel) for this dispute resolution: 

On March 2, 2012 D4 submitted project description revisions for the Biological 
Assessment (BA)  related to the vernal pool fairy shrimp and tadpole shrimp and frog to 
reflect :  1)  incorporation of the conservation measures and analysis related to vernal 
pool (VP) species and the California red-legged frog (frog) as outlined in their February 
17, 2012 memo, 2)  A statement identifying  when pre-construction surveys will be 
completed to clarify and confirm the amount of impacts/effects to the frog, and 3)  The 
intent to identify a monitoring approach and plan, which will be submitted to and 
approved by the Service prior to construction.
Information regarding the Callippe silverspot butterfly (butterfly) was requested by the 
elevation panel and reviewed on February 22, 2012. 

o The panel concluded that the available data supported that the butterfly could be 
reasonably inferred to be present within the general area of the proposed Business 
Center Drive and the Red Top Road Extensions.  Therefore, Caltrans needed to 
enter formal consultation on the butterfly. Caltrans and USFWS needed to 
evaluate avoidance, minimization, and conservation measures, and these needed 
to be included in the Biological Assessment (BA) and incorporated into the BO.

o The elevation panel scheduled two facilitated meetings with project-level staff 
from SFWO and D4 to collect additional information on avoidance, minimization 
and conservation measures and to understand perspectives and points of 
disagreement regarding project impacts.  

The first meeting focused on clarifying and refining impact acreage 
mapping and identifying ways of avoiding or minimizing the impacts to 
the butterfly and its habitat.  Also, D4 and SFWO discussed temporary 
and permanent impacts and expectations associated with avoidance, 
minimization and conservation measures related to each impact.  D4 



presented refined GIS mapping and all reviewed it to better understand 
the project impacts.  

Between the first and second meeting, the elevation panel tasked D4 and
SFWO with revising the conservation measures, terms and conditions of 
the Draft BO as appropriate, and refining impact area mapping based on 
the first facilitated meeting.  This action was not fully achieved by the 
parties; however, they did make partial progress on revisions and they did 
provide some information to the elevation team for further consideration.  
Due to this incomplete resolution, the elevation panel was unable to 
review a complete package of agreements and disagreements between D4 
and SFWO.  As a result, the second facilitated meeting that had been 
scheduled to finalize the resolution was modified to allow additional 
discussion and clarification between the elevation panel, SFWO and D4.
The SFWO and D4 were again tasked with revising the Draft BO and the 
elevation panel developed a schedule for edits and opportunities for 
reviews and comments on any outstanding disagreements. 

o The elevation panel met to go over each section of the revised Draft BO on March 
23, 2012.  Jay Norvell and Mike Fris discussed the proposed revisions to the BO 
were made, based on those discussions.  Specific areas of resolution, discussion 
and associated rationale for decisions made included: 

The elevation panel agreed that the ratios for preservation and restoration
ratios for Vernal Pool species are to be based on the premise that effects 
to low value conservation areas will be compensated in medium to high 
value areas. 

Based on information and rationale provided to the elevation panel, we 
determined appropriate on-site conservation measures and appropriate 
off-site preservation needs.

The elevation panel clarified that compensation will coincide with the
phasing of construction packages presented in the BA.  Implementation is 
defined as including a) identification of land to be restored or enhanced, 
b) associated agreements to fund restoration or enhancement activities, 
and c) a restoration plan and schedule approved by the Service.

The elevation panel modified the language associated with the Solano
HCP planning throughout the document to indicate a preference for these 
locations rather than a requirement. 

The panel agreed that compensation acreage for permanent impacts to the 
butterfly can be in the form of preservation, restoration or enhancement.  
Compensation for permanent impacts to the frog can be in the form of 
off-site preservation only.  Compensation implemented within Service-
approved areas that serve as appropriate upland frog habitat and butterfly 
habitat may be overlaid on common acreage (commonly called 



“stacking”).  Caltrans will receive conservation credit for the area from 
the Service for both species if compensation is done in this manner.

The panel agreed that the extent of habitat loss and reduced habitat
connectivity caused by the new Business Center Drive extension includes 
loss of and fragmentation of designated critical habitat and warrants off-
site habitat preservation for the frog.

The panel modified the Restoration Monitoring Plan to address concerns
related to timing and costs associated with monitoring.  

The panel notes the need for an agreement with the entity that will be in 
charge of operations and maintenance of Business Center Drive in order 
to convey the requirements of this formal consultation should those areas 
be used as mitigation.  

The panel included routine maintenance considerations in the project 
description. Mitigation ratios to offset temporary impacts to habitat were 
defined for areas both within areas that would be maintained and  areas 
that would not be maintained.  Restrictions associated with routine 
maintenance are described in the BO as it relates to each species. 

The size and technical complexities associated with this project have made this resolution 
process difficult.  The different perspectives and points of view have resulted in the need for 
elevation.  HQDEA and RO have attempted to arrive at the best solution that ensured 
conservation of the frog, butterfly, and vernal pool crustaceans, and enabled project planning to 
proceed.  This agreement shouldn’t be seen as a guideline for future projects as it is context-
dependent and is a result of the information provided in this resolution process.  It is fully 
anticipated that reinitiation will be needed due to the complexity and lengthy timeline associated 
with the construction of this action.  We expect all parties to work collaboratively and 
expeditiously in these instances.

Please note:  Current regulation and policy provided adequate guidance to resolve these 
elevations therefore no policy revision or precedential decisions were required. 





April 16, 2012

































































































































































 

NEPA/Section 404 Integration 



 





















 









 





























 





























 





 













 





 







 

Federal Clean Air Act Conformity Requirement 



 









 




