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Chapter 3 Comments and Coordination 
Early and continuing coordination with the general public and public agencies is an 
essential part of the environmental process. It helps planners determine the necessary 
scope of environmental documentation and the level of analysis required, and to 
identify potential impacts and avoidance, minimization and/or 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, interagency 
coordination meetings, and consultation with interested parties. This chapter 
summarizes the results of the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
efforts to fully identify, address, and resolve project-related issues through early and 
continuing coordination. 

3.1 Notice of Initiation of Studies 

On November 16, 2011, a Notice of Initiation of Environmental Process (NOIS) was 
distributed to agencies and interested parties that may have an interest in the project. 
The NOIS requested feedback pertaining to potential environmental effects of the 
project, as well as existing facilities or planned project that may be impacted by the 
project. Feedback was received from AT&T, Metrolink, the Orange County 
Sanitation District, Network Infrastructure Services, and Southern California Gas 
Company. The feedback was considered during development of the alternatives and 
analysis of project impacts. 

3.2 Interagency Coordination and Consultation 

The formulation of project alternatives and mitigation has been carried out through a 
cooperative dialogue among representatives of the following agencies or 
organizations: 

• Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) 
• City of Santa Ana 
• City of Irvine 
• City of Tustin 
• Native American representatives  
• Historical groups  
• State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) 
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• Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) Transportation 
Conformity Working Group (TCWG) 

• United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
• United States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps)  

The following sections summarize the results of Caltrans efforts to fully identify, 
address, and resolve project-related issues through early and continuing coordination.  

3.2.1 Native American Consultation  
Consultation with a number of Native American Tribes (groups and individuals) was 
conducted between November 2011 and January 2012 in compliance with Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52), which 
amended CEQA to require consultation with Native American Tribes, became 
effective July 1, 2015. As a result, additional Native American coordination under 
AB 52 was initiated in July 2015. The consultation with the Native American 
Heritage Commission (NAHC) and Native American representatives is summarized 
in Table 3.1. A copy of the NAHC correspondence is included at the end of this 
chapter. 

3.2.2 Historical Consultation  
Consultation with agencies and interested parties regarding historical resources is 
summarized below:  

• Orange County Historical Society, letter sent October 8, 2012. No response 
received. 

• Santa Ana Historical Preservation Society, letter sent October 8, 2012. No 
response received. 

• Irvine Historical Society, letter sent October 8, 2012. No response received. 
• Tustin Area Historical Society, letter sent October 8, 2012. No response received. 
• City of Santa Ana, letter sent October 8, 2012. No response received. 
• City of Irvine, letter sent October 8, 2012. Response received via telephone on 

November 2, 2012 from Sherman Jones, who stated that the City has no historic 
resources in the project Area of Potential Effects (APE). A letter from the City 
dated November 5, 2012 stated the same thing. 

• City of Tustin, letter sent October 8, 2012. No response received. 
• City of Santa Ana Planning and Building Agency, building permit research 

(October 2012). 

http://www.achp.gov/106summary.html
http://www.achp.gov/106summary.html
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Table 3.1  Summary of Native American Consultation 

Agency and Agency 
Representative 

Date of First Contact 
(Formal Letter) Date of Reply Date of Follow-up 

Contact (Phone Call) Consultation Topic 

Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) 
Dave Singleton, Program Analyst 

November 10, 2011 November 15, 2011 Formal letter November 10, 2011: A letter was sent to the NAHC requesting a 
search of the Sacred Lands File (SLF) in order to identify areas of 
religious or cultural significance to Native Americans. The NAHC 
request letter is included at the end of this chapter. 

November 15, 2011: The NAHC responded on November 15, 
2011, to say that the SLF search was negative for the immediate 
Area of Potential Effects (APE), but recommended that 12 Native 
American individuals representing the Gabrielino, Gabrielino 
Tongva, and Juaneño groups be contacted for possible additional 
information.  

November 28, 2011: Letters discussing the project and 
requesting information on Native American heritage resources 
were sent via certified letter and email to NAHC listed contacts on 
November 28, 2011. 

Ti’At Society/Inter-Tribal Council of 
Pimu 
Cindi M. Alvitre, Chairwoman-
Manisar Gabrielino 

November 28, 2011 

July 28, 2015 (AB 52) 

None 

Letter returned to 
sender (Caltrans). 

December 12, 2011 
December 20, 2011 
January 23, 2012 

November 28, 2011: A letter that discussed the project and 
requested information on cultural resources in the area that may 
be significant was sent via certified mail. 

December 12, 2011: A follow up email was sent to Ms. Alvitre. 

December 20, 2011: A second follow up email was sent to Ms. 
Alvitre. 

January 23, 2012: The letter was returned as “unclaimed.” 
Gabrieleno/Tongva Indians 
Sam Dunlap, Chairperson 

November 28, 2011 

July 28, 2015 (AB 52) 

None 

None 

December 12, 2011 
December 14, 2011 
December 15, 2011 

November 28, 2011: A letter that discussed the project and 
requested information on cultural resources in the area that may 
be significant was sent via certified mail. 

December 12, 2011: A follow up email was sent to Mr. Dunlap. 

December 14, 2011: Mr. Dunlap responded by email to say that 
in 2007, an intact, deeply buried habitation site (approximately 5 
feet below the ground surface) was discovered in the southwest 
quadrant of the Marine Corps Air Station in Tustin, about 3,500 
feet east of the project area in the vicinity of Redhill Avenue and 
Barranca Parkway. 

December 15, 2011: In a follow up telephone call, Mr. Dunlap 
stated that due to the presence of this site, he considers the area 
to be sensitive for buried cultural resources and recommends that 
archaeological monitoring be part of the mitigation to ensure 
proper recording of any historic discoveries. He also recommends 
that if native soils are to be impacted, a Native American monitor 
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Table 3.1  Summary of Native American Consultation 

Agency and Agency 
Representative 

Date of First Contact 
(Formal Letter) Date of Reply Date of Follow-up 

Contact (Phone Call) Consultation Topic 

be selected from his group because the project is within the 
traditional tribal territory of the Gabrielino Tongva Nation.  

Juaneňo Band of Mission Indians 
Acjachemen Nation 
David Belardes, Chairperson 

November 28, 2011 

July 28, 2015 (AB 52) 

December 8, 2011 

None 

January 27, 2012 December 8, 2011: Joyce Perry, Representing Tribal 
Chairperson, stated in a telephone call that her group has no 
comments or concerns. 

January 27, 2012: The letter was returned as “unclaimed.” 
Juaneňo Band of Mission Indians 
Acjachemen Nation 
Anthony Rivera, Chairman 

November 28, 2011 

July 28, 2015 (AB 52) 

No response received 

None 

December 12, 2011 
December 19, 2011 

December 12, 2011: A follow up email was sent to Mr. Rivera. 

December 19, 2011: A second follow up email was sent to Mr. 
Rivera. 

Tongva Ancestral Territorial Tribal 
Nation 
John Tommy Rosas, Tribal 
Administrator 

November 28, 2011 
(via email) 

July 28, 2015 (AB 52; 
via email) 

None 
 

July 29, 2015 
July 30, 2015 

December 12, 2011 
 

December 12, 2011: A follow up email was sent to Mr. Rosas. 
Mr. Rosas emailed back to acknowledge that he received the 
information. No further comment has been received. 

July 29, 2015: Mr. Rosas, Tribal Administrator, e-mailed Caltrans 
that he would weigh in within a few days. 

July 30, 2015: Mr. Rosas requested additional project information 
that was provided by the project team. No additional response 
received. 

Gabrielino Tongva Indians of 
California Tribal Council  
Robert F. Dorame, Tribal 
Chair/Cultural Resources 

November 28, 2011 

July 28, 2015 (AB 52) 
 

None 

None 

December 12, 2011 
December 19, 2011 
December 22, 2011 

December 12, 2011: A follow up email was sent to Mr. Dorame. 

December 19, 2011: A voicemail was left for Mr. Dorame. 

December 22, 2011: Mr. Dorame stated in a telephone call that 
he forwarded the information to a Native American from his group 
in Orange County, and will respond if he finds there are concerns. 

Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel 
Band of Mission Indians 
Anthony Morales, Chairperson 

November 28, 2011 

July 28, 2015 (AB 52) 
 

None 

None 

December 12, 2011 
December 19, 2011 
 

December 12, 2011: A follow up email was sent to Mr. Morales. 

December 19, 2011: In a telephone call, Mr. Morales requested 
that the project proponent be vigilant in identifying and protecting 
cultural resources. He is aware of buried sites in the vicinity and 
considers that most modern thoroughfares like SR-55 to mirror 
prehistoric trails. He recommends archaeological and Native 
American monitoring using a monitor from his group when 
construction is in native soil. 

Juaneňo Band of Mission Indians 
Alfred Cruz, Cultural Resources 
Coordinator 

November 28, 2011 

July 28, 2015 (AB 52) 
 

None 

None 

December 12, 2011 
December 19, 2011 
December 22, 2011 
 

December 12, 2011: A follow up email was sent to Mr. Cruz. 

December 19, 2011: A voicemail was left for Mr. Cruz. 

December 22, 2011: Mr. Cruz returned the call to say that he is 
aware of sites in the vicinity and he recommends monitoring by an 
archaeologist and Native American when construction activities 
are in intact native soil. 
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Table 3.1  Summary of Native American Consultation 

Agency and Agency 
Representative 

Date of First Contact 
(Formal Letter) Date of Reply Date of Follow-up 

Contact (Phone Call) Consultation Topic 

Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe 
Bernie Acuna 

November 28, 2011 

July 28, 2015 (AB 52) 
 

None 

None 

December 12, 2011 
December 20, 2011 
 

December 12, 2011: A follow up email was sent to Ms. 
Candelaria. 

December 20, 2011: Mr. Acuna’s voicemail box was full so a 
second follow up email was sent. 

Juaneňo Band of Mission Indians 
Acjachemen Nation 
Joyce Perry, Representing Tribal 
Chairperson 

November 28, 2011 

July 28, 2015 (AB 52) 
 

December 8, 2011 

None 

None December 8, 2011: Ms. Perry stated in a telephone call that her 
group has no comments or concerns. 

Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe 
Linda Candelaria, Chairwoman 

November 28, 2011 

July 28, 2015 (AB 52) 
 

None 

None 

December 12, 2011 
December 19, 2011 
 

December 12, 2011: A follow up email was sent to Ms. 
Candelaria. 

December 19, 2011: Ms. Candelaria stated in a telephone call 
that her group has no concerns or comment. 

Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians 
Andrew Salas 

November 28, 2011 

July 28, 2015 (AB 52) 
 

None 

None 

December 12, 2011 
December 19, 2011 
 

December 12, 2011: A follow up email was sent to Mr. Salas. 

December 19, 2011: A second follow up email was sent to Mr. 
Salas. Mr. Salas replied to say that he will comment shortly. No 
further comments have been received. 

Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians 
Joseph Ontiveros, Director of 
Cultural Resources (requested 
consultation with District 12 following 
the passage of AB 52) 

July 28, 2015 (AB 52) 
 

August 27, 2015  August 27, 2015:  Mr. Ontiveros responded by letter that they 
would like to consult on this project and asked for a meeting. 

September 2, 2015: Caltrans requested meeting availability. 

September 2, 2015: Soboba responded that a field meeting was 
not needed at this time as long as the reports and maps can be 
referenced. 

September 3, 2015: Caltrans requested meeting availability. 

September 14, 2015: Soboba responded with next meeting 
availability (September 29 or 30, 2015). 

September 14, 2015: Caltrans responded with alternate dates. 

September 15, 2015: Soboba responded that Fridays are not 
available. 

September 15, 2015:  Caltrans requested meeting availability in 
mid-October. 

September 21, 2015:  Soboba responded they have an opening 
tomorrow and need the results of the CHRIS record search and 
maps.  Caltrans sent the information electronically. 

September 22, 2015:  Meeting with Caltrans and Mr. Joseph 
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Table 3.1  Summary of Native American Consultation 

Agency and Agency 
Representative 

Date of First Contact 
(Formal Letter) Date of Reply Date of Follow-up 

Contact (Phone Call) Consultation Topic 

Ontiveros at the Soboba Administration Office in San Jacinto.  
Project scope and location were briefly discussed.  Results of the 
record search, consultation, and field survey did not identify any 
cultural resources within the APE.  Soboba inquired about 
mitigation and Caltrans replied that as proposed, no historic 
properties would be affected and that, based on the potential for 
only a few small areas of native soil to be impacted, no mitigation 
was required.  Soboba requested they be retained to monitor 
construction activities in native soil if any present and requested 
that Caltrans coordinate with other districts.  Caltrans indicated 
that they would re-examine the cultural studies regarding potential 
impacts to native soil and discuss negative findings and 
monitoring requests with other districts and Headquarters. 

September 29, 2015:  Caltrans responded via e-mail and letter 
providing engineering information for native soil to only potentially 
be disturbed during the construction of bridge bents at a few 
locations.   Since no cultural resources had been identified in the 
APE, Caltrans notified the Soboba that after discussions with 
other districts and Headquarters, District 12 had decided that the 
Soboba may voluntarily monitor construction activities in native 
soil if present, but it would be unpaid and contingent upon any 
required liability insurance.  The Soboba were informed that 
construction was slated for 2017 and to let Caltrans know if they 
were interested or if they have any information that may warrant 
reconsideration. 

October 1, 2015:  The Soboba sent Caltrans a formal letter 
concluding consultation stating that they have no specific 
concerns and requesting that appropriate consultation continue to 
take place between concerned tribes, project proponents, and 
local agencies. 

Source: Historic Property Survey Report (2015). 
AB = Assembly Bill 
APE = Area of Potential Effects 
Caltrans = California Department of Transportation 
CHRIS = California Historical Resources Information System 
SR-55 = State Route 55 
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• City of Tustin Community Development Department, Building Permits and 
Inspections Division (Flor Williams), building permit research (October 2012 and 
January 2013). 

• Historic aerial photographs accessed online at historicaerials.com in May and 
October 2012. 

• United States Geological Survey topographic maps. 
• Caltrans Structure, Maintenance & Investigations, Historical Significance – State 

Agency Bridges dated September 2012. 

3.2.3 State Historic Preservation Officer 
As assigned by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Caltrans has 
determined that there are properties evaluated as a result of the project that are not 
eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places within the project 
APE. Under Section 106 Programmatic Agreement (PA) Stipulation VIII.C, Caltrans 
requested SHPO’s concurrence on this determination on October 5, 2015. SHPO 
concurrence was received on November 12, 2015. 

3.2.4 Transportation Conformity Working Group 
The project-level particulate matter hot-spot analysis was presented to the SCAG 
TCWG for discussion and review on June 26, 2012. Per Caltrans Headquarters 
policy, all nonexempt projects need to go through review by the TCWG. The TCWG 
determined that the proposed project would meet the criteria for a project of air 
quality concern because it would expand an existing freeway with high existing and 
future truck volumes. Therefore, a qualitative project-level PM2.5 and PM10 hot-spot 
analysis was conducted to assess whether the project would cause or contribute to any 
new localized PM2.5 or PM10 violations, increase the frequency or severity of any 
existing violations, or delay timely attainment of the PM2.5 and PM10 national ambient 
air quality standards. On December 3, 2013, the TCWG determined that the 
qualitative project-level PM2.5 and PM10 hot-spot analysis was acceptable for National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) circulation. Subsequent to the TCWG approval, 
the forecasted SR-55 traffic volumes were updated. On July 28, 2015, the TCWG 
determined that the updated SR-55 traffic volumes would not affect the conclusions 
of the qualitative PM hot-spot analysis and reaffirmed that the analysis was 
acceptable for NEPA circulation. Copies of the TCWG determinations are included at 
the end of this chapter. 
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3.2.5 United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
Official species lists were obtained from the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) on December 17, 2012, and September 1, 2015. The species lists provide 
information about the threatened, endangered, and proposed species, designated 
critical habitat, and candidate species that may occur in the vicinity of a proposed 
project. The species lists provided by the USFWS are included at the end of this 
chapter. 

3.2.6 United States Army Corps of Engineers 
On July 14, 2004, as part of the Alton Avenue Overcrossing Project, a letter was sent 
to the Corps requesting a Department of the Army determination of Corps jurisdiction 
over the Orange County Flood Control District channel known as Lane Channel, 
which is tributary to San Diego Creek, in the City of Santa Ana, Orange County 
California. The Corps August 20, 2004 response is provided at the end of this chapter. 

3.3 Community Outreach and Public Involvement 

3.3.1 Project Development Team 
The Cities of Tustin, Santa Ana, and Irvine participate in the regular PDT meetings 
conducted by OCTA and Caltrans for the SR-55 widening project. The PDT meetings 
cover a wide range of topics related to the proposed project, including development 
and evaluation of alternatives, engineering considerations, environmental issues, and 
the environmental document and documentation process. 

3.3.2 Orange County Transportation Authority Project Website 
The OCTA has a webpage (http://www.octa.net/Projects-and-Programs/All-Projects/
Freeway-Projects/Costa-Mesa-Freeway-(SR-55)/SR-55-(I-405-to-I-5)/?frm=3555) 
that provides information to the public regarding the proposed SR-55 project and the 
status of the environmental document and the environmental documentation process 
for the project. 
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Native American Heritage Commission 
Correspondence 
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State Historic Preservation Officer Concurrence  
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA – THE NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., Governor 

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 
1725 23rd Street, Suite 100 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95816-7100 
(916) 445-7000     Fax: (916) 445-7053 
calshpo@parks.ca.gov 
www.ohp.parks.ca.gov 

 

 

November 12, 2015 Reply To:  FHWA_2015_1013_001 
 
Charles Baker, Specialist Branch Chief 
Environmental Analysis 
Caltrans District 12, Irvine 
3347 Michelson Drive, Suite 100 
Irvine, CA 92612-1692 
 
Re:  Determinations of Eligibility for the Proposed SR-55 Widening Project, in the cities of Tustin, 
Santa Ana, and Irvine, Orange County, CA 
 
Dear Mr. Baker: 
 
Thank you for consulting with me about the subject undertaking in accordance with the January 1, 
2014 First Amended 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).  
 
Caltrans, in cooperation with the Orange County Transportation Authority, proposes the SR-55 
Widening Project between Postmiles (PM) 6.4 and 10.3.  Four build alternatives have been 
proposed, each of which would add at least one general-purpose lane. Auxiliary lanes would also be 
added or converted, and Alternative 4 includes high-occupancy vehicle lanes. All of the build 
alternatives include right-of-way acquisition, temporary construction easements, bridge work, 
approximately one soundwall, retaining walls, drainage improvements, utility relocations, and the 
relocation/reconfiguration of Lane Channel. A full project scope description and discussion of the 
Area of Potential Effects (APE) can be found on page 1 on the HPSR.   
 
Consultation and identification efforts for the project resulted in the identification of 17 historic-period 
built environment properties within the APE. Caltrans has determined that the following properties 
are not eligible for the National Register of Historic Places either individually or as part of a potential 
historic district (NRHP): 
 
• 2321 Pullman Street 
• 2311 Pullman Street 
• 2322 Pullman Street 
• 1601 Warner Avenue, 2229 Wright Street, 2253-2259 Ritchey Street, and 2261-2271 Ritchey 

Street 
• 2231 Ritchey Street and 2245-2251 Ritchey Street 
• 1969-2019 Ritchey Street 
• 17021-17041 Kenyon Drive 
• 17051-17061 Kenyon Drive 
• 17071-17081 Kenyon Drive 
• 17091-17101 Kenyon Drive 
• 15991-16001 Pasadena Avenue 
• 17022 Whitby Circle 
• 17021 Whitby Circle 
• 15641 Pasadena Avenue 



Mr. Baker 
November 12, 2015 
Page 2 of 2 
 
 
• 17042 Carlann Circle 
• 15591 Boleyn Circle 
• 15581 Boleyn Circle 
 
All other properties within the APE, met the criteria for the Section 106 PA Attachment 4 (Properties 
Exempt from Evaluation).  
 
Based on my review of the submitted documentation I concur with the foregoing determinations.   
 
If you have any questions, please contact Natalie Lindquist of my staff at (916) 445-7014. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Julianne Polanco 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
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Transportation Conformity Working Group 
Determinations 
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United States Fish and Wildlife Service Species List  
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office

2177 SALK AVENUE - SUITE 250
CARLSBAD, CA 92008

PHONE: (760)431-9440 FAX: (760)431-5901
URL: www.fws.gov/carlsbad/

Consultation Code: 08ECAR00-2015-SLI-0699 September 01, 2015
Event Code: 08ECAR00-2015-E-01397
Project Name: SR-55 Improvement Project

Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project
location, and/or may be affected by your proposed project

To Whom It May Concern:

The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, and proposed species, designated
critical habitat, and candidate species that may occur within the boundary of your proposed
project and/or may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills the
requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the
Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 ).et seq.

New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to
contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to
federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of
the Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can
be completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be
completed by visiting the ECOS-IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested
through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed
list.

The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and
the ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2)
of the Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 ), Federal agencies are requiredet seq.
to utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and
endangered species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered
species and/or designated critical habitat.



A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having
similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the
human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)
(c)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological
evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may
affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended
contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12.

If a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation,
that listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the
agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition, the Service
recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed
within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered
Species Consultation Handbook" at:

http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/TOC-GLOS.PDF

Please be aware that bald and golden eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668 ), and projects affecting these species may requireet seq.
development of an eagle conservation plan
(http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/eagle_guidance.html). Additionally, wind energy projects
should follow the wind energy guidelines (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/) for minimizing
impacts to migratory birds and bats.

Guidance for minimizing impacts to migratory birds for projects including communications
towers (e.g., cellular, digital television, radio, and emergency broadcast) can be found at:
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm;
http://www.towerkill.com; and
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/comtow.html.

We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Tracking Number in
the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project
that you submit to our office.

Attachment
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Official Species List
 

Provided by: 
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office

2177 SALK AVENUE - SUITE 250

CARLSBAD, CA 92008

(760) 431-9440 

http://www.fws.gov/carlsbad/
 
Consultation Code: 08ECAR00-2015-SLI-0699
Event Code: 08ECAR00-2015-E-01397
 
Project Type: TRANSPORTATION
 
Project Name: SR-55 Improvement Project
Project Description: California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), in cooperation with the
Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA), proposes to widen State Route (SR) 55 in both
directions from Just north of the Interstate 405 (I-405)/SR-55 interchange to just south of Interstate
5 (I-5)/SR-55 interchange in the Cities of Irvine, Santa Ana, and Tustin Orange County California.
 
Please Note: The FWS office may have modified the Project Name and/or Project Description, so it
may be different from what was submitted in your previous request. If the Consultation Code
matches, the FWS considers this to be the same project. Contact the office in the 'Provided by'
section of your previous Official Species list if you have any questions or concerns.

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Project name: SR-55 Improvement Project
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Project Location Map: 

 
Project Coordinates: The coordinates are too numerous to display here.
 
Project Counties: Orange, CA
 

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Project name: SR-55 Improvement Project
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Endangered Species Act Species List
 

There are a total of 13 threatened or endangered species on your species list.  Species on this list should be considered in

an effects analysis for your project and could include species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain

fish may appear on the species list because a project could affect downstream species.  Critical habitats listed under the

Has Critical Habitat column may or may not lie within your project area.  See the Critical habitats within your

project area section further below for critical habitat that lies within your project.  Please contact the designated FWS

office if you have questions.

 

Birds Status Has Critical Habitat Condition(s)

California Least tern (Sterna

antillarum browni)

Endangered

Coastal California gnatcatcher

(Polioptila californica californica) 

    Population: Entire

Threatened Final designated

Least Bell's vireo (Vireo bellii

pusillus) 

    Population: Entire

Endangered Final designated

Light-Footed Clapper rail (Rallus

longirostris levipes) 

    Population: U.S.A. only

Endangered

Southwestern Willow flycatcher

(Empidonax traillii extimus) 

    Population: Entire

Endangered Final designated

western snowy plover (Charadrius

nivosus ssp. nivosus) 

    Population: Pacific coastal pop.

Threatened Final designated

Crustaceans
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San Diego fairy shrimp (Branchinecta

sandiegonensis)

Endangered Final designated

Flowering Plants

Big-Leaved crownbeard (Verbesina

dissita)

Threatened

Laguna Beach liveforever (Dudleya

stolonifera)

Threatened

Salt Marsh bird's-beak (Cordylanthus

maritimus ssp. maritimus)

Endangered

San Diego button-celery (Eryngium

aristulatum var. parishii)

Endangered

Ventura Marsh Milk-vetch

(Astragalus pycnostachyus var.

lanosissimus)

Endangered Final designated

Mammals

Pacific Pocket mouse (Perognathus

longimembris pacificus) 

    Population: Entire

Endangered
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Critical habitats that lie within your project area
There are no critical habitats within your project area.
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United States Army Corps of Engineers Letter on 
Determination of Corps Jurisdiction  
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