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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:

e Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA)
e City of Santa Ana

e City of Irvine

e City of Tustin

e Native American representatives

e Historical groups

e State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)
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e Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) Transportation
Conformity Working Group (TCWG)

e United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)

e 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:

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

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

e Irvine Historical Society, letter sent October 8, 2012. No response received.

e Tustin Area Historical Society, letter sent October 8, 2012. No response received.

e City of Santa Ana, letter sent October 8, 2012. No response received.

e 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.

e City of Tustin, letter sent October 8, 2012. No response received.

e City of Santa Ana Planning and Building Agency, building permit research
(October 2012).
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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 Juanefio 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.

Juanerio 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.”

Juanerio Band of Mission Indians
Acjachemen Nation

November 28, 2011

No response received

December 12, 2011
December 19, 2011

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

Anthony Rivera, Chairman July 28, 2015 (AB 52) |None g_ecember 19, 2011: A second follow up email was sent to Mr.
ivera.

Tongva Ancestral Territorial Tribal November 28, 2011 None December 12, 2011 December 12, 2011: A follow up email was sent to Mr. Rosas.

Nation (via email) Mr. Rosas emailed back to acknowledge that he received the

John Tommy Rosas, Tribal information. No further comment has been received.

Administrator July 28, 2015 (AB 52; |July 29, 2015

via email) July 30, 2015 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 November 28, 2011 None December 12, 2011 December 12, 2011: A follow up email was sent to Mr. Dorame.

California Tribal Council December 19, 2011 . .

Robert F. Dorame, Tribal July 28, 2015 (AB 52) |None December 22, 2011 December 19, 2011: A voicemail was left for Mr. Dorame.

Chair/Cultural Resources 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 November 28, 2011 None December 12, 2011 December 12, 2011: A follow up email was sent to Mr. Morales.

Band of Mission Indians December 19, 2011

Anthony Morales, Chairperson July 28, 2015 (AB 52) |None December _19, 2011:Ina telep_hpne qal!, Mr._ Morales request_ed
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.

Juanerio Band of Mission Indians November 28, 2011 None December 12, 2011 December 12, 2011: A follow up email was sent to Mr. Cruz.

Alfred Cruz, Cultural Resources December 19, 2011 . .

July 28, 2015 (AB 52) |None December 19, 2011: A voicemail was left for Mr. Cruz.

Coordinator

December 22, 2011

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 Follow-up

Date of Reply Contact (Phone Call)

Consultation Topic

Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe
Bernie Acuna

November 28, 2011
July 28, 2015 (AB 52)

December 12, 2011
December 20, 2011

None December 12, 2011: A follow up email was sent to Ms.

Candelaria.
None

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

Juanerio Band of Mission Indians
Acjachemen Nation

November 28, 2011

December 8, 2011 None December 8, 2011: Ms. Perry stated in a telephone call that her

group has no comments or concerns.

Joyce Perry, Representing Tribal July 28, 2015 (AB 52) | None
Chairperson
Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe November 28, 2011 None December 12, 2011 December 12, 2011: A follow up email was sent to Ms.
Linda Candelaria, Chairwoman December 19, 2011 Candelaria.
July 28, 2015 (AB 52) | None
December 19, 2011: Ms. Candelaria stated in a telephone call
that her group has no concerns or comment.
Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians | November 28, 2011 None December 12, 2011 December 12, 2011: A follow up email was sent to Mr. Salas.
Andrew Salas December 19, 2011 .
July 28, 2015 (AB 52) | None 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 Luisefio 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: Mr. Ontiveros responded by letter that they
would like to consult on this project and asked for a meeting.

August 27, 2015

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 Date of First Contact
Representative (Formal Letter)

Date of Follow-up

Date of Reply 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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e City of Tustin Community Development Department, Building Permits and
Inspections Division (Flor Williams), building permit research (October 2012 and
January 2013).

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

e United States Geological Survey topographic maps.

e 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 VII1.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 PM, s and PMy4 hot-spot
analysis was conducted to assess whether the project would cause or contribute to any
new localized PM; 5 or PMyg violations, increase the frequency or severity of any
existing violations, or delay timely attainment of the PM, s and PM, national ambient
air quality standards. On December 3, 2013, the TCWG determined that the
qualitative project-level PM, s and PMyo 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-(1-405-to-1-5)/?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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RIVERSIDE

L3A ASSOCIATES, INC. BERKELEY FRESNO ROCKLIN
S A 20 EXECUTIVE PARK, SUITE 200 549.553.0666 TEL - CARLSBAD PAELM SPRINGS SAN LUYIS OBISPO

IRVINE, CALTFORMIA 92514 49 553 _ 80786 PAX FORT COLLINS POINT RICHMOND 8. 5AN FRANCISCO

November 10, 2011

Dave Singleton

Native American Heritage Commission

915 Capitol Mall, Room 364

Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: Sacred Lands File Search for the State Ronte 55 (8R-55) Improvement Project bebween

Interstate 405 (J-405) and Interstate 5 {I-5), Orange County, California

Dear Mr. Singleton:

Attached please find a portion of one United States Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute topographic
quadrangle map. Plotied on the map is the location of the proposed SR-55 Improvement Project between
1405 and 15 in Orange County, California. Specifically, the project is sitnated in Township 5 South,
Range 9 West, in an unsectioned portion of the Tustin, California USGS topographic quadrangle map {San
Besnardine Baseline and Merdian). A map showing the project area is attached.

There will be ground disturbance associaied with this project. Per Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act, LSA is requesting a Sacred Lands File search for the project area. Please notify LSA of
any Native American cultural resources that may be impacted.

Iwill anticipate a response within 10 working days from your receipt of this request. If you have any
questions or comments, please contact e at (949) 553-0666 or vou may e-majl me at
tern.fulton@lsa-assoc.com. As always, thank you very much for your assistance with this project.

* Best Regards,

LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.

Terri Fulion :
Archaeclogist/Senior Cultural Resonrces Manager
Native American Consultation Coordinator

Attachments: Portion of one USGS xﬁap
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November 10, 2011
Dave Singleton
Native American Heritage Commission
915 Capitol Mall, Roosm 364
Sastamento, A 95814
Subject: Sacred Lands File Search for the State Route 55 {SR-55) Jimptovement Project between

Tntorstate 405 (1405) and Interstate 5 {1-5), Orapge County, California

Dear Mr. Singleton:

Attached pleate find a portion of one United States Geological Survey (USGS) 7 S-minate topographic
«uadvangle map. Plotied on the map i3 the location of the propesed SR-55 Improveraent Project between
1-405 and 1-5 in Orange County, Califotnia. Specifically, the project is altuated in Township 5 South,
Range © West, in an unsectioned portion of the Tustin, California USGS topographic quadrangle map (San
Bernardino Baseline and Mexidian). A map showing the project arca i nttached, '

There will be ground distarbance associnted with this project, Per Section 106 of the National Historie
Preservation Act, LA i¢ reqnesting & Sacred Lands File search for the project arca, Please notify LSA of
any Native American cultural resources that may be impacted.

1 viil anticipate 2 response within 10 working days from your recaipt of this request. I you have any
guestions or coraments, ploase contact me at {049) 553-0666 or you may e-oal] me at
terd. faiton@lsa-assoc.com. As always, thavk you very much for yonr assistance with this project.

Best Repards,
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NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
515 CAPITOL MALL, RDOM 364

SACHAMENTO, CA 5s514

{916) 653-6251

Eax (416} 657-5350

Web Sito pwal pahe oa 207

Novernber 15, 2011

Ms. Teri Futton, RPA, Senior Cultural Resources Manager

LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.

20 Executive Park, Suite 200
irvine, CA 82614

Sentby FAXto:  948-553-8076
No. of Pages: 5

Re- Sacred Lands File Search and Native Armerican Contacts list for the
“Proposed State Route 55 {SR 55) improvement Project, between the 1-405 and 15"
| located in; Orange County, California

Bear Ms. Fulton:

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) conducted a Sacred Lands
File search of the ‘area of potential effect,’ (APEs) based on the USGS coordinates
provided and Native American cultural resources were not identified in the project area
of potential effect (2.g. APE) you specified. Also, piease note; the NAHC Sacred Lands
Inventory is nat exhaustive and does not preclude the discovery of cultural rescurces
during any project groundbreaking activity.

Calffornia Public Resources Code §§5097.94 (&) and 5097.95 authorize the NAHC
to establish a Sacred Land Inventory to record Native American sacred sites and burial
sites. These records are exempt from the provistons of the California Public Records Acl
pursuant to. California Government Code §6254 (r). The purpose of this cade is ta protect
such sites from vandalism, theft and desiruchon.

in the 1985 Appeliate Court decision (170 Cai App 3rg 604), the court held that the
NAHC has jurisdiction and special expertise, as & state agency, over affected Natve American
resources, impacted by proposed projects including archaeclogical, places of refigious
significance to Native Americans and burial sites

The Californiz Environmental Quality Act (CEQA ~ CA Public Resources Code §§
24000-21177, amendments effeciive 3/18/2010) requires that any project that causes a
substantial adverse change in the significance of an nistorical resource, that includes
archaeological resources, is a 'significant effect requiring the preparation of an Environmental
impact Report (EIR) per the CEQA Guidslines defines a significant impact on the environment
as 'a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of physical conditions within
an area affected by the proposed project, including ...obiects of historic or aesthetic
significance.” In order to comply with this provision, the lead agency is required o assess
whether the project wilt have an adverse impact on these resources within the ‘area of potential
effect (APE), and if s, to mitigate that effect. CA Govemment Code §65040.12(e) defines
“srwironmental justice” provisions and is applicable to the environmental review proGesses.
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Early consuftation with Native American tribes in your area is the hest way to avoid
unanticipated discoveries once a project is underway. Local Native Americans may have
knowledge of the religious and cuttural significance of the historic propeities of the proposed
project for the area {&.g. APE). Consultatian with Native Amaerican pommunities is alsc a8 matier

" of environmental justice as defined by California Government Code §65040.12{e). We urge
consultation with those tribes and inferestad Native Americans on the list the NAHC has
attached in order to see if your proposed project might impact Native American cuttural
resources. Lead agencies shouid consider avoidance as defined in §15370 of the CEQA
Guidelines when significant cultural resources as defined by the CEQA Guidelines §15084.5
{bi(c)f) may be affected by a proposed project. if so, Section 15382 of the CEQA Guudelines

defines a significant impact on the environment as “substantial,” and Section 2183.2 which

requires documentation, data recovery of cuttural resources.

The 1892 Secreiary of the Interiors Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
were revised so that they coutd be applied to all historic rasource types ncluded in the National
Register of Histofic Places and including cuttural landscapes. Also, federal Executive Orders
Nos. 11593 {preservation of euttural environment), 13175 {coordination & consultation) and
13007 (Sacred Sites) are hetpful, suppottive guides for Section 106 consuRtation. The
aforementioned Secretary of the Interior's Standards include recommendations for all ‘lead
agencies’ to consider the historic context of proposed projects and to “research” the gultural
jandscape that might include the ‘area of potential effect.’

Partnering with local fribes and interesied Native American consullting parties, on the
NAHG list, shoutd be conducted in compliance with the requirements of federal NEPA (42 1.8.C
4321-43351) and Saction 106 4(f}, Section 110 (H){K) of federal NHPA {16 U.8.C. 470 et seq},
35 CFR Part 800.3 (f) {(2) & .5, the President's Councit on Environmental Cuality (CSQ, 42
U.8.C 4371 ef seq. and NAGPRA (25 U.8.C. 3001-3013) as appropriate. The 1982 Segretary of
the Interiors Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties were revised so that they could
be applied to all historic resource types included in the National Register of Historic Places and
including cultural landscapes. Also, federal Executive Orders Nos. 11593 (preservation of
cultural environment), 13175 {coordination & consultation) and 13007 (Sacred Sites) are helpful,
supportive guides for Section 106 consultation. The NAHG remains concemed about the
imitations and methods employed for NHPA Section 106 Consultation.

Also, Califernia Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, California Govemment Code
§27491 and Health & Safety Code Section 7050.5 provide for provisions for accidentally
discoverad archenlogical resources during construction and mandate the processes to be
followad in the evert of an accidentat discovery of any human ramains in a project focation other
than a ‘dedicated cemetery’, another important reason to have Native American Monitors on
hoard with the project.

To bo effective, consuliation on specific projects must be the result of an ongoing
relationship between Native American tribes and lead agencies, project proponents and their
cortraciors, in the opinion of the NAHC. An excellent way to reinforce the relationship between
a project and lecal tribes is to employ Native American Monitors in all phases of proposed

projects including the planning phases.

Confidentiality of “historic properties of religious and cultural significance” may also be
protected under Section 304 of he NHPA or at the Secretary of the Interior discretion if not
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The Secretary may alsa be
sdvised by the federal Indian Religious Freedom Act {cf. 42 U.8.C,, 1986) in issuing a decision
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California Native American Contacis

Tiat SocietyAinter-Tribal Courncit of Pimu
Cinct M. Awilre, Chairwoman-Manisar

3003 Mace Avenue, Aapt D Gabrielino
Costa Mesa, . CA 92626
calvitre@yahoo.com

(714) 504-2468 Cell

Juanene Band of Mission indians Agiachemen Nation
David Bolardes, Chairparson

70181 Avenida Los Amigos  Juaneno
Sen Juan Copisrang A 92675

chigfdavidbetardes@yahoo.
(848) 493-4933 - home
{(949) 293-8522

Tongva Ancestral Territorial Tribal Nation
John Tommy Rosas, Tribal Admin.

Private Address Gabrieling Tongva

tattrdaw@gmail.com
310-570-6567

GabrielenolT onqv%h n Gabriel Band of Mission -

Anthony Morales, rperson

PO Box 693 Gabrigling Tongva
San Gabriel » CA 91778
GTTribalcounci@acl.com

(625) 286-1632

(628) 286-1758 - Home
(628) 286-1262 -FAX

Thizlisﬁswmntmlyasofme:!aﬁaofﬁﬁsdommm:

Sarta Ana

Orange County
Novermber 15, 2011

Gabrisfing Tongva Nafion
Sam Dunlap, Chairpersan
P03 Box 86908

Los Aﬂgeles . GA 80088
samduniap@eanhlink.net

Gabrielino Tongva

(90g) 262-9351 - cell

aneno Band of Mission Indians Adjachemen Nation
Anthony Rivera, Chairmarn

3141 1-A La Matanza Street  Jjuaneno
San Jusn Capisiang  CA 92675-2674

arivera @juanent.com

{949) 488-3484

(040) 488-3294 - FAX

{580) 354-5876 - cell

Gabrialino Tongva Indians of Califomia Tribal Council
Robert . Dorame, Tribat Chair/Cultural Resources

PO, Box 480 Gabriglino Tongva
Belifiowsr - CA 80707

gtongva@verizon.net
5562-761-6417 - voice
E62-761-6417- fax

Juaneno Band of Mission indians
Alfred Cruz, Culural Resources Coordinator

PO Box 25628 Juaneno
. CA 82799

afredgeruz@sbeglobal.net

714968-0721 .
714-998-0721 - FAX
714-321-1844 - call

Diatsibation of i it doss 50t raliove any person of the statutory resporsibifty as defines ins Swction T050.5 of tha Haalth and Safety Tode,
Sacon S097.94 of the Pubik: Resources Cude and Szotion 5007 85 of tha Public Resaurces Code.
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Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe

Bernle ACuna

1875 Century Pk East #1500 Gabrisline
Los Angeles - GA q0087

{619} 204-6860-work

{310) 4268-5690 - cell

{310) 587-0170 - FAX
hacunal@gabrieinolribe.org

Suaneno Band of Mission Indians Adachemen Nation
Joyee Peiry; Representing Tribal Chairperson
A055 Pasec Segovia Juaneno

Tvine : A 92612

949-293-8522

Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe
Linda Candelaria, Chairwoman

1875 Century Park East, Suite 1500
Los Angeles » GA 906067 Gabrislino
cancalafial @gabrielinaTribe.org
626-676-1184~- cell

(310) 587-0170 - FAX
760-904-6533-homea

Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians
Andrew Salas, Chairperson

P.0. Box 393 {abirelino
Covina ., CA9I723

[626) 926-4131
gabfielenoindims@yahov.

com

This list i5 current oy as of the date of this documnent.
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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 23" 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):

e 2321 Pullman Street
e 2311 Pullman Street
e 2322 Pullman Street

e 1601 Warner Avenue, 2229 Wright Street, 2253-2259 Ritchey Street, and 2261-2271 Ritchey
Street

e 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

e 17042 Carlann Circle
e 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 | concur with the foregoing determinations.
If you have any questions, please contact Natalie Lindquist of my staff at (916) 445-7014.
Sincerely,

. lf—/

Julianne Polanco
State Historic Preservation Officer
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TCWG Review of Qualitative Analyses

Qualitative PM Hot Spot Analysis Review

December, 20113 Determination

- QRA1D0&11 Decernber 2013 Memo Reatirmed to he acceptable far NEPA circulation (FHWA
and EPA concurrence received via emai eeting
QRA1NGE11 December 2013 Markup e vedvia emall sflar megfing)

ORAI00511 Dacember 2013 Rey
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July 2015

TCWG Review of Qualitative Analyses

Qualitative PM Hot Spot Analysis Review

July, 2015 Determination

ORA100511 July 2015 Memao Reaffirmed to be acceptable for NEPA circulation
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
CARLSBAD FISH AND WILDLIFE OFFICE
6010 HIDDEN VALLEY ROAD, SUITE 101
CARLSBAD, CA 92011
PHONE: (760)431-9440 FAX: (760)431-5901
URL: www.fws.gov/carlsbad/

Consultation Tracking Number: 08ECAR00-2013-SLI1-0102 December 17, 2012
Project Name: SR-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 ef 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(¢) 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 ef seg.), Federal agencies are required
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 ef seq.), and projects affecting these species may require
development of an eagle conservation plan
(http:/fwww.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:/fwww.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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" Project name: SR-Improvement Project

Official Species List

Provided by:
CARLSBAD FISH AND WILDLIFE OFFICE
6010 HIDDEN VALLEY ROAD, SUITE 101
CARLSBAD, CA 92011
(760) 431-9440
http:/iwww_ fws.gov/carlsbad/

Consultation Tracking Number: 08ECAR00-2013-SLI1-0102

Project Type: Transportation

Project Description: California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), in cooperation with the
Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA), proposes to widen State Route 55 (SR-55) in
both directions from just north of the Interstate 405 (I-405)/SR-55 interchange to Just South of the
Interstate 5 (I-5)/SR-55 interchange in the Cities of Irvine, Santa Ana, and Tustin Orange County
California.

http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac, 12/17/2012 09:34 AM
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| United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

” Project name: SR-Improvement Project

Project Location Map:
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Project Coordinates: MULTIPOLYGON (((-117.8759352 33.6831251, -117.8767398
33.6836176, -117.8766656 33.6836711, -117.8757756 33.6849656, -117.8753679 33.686385, -
117.8764618 33.6869562, -117.8764838 33.6879382, -117.8758707 33.6878581, -117.8743365
33.6880099, -117.8730168 33.6885366, -117.8721049 33.6888401, -117.8708279 33.6899826, -
117.8686717 33.6921788, -117.8674379 33.6933839, -117.8665796 33.6939999, -117.8655281
33.6949637, -117.8627387 33.6980614, -117.8626528 33.6985077, -117.8627065 33.6986862, -
117.8630712 33.6993378, -117.8634682 33.6995609, -117.8644445 33.6997841, -117.8649702
33.6998376, -117.864981 33.7001322, -117.8646484 33.7001947, -117.8638437 33.7000608, -
117.8628781 33.6998015, -117.8623309 33.700221, -117.8611722 33.7003639, -117.8603246
33.7005156, -117.8590264 33.7017652, -117.8580394 33.7027827, -117.8551962 33.7058266, -
117.8546273 33.7062996, -117.8545522 33.7066834, -117.8544664 33.7084238, -117.8524494
33.708397, -117.8496277 33.7112708, -117.8508186 33.7111459, -117.8508508 33.7115029, -
117.8504967 33.7115475, -117.8504646 33.7122168, -117.8499818 33.7122971, -117.8497672
33.7126898, -117.8493166 33.7130825, -117.8483724 33.7125113, -117.8453791 33.7154743, -

http://ecos.fivs.gov/ipac, 12/17/2012 09:34 AM
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*{ United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

& Project name: SR-Improvement Project

117.8471708 33.7157598, -117.8471386 33.7165987, -117.846452 33.716679, -117.8452825
33.71663521, -117.8445958 33.71667, -117.8438126 33.7172947, -117.8425792 33.7184907, -
117.8426864 33.71858, -117.8425362 33.7187852, -117.842386 33.7186603, -117.8416565
33.7194456, -117.8415814 33.7197401, -117.8413775 33.7197222, -117.8414419 33.7194367, -
117.8409913 33.7199989, -117.8411844 33.7200524, -117.841002 33.7202934, -117.8407231
33.7202487, -117.8396824 33.7213285, -117.8396609 33.7215962, -117.8395 33.7216676, -
117.839382 33.7215248, -117.8390816 33.7217836, -117.8384915 33.7223815, -117.8379333
33.7230149, -117.8373432 33.723702, -117.836957 33.7242196, -117.8369784 33.7259773, -
117.8370427 33.7264145, -117.8372895 33.726709, -117.8358518 33.7266644, -117.8355729
33.7271284, -117.8350901 33.7275389, -117.8348326 33.7280118, -117.8358626 33.7287613, -
117.8353583 33.7293234, -117.8351545 33.7290736, -117.8349544 33.7289085, -117.8346647
33.7288728, -117.8344678 33.7291539, -117.8344571 33.7296447, -117.8343712 33.729725, -
117.8343498 33.7301176, -117.8342224 33.7305013, -117.834716 33.7304656, -117.8348232
33.7305905, -117.8348662 33.7309831, -117.835541 33.7310902, -117.8359165 33.7310902, -
117.8358736 33.7313579, -117.8356805 33.7314292, -117.8352513 33.7314025, -117.8345325
33.7315185, -117.8343394 33.731804, -117.834275 33.7320806, -117.8341677 33.7330353, -
117.8341781 33.7346506, -117.834736 33.7350878, -117.8356694 33.7350788, -117.8357016
33.7354714, -117.8346716 33.7354803, -117.8342747 33.7359264, -117.8342223 33.7378893, -
117.8343295 33.739638, -117.8349089 33.7404945, -117.8358316 33.7408692, -117.8354024
33.7419576, -117.8347372 33.7420112, -117.8334283 33.7419933, -117.8327631 33.7415464, -
117.8321409 33.7406372, -117.8314113 33.7401733, -117.8300165 33.7399048, -117.8304242
33.7388698, -117.8319048 33.7394051, -117.8327631 33.7393703, -117.8332137 33.7391196, -
117.8332995 33.7344254, -117.8332566 33.7322475, -117.8331278 33.7309635, -117.8313686
33.7304995, -117.830124 33.7299276, -117.8304459 33.7295707, -117.8314973 33.7300347, -
117.8326346 33.7302488, -117.8333212 33.7298027, -117.8335143 33.7279119, -117.8328918
33.7274878, -117.8320335 33.7269703, -117.8322481 33.7268632, -117.8326987 33.7264528, -
117.833793 33.7270417, -117.8345097 33.7263457, -117.8335441 33.7256318, -117.8341578
33.7249706, -117.8349303 33.7238828, -117.8352521 33.7229548, -117.8346728 33.7229013, -
117.8350805 33.7218117, -117.8354667 33.7218474, -117.8352951 33.7223293, -117.8359474
33.7223837, -117.8367756 33.7211522, -117.8386843 33.7210626, -117.8439842 33.7157789, -
117.8417526 33.7142613, -117.8424607 33.713592, -117.8436516 33.7134671, -117.8450035
33.7140204, -117.8457008 33.713878, -117.8463768 33.7132796, -117.8479969 33.7115019, -
117.8481471 33.7113769, -117.848544 33.710895, -117.848705 33.7102881, -117.8481256
33.7093782, -117.8483831 33.7089052, -117.8484582 33.7083692, -117.8487908 33.7079676, -
117.8497671 33.7076284, -117.8515267 33.7069123, -117.8530288 33.7064214, -117.8539515

http:/lecos. fws.gov/ipac, 12/17/2012 09:34 AM
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33.7055918, -117.8555822 33.7038866, -117.8553462 33.7037085, -117.8556466 33.7033868, -
117.8558826 33.7035474, -117.8576636 33.7017538, -117.8580177 33.7013076, -117.8593695
33.6997897, -117.8598738 33.6989685, -117.8597343 33.6986829, -117.8596055 33.697863, -
117.8587258 33.697693, -117.85813 33.6964203, -117.8588977 33.695521, -117.8595414
33.6957356, -117.8608825 33.6957888, -117.863318 33.6957437, -117.8646484 33.6944141, -
117.8651097 33.6939053, -117.8653135 33.6930126, -117.8657642 33.6929511, -117.8663861
33.6927762, -117.8672017 33.6916345, -117.8678026 33.6910092, -117.8683497 33.6899055, -
117.8683068 33.6887629, -117.867588 33.6879143, -117.8665581 33.6874771, -117.8651955
33.6870584, -117.8659359 33.6859598, -117.8679315 33.6861919, -117.8691653 33.6867811, -
117.8700665 33.6864954, -117.872083 33.6856967, -117.8738962 33.6848124, -117.8749261
33.6838929, -117.8759352 33.6831251)))

Project Counties: Orange, CA

http:/fecos.fws.gov/ipac, 12/17/2012 09:34 AM
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United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Project name: SR-Improventent Project

Endangered Species Act Species List

Species lists are not entirely based upon the current range of a species but may also take into consideration actions that
affect a species that exists in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species list because a

project could affect downstream species. Please contact the designated FWS office if you have questions.

Big-Leaved crownbeard (Verbesina dissita)

Listing Status: Threatened

Cealifornia Least temn (Sterna antillarum browni)

Listing Status: Endangered

Coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica)

Listing Status: Threatened

Laguna Beach liveforever (Dudleya stolonifera)

Listing Status: Threatened

Least Bell's vireo (Vireo bellii pusilius)

Listing Status: Endangered

Light-Footed Clapper rail {Rallus longirostris levipes)
Popuiation: U.S.A. only

Listing Status: Endangered

Pacific Pocket mouse (Perognathus longimembris pacificus)
Population: Entire

Listing Status: Endangered

Riverside fairy shrimp (Streptocephalus wootioni)

Listing Status: Endangered

Salt Marsh bird's-beak (Cordylanthus maritimus ssp. maritimus)

Listing Status: Endangered

http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac, 12/17/2012 09:34 AM
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United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Project name: SR-Improvement Project

San Diego fairy shrimp {Branchinecta sandiegonensis)

Listing Status: Endangered

Southwestern Wiilow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus)

Listing Status: Endangered

Thread-Leaved brodiaea (Brodiaea filifolia)

Listing Status: Threatened

Western Snowy plover (Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus)
Population; Pacific coastal pop.

Listing Status; Threatened

http:/fecos.fws.gov/ipac, 12/17/2012 09:34 AM
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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: 0BECAR00-2015-SL1-0699 September 01, 2015
Event Code: 0BECA R00-2015-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 specieslist 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 specieslist 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 thislist. Please feel freeto
contact usif you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impactsto
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-1PaC 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 et seq.), Federal agencies are required
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 Biologica Assessment isrequired 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 aBiological 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 isrequired 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 et seq.), and projects affecting these species may require
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/CurrentBirdl ssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm;
http://www.towerkill.com; and

http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdl ssues/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 SpeciesList

Provided by:
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office
2177 SALK AVENUE - SUITE 250
CARLSBAD, CA 92008
(760) 431-9440
http://www.fws.gov/carl sbad/

Consultation Code; 0BECARO00-2015-SL1-0699
Event Code: 0BECAR00-2015-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 (1-405)/SR-55 interchange to just south of Interstate
5 (1-5)/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 Specieslist if you have any questions or concerns.

http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac, 09/01/2015 02:33 PM
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Project Coordinates: The coordinates are too numerous to display here.

Project Counties: Orange, CA

http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac, 09/01/2015 02:33 PM
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Endangered Species Act SpeciesList

There are atotal of 13 threatened or endangered species on your specieslist. Specieson thislist 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
officeif you have questions.

Birds Status Has Critical Habitat | Condition(s)

CdliforniaLeast tern (Sterna Endangered
antillarum browni)

Coastal California gnatcatcher Threatened Final designated
(Polioptila californica californica)

Population: Entire

Least Bell'svireo (Vireo bellii Endangered Final designated
pusillus)

Population: Entire

Light-Footed Clapper rail (Rallus Endangered
longirostris levipes)
Population: U.S.A. only

Southwestern Willow flycatcher Endangered Final designated
(Empidonax traillii extimus)

Population: Entire

western snowy plover (Charadrius Threatened Final designated
NiVOSUS SsP. Nivosus)
Population: Pacific coastal pop.

Crustaceans

http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac, 09/01/2015 02:33 PM
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San Diego fairy shrimp (Branchinecta | Endangered Final designated
sandiegonensis)

Flowering Plants

Big-Leaved crownbeard (Verbesina | Threatened
dissita)

Laguna Beach liveforever (Dudleya | Threatened
stolonifera)

Salt Marsh bird's-beak (Cordylanthus | Endangered
maritimus ssp. maritimus)

San Diego button-celery (Eryngium Endangered
aristulatum var. parishii)

Ventura Marsh Milk-vetch Endangered Final designated
(Astragalus pycnostachyus var.
lanosissimus)

Mammals

Pacific Pocket mouse (Perognathus Endangered
longimembris pacificus)

Population: Entire

http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac, 09/01/2015 02:33 PM
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Critical habitatsthat lie within your project area

There are no critical habitats within your project area.

http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac, 09/01/2015 02:33 PM
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DEPARTRENT OF THE ARMY
LOS ANGELES DIGTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
F.O. BOX 532711
LUS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 600582325

Augst 20, 2004

REPLY TO

ATTENTION OF:
Office of the Chief
Regulatory Branch

David Biondolillo

City of Santa Ana

Public Works Agency M-93
PO, Box 1988

Santa Ana, California 92702

Dear My, Biondoelilio:

Reference is made to your letter request (No. 200401677-57H) dated July 14, 2004 for a
Department of the Army determination of Corps jurisdiction over the Orange County Food
Control Charnel (OCFCC), also-known-as “Lane Channel”, which is tributary to San Diego
Creek, in the city of Santa Ana, Orange County, California,

Based on the Corps Los Angeles Distriet regulatory staff's working knowledge of the
OCECC as well as Information furnished in your letter, we have determined that your proposed
project does discharge dredged or fill material into a water of fhe United States US)oran
adjacent wetland, Therefore, the project is subject to our jurisdiction ynder Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act and a Section 404 permit is required from our office. In addition, since the
project has the potential to impact 2.36 actes of waters of the U1.8., an “Individual Permit” :
would be required. Individual Fermits are reqttired for projects whose impacts to waters of the'
U.5. are in excess of 0.50 acre,

If you have any questions, please contact Stephanie J. Hall of tay staff at (213) 452-3410. j

Sincerely,

You vy

r Mark Durham

Chief, South Coast Section
Regulatory Branch
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