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Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

3.3 Biological Environment

The discussion and analysis of the biological environment is based on the environmental review and conclusions
presented in the Natural Environment Study (NES) of April 2010 and the NES Technical Report Addendum
Memorandum of August 2010.

3.3.1 Natural Communities

This section of the document discusses natural communities of concern. The focus of this section is on biological
communities, not individual plant or animal species. This section also includes information on wildlife corridors

and habitat fragmentation. Wildlife corridors are areas of habitat used by wildlife for seasonal or daily migration.
Habitat fragmentation involves the potential for dividing sensitive habitat and thereby lessening its biological

value.

Habitat areas that have been designated as critical habitat under the Federal Endangered Species Act are discussed
in Threatened and Endangered Species, Section 3.3.5 (page 3-634). Wetlands and other waters are discussed in
Section 3.3.2 (page 3-502).

3.3.1.1 Regulatory Setting

Many laws and policies pertain to the protection of natural communities and wildlife movement. The following

are a few examples.

National Environmental Policy Act

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) provides an overall framework for the environmental
evaluation of federal actions. NEPA declares a continuing federal policy “to use all practicable means and
measures...to create and maintain conditions under which man and nature can exist in productive harmony, and
fulfill the social, economic, and other requirements of present and future generations.” NEPA directs “a
systematic, interdisciplinary approach” to planning and decision making and requires environmental statements for
“major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the human environment.” Implementing regulations
by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) (40 CFR 1500-1508) requires federal agencies to identify and
assess reasonable alternatives to proposed actions that will restore and enhance the quality of the human
environment and avoid or minimize adverse environmental impacts. Federal agencies are further directed to
emphasize significant environmental issues in project planning and to integrate impact studies required by other
environmental laws and Executive Orders into the NEPA process.

California Environmental Quality Act

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) establishes state policy to prevent significant, avoidable
damage to the environment by requiring changes in projects through the use of alternatives or mitigation measures.

CEQA applies to actions directly undertaken, financed, or permitted by state lead agencies. Regulations for
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implementation are found in the CEQA Guidelines published by the Resources Agency. These guidelines
establish an overall process for the environmental evaluation of projects, which is similar to the process
promulgated under NEPA. The guidelines make provisions for joint NEPA/CEQA documents.

Natural Community Conservation Planning Act

The Natural Community Conservation Planning Act was established in 1991 in an effort to conserve natural
communities at the ecosystem scale while accommodating compatible land use. Natural Community Conservation
Planning (NCCP) is based on this law and is broader in its orientation and objectives than the California
Endangered Species Act (CESA) and Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA). The NCCP seeks to anticipate and
prevent controversies and gridlock caused by listing of species by focusing on the long-term stability of wildlife
and plant communities and including key interests in the process.

An NCCP program is prepared pursuant to a planning agreement entered into in accordance with Section 2810 of
the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) Code. The NCCP shall identify and provide for those
measures necessary to conserve and manage natural biological diversity within the plan area while allowing
compatible and appropriate economic development, growth, and other human uses (California Fish and Game
Code, Section 2800-2835).

Local Tree Ordinances

In Riverside County, native oak trees with diameters greater than 5.1 centimeters (2 inches) at breast height are
protected. The Riverside County Planning Department provides project design and impact avoidance guidelines to
address the treatment of oak woodlands and help reduce project impacts on oak trees to a level of insignificance.
This ordinance does not apply to the Project (a state project), but RCTC will consider its requirements during final
design and construction.

Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan

The Project is located in southwestern Riverside County and is a covered activity, as outlined in the Western
Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). The MSHCP contains policies on the
preservation of natural communities and wildlife movement corridors within the study area (see Figure 3.3-1).

The MSHCP is a comprehensive, multijurisdictional Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) focusing on the
conservation of species and their associated habitats in western Riverside County. It is one of several large,
multijurisdictional habitat-planning efforts in Southern California with the overall goal of maintaining biological
and ecological diversity within a region undergoing rapid urban development. The MSHCP will allow Riverside
County and its cities to better control local land use decisions and maintain a strong economic climate in the region
while addressing the requirements of CESA and FESA. Further details about the MSHCP are presented in

Section 3.3.1.3 (page 3-459). The Department will conduct Section 7 Consultation with the United States Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) following MSHCP Consistency and Determination of Biologically Equivalent or
Superior Preservation (DBESP) approvals and identification of a Preferred Alternative.
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3.3.1.2 Affected Environment

Natural Communities and Wildlife Movement

The affected environment discussion for natural communities and wildlife movement is based on the findings in
the Natural Environment Study of April 2010, the NES Technical Report Addendum Memorandum of
August 2010, and the Final Rare Plant Survey Report of December 4, 2007.

Study Area

The study area for natural communities and wildlife movement was chosen based on potential direct and indirect
impacts to these resources. Therefore, the study area contains both a direct impact area and an indirect impact
area, as described below. Quantities presented in Table 3.3-1 (page 3-443) are totals (direct and indirect) for each
resource in the entire study area and should not be confused with what would actually be impacted, as shown in
Table 3.3-3 (page 3-471). The study area for natural communities and wildlife movement contains a 152.4-m
(500-ft) area adjacent to the direct impact area to account for indirect impacts. The 152.4-m (500-ft) buffer was
initially created based on guidelines presented by the California Burrowing Owl Consortium (CBOC) for
analyzing indirect impacts to burrowing owls because the Project crossed burrowing owl survey areas identified in
the MSHCP. According to CBOC’s guidelines, the “buffer zone is included to account for adjacent burrows and
foraging habitat outside the project area and impacts from factors such as noise and vibration due to heavy
equipment which could impact resources outside the project area.” For the same reasons, the Department and the
appropriate resource agencies determined that the 152.4 m (500 ft) buffer was also sufficient for analyzing impacts
to all sensitive terrestrial animal species, including indirect impacts and wildlife movement. The overall study area
for wildlife movement is referred to as the Terrestrial Wildlife Study Area (TWSA) (Figure 3.3-3).

Natural Communities

The study area for natural communities contains the direct impact area, represented by the Project Impact Area
(PIA), utility relocation areas, connections to Hemet Channel outside the Project right-of-way (ROW), and traffic
detours, as well as a 30.5-meter (m) (100-foot [ft]) buffer adjacent to the direct impact area and the two additional
study areas.

The two additional study areas for natural communities were chosen because of the potential for indirect impacts
as a result of changes in hydrology. The first additional study area is located on the west side of the San Diego
Canal between the San Jacinto Branch Line and SR 74/Florida Avenue. This indirect impact area, referred to as
Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1, includes the Metropolitan Water District (MWD) Upper Salt Creek
Reserve, the adjacent alkali grassland vernal pool complexes west of the San Diego Canal between Stetson Road
and SR 74/Florida Avenue, and the vernal pools north of Stowe Road adjacent to California Avenue. The second
additional study area includes the Stoney Mountain Preserve, which is located on the east side of Warren Road and
south of Esplanade Avenue. This area is referred to as Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2.

The direct impact area, the 30.5-m (100-ft) buffer, and the two additional study areas are collectively referred to as
the Rare Plant Aquatic Resource Study Area (RPARSA) because it also was used to evaluate wetlands and other
waters, plant species, vernal pool branchiopods, and amphibians (Figure 3.3-2).
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Wildlife Movement

The study area for wildlife movement contains the direct impact area, represented by the PIA, utility relocation
areas, connections to Hemet Channel outside the Project ROW, and traffic detours, as well as the 152.4-m (500-ft)
area adjacent to the direct impact area.

The Southwestern Riverside County Multi-Species Reserve (SWRCMSR) implements the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat
(SKR) Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP). The SWRCMSR is one of the reserves established under the SKR HCP.
The purpose of the SWRCMSR is to protect biological habitat and its associated species. However, the
SWRCMSR is not itself a wildlife refuge, nor is it part of a wildlife refuge. The Riverside County Habitat
Conservation Agency (RCHCA) sits on the Reserve Management Committee (RMC) along with the Riverside
County Regional Park and Open Space District, USFWS, CDFG, and Metropolitan Water District. The
recreational facility inside the Reserve that is near the Project includes the North Hills Trail. This facility is
operational. Coordination with the RCHCA confirmed that the North Hills Trail is outside the Project study area
and that the Project will not result in any impacts (permanent or temporary) to recreational resources in the
SWRCMSR (RCHCA 2010).

Study Methods for Natural Communities
Vegetation types, including natural sensitive plant communities with special management or regulatory status in
the study area, were mapped onto aerial photographs and verified in the field during the rare plant surveys. Field

notes and photographs of the study area were also used to verify that vegetation was mapped correctly.

The MSHCP habitat type descriptions were used as a starting point for characterizing and describing the
vegetation types observed in the study area. The MSHCP vegetation types were then modified as needed using
Holland and other classifications (Ducks 1996, RCIP 2003, Holland 1986, CDFG 1998, Klein 2005, WRCHC
1995, White 1997) to describe the habitats at a finer scale. Detailed descriptions of vegetation in the Project area
are provided in NES Appendix C. Plant communities described as sensitive in the MSHCP or included in the
CDFG List of California Terrestrial Natural Communities Recognized by the California Natural Diversity
Database (CNDDB) were also considered sensitive (CDFG 2003) and are discussed in this section.

Study Methods for Wildlife Movement

The wildlife corridor analysis considered the following sources of information.

e Various requirements for private and public development, including transportation projects, that have been
established by the MSHCP and state and federal agencies

e The nature and locations of existing and predicted wildlife movement corridors

e The nature and locations of existing barriers to wildlife movement

e The expected effects of the Project on identified corridors/zones

e General approaches to mitigate expected or potential degradation or loss of existing corridors/zones over time
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The corridor analysis also took into consideration future (long-term) land uses proposed for the Project area in the
San Jacinto and Riverside County General Plans (County 2003a, County 2003b, County 2003¢, San Jacinto 2006)
and the effect these developments would have on wildlife movement across the Project area.

All sections of the Project alternatives were visited during small mammal trapping studies in 2005 and 2006.
Existing and potential wildlife crossings and general (broader) crossing zones, as well as locations exhibiting
complete or partial barriers to wildlife movement, were checked for signs of wildlife activity during subsequent
field visits to the study area. The types and conditions of habitats, and the presence of diagnostic sign such as
tracks, scat, and road kills, in the different sections of the Project study area formed the basis for the corridor
assessment in relation to the defined wildlife-movement categories. A field review of the proposed culverts and
bridge features was conducted with a Project engineer, and potential areas of opportunity for and constraints to

wildlife movement also were mapped.

Wildlife movement was analyzed using five wildlife movement categories. These categories were based on
wildlife crossing guidelines found in MSHCP Section 7.5.2, Guidelines for Construction of Wildlife Crossings,
and consist of Avian Wildlife, Large Mammalian Wildlife, Small Mammalian, Reptile, and Amphibian Wildlife,
Insects, and Passive Dispersers.

Avian Wildlife includes species such as the white-faced ibis, ground-dwelling species such as burrowing owls, and
species with limited flight capabilities such as roadrunners and California quail. Avian Wildlife also includes non-
avian flying species such as bats. Large Mammalian Wildlife includes species ranging from mountain lions and
mule deer to medium-sized wildlife with the ability to travel long distances, such as coyotes and bobcats. Small
Mammalian, Reptile, and Amphibian Wildlife includes species that are vole (or rodent) sized and smaller, such as
Los Angeles pocket mice, snakes, toads, and frogs. Insects includes winged invertebrates, such as bees, butterflies,
and flies. Passive Dispersers includes species, such as plants and vernal pool fairy shrimp, that are not able to
actively disperse and rely on contiguous habitats.

Natural Communities within the RPARSA

Eighteen vegetation types, including four agricultural and two ornamental subtypes, and nine sensitive natural
plant communities, are present in the study area (CDFG 1993, CDFG 2003, CDFG 2007). The amount of
vegetation in each of the Build alternatives and design options, including the number of sensitive natural plant
communities, is provided in Table 3.3-1 (page 3-443). Detailed plant community descriptions, including a list of
the dominant plant species observed in each vegetation type, are provided in NES Appendix C.

The Western Riverside County MSHCP (RCIP 2003) does not provide any specific sensitivity rankings for plant
communities; however, the sensitivity of natural community types has been inferred using several conservation
goals in the MSHCP. Nine habitats are native to the region and are considered sensitive natural communities
(CDFG 1993, 2003, 2007). These sensitive plant communities include:

e Alkali grassland
e Alkali playa

e Cottonwood willow riparian forest
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e Emergent wetland

e  Mulefat scrub

e Riversidian sage scrub
e Seasonal wetland

e Vernal pool

e Willow riparian scrub and forest

The most extensive habitats in the study area are agricultural (dryland farming), annual grassland, and ruderal
(vegetation growing where the natural cover has been disturbed by humans). These plant communities are present
on the valley floor throughout the entire study area. Pasture lands (agricultural) are present in a few areas,
particularly north of Devonshire Avenue, and the agricultural-developed (e.g., poultry farms) category was
identified in the northern part of the study area.

Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2 contain six sensitive natural plant communities (alkali grassland,
alkali playa, seasonal wetlands, vernal pools, emergent wetland, and Riversidian sage scrub). Extensive stands of
alkali grassland are present east of California Avenue, between the San Jacinto Branch Line and Florida Avenue,
in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1. Patches of seasonal wetlands (including vernal pools) and alkali playa
habitats are distributed throughout the alkali grasslands in this area. These sensitive natural plant communities are
also present in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2, at the Stoney Mountain Preserve, south of Esplanade
Avenue. Combined, these areas support several hundred populations of special status plants, as described in
Section 3.3.3 (page 3-521).

Calculations for vernal pool vegetation, vernal pool features, and vernal pool branchiopods in Table 3.3-1 (page 3-
443) may differ due to resource-specific requirements and definitions. Vernal pool branchiopod habitat is based
on the extent of surface ponding, whereas wetland features include areas of wetland vegetation and saturated
surface soils, which may not support prolonged surface ponding that is sufficient to support branchiopods.
Although the distribution of vernal pool vegetation is associated with vernal pool branchiopod habitat and wetland
features, it may also occur in other seasonally moist areas that are not sufficiently ponded to qualify as
branchiopod habitat or as a wetland feature.
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Table 3.3-1 Summary of Biological Affected Environment for Project Alternatives and Design Options

Project Alternative

All\ltzr?\;;:?/e Build Alternative 1a Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 1b1 Build Alternative 2a Build Alternative 2b and Design Option 2b1
Roadway Segments A, E, G, I, J, L, N Roadway Segments A, F, H, I, K, L, N
Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2
Connections 1 and 2 to Hemet Channel Outside Roadway Segments B, C, G, |, K, M, N Connection 3 to Hemet Channel Outside Roadway Segments B, D, H, I, J, M, N
Project ROW Utility Relocations Areas 1 and 2 Project ROW Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2
Affected Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours
Environment Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2 Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2 Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2 Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2
Natural Communities
Grasslands and Ruderal
Alkali Grassland (Akg)® NA 19.0 ha (47.1 ac) 14.4 ha (35.7ac) 80.3 ha (198.5 ac) 75.0 ha (185.4 ac)
Annual Grassland (Angr) NA 82.9 ha (204.8 ac) 99.1 ha (244.8 ac) 127.0 ha (313.7 ac) 147.8 ha (365.3 ac)
Ruderal (Ru) NA 73.9 ha (182.5 ac) 74.8 ha (184.8 ac) 65.8 ha (162.7 ac) 68.7 ha (169.7 ac)
Scrub Habitats
Mesic and Xeric Riversidian Sage Scrub (Rss)® NA 59.7 ha (147.4 ac) 57.1 ha (141.1 ac) 73.6 ha (181.9 ac) 71.1 ha (175.6 ac)
Annual Grassland/Riversidian Sage Scrub (Sage Scrub) — Ecotone NA 10.2 ha (25.1 ac) 10.7 ha (26.4 ac) 13.3 ha (32.8 ac) 13.8 ha (34.1 ac)
(Ag/Rss)
Riparian Vegetation
Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest (Cwrf)? NA 0.8 ha (1.9 ac) 0.8 ha (1.9 ac) 0.8 ha (1.9 ac) 0.8 ha (1.9 ac)
Mulefat Scrub (Ms)® NA 0.004 ha (0.01 ac) 0.004 ha (0.01 ac) 0.004 ha (0.01 ac) 0.004 ha (0.01 ac)
Riparian Herb (Rh) NA 1.0 ha (2.5 ac) 1.1 ha (2.6 ac) 1.0 ha (2.5 ac) 1.2 ha (3.1 ac)
Tamarisk Scrub (Tms) NA 0.5ha (1.2 ac) 0.5ha (1.3 ac) 0.5ha (1.3 ac) 0.5ha (1.2 ac)
Willow Riparian Scrub and Forest (Wr)? NA 1.5 ha (3.8 ac) 1.9 ha (4.6 ac) 1.5 ha (3.8 ac) 1.9 ha (4.6 ac)
Mesic or Seasonal Wetland Vegetation
Alkali Playa (Ap)® NA 1.0 ha (2.4 ac) 1.0 ha (2.5 ac) 16.6 ha (40.9 ac) 16.5 ha (40.9 ac)
Seasonal Wetland (Sw)*° NA 5.0 ha (12.4 ac) 5.33 ha (13.0 ac) 6.9 ha (17.0 ac) 7.3 ha (18.0 ac)
Ruderal Alkali Flat (Raf) NA 0.1 ha (0.2 ac) 0.6 ha (1.6 ac) 0.1 ha (0.2 ac) 0.8 ha (2.0 ac)
Vernal Pool (Vp)*® NA 2.4 ha (5.9 ac) 2.4 ha (6.0 ac) 8.9 ha (22.0 ac) 8.8 ha (21.9 ac)
Emergent Wetland
Emergent Wetland (EmW)*° NA 0.2 ha (0.5 ac) 0.1 ha (0.2 ac) 0.4 ha (0.9 ac) 0.3 ha (0.7 ac)
Agricultural Subtypes
Agricultural — Developed (AgDev) NA 15.9 ha (39.2 ac) 15.8 ha (39.1 ac) 15.9 ha (39.2 ac) 15.8 ha (39.1 ac)
Agricultural — Dryland Farming (Ag df) NA 162.0 ha (400.3 ac) 162.8 ha (402.3 ac) 173.5 ha (428.8 ac) 163.5 ha (404.1 ac)
Agricultural — Irrigated Crops (Ag Ic) NA 70.2 ha (173.4 ac) 22.2 ha (54.8 ac) 67.8 ha (167.6 ac) 22.7 ha (56.2 ac)
Agricultural — Pasture (Ag Pas) NA 18.3 ha (45.2 ac) 22.0 ha (54.3 ac) 17.8 ha (44.0 ac) 22.4 ha (55.4 ac)
Ornamental Vegetation Subtypes
Ornamental Vegetation (Orn) NA 3.2 ha (7.8 ac) 3.2 ha (7.8 ac) 3.4 ha (8.4 ac) 3.5ha (8.6 ac)
Eucalyptus Woodland (EuW) NA 2.1 ha (5.3 ac) 4.7 ha (11.6 ac) 2.2ha (5.4 ac) 4.3 ha (10.7 ac)
Developed
Developed (Dev) NA 79.5 ha (196.5 ac) 69.7 ha (172.3 ac) 72.3 ha (178.7 ac) 68.9 ha (170.2 ac)
Disturbed
Disturbed (Dis) NA 14.4 ha (35.7 ac) 14.3 ha (35.3 ac) 13.8 ha (34.0 ac) 12.9 ha (31.9 ac)
Unvegetated Habitats
Open Water (Ow) NA 5.2 ha (12.8 ac) 8.5 ha (20.9 ac) 5.2 ha (12.8 ac) 8.5 ha (20.9 ac)
Watercourse (Wc) NA 1.3 ha (3.2 ac) 0.5ha (1.2 ac) 1.7 ha (4.3 ac) 0.9 ha (2.2 ac)
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Table 3.3-1 Summary of Biological Affected Environment for Project Alternatives and Design Options
Project Alternative
No Build
Alternative Build Alternative 1a Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 1b1 Build Alternative 2a Build Alternative 2b and Design Option 2b1
Roadway Segments A, E, G, I, J, L, N Roadway Segments A, F, H, I, K, L, N
Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2
Connections 1 and 2 to Hemet Channel Outside Roadway Segments B, C, G, |, K, M, N Connection 3 to Hemet Channel Outside Roadway Segments B, D, H, |, J, M, N
Project ROW Utility Relocations Areas 1 and 2 Project ROW Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2
Affected Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours
Environment Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2 Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2 Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2 Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2
Wetlands and Other Waters
Salt Creek Channel NA 1.7 ha (4.3 ac) 1.6 ha (4.0 ac) 1.7 ha (4.3 ac) 1.8 ha (4.5 ac)
Hemet Channel NA 1.0 ha (2.5 ac) 0.5ha (1.3 ac) 1.4 ha (3.6 ac) 0.9 ha (2.3 ac)
Vernal Pools® NA 1.8 ha (4.5 ac) 1.8 ha (4.5 ac) 8.1 ha (19.9 ac) 8.1 ha (19.9 ac)
Seasonal Wetlands NA 0.5ha (1.3 ac) 0.5ha (1.3 ac) 2.5 ha (6.3ac) 2.5ha (6.3 ac)
Agricultural Seasonal Wetlands NA 4.0 ha (9.8 ac) 4.0 ha (9.9 ac) 4.1 ha (10.2 ac) 4.1 ha (10.2 ac)
Drainage Ditches NA 2.3 ha (5.8 ac) 2.5ha (6.1 ac) 3.4 ha (8.2 ac) 3.5 ha (8.6ac)
Riparian Seasonal Wetlands NA 1.2 ha (2.9 ac) 1.3 ha (3.1 ac) 1.2 ha (2.9 ac) 1.3 ha (3.3 ac)
Constructed Ponds NA 1.1 ha (2.6 ac) 2.6 ha (6.4 ac) 1.1 ha (2.7 ac) 2.6 ha (6.4 ac)
Open Water NA 0.04 ha (0.1 ac) 0.04 ha (0.1 ac) 0.04 ha (0.1 ac) 0.04 ha (0.1 ac)
Erosional Channels NA 0.2 ha (0.4 ac) 0.2 ha (0.4 ac) 0.1 ha (0.2 ac) 0.1 ha (0.2 ac)
MSHCP Habitats
Riparian/Riverine Habitat NA 4.5 ha (11.2 ac) 4.8 ha (11.8 ac) 4.5 ha (11.2 ac) 5.0 ha (12.3 ac)
Vernal Pool Habitat NA 2.0 ha (4.8 ac) 2.0 ha (4.8 ac) 8.2 ha (20.3 ac) 8.2 ha (20.3 ac)
Rare Plant Populations/lndividualsd
Scientific Common Name Federal/ MSHCP
Name State/ Status and

CNPS Special

Status Conditions'

Codes*®
Atriplex parishii | Parish’s -/-11B.1 CA, PS NA NA NA 13/1,320 13/1,320

Brittlescale

Atriplex Davidson’s -/-1B.2 CA, PS NA 1/6 1/6 60/12,142 60/12,142
serenana var. Saltscale
davidsonii
Calochortus Plummer’s -/-11B.2 CO NA 1/2 12 NA NA
plummerae Mariposa Lily
Centromadia Smooth Tarplant -/-11B.A1 CA, PS, NA 270/110,101 269/424,895 354/288,288 346/613,336
pungens ssp. RRVP
Laevis
Chorizanthe Parry’s -/-13.2 CcO NA 27/112,536 26/111,996 37/16,971 36/16,431
parryi var. Spineflower
parryi
Chorizanthe Long-Spined -/-11B.2 Covered NA 4/4,465 4/4,465 27/15,564 27/15,564
polygonoides Spineflower
var. longispina
Deinandra Paniculate -/-14.2 Not Included NA 29/21,012 27/7,827 41/46,758 39/33,495
paniculata Tarplant in MSHCP
Harpagonella Palmer's -/-14.2 Covered NA NA NA 1/375 1/375
palmeri Grapplinghook
Hordeum Vernal Barley -/-13.2 PS, RRVP NA 16/1,249,380 20/1,248,680 29/10,840,492 32/10,839,292
intercedens
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Table 3.3-1 Summary of Biological Affected Environment for Project Alternatives and Design Options
Project Alternative
No Build
Alternative Build Alternative 1a Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 1b1 Build Alternative 2a Build Alternative 2b and Design Option 2b1
Roadway Segments A, E, G, I, J, L, N Roadway Segments A, F, H, I, K, L, N
Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2
Connections 1 and 2 to Hemet Channel Outside Roadway Segments B, C, G, |, K, M, N Connection 3 to Hemet Channel Outside Roadway Segments B, D, H, |, J, M, N
Project ROW Utility Relocations Areas 1 and 2 Project ROW Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2
Affected Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours
Environment Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2 Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2 Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2 Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2
Lasthenia Coulter's -/-11B.A1 CA, PS NA 22/5,380 3/29,331 42/568,725 23/592,676
glabrata ssp. Goldfields
Coulteri
Lepidium Robinson’s -/-11B.2 Not Included NA 16/79,124 16/79,124 19/7,872 19/7,872
virginicum var. Peppergrass in MSHCP
robinsonii
Microseris Small-Flowered -/-14.2 CO NA NA NA 115 115
douglasii ssp. Microseris
Platycarpha
Myosurus Little Mousetail -/-13.1 CA, PS NA 31/64,001 31/64,001 122/446,887 122/445,590
minimus ssp.
apus
TOTAL NUMBER SPECIES OBSERVED 11 11 16 16
TOTAL NUMBER OF POPULATIONS OBSERVED 431 412 1,026 999
TOTAL NUMBER OF INDIVIDUALS OBSERVED 1,651,954 1,976,274 12,339,404 12,673,400
Animal Species
Burrowing Owl NA 5 pairs and a single male 7 pairs 7 pairs and a single male 8 pairs
RIV-BUO-005 RIV-BUO-005 RIV-BUO-004 RIV-BUO-004
RIV-BUO-006 RIV-BUO-006 RIV-BUO-005 RIV-BUO-005
RIV-BUO-023 RIV-BUO-023 RIV-BUO-023 RIV-BUO-023
RIV-BUO-024 RIV-BUO-024 RIV-BUO-031 RIV-BUO-031
RIV-BUO-052 RIV-BUO-041 RIV-BUO-041 RIV-BUO-041
RIV-BUO-053 (single male) RIV-BUO-042 RIV-BUO-052 RIV-BUO-042
RIV-BUO-052 RIV-BUO-053 (single male) RIV-BUO-052
RIV-BUO-056 RIV-BUO-056
Excellent Quality Burrowing Owl Habitat NA 325.79 ha (805.04 ac) 304.45 ha (752.30 ac) 333.59 ha (824.32 ac) 312.33 ha (771.79 ac)
Suitable Quality Burrowing Owl Habitat NA 725.01 ha (1,791.54 ac) 700.76 ha (1,731.62 ac) 699.05 ha (1,727.39 ac) 650.79 ha (1,608.13 ac)
Excluded Burrowing Owl Habitat NA 224.68 ha (555.19 ac) 217.94 ha (538.54 ac) 232.46 ha (574.42 ac) 233.51 ha (577.01 ac)
Non-MSHCP Nesting Raptors NA 9 pairs red-tailed hawks 12 pairs 13 pairs 12 pairs
2 pairs barn owls 4 pairs barn owls 2 pairs barn owls
10 pairs red-tailed hawks 9 pairs red-tailed hawks 10 pairs red-tailed hawks
MSHCP Nesting Raptors NA 3 pairs white-tailed kites 2 pairs white-tailed kites 6 pairs 3 pairs
1 pair Cooper’s hawks 1 pair Cooper’s hawks
5 pairs white-tailed kites 2 pairs white-tailed kites
Raptor Foraging Habitat NA 988.99 ha (2,443.84 ac) 948.20 ha (2,343.05 ac) OR 948.21 (2,343.10) 980.87 ha (2,423.76 ac) 916.36 ha (2,264.36 ac) OR 916.37 (2,264.41)
Los Angeles Pocket Mouse NA Present Present Present Present
Los Angeles Pocket Mouse Habitat NA 2.7 ha (6.7 ac) 2.7 ha (6.7 ac) 2.7 ha (6.7 ac) 2.7 ha (6.7 ac)
Threatened and Endangered Species
San Jacinto Valley Crownscale (Atriplex coronata var. notatior) NA 13/6,749 13/6,749 237/64,065 237/64,065
Spreading Navarretia (Navarretia fossalis) NA NA NA 32/30,826 32/30,826
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Table 3.3-1 Summary of Biological Affected Environment for Project Alternatives and Design Options

Project Alternative

A’I\ltzr?lzlli?/e Build Alternative 1a Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 1b1 Build Alternative 2a Build Alternative 2b and Design Option 2b1
Roadway Segments A, E, G, I, J, L, N Roadway Segments A, F, H, I, K, L, N
Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2
Connections 1 and 2 to Hemet Channel Outside Roadway Segments B, C, G, |, K, M, N Connection 3 to Hemet Channel Outside Roadway Segments B, D, H, |, J, M, N
Project ROW Utility Relocations Areas 1 and 2 Project ROW Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2
Affected Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours
Environment Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2 Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2 Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2 Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2
California Orcutt Grass (Orcuttia californica) NA NA NA 2/4,266 2/4,266
Thread-Leaved Brodiaea (Brodiaea filifolia) NA NA NA 9/231 9/231
Quino Checkerspot Butterfly Suitable Habitat NA 554.1 ha (1369.3 ac) 584.4 ha (1444.1 ac) 524.0 ha (1294.8 ac) 566.4 ha (1399.7 ac)
Coastal California Gnatcatcher Suitable Habitat NA 135.3 ha (334.3 ac) 127.9 ha (316.1 ac) 132.5 ha (327.5 ac) 125.2 ha (309.4 ac)
Vernal Pool Branchiopods® NA NA NA 0.72 ha (1.79 ac) 0.72 ha (1.79 ac)
Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Habitat NA 235.1 ha (581.0 ac) 232.3 ha (573.9 ac) 231.8 ha (572.9 ac) 227.7 ha (562.6 ac)
Least Bell's Vireo and Southwestern Willow Flycatcher NA NA NA NA NA
Least Bell's Vireo and Southwestern Willow Flycatcher Habitat NA 10.99 ha (27.16 ac) 16.93 ha (41.84 ac) 10.99 ha (27.16 ac) 16.93 ha (41.84 ac)
Critical Habitat
Spreading Navarretia Critical Habitat NA 1.9 ha (4.8 ac) 1.9 ha (4.8 ac) 135.1 ha (333.7 ac) 135.1 ha (333.7 ac)
Wildlife Movement
MSHCP Cores and Linkages
Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek) NA 5 Categories of Wildlife Movement 5 Categories of Wildlife Movement 5 Categories of Wildlife Movement 5 Categories of Wildlife Movement
Avian Avian Avian Avian
Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian
Insects Insects Insects; Insects
Passive Dispersers Passive Dispersers Passive Dispersers Passive Dispersers
Existing Constrained Linkage C (San Jacinto River) NA 5 Categories of Wildlife Movement 5 Categories of Wildlife Movement 5 Categories of Wildlife Movement 5 Categories of Wildlife Movement
Avian Avian Avian Avian
Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian
Insects Insects Insects Insects
Passive Dispersers Passive Dispersers Passive Dispersers Passive Dispersers
Local Corridors
Newport Road Hills to Patton Road Corridor NA 4 Categories of Wildlife Movement 4 Categories of Wildlife Movement 4 Categories of Wildlife Movement 4 Categories of Wildlife Movement
Avian Avian Avian Avian
Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian
Insects Insects Insects Insects
Hemet Channel Corridor NA 5 Categories of Wildlife Movement 5 Categories of Wildlife Movement 5 Categories of Wildlife Movement 5 Categories of Wildlife Movement
Avian Avian Avian Avian
Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian
Insects Insects Insects Insects
Passive Dispersers Passive Dispersers Passive Dispersers Passive Dispersers
San Jacinto Branch Line Corridor NA 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement

Avian
Large Mammal
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian

Avian
Large Mammal
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian

Avian
Large Mammal
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian

Avian
Large Mammal
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian
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Table 3.3-1 Summary of Biological Affected Environment for Project Alternatives and Design Options
Project Alternative
No Build
Alternative Build Alternative 1a Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 1b1 Build Alternative 2a Build Alternative 2b and Design Option 2b1
Roadway Segments A, E, G, I, J, L, N Roadway Segments A, F, H, I, K, L, N
Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2
Connections 1 and 2 to Hemet Channel Outside Roadway Segments B, C, G, |, K, M, N Connection 3 to Hemet Channel Outside Roadway Segments B, D, H, |, J, M, N
Project ROW Utility Relocations Areas 1 and 2 Project ROW Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2
Affected Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours
Environment Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2 Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2 Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2 Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2
Double Butte to West Hemet Hills Corridor NA 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement
Avian Avian Avian Avian
Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian
West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport Corridor NA 4 Categories of Wildlife Movement 4 Categories of Wildlife Movement 4 Categories of Wildlife Movement 4 Categories of Wildlife Movement
Avian Avian Avian Avian
Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian
Insects Insects Insects Insects
West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains Corridor NA 2 Categories of Wildlife Movement 2 Categories of Wildlife Movement 2 Categories of Wildlife Movement 2 Categories of Wildlife Movement
Avian Avian Avian Avian
Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal
Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills Corridor NA 2 Categories of Wildlife Movement 2 Categories of Wildlife Movement 2 Categories of Wildlife Movement 2 Categories of Wildlife Movement
Avian Avian Avian Avian
Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal
Colorado River Aqueduct Corridor NA 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement
Avian Avian Avian Avian
Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian
Wildlife Movement Summary
MSHCP Cores and Linkages NA 2 Linkages 2 Linkages 2 Linkages 2 Linkages
Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek) Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek) Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek) Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek)
Existing Constrained Linkage C Existing Constrained Linkage C Existing Constrained Linkage C Existing Constrained Linkage C
Local Corridors NA 8 Corridors 8 Corridors 8 Corridors 8 Corridors

Newport Road Hills to Patton Road
Hemet Channel
San Jacinto Branch Line

Double Butte to West Hemet Hills
West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport
West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains
Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills

Colorado River Aqueduct Corridor

Newport Road Hills to Patton Road
Hemet Channel
San Jacinto Branch Line

Double Butte to West Hemet Hills
West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport
West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains
Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills

Colorado River Aqueduct Corridor

Newport Road Hills to Patton Road
Hemet Channel
San Jacinto Branch Line

Double Butte to West Hemet Hills
West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport
West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains
Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills

Colorado River Aqueduct Corridor

Newport Road Hills to Patton Road
Hemet Channel
San Jacinto Branch Line

Double Butte to West Hemet Hills
West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport
West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains
Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills

Colorado River Aqueduct Corridor

Source: Natural Environment Study, April 2010; NES Technical Report Addendum Memorandum, August 2010

Note: NA — Not Applicable. Biological resource was not observed.

Vegetation map codes correspond to those shown on the vegetation maps (Figures 3.3-5 through 3.3-10).

Five special-status plant species were only observed within Additional Indirect Impact Areas 1 or 2, and they were not identified within the Project Design Features. These are: Parish’s brittlescale (Atriplex parishii), thread-leaved brodiaea (Brodiaea filifolia), Palmer’s grapplinghook (Harpagonella palmeri),
spreading navarretia (Navarretia fossalis), and California Orcutt grass (Orcuttia californica).

Developed areas, including roads and residences, are included in this tabular summary and are shown on vegetation maps, but they are not considered plant communities.
Build Alternatives 1a and 1b include Additional Indirect Impact Area 2 (Stoney Mountain Preserve); Build Alternatives 2a and 2b include Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2.
Information is presented first for the base condition of Build Alternatives 1b and 2b, followed by Design Options 1b1 and 2b1. If there is no variation between the base condition and the design options, the information is given only once.
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Table 3.3-1 Summary of Biological Affected Environment for Project Alternatives and Design Options

Project Alternative
No Build
Alternative Build Alternative 1a Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 1b1 Build Alternative 2a Build Alternative 2b and Design Option 2b1
Roadway Segments A, E, G, I, J, L, N Roadway Segments A, F, H, I, K, L, N
Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2
Connections 1 and 2 to Hemet Channel Outside Roadway Segments B, C, G, |, K, M, N Connection 3 to Hemet Channel Outside Roadway Segments B, D, H, |, J, M, N
Project ROW Utility Relocations Areas 1 and 2 Project ROW Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2
Affected Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours
Environment Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2 Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2 Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2 Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2

ac = acre(s)

ha = hectare(s)

m? = square meter(s)

Vegetation types are considered sensitive if they are denoted as sensitive in the CDFG List of Natural Communities (CDFG 1993, 2003; CNPS 2005) or they are considered sensitive in the MSHCP (RCIP 2003).
®Community present only in the indirect impact study area.

“The MSHCP defines riparian areas as “lands which contain habitat dominated trees, shrubs, persistent emergents, or emergent mosses and lichens, which occur close to or which depend upon soil moisture from a nearby fresh water source.” Therefore, for the purpose of this evaluation, natural riparian areas as
well as seasonal wetlands, construed ponds, and drainage ditches that support trees, shrubs or persistent emergent vegetation such as cattails and bulrushes were included as riparian habitat.

“All numbers are presented by the number of plant populations/number of individuals for each Build alternative.

°Status Codes:
Federal Status
FE — Federally listed as endangered
FT — Federally listed as threatened
State Status
SE - State listed as endangered
ST — State listed as threatened
California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Status (CNPS 2007)
1A — Plants Presumed Extinct in California
1B — Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California and Elsewhere
2 — Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California, But More Common Elsewhere
3 — Plants About Which We Need More Information — A Review List
4 — Plants of Limited Distribution — A Watch List
CNPS Threat Rank (Suffixes to CNPS List Status Codes):
.1 — Seriously endangered in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened/high degree and immediacy of threat)
.2 — Fairly endangered in California (20-80% occurrences threatened)
.3 — Not very endangered in California (<20% of occurrences threatened or no current threats known)
Western Riverside Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) Definitions (RCIP 2003)
Special Conditions of MSHCP Covered Species:

CA — Surveys may be required for these species within locations shown on survey maps as described in Section 6.3.2 of the MSHCP. This includes the list of additional survey needs and procedures species and the Criteria Area Species (see MSHCP pages 6-63 to page 6-65) and the MSHCP Errata
Letter, dated August 9, 2004.

CO - These Covered Species will be considered to be Covered Species Adequately Conserved when conservation requirements identified in species-specific conservation objectives have been met. Species-specific conservation objectives for these species are presented in Section 9.0 of the MSHCP.
Refer to Table 9-3 of the MSHCP for specific conservation objectives that must be met for these species prior to including them on the list of Covered Species Adequately Conserved.

Covered — Species addressed in the MSHCP and included in the 10(a)(1)(B) permit. Also includes species that will be considered to be Covered Species Adequately Conserved when conservation requirements identified in species-specific conservation objectives have been met.
NE — Surveys may be required for these species in Narrow Endemic plant species survey areas, as described in Section 6.1.3 of the MSHCP and the MSHCP Errata Letter, dated August 9, 2004.
PS — Planning Species — Subsets of Covered Species that are identified to provide guidance for Reserve Assembly in Cores and Linkages and/or Area Plans per Volume |, Section 3, of the MSHCP (RCIP 2003) and the MSHCP Errata Letter, dated August 9, 2004.
RRVP — These species should be protected as they are associated with riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools as described in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP and the MSHCP Errata Letter, dated August 9, 2004.
9Calculations for vernal pool vegetation, vernal pool features, and vernal pool branchiopods may be different due to resource-specific requirements and definitions.
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Patches of small, seasonal wetlands are distributed throughout the study area, with most of them in the northern
part. In the southern part of the study area, seasonal wetlands are mainly associated with Salt Creek Channel and
Hemet Channel.

Riparian habitats are limited in the study area. A few small patches of cottonwood willow riparian forest, willow
riparian scrub and forest, and mulefat scrub are present in the northern part of the study area, between North
Ramona Boulevard and the San Jacinto River. Some small wetlands are interspersed with these riparian habitats,
particularly in the area near North Ramona Boulevard.

Non-native habitats such as ornamental landscaping (including eucalyptus woodland) and disturbed habitats are
common (but not extensive) near roads and residences throughout the study area. Extensive areas of Riversidian
sage scrub habitat are present in the hills south of Domenigoni Parkway, the West Hemet Hills, and the Tres
Cerritos Hills. A transitional habitat composed of sage scrub and annual grassland is present along the lower hill
slopes.

Wildlife Corridors in the Terrestrial Wildlife Study Area

This section includes an overview of wildlife movement, followed by discussions of wildlife movement for each
Build alternative and design option. Although impacts to wildlife movement were evaluated only in the TWSA,
the habitat regions, barriers, linkages, and local corridors that provide wildlife connectivity in the region are shown
in Figure 3.3-4.

Existing Habitat Regions

The Project study area contains numerous types of developed areas that restrict wildlife movement. These areas
include cultivated fields, uncultivated fields, feedlots, sod farms, and various types and sizes of urban and
residential parcels. The Project would also pass between or through undeveloped (that is, less disturbed, more
remote, or both) areas that have been identified as habitat regions. The habitat regions pertaining to wildlife
movement in the study area are illustrated in Figure 3.3-4.

The habitat regions consist of well-developed stands of sage scrub habitat intermixed with grasslands, as well as
varying levels of topographic relief that provide secluded locations for resting and denning for the various wildlife
species that frequent them. Although various lands that are scattered across the Project area outside the habitat
regions contain a variety of avian, amphibian, reptile, and mammal species that are able to survive in more
disturbed conditions, the habitat regions would be the only locations in which larger mammal species would find
sufficient shelter for denning and breeding.

Movement between such natural habitat areas is critical to the survival of a wide range of terrestrial mammal
species, for both regular home-range movement and longer periods of dispersal. Movement among natural habitat
areas is also important to all animal groups because it allows for periodic exchange of genetic material (gene flow),
which is necessary for the long-term survival of animal populations (Soule 1987).

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 3-449 STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FEBRUARY 2013



Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Existing Barriers to Wildlife Movement

Wildlife movement in the Project area is constrained primarily by existing residential developments, but also by

intensive agricultural practices (cultivation) in the more rural areas.

In addition to the constraints from residential development and agriculture, the ability for wildlife to move across
the remaining suitable landscape is severely limited (with or without the proposed Project) due to a network of
roads, canals, and associated chain-link fences. Impassable linear barriers in and near the study area include the
San Diego Canal and associated fencing (four sets of fences along the canal), the Casa Loma Canal and associated
fencing (four sets of fences along the canal), the Diamond Valley Reservoir fencing, Domenigoni Parkway and
associated fencing, and SR 74/Florida Avenue traffic and associated fencing. Barriers to wildlife movement are
illustrated in Figure 3.3-4.

Existing Wildlife Corridors and Connective Features in the Study Area

A number of existing wildlife corridors and connective features traverse the study area. These include existing
constrained linkages identified by the MSHCP and local corridor/connectors identified for the Project.

MSHCP Cores and Linkages

The MSHCP Conservation Area is composed of a variety of cores and linkages. Those identified in the Project
study area are described below and are shown in Figure 3.3-1 and Figure 3.3-4.

Linkages

A linkage is a connection between core areas that has adequate size, configuration, and vegetation characteristics
to provide “live-in” habitat or genetic flow for identified planning species. Live-in habitat refers to areas with
suitable living conditions. Areas identified as linkages in the MSHCP may provide movement habitat but not
live-in habitat for some species, thereby functioning more as movement corridors. It is expected that every linkage

could provide live-in habitat for at least one species.

A constrained linkage is a constricted connection that is expected to provide for movement of identified planning
species between core areas where options for the connection are limited due to existing patterns of use.

Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek)

Existing Constrained Linkage B is coterminous with Salt Creek. This linkage provides for movement of species
between the Hemet area in the east, the central region of the MSHCP Plan Area, and Canyon Lake in the west. It
is constrained to the north and south by existing urban and agricultural land uses. This route, which is wide and
adequately bridged by the major roads, provides access to water, food, cover, foraging areas, and breeding habitats
for many species. However, the lack of cover in the channel (except for low grasses) and small amount of surface

water make this linkage of limited use to most wildlife.

Planning species for Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek) can be divided into two categories of wildlife
movement—Small Mammalian, Reptile, and Amphibian Wildlife (e.g., Los Angeles pocket mouse) and Passive
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Dispersers (e.g., vernal pool fairy shrimp, smooth tarplant, vernal barley, and Coulter’s goldfields). In addition to
the planning species identified in the MSHCP, this linkage is likely used for Avian Wildlife (e.g., burrowing owl),
Large Mammalian Wildlife (e.g., coyote), and Insect movement.

Existing Constrained Linkage C (San Jacinto River)

Existing Constrained Linkage C consists of the middle segment of the San Jacinto River, which is located in the
northeastern region of the MSHCP Plan Area. This public/quasi-public linkage connects MSHCP Proposed Core
5 in the east (upper San Jacinto River area) with MSHCP Proposed Constrained Linkage 20 to the west. It is also
connected to MSHCP Proposed Core 3 (Badlands/Potrero area) via MSHCP Proposed Constrained Linkage 21.
Like Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek), Existing Constrained Linkage C is constrained on all sides by
existing development. However, unlike Salt Creek, this constrained linkage is largely surrounded by open space
and conservation land use. Existing Constrained Linkage C provides both a seasonal water source and a good
regional linkage between the San Bernardino Mountains and the Potrero area. The San Jacinto River serves as a
local and regional wildlife movement corridor for species that use upland alluvial and riverine habitats on a
regional scale. These species include small rodents to large and meso predators such as coyotes, bobcats, and
foxes. Resident small mammals such as the Los Angeles pocket mouse use the alluvial fan scrub along the

terraces and levee walls in this area.

Planning species for Existing Constrained Linkage C can be divided into three categories of wildlife movement—
Avian Wildlife (e.g., white-faced ibis), Small Mammalian, Reptile, and Amphibian Wildlife (e.g., Los Angeles
pocket mouse), and Passive Dispersers (e.g., San Jacinto Valley crownscale). In addition to the planning species
identified in the MSHCP, this linkage is likely used for Large Mammalian Wildlife (e.g., mountain lion, coyote,

bobcat, fox) and Insect movement.

Local Corridors
In addition to the major regional MSHCP cores and linkages, eight smaller local connective features with potential

wildlife movement are present in the Project study area. These local corridors were identified based on existing
habitat regions and barriers to wildlife movement and are listed below:

e Newport Road Hills to Patton Road Corridor (1)

e Hemet Channel Corridor (2)

e San Jacinto Branch Line Corridor (3)

e Double Butte to West Hemet Hills Corridor (4)

e West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport Corridor (5)
e  West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains Corridor (6)
e Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills Corridor (7)

e Colorado River Aqueduct Corridor (8)

The local corridors are illustrated in Figure 3.3-4.
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Newport Road Hills to Patton Road Corridor (1)

The formerly contiguous area of upland sage scrub and rock outcrop habitats north of Newport Road and south of
Patton Road is bisected by existing SR 79, which has created a partial barrier to the east-west movement of
animals between these features. The movement of wildlife between the Diamond Valley Reservoir hills and SR 79
is ultimately blocked by the San Diego Canal and associated double fencing. Nonetheless, some animals probably
move across existing SR 79 in this area to access local undeveloped habitats on either side of the road.

Four categories of wildlife movement are likely to use the Newport Road Hills to Patton Road Corridor—Avian
Wildlife, Large Mammalian Wildlife, Small Mammalian, Reptile, and Amphibian Wildlife, and Insects. Because
this corridor is intersected by the existing SR 79 roadway and does not contain contiguous habitat, Passive
Dispersers are not expected to use the corridor without assistance from the other categories.

Hemet Channel Corridor (2)

Although this irrigation channel is short and consists mostly of unvegetated sandy alluvium, it is important locally
because it connects the longer San Jacinto Branch Line Corridor to the even larger and regionally more important
Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek). The channel may also be appealing to wildlife such as bobcats and
foxes, which are accustomed to traveling out of human view. The seasonal presence of water in the channel is
another likely attraction for species such as coyotes.

Five categories of wildlife movement are likely to use the Hemet Channel Corridor—Avian Wildlife, Large
Mammalian Wildlife (e.g., coyotes, bobcats, foxes), Small Mammalian, Reptile, and Amphibian Wildlife, Insects,

and Passive Dispersers.

San Jacinto Branch Line Corridor (3)

The San Jacinto Branch Line Corridor, which is located alongside railroad tracks, is largely unvegetated due to
compacted soils and gravel cover, but it provides a continuous east-west connection from the city of Hemet airport
area to the Double Butte area near Winchester. This corridor is probably used only by wide-ranging species such
as coyotes and foxes, but it could also be used by small mammals from time to time. The wildlife and habitat in
the airport area (e.g., burrowing owls, vernal pools, wildlife foraging habitat) are connected to the larger upland
habitats to the west via this corridor.

Three categories of wildlife movement are likely to use the San Jacinto Branch Line Corridor—Avian Wildlife
(e.g., burrowing owl), Large Mammalian Wildlife (e.g., coyotes and foxes), and Small Mammalian, Reptile, and
Amphibian Wildlife (e.g., spadefoot toad). Because this corridor is largely unvegetated and does not contain
contiguous habitat, Insects and Passive Dispersers are not expected to use it. In any event, Passive Dispersers are

not expected to use the corridor without assistance from the other categories.

Double Butte to West Hemet Hills Corridor (4)

This corridor is a wide area of agricultural land that connects the upland sage scrub habitat in the West Hemet
Hills north of Stowe Road and west of California Avenue and the 700-hectare (ha) (1,700-acre [ac]) Double Butte
region to the west. This area, located between Stowe Road and Stetson Road, currently has no residential housing,
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and the only substantial obstacle to wildlife movement is Patterson Avenue, which is two lanes. Although the
agricultural fields may not provide adequate cover for many species, nocturnal movement may be prevalent in this
area because of the lack of artificial light, residences, and other human influences.

Three categories of wildlife movement are likely to use the Double Butte to West Hemet Hills Corridor—Avian
Wildlife (e.g., burrowing owl), Large Mammalian Wildlife (e.g., coyotes and foxes), and Small Mammalian,
Reptile, and Amphibian Wildlife. Insects and Passive Dispersers are not expected to use this corridor because it is
largely active agriculture and is intersected by Patterson Avenue. In any event, Passive Dispersers are not
expected to use the corridor without assistance from the other categories.

West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport Corridor (5)

Currently, the West Hemet Hills north of Stowe Road and west of California Avenue (discussed previously) are
directly connected to a system of lowland vernal pools east of California Avenue and west of the San Diego Canal.
Access to the Hemet airport area and the lowland/vernal pool complexes east of the San Diego canal is currently
blocked by the canal and its four parallel fences. The only east-west access across the canal and fences is a narrow
area where Stetson Road crosses over the canal. This crossing is probably used primarily by coyotes, although
smaller mammals may also cross the canal there. The West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport Corridor is
significant because it connects upland sage scrub habitats with lowland grasslands, which are often important for
foraging carnivores and raptors. This corridor also connects to the MSHCP Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat
Block 7.

Four categories of wildlife movement are likely to use the West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport Corridor—
Avian Wildlife (e.g., burrowing owl), Large Mammalian Wildlife (e.g., coyotes), Small Mammalian, Reptile, and
Amphibian Wildlife, and Insects. Because this corridor requires wildlife to move along Stetson Road to cross the
San Diego Canal and does not contain contiguous habitat, Passive Dispersers are not expected to use it without

assistance from the other categories.

West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains Corridor (6)

The area north of Stowe Road, south of Florida Avenue, and west of California Avenue is a relatively large, intact,
and minimally disturbed tract of land that consists mostly of hills with high-quality sage scrub habitat. Much of
this area is privately owned, so it is not included as a conservation area in the MSHCP. Although larger mammals,
such as coyotes, are most likely to use this corridor, it has become increasingly isolated from the Lakeview
Mountains to the northwest because SR 74/Florida Avenue has been widened and chain-link fencing has been
installed in some locations. Many of the semirural lands north of SR 74/Florida Avenue have been recently
developed into residential housing, which has created a severe bottleneck for any species that might still
successfully cross Florida Avenue.

Two categories of wildlife movement are likely to use the West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains Corridor—
Avian Wildlife and Large Mammalian Wildlife (e.g., coyotes). The other categories are not expected to use this

corridor because it has no contiguous habitat and many obstacles are present in the corridor (e.g., SR 74/Florida
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Avenue and residential development). In any event, Passive Dispersers are not expected to use the corridor
without assistance from other categories.

Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills Corridor (7)

The Tres Cerritos Hills constitute a relatively small patch (less than 200 ha [500 ac]) of sage scrub/rocky outcrop
habitat. This habitat is surrounded by housing developments, local schools, the San Diego Canal, and Warren
Road. The San Diego Canal and an associated set of four fences severely constrict any east-west movement, and
passage is only possible in a few areas. The only connection from Tres Cerritos Hills to the larger habitat area in
the Lakeview Mountains to the west is across Warren Road and over the San Diego Canal via a small gated bridge
near Hidden Springs Road. Although this is an improbable pathway for most species except the coyote and
possibly an occasional bobcat or other medium-sized mammal, it remains the sole connection available to Tres
Cerritos Hills.

Two categories of wildlife movement are likely to use the Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills Corridor—
Avian Wildlife and Large Mammalian Wildlife. Because this corridor requires species to move along roads and
bridges to cross the San Diego Canal, is constrained by existing dispersal barriers, and does not contain contiguous
habitat, categories are not expected to use it. In any event, Passive Dispersers are not expected to use the corridor

without assistance from other categories.

Colorado River Aqueduct Corridor (8)

Although the corridor created by the Colorado River Aqueduct has little in the way of live-in wildlife habitat for
many species, it provides a rare east-west passage between the upland habitats in the Lakeview Mountains and the
lowland agricultural fields toward the San Jacinto River farther east. This is an important corridor for such

wide-ranging species as coyotes and bobcats, as well as for dispersal movements of smaller mammals.

Three categories of wildlife movement are likely to use the Colorado River Aqueduct Corridor—Avian Wildlife,
Large Mammalian Wildlife (e.g., coyotes and bobcats), and Small Mammalian, Reptile, and Amphibian Wildlife.
Because this corridor is largely unvegetated and does not contain contiguous habitat, Insects and Passive
Dispersers are not expected to use the it. In any event, Passive Dispersers are not expected to use the corridor
without assistance from the other categories.

Natural Communities in the Project Build Alternatives and Design Options

Eighteen vegetation types (including the four agricultural subtypes and both ornamental vegetation subtypes) are
present in the study area. Nine of the vegetation types are sensitive natural communities (Table 3.3-1 [page 3-
443]). The distribution of vegetation types is shown in Figures 3.3-5 through 3.3-10.

No Build Alternative

The affected environment under the No Build Alternative would maintain existing conditions, and the roadway
would be unchanged.
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Build Alternative 1a

Non-Native Habitats

The predominant non-native vegetation types in the study area for this Build alternative are agricultural (dryland
farming and irrigated crops), annual grassland, and ruderal. Other disturbed habitats such as pasture and
agricultural (developed) are also very common. Ornamental vegetation, including eucalyptus woodland, is
scattered throughout the study area. Riparian herb and ruderal alkali-flat vegetation types are located in the Salt
Creek Channel, south of Domenigoni Parkway. Tamarisk scrub was identified east of the San Diego Canal, north
of Esplanade Avenue, and in a large disturbed area south of North Ramona Boulevard, where several mesic plant

communities are interspersed in a complex mosaic.

Sensitive Natural Communities

Alkali grassland, alkali playa, and vernal pool habitats are present in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2, at
the Stoney Mountain Preserve, which is part of the study area for Build Alternative 1a. The distribution of wetland
communities is more limited elsewhere in the study area. Vegetation that is characteristic of mesic areas,
including seasonal wetland, vernal pool, and alkali playas, was identified south of East Newport Road near Florida
Avenue, west of the San Diego Canal and south of Tres Cerritos Avenue, north and south of Esplanade Avenue,
and south of North Ramona Boulevard, adjacent to Sanderson Avenue near the northern tip of the study area.
Alkali grasslands are located west of the Tres Cerritos Hills adjacent to the east side of the San Diego Canal, near
Esplanade Avenue, west of Odell Avenue, and near North Ramona Boulevard in the northern part of the study
area. A small area with emergent wetland vegetation is present just west of the Eastern Municipal Water District
(EMWD) Regional Water Reclamation Facility. Several riparian and wetland habitats are present in a complex
mosaic in a disturbed area south of North Ramona Boulevard and the Colorado River Aqueduct and include alkali
grassland, riparian (mulefat scrub, willow riparian scrub and forest, and cottonwood-willow riparian forest), and
seasonal wetlands. Willow riparian scrub and forest and cottonwood willow riparian forest habitat are present at
the very northern tip of the study area.

The hills south of Domenigoni Parkway, the West Hemet Hills, and the base of the Tres Cerritos Hills adjacent to
the San Diego Canal are dominated by Riversidian sage scrub.

Build Alternative 1b

Non-Native Habitats

The dominant non-native plant communities in the study area for Build Alternative 1b include agricultural
(dryland farming), annual grassland, ruderal, and disturbed habitats. Irrigated crops, pasture, and agricultural
(developed) habitats are also prevalent. Ornamental landscaping, including eucalyptus woodland, was identified in

a few locations scattered throughout the study area.

Small patches of riparian herb and ruderal alkali-flat vegetation were identified on the slopes of the Salt Creek
Channel south of Domenigoni Parkway. Tamarisk scrub was observed in the northern part of the study area, east
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of the San Diego Canal and in a disturbed area south of North Ramona Boulevard and the Colorado River
Aqueduct.

Sensitive Natural Communities
Like Build Alternative 1a, this study area includes Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2, at the Stoney

Mountain Preserve. Three natural plant communities, alkali grassland, alkali playa, and vernal pool, are present in
the Preserve. These plant communities support several wetland-dependent special-status plants, as described in
Section 3.3.3 (page 3-521).

The distribution of sensitive natural wetland plant communities elsewhere in the Build Alternative 1b study area is
more limited. A few small areas of seasonal wetland vegetation were identified south of East Newport Road, at
the base of the northern slopes of the West Hemet Hills, north of Florida Avenue, northwest of Esplanade Avenue,
and in a few locations east of Sanderson Road between Cottonwood Avenue and the northern end of the study
area. Small areas that support emergent wetland vegetation are located east of Sanderson Avenue and north and
south of Scott Street. Vernal pool vegetation is very limited in the study area for this Build alternative, occurring

only near Patton Avenue.

Small patches of alkali grassland habitat are located adjacent to the San Diego Canal, near Stoney Mountain
Preserve and Tres Cerritos Hills, and northwest of Esplanade Avenue. Riparian plant communities (willow
riparian scrub and forest, cottonwood-willow riparian forest, and mulefat scrub) are limited to the very northern
extent of the study area, near North Ramona Boulevard and south of the San Jacinto River. The hills south of
Domenigoni Parkway, West Hemet Hills, and the slopes at the base of Tres Cerritos Hills support dense stands of
Riversidian sage scrub habitat.

Design Option 1bl

The study areas for Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 1b1 are the same. Thus the discussion presented for
Build Alternative 1b also applies to Design Option 1b1.

Build Alternative 2a

Non-Native Habitats

Two agricultural subtypes (dryland farming and irrigated crops) are the predominant vegetation types in the study
area for Build Alternative 2a; however, the other two (developed and pasture) are also common. Large patches of
annual grassland and ruderal vegetation are scattered throughout the study area. Ornamental landscaping,

including eucalyptus woodland, was identified in several locations.

Riparian herb and ruderal alkali-flat vegetation are present in one location, adjacent to the Salt Creek Channel in
the southern part of the study area. A small patch of tamarisk scrub habitat was identified on the east side of the
San Diego Canal, north of Esplanade Avenue and east of Warren Road. Tamarisk scrub was also found south of
North Ramona Boulevard and the Colorado River Aqueduct, along with cottonwood-willow riparian forest and

other riparian habitats.
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Sensitive Natural Communities
The study area for Build Alternative 2a includes Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2, which

encompass the Stowe Road Vernal Pool Complex and Stoney Mountain Preserve. These contain large areas with
sensitive alkali grassland, seasonal wetland, vernal pool, and alkali playa habitats. Alkali grassland was also found
adjacent to the San Diego Canal near the Tres Cerritos Hills, in the vicinity of Esplanade Avenue near the Stoney
Mountain Preserve, east of Warren Road and south of Ramona Expressway, and near North Ramona Boulevard.

Small patches of mesic vegetation (seasonal wetlands) are scattered throughout the study area for Build
Alternative 2a. The most extensive wetland areas are in the northern part of the study area. Vernal pool and alkali
playa vegetation were found near Esplanade Avenue and adjacent to the Stoney Mountain Preserve. These
sensitive wetland plant communities provide habitat for several hundred populations of wetland-dependent special-
status plants, as described in Section 3.3.3 (page 3-521).

Riparian habitats (including mulefat scrub, willow riparian scrub and forest, and cottonwood-willow riparian
forest) were observed in the northern part of the study area for this Build alternative, near North Ramona
Boulevard and north of Ramona Expressway. A small area with emergent wetland vegetation is present just west
of the EMWD Regional Water Reclamation Facility.

Extensive stands of Riversidian sage scrub habitat are present in the hills south of Domenigoni Parkway, in the
West Hemet Hills, and along the base of the Tres Cerritos Hills. Large expanses of Riversidian sage scrub habitat
are also present on the lower hill slopes north of Stowe Road in the West Hemet Hills in Additional Indirect
Impact Study Area 1.

Build Alternative 2b

Non-Native Habitats

The dominant non-native plant communities in the study area for Build Alternative 2b include agricultural lands
(dryland farming), annual grassland, and ruderal habitats. The three other agricultural subtypes (irrigated crops,
pasture, and agricultural developed) are also common, as is the disturbed vegetation category. Small areas of
ornamental landscaping vegetation, including eucalyptus woodland, were seen in several locations throughout the
study area. A small patch of tamarisk scrub habitat was found on the east side of the San Diego Canal, north of
Esplanade Avenue and east of Warren Road. Tamarisk scrub was also found in a disturbed area south of North
Ramona Boulevard and the Colorado River Aqueduct. Riparian herb was found east of Sanderson Avenue and
north and south of Scott Street, and both riparian herb and ruderal alkali flat vegetation were found adjacent to Salt
Creek Channel.

Sensitive Natural Communities

Similar to Build Alternative 2a, the study area for Build Alternative 2b includes Additional Indirect Impact Study
Areas 1 and 2. The dominant vegetation type in these areas is alkali grassland habitat, with large expanses of
alkali playa interspersed with seasonal wetlands and vernal pools. These natural community types compose large
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areas of very important wetland-dependent special-status plant species habitat, as described in Section 3.3.3
(page 3-521).

Alkali grassland habitat was also found adjacent to the San Diego Canal near the Tres Cerritos Hills, in the vicinity
of Esplanade Avenue near the Stoney Mountain Preserve, and near North Ramona Boulevard.

A few small seasonal wetland areas were found south of East Newport Road. Seasonal wetland vegetation was
also found at the base of the northern slopes of the West Hemet Hills, north of Devonshire and adjacent to the San
Diego Canal, northwest of Esplanade Avenue and adjacent to the Stoney Mountain Preserve, and in a few
locations between Cottonwood Avenue and the northern end of the study area. Small areas that support emergent

wetland vegetation are located east of Sanderson Avenue and north and south of Scott Street.

Aside from Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2, vernal pool vegetation is limited in the study area for
this Build alternative, occurring in just two locations. The first is near Patton Avenue, and the second is northwest
of Esplanade Avenue, in an area of alkali playa and alkali grassland habitat.

Riparian plant communities (willow riparian scrub, forest and cottonwood willow riparian forest, and mulefat
scrub) are limited to the northern part of the study area, near North Ramona Boulevard and south of the San
Jacinto River.

Extensive stands of Riversidian sage scrub habitat are present in the hills south of Domenigoni Parkway, in the
West Hemet Hills, and along the base of the Tres Cerritos Hills. Riversidian sage scrub habitat was also found on
the lower slopes north of Stowe Road in the West Hemet Hills, in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1.

Design Option 2b1l

The study areas for Build Alternative 2b and Design Option 2b1 are the same. Thus the discussion presented for
Build Alternative 2b also applies to Design Option 2b1.

Wildlife Corridors in the Project Alternatives and Design Options

No Build Alternative

The affected environment under the No Build Alternative would maintain existing conditions, and the roadway
would be unchanged.

All Build Alternatives and Design Options

The study area for the Build alternatives and design options contains two MSHCP Existing Constrained Linkages
and eight local corridors. As stated earlier, the species most likely to use MSHCP Existing Constrained Linkages
B and C include Avian Wildlife, Large Mammalian Wildlife, Small Mammalian, Reptile, and Amphibian Wildlife,
Insects, and Passive Dispersers.

The eight local corridors identified in the study area for all of the Build alternatives and design options and the

wildlife movement categories most likely to use them are:
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e Newport Road Hills to Patton Road
— Avian Wildlife, Large Mammalian Wildlife, Small Mammalian, Reptile, and Amphibian Wildlife, and
Insects

e Hemet Channel
— Avian Wildlife, Large Mammalian Wildlife, Small Mammalian, Reptile, and Amphibian Wildlife, Insects,
and Passive Dispersers

e San Jacinto Branch Line
— Avian Wildlife, Large Mammalian Wildlife, and Small Mammalian, Reptile, and Amphibian Wildlife

e Double Butte to West Hemet Hills
— Avian Wildlife, Large Mammalian Wildlife, and Small Mammalian, Reptile, and Amphibian Wildlife

e  West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport
— Avian Wildlife, Large Mammalian Wildlife, Small Mammalian, Reptile, and Amphibian Wildlife, and
Insects

o  West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains
— Avian Wildlife and Large Mammalian Wildlife

e [akeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills
— Avian Wildlife and Large Mammalian Wildlife

e Colorado River Aqueduct
— Avian Wildlife, Large Mammalian Wildlife, and Small Mammalian, Reptile, and Amphibian Wildlife

3.3.1.3 Environmental Consequences

Impacts to natural communities and wildlife movement were based on field data and information presented in the
MSHCP. The MSHCP and reference documents can be found online at: http://www.rctlma.org/mshcp/index.html.
The following describes the MSHCP and applicable policies.

MSHCP

The MSHCP Plan Area encompasses about 509,418 ha (1,258,800 ac) in western Riverside County, from which
about 202,345 ha (500,000 ac) will contribute toward assembly of the overall MSHCP Conservation Area. About
140,426 ha (347,000 ac) of conservation are expected on public lands, with another 61,917 ha (153,000 ac) of new
conservation obtained from applying MSHCP Criteria. MSHCP Conservation criteria have been developed for
individual 64.75-ha (160-ac) U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) map quarter-section Cells (i.c., areas legally defined
by section, township, and range) or Cell Groupings. These Criteria Cells provide a basis for determining impacts

to and avoidance, minimization, and mitigation for MSCHP Conservation Area resources.

The MSHCP serves as an HCP pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the Federal Endangered Species Act of 1973
(FESA), as well as an NCCP under the Natural Communities Conservation Plan Act of 2001. The MSHCP allows
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federal and state agencies to authorize “take” of plant and wildlife species identified within the plan area. USFWS
and CDFG have authority to regulate the take of threatened, endangered, and rare species. Under the MSHCP, the
wildlife agencies will grant “Take Authorization” for otherwise lawful actions—such as public and private
development that may incidentally take or harm individual species or their habitat outside the MSHCP
Conservation Area—in exchange for the assembly and management of a coordinated MSHCP Conservation Area.
The MSHCP Conservation Area is expected to be assembled over time based on the criteria and assurances
incorporated into the MSHCP (RCIP 2003). The MSHCP and its policies were adopted on June 17, 2004.

All of the Build alternatives and design options are consistent with the description of the Project in Section 7.3.5,
Planned Roads, of the MSHCP. By being included in the MSHCP, it was evaluated with respect to the
conservation of biological resources throughout the MSHCP planning process. As a result, the proposed Project is
considered a Covered Activity within the Criteria Area. Covered Activities are certain activities within the
MSHCP Plan Area that will receive Take Authorization under the Section 10(a) Permit and the NCCP Permit,
provided these activities are otherwise lawful (RCIP 2003). By being a Covered Activity, the process of obtaining
Take Authorization for threatened or endangered species is streamlined. The MSHCP is divided into individual
area plans, which are further divided into subunits. The subunits contain various wildlife corridors, habitat blocks,
and planning species. The Project would be located in the Harvest Valley/Winchester Area Plan (HVWAP) and
the San Jacinto Valley Area Plan (SJVAP), specifically, in Subunit 2 of the HVWAP and Subunits 1 and 4 of the
SJVAP. In Subunit 2 of the HVWARP, the Project would cross a portion of Noncontiguous Habitat Block 7 and
Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek). In Subunits 1 and 4 of the SJVAP, the Project would cross a portion
of Noncontiguous Habitat Blocks 6 and 7 and Existing Constrained Linkage C (Figure 3.3-1).

The Planning Species and Biological Issues and Considerations for these subunits are presented below, along with
Planning Species only for Noncontiguous Habitat Blocks 6 and 7 and Existing Constrained Linkages B and C.

Subunit 2 of HYWAP

A list of Planning Species for this subunit (Subset of Covered Species that are identified to provide guidance for
Reserve Assembly in Cores and Linkages and/or Area Plans) is provided below.

e Burrowing owl

e  Mountain plover

e Riverside fairy shrimp

e Vernal pool fairy shrimp
e (California Orcutt grass

e Davidson’s saltscale

e Little mousetail

e Spreading navarretia

e Thread-leaved brodiaea

e Vernal barley
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A list of Biological Issues and Considerations for this subunit (biological factors to be used in assembly of the
MSHCP Conservation Area) is provided below.

e Conserve alkali soils supporting California Orcutt grass, Davidson’s saltscale, little mousetail, thread-leaved
brodiaea, vernal barley, and spreading navarretia

e Conserve existing vernal pool complexes

e Maintain vernal pool hydrology

e Maintain Core Areal? for vernal pool fairy shrimp and Riverside fairy shrimp

e Conserve grassland habitat for wintering mountain plover and burrowing owl

Subunit 1 of SIVAP

A list of Planning Species for this subunit is provided below.

e Arroyo toad

e Bell’s sage sparrow

e Burrowing owl

e Cactus wren

e Loggerhead shrike

e Mountain plover

e Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow
e  White-faced ibis

e Bobcat

e Los Angeles pocket mouse

¢ Mountain lion

e San Bernardino kangaroo rat

e Stephens’ kangaroo rat

e Coulter’s goldfields

e Davidson’s saltscale

e San Jacinto Valley crownscale
e Spreading navarretia

e Vernal barley

e Wright’s trichocoronis
A list of Biological Issues and Considerations for this subunit is provided below.

e Conserve Willow-Domino-Travers soils supporting sensitive plants such as spreading navarretia, San Jacinto

Valley crownscale, Coulter’s goldfields, Davidson’s saltscale, vernal barley, and Wright’s trichocoronis

12An MSHCP “Core Area” is a block of habitat of appropriate size, configuration, and vegetation characteristics to generally
support the life history requirements of one or more Covered Species.
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e Conserve intact upland Habitat in the southern Badlands for the benefit of burrowing owl, Bell’s sage sparrow,
raptors, and other species

e Conserve open grasslands and sparse shrublands that support populations of Stephens’ kangaroo rat, with a
focus on suitable Habitat in the southern Badlands

e Maintain Core Area for bobcat
e Maintain Core and Linkage Habitat for mountain lion
e Maintain Core Area for the San Bernardino kangaroo rat

e Determine presence of potential Core Area for the Los Angeles pocket mouse along the San Jacinto River and

its tributaries

Subunit 4 of SIVAP

A list of Planning Species for this subunit is provided below.

e Burrowing owl

e Mountain plover

e Vernal pool fairy shrimp
e (California Orcutt grass

e Davidson’s saltscale

e Little mousetail

e Spreading navarretia

e Thread-leaved brodiaea
e Vernal barley

e San Jacinto Valley crownscale
A list of Biological Issues and Considerations for this subunit is provided below.

e Conserve alkali soils supporting California Orcutt grass, Davidson’s saltscale, little mousetail, thread-leaved
brodiaea, vernal barley, San Jacinto Valley crownscale, and spreading navarretia

e Conserve existing vernal pool complexes
e Maintain vernal pool hydrology
e Maintain Core Area for vernal pool fairy shrimp and Riverside fairy shrimp

e Conserve grassland habitat for wintering mountain plover and burrowing owl

Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek)
A list of Planning Species for this linkage is provided below.

e Vernal pool fairy shrimp
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e Riverside fairy shrimp

¢ Los Angeles pocket mouse
e San Jacinto Valley crownscale
e Parish’s brittlescale

e Davidson’s saltscale

e Thread-leaved brodiaca

e Smooth tarplant

e Vernal barley

e Coulter’s goldfields

e Little mousetail

e Spreading navarretia

e (California Orcutt grass

e  Wright’s trichocoronis

Existing Constrained Linkage C (San Jacinto River)
A list of Planning Species for this linkage is provided below.

e Arroyo toad

e Los Angeles pocket mouse

e Mountain plover

e  White-faced ibis

e San Jacinto Valley crownscale
e Parish’s brittlescale

e Davidson’s saltscale

e Thread-leaved brodiaea

e Coulter’s goldfields

e Spreading navarretia

Noncontiguous Habitat Block 6

A list of Planning Species for this block is provided below.

e Vernal pool fairy shrimp
e Burrowing owl

e Mountain plover

e Loggerhead shrike

e Davidson’s saltscale

e Thread-leaved brodiaea
e Vernal barley

e Little mousetail
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e Spreading navarretia

e (California Orcutt grass

Noncontiguous Habitat Block 7
A list of Planning Species for this block is provided below.

e Vernal pool fairy shrimp
e Burrowing owl

e  Mountain plover

e Loggerhead shrike

e Munz’s onion

e Spreading navarretia

e (California Orcutt grass

e San Jacinto Valley crownscale

Criteria Area Cells

Criteria Area Cells provide a means to guide assembly of the Additional Reserve Lands. Additional Reserve
Lands are defined in the MSHCP as, “conserved habitat totaling approximately 153, 000 acres that are needed to
meet the goals and objectives of the MSHCP and comprised of approximately 56,000 acres of State and federal
acquisition and mitigation for State Permittees, and approximately 97,000 acres contributed by Local Permittees.”
The Project study area includes 14 Criteria Area Cells: 2364, 2461, 2666, 2774, 2775, 2878, 3291, 3584, 3683,
3684, 3791, 3887, 3891, and 4007. The conservation goals for these Cells are summarized in Table 3.3-2. The
locations of the cells are shown in Figure 3.3-1. The Project is a Covered Activity in the MSHCP Criteria Area
and is documented and subject to the terms listed in Section 7.3.5 of the MSHCP. While impacts from Covered
Activities were anticipated within Criteria Area Cells, it is important that actual Project impacts are consistent with
the conservation that was estimated and that the connectivity between different Cell Groups is maintained. Based
on the requirements stated in Section 7.3.5 of the MSCHP, a qualitative assessment was prepared for one Criteria
Area Cell (3887) and is included in NES Appendix A, Stowe Road Mitigation Impact Assessment.

Table 3.3-2  Criteria Cells and Proposed Conservation Goals

Cell USGS Quarter
Cell ID Subunit Group Section Section Cell Criteria

2364 1 M 08 SE Conservation within this Cell Group will contribute to assembly of
Proposed Core 3. Conservation within this Cell Group will focus on
chaparral and coastal sage scrub habitat. Areas conserved within this
Cell Group will be connected to chaparral and coastal sage scrub habitat
proposed for conservation in Cell Groups L to the west, F to the north, O
to the east, and B in the Pass Area Plan, also to the east. Conservation
within this Cell Group will range from 35 to 45 percent of the Cell Group
focusing in the northern portion of the Cell Group.

2461 1 N/A 16 NW Conservation within this Cell will contribute to assembly of Existing
Constrained Linkage C. Conservation within this Cell will focus on
Riversidian alluvial fan sage scrub habitat along the San Jacinto River.
Areas conserved within this Cell will be connected to Riversidian alluvial
fan sage scrub habitat proposed for conservation in Cell 2462 to the east
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Table 3.3-2

Criteria Cells and Proposed Conservation Goals

Cell ID

Subunit

Cell
Group

USGS
Section

Quarter
Section

Cell Criteria

and to Riversidian alluvial fan sage scrub, riparian scrub, woodland, and
forest habitat proposed for conservation in Cell 2365 to the north.
Conservation within this Cell will range from 5 to 15 percent of the Cell
focusing in the northeastern portion of the Cell.

2666

19

NW

Conservation within this Cell Group will contribute to assembly of
Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 6. Conservation within this Cell
Group will focus on grassland habitat and agricultural land. Conservation
within this Cell Group will range from 70 to 80 percent of the Cell Group
focusing in the northern portion of the Cell Group.

2774

19

SwW

Conservation within this Cell Group will contribute to assembly of
Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 6. Conservation within this Cell
Group will focus on grassland habitat and agricultural land. Conservation
within this Cell Group will range from 70 to 80 percent of the Cell Group
focusing in the northern portion of the Cell Group.

2775

N/A

19

SE

Conservation within this Cell will contribute to assembly of Proposed
Noncontiguous Habitat Block 6. Conservation within this Cell will focus
on water and riparian scrub, woodland, and forest habitat. Areas
conserved within this Cell will be connected to water habitat proposed for
conservation in Cell 2878 to the south. Conservation within this Cell will
range from 30 to 40 percent of the Cell focusing in the southern portion
of the Cell.

2878

N/A

30

NE

Conservation within this Cell will contribute to assembly of Proposed
Noncontiguous Habitat Block 6. Conservation within this Cell will focus
on water habitat. Areas conserved within this Cell will be connected to
water habitat proposed for conservation in Cell 2775 to the north.
Conservation within this Cell will range from 10 to 20 percent of the Cell
focusing in the northern portion of the Cell.

3291

N/A

06

NW

Stoney Mountain Preserve is located within this Criteria Area Cell.
Conservation within this Cell Group will contribute to assembly of
Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 7. Conservation within this Cell
Group will focus on grassland habitat. Conservation within this Cell
Group will be approximately 5 percent of the Cell Group focusing in the
western portion of the Cell Group.

3584

12

SE

Conservation within this Cell Group will contribute to assembly of
Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 7. Conservation within this Cell
Group will focus on playas/vernal pool habitat and agricultural land.
Areas conserved within this Cell Group will be connected to
playas/vernal pool habitat proposed for conservation in Cell 3793 to the
east, in Cells 3891 and 3892 to the south, and in Cells 3684 and 3791,
both in the Harvest Valley/Winchester Area Plan to the west.
Conservation within this Cell Group will range from 70 to 80 percent of
the Cell Group focusing in the central portion of the Cell Group.

3683

N/A

13

NW

Conservation within this Cell will focus on assembly of Proposed
Noncontiguous Habitat Block 7. Conservation within this Cell will focus
on playas, vernal pools, and a variety of upland habitat. Areas
conserved within this Cell will be connected to wetlands proposed for
conservation in Cell 3684 to the east and to uplands and wetlands
proposed for conservation in Cell 3791 to the south. Conservation within
this Cell will range from 65 to 75 percent focusing on the eastern portion
of the Cell.

3684

13

NE

Conservation within this Cell Group will contribute to assembly of
Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 7. Conservation within this Cell
Group will focus on playas/vernal pool habitat and agricultural land.
Areas conserved within this Cell Group will be connected to
playas/vernal pool habitat proposed for conservation in Cell 3793 to the
east, in Cells 3891 and 3892 to the south, and in Cells 3684 and 3791
both in the Harvest Valley/Winchester Area Plan to the west.
Conservation within this Cell Group will range from 70 to 80 percent of

the Cell Group focusing in the central portion of the Cell Group.
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Table 3.3-2

Criteria Cells and Proposed Conservation Goals

Cell ID

Subunit

Cell
Group

USGS
Section

Quarter
Section

Cell Criteria

3791

4

D

13

SwW

Conservation within this Cell Group will contribute to assembly of
Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 7. Conservation within this Cell
Group will focus on playas/vernal pool habitat and agricultural land.
Areas conserved within this Cell Group will be connected to
playas/vernal pool habitat proposed for conservation in Cell 3793 to the
east, in Cells 3891 and 3892 to the south, and in Cells 3684 and 3791,
both in the Harvest Valley/Winchester Area Plan to the west.
Conservation within this Cell Group will range from 70 to 80 percent of
the Cell Group focusing in the central portion of the Cell Group.

3887

N/A

23

NE

The Stowe Road Vernal Pool Complex is located within this Cell.
Conservation within this Cell will focus on assembly of Proposed
Noncontiguous Habitat Block 7. Conservation within this Cell will focus
on playas and vernal pools, coastal sage scrub, grassland, and
chaparral. Areas conserved within this Cell will be connected to
wetlands proposed for conservation to the east, northeast, and southeast
in Cells 3891, 3791, and 4007. Conservation within this Cell will range
from 45 to 55 percent focusing on the eastern portion of the Cell.

3891

N/A

24

NW

Conservation within this Cell will contribute to assembly of Proposed
Noncontiguous Habitat Block 7. Conservation within this Cell will focus
on playas/vernal pool habitat. Areas conserved within this Cell will be
connected to playas/vernal pool habitat proposed for conservation in Cell
Group D to the north, in Cell 3892 to the east, in Cell 4007 to the south,
and in Cell 3891 in the Harvest Valley/Winchester Area Plan to the west.
Conservation within this Cell will range from 45 to 55 percent of the Cell
focusing in the eastern portion of the Cell.

4007

N/A

24

S

Conservation within this Cell will contribute to assembly of Proposed
Noncontiguous Habitat Block 7. Conservation within this Cell will focus
on playas/vernal pool habitat. Areas conserved within this Cell will be
connected to playas/vernal pool habitat proposed for conservation in Cell
3891 to the north and in Cell 4007 in the Harvest Valley/Winchester Area
Plan to the west. Conservation within this Cell will be approximately 5
percent of the Cell focusing in the northern portion of the Cell.

Source: Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan, RCIP 2003; Natural Environment Study, April 2010

Note: ID = Identification

N/A = Not Applicable; these are individual cells.
NE = Northeast

NW = Northwest
SE = Southwest
SW = Southwest
USGS = U.S. Geological Survey

MSHCP Guidelines for Construction of Wildlife Crossings

All of the Build alternatives and design options would cross Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek) and,

therefore, must consider the construction of wildlife crossings. Section 7.5.2 of the MSHCP provides guidelines

on the construction of wildlife crossings for roads that could present an impediment to wildlife movement.

Guidelines are to be applied where wildlife movement is known to exist or in portions of the Criteria Area that

have been assembled to provide wildlife movement.
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Specific Crossing Design
Wildlife crossing designs may be developed in support of avian, large mammalian, small mammalian, reptile, and

amphibian, or insect crossings. Crossing designs and considerations include the following.

e UnderpassUndercrossing — Any bridge structure under a roadway that may be used by wildlife; large
structures would be required to enable crossing by large mammals; smaller undercrossings could be used by

medium-sized wildlife.

e Culvert — Enclosed concrete or metal structures can enable crossing by medium-sized to small wildlife,
including amphibians, reptiles, and some avian species (roadrunners or quail); the length of a culvert can be
critical to whether or how much it will be used; for smaller wildlife, barriers could be necessary to direct them
to culvert openings, and placement of crossings within the habitat is important.

e Overpass/Overcrossing — Any bridge structure over a road or freeway that is intended only for wildlife
crossing; overcrossings would usually be naturally vegetated structures so that they look like seamless
extensions of habitat to wildlife.

The locations and designs of crossing facilities must take key movement routes, natural topography and features,

adjacent habitat, and species objectives and constraints into account.

General Considerations

Guidelines for wildlife crossings are provided in the MSHCP. A summary of these general considerations is
included below.

e Overall assessment of crossing needs on an entire-road basis

e Spacing and mixture of crossing types

e Walls and features to direct small wildlife toward crossings

e Regular small culvert installation for small wildlife

e Placement at known travel routes or natural pinch points

e [Large mammal crossings approximately every mile or small to medium-sized mammal crossings
approximately every 305 meters (m) (1,000 feet [ft])

e Measures to minimize human disturbance near crossings

e Vegetative or fence windrows to direct insects to crossings
¢ Size dimensions for large mammal crossings

e Wildlife overpass dimensions

e  Wire fencing to guide large wildlife to crossings

e Measures to allow trapped wildlife to escape
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Urban/Wildlands Interface Policy

Section 6.1.4 of the MSHCP contains the urban/wildlands interface policy and provides guidelines intended to
address indirect effects associated with development near the MSHCP Conservation Area (RCIP 2003). These
guidelines are reproduced below.

Drainage

Proposed Developmentsin proximity to the MSHCP Conservation Area shall incorporate measures, including
measures required through the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirements, to
ensure that the quantity and quality of runoff discharged to the MSHCP Conservation Area is not altered in an
adverse way when compared with existing conditions. In particular, measures shall be put in place to avoid
discharge of untreated surface runoff from devel oped and paved areas into the MSHCP Conservation Area.
Sormwater systems shall be designed to prevent the release of toxins, chemicals, petroleum products, exotic plant
materials or other elements that might degrade or harm biological resources or ecosystem processes within the
MSHCP Conservation Area. This can be accomplished using a variety of methods including natural detention
basins, grass swales or mechanical trapping devices. Regular maintenance shall occur to ensure effective
operations of runoff control systems.

Toxics

Land uses proposed in proximity to the MSHCP Conservation Area that use chemicals or generate bioproducts
such as manure that are potentially toxic or may adver sely affect wildlife species, Habitat or water quality shall
incor porate measures to ensure that application of such chemicals does not result in discharge to the MSHCP
Conservation Area. Measures such as those employed to address drainage issues shall be implemented.

Lighting
Night lighting shall be directed away from the MSHCP Conservation Area to protect species within the MSHCP

Conservation Area from direct night lighting. Shielding shall be incorporated in project designs to ensure ambient
lighting in the MSHCP Conservation Area is not increased.

Noise

Proposed noise generating land uses affecting the MSHCP Conservation Area shall incorporate setbacks, berms
or wallsto minimize the effects of noise on MSHCP Conservation Area resources pursuant to applicable rules,
regulations and guidelines related to land use noise standards. For planning purposes, wildlife within the MSHCP
Conservation Area should not be subject to noise that would exceed residential noise standards.

Invasives

When approving landscape plans for Development that is proposed adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation Area,
Permittees shall consider the invasive, non-native plant specieslisted in Table 6-2 [MSHCP Section 6.1.4] and
shall require revisions to landscape plans (subject to the limitations of their jurisdiction) to avoid the use of
invasive species for the portions of Development that are adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation Area.
Considerationsin reviewing the applicability of thislist shall include proximity of planting areas to the MSHCP
Conservation Areas, species considered in the planting plans, resources being protected within the MSHCP
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Conservation Area and their relative sensitivity to invasion, and barriersto plant and seed dispersal, such as
walls, topography and other features.

Barriers

Proposed land uses adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation Area shall incorporate barriers, where appropriate in
individual project designs to minimize unauthorized public access, domestic animal predation, illegal trespass or
dumping in the MSHCP Conservation Area. Such barriers may include native landscaping, rocks/boulders,
fencing, walls, signage and/or other appropriate mechanisms.

Grading/Land Development

Manufactured slopes associated with proposed site development shall not extend into the MSHCP Conservation
Area.

Guidelines for the Siting and Design of Planned Roads within the Criteria Area and
Public/Quasipublic Lands:

Section 7.5.1 of the MSHCP provides guidelines for planned roadways to minimize impacts to sensitive species
and habitats known to occur in the vicinity of the planned roadway. These guidelines include the following.

e Planned roadswill be located in the least environmentally sensitive location Feasible, including disturbed and
developed areas or areas that have been previously altered. Alignments will follow existing roads, easements,
right-of-ways, and disturbed areas, as appropriate to minimize habitat fragmentation.

e Planned roadswill avoid, to the greatest extent Feasible, impacts to Covered Species and wetlands. If
wetlands avoidance is not possible, then any impacts to wetlands will require issuance of and mitigation in
accordance with a federal 404 and/or state 1600 permit.

e Design of planned roads will consider wildlife movement requirements, as further outlined below under
Guidelines for Construction of Wildlife Corridors.

e Narrow Endemic Plant Species!3 will be avoided; if avoidance is not Feasible, then mitigation as described in
the Narrow Endemics Plant Policy will be implemented.

e Any construction, maintenance and operation activities that involves clearing of natural vegetation will be
conducted outside the active breeding season (March 1 through June 30).

e Prior to design and construction of transportation facilities, biological surveyswill be conducted within the
study area for the facility including vegetation mapping and species surveys and/or wetland delineations. The
appropriate biological surveys to be conducted will be based on field conditions and recommendations of the
project manager in consultation with a qualified biologist. The results of the biological resources
investigations will be mapped and documented. The documentation will include preliminary conclusions and
recommendations regarding potential effects of facility construction on MSHCP Conservation Area resources
and methods to avoid and minimize impacts to MSHCP Conservation Area resources in conjunction with
project siting, design, construction and operation. The project biologist will work with facility designers
during the design and construction phase to ensure implementation of Feasible recommendations.

13A Narrow Endemic Plant Species is a species that is confined to a specific geographic region, soil type, and/or habitat.
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Biological surveys and vegetation mapping were conducted prior to preliminary design of the Project to provide
recommendations on Project siting, design, construction, and operation of the roadway. Additionally, avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation measures were included as feasible for potential impacts to MSHCP Conservation

Area resources.

Impacts

The following sections describe the potential permanent (direct and indirect) and temporary impacts to natural
communities from each of the Project alternatives and design options. All quantities are expressed in both metric
and customary values. Conversions from metric to customary values that appear similar may differ due to
rounding.

Permanent Impacts
For this analysis, all areas that support natural communities inside the PIA were considered to be permanently lost

as a result of building and operating the roadway. Direct impacts to natural communities, such as permanent loss
of habitat, are those impacts that can be expected from the removal and disturbance of the land that are associated
with construction and operation. Indirect impacts would result from the Project, be reasonably foreseeable, and
could occur later or would be farther away from the Project than direct impacts. For this analysis, permanent
indirect impacts could include alteration of wetland hydrology or the establishment or encroachment of invasive
plants that eventually outcompete native species or degrade habitat quality. Permanent indirect impacts could
occur within the 30.5-m (100-ft) indirect impact area adjacent to the PIA or within Additional Indirect Impact
Study Areas 1 and 2.

As stated in Section 3.3.1.2 (page 3-439), 18 vegetation types (including four agricultural subtypes and two types
of ornamental vegetation) are present in the study area. Nine of these are considered sensitive natural
communities. The locations of vegetation types in the study area are shown in Figures 3.3-5 through 3.3-10.

Only impacts to the following nine sensitive natural communities are described in further detail in this analysis:

e Alkali grassland

o Alkali playa

e Cottonwood-willow riparian forest
e Emergent wetland

e  Mulefat scrub

e Riversidian sage scrub

e Seasonal wetland

e Vernal pool

e  Willow riparian scrub and forest

These sensitive natural plant communities support a diverse assemblage of plant and wildlife species, many of
which are unique to the Project study area or have special status. A summary of impacts to vegetation in the
Project alternatives and design options is provided in Table 3.3-3 (page 3-471).
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Table 3.3-3 Summary of Potential Permanent and Temporary Impacts to the Biological Environment for Project Alternatives and Design Options
Project Alternative
Build Alternative 1b Build Alternative 2b
Build Alternative 1a and Design Option 1b1 Build Alternative 2a and Design Option 2b1l
Roadway Segments A, E, G, |, J, L, N, Additional Roadway Segments A, F, H, |, K, L, N, Additional
Indirect Impact Study Area 2, Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2,
Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 Roadway Segments B, C, G, |, K, M, N, Additional Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 Roadway Segments B, D, H, |, J, M, N, Additional
Connections 1 and 2 to Hemet Channel Outside Indirect Impact Study Area 2, Connection 3 to Hemet Channel Outside the Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2,
No Build the Project ROW Utility Relocations Areas 1 and 2 Project ROW Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2
Impacts Alternative Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours
Permanent, Direct
Vegetation
Alkali Grassland (Akg) NI 9.8 ha (24.3 ac) 6.5 ha (16.1 ac) 10.0 ha (24.7 ac) 6.4 ha (15.8 ac)
Alkali Playa (Ap) NI 0.002 ha (0.01 ac) 0.002 ha (0.01 ac) 0.002 ha (0.01 ac) 0.002 ha (0.01 ac)
Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest (Cwrf) NI 0.5 ha (1.3 ac) 0.5 ha (1.2 ac) 0.5 ha (1.3 ac) 0.5ha (1.2 ac)
Emergent Wetland (EmW) NI NI NI NI NI
Mulefat Scrub (Ms) NI 0.004 ha (0.01 ac) NI 0.004 ha (0.01 ac) NI
Riversidian Sage Scrub (Rss) NI 50.5 ha (124.8 ac) 47.9 ha (118.3 ac) 40.9 ha (101.0 ac) 38.3 ha (94.5 ac)
Seasonal Wetland (Sw) NI 29ha (7.2 ac) 3.3 ha (8.2 ac) 3.0 ha (7.3 ac) 3.4 ha (8.4 ac)
Vernal Pool (Vp)® NI 0.8 ha (2.0 ac) 0.004 ha (0.01 ac) 0.004 ha (0.01 ac) 0.8 ha (2.0 ac)
Willow Riparian (Scrub and Forest) (Wr) NI 1.0 ha (2.4 ac) 1.0 ha (2.4 ac) 1.0 ha (2.4 ac) 1.0 ha (2.4 ac)
Wetlands and Other Waters
Vernal Pools® NI 0.81 ha (1.99 ac) 0.004 ha (0.01 ac) 0.004 ha (0.01 ac) 0.81 ha (1.99 ac)
Seasonal Wetlands NI 0.38 ha (0.93 ac) 0.38 ha (0.93 ac) 0.43 ha (1.06 ac) 0.43 ha (1.06 ac)
Agricultural Seasonal Wetlands NI 3.66 ha (9.05 ac) 3.66 ha (9.05ac) 3.66 ha (9.05 ac) 3.66 ha (9.05 ac)
Drainage Ditches NI 2.05 ha (5.09 ac) 1.78 ha (4.43 ac) 1.99 ha (4.96 ac) 1.86 ha (4.62 ac)
Riparian Seasonal Wetlands NI 0.64 ha (1.58 ac) 0.64 ha (1.58 ac) 0.64 ha (1.59 ac) 0.64 ha (1.59 ac)
Constructed Ponds NI 1.07 ha (2.63 ac) 2.57 ha (6.33 ac) 1.07 ha (2.63 ac) 2.57 ha (6.35 ac)
Erosional Drainages NI 0.13 ha (0.31 ac) 0.13 ha (0.31 ac) 0.03 ha (0.08 ac) 0.03 ha (0.08 ac)
MSHCP Habitats
Riparian/Riverine Habitat NI 1.69 ha (4.18 ac) 1.67 ha (4.14 ac) 1.69 ha (4.18 ac) 1.67 ha (4.13 ac)
Vernal Pool Habitat® NI 0.93 ha (2.28 ac) 0.14 ha (0.33 ac) 0.12 ha (0.30 ac) 0.95 ha (2.31 ac)
Rare Plant Populations/Individuals®
Federal/
State/CNPS MSHCP Status
Status and Special
Scientific Name Common Name Codes® Conditions®
Atriplex parishii Parish’s Brittlescale -/-11B.1 CA, PS NI NI NI NI NI
Atriplex serenana | Davidson’s -/-11B.2 CA, PS NI 1/6 1/6 1/6 1/6
var. davidsonii Saltscale
Calochortus Plummer’s -/-11B.2 CcO NI 1/2 1/2 NI NI
plummerae Mariposa Lily
Centromadia Smooth Tarplant -/-11B.A1 CA, PS, RRVP NI 168/73,072 149/373,322 163/71,715 155/374,837
pungens ssp.
laevis
Chorizanthe parryi | Parry’s Spineflower -/-13.2 cOo NI 24/110,966 23/110,426 32/13,629 31/13,089
var. parryi
Chorizanthe Long-Spined -/-11B.2 Covered NI 2/815 2/815 24/14,651 24/14,651
polygonoides var. Spineflower
longispina
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Table 3.3-3 Summary of Potential Permanent and Temporary Impacts to the Biological Environment for Project Alternatives and Design Options
Project Alternative
Build Alternative 1b Build Alternative 2b
Build Alternative 1a and Design Option 1b1 Build Alternative 2a and Design Option 2b1l
Roadway Segments A, E, G, |, J, L, N, Additional Roadway Segments A, F, H, |, K, L, N, Additional
Indirect Impact Study Area 2, Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2,
Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 Roadway Segments B, C, G, |, K, M, N, Additional Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 Roadway Segments B, D, H, |, J, M, N, Additional
Connections 1 and 2 to Hemet Channel Outside Indirect Impact Study Area 2, Connection 3 to Hemet Channel Outside the Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2,
No Build the Project ROW Utility Relocations Areas 1 and 2 Project ROW Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2
Impacts Alternative Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours
Deinandra Paniculate Tarplant -/-14.2 Not Included in NI 20/8,729 14/1,288 20/29,629 14/22,188
paniculata MSHCP
Harpagonella Palmer’s -/-14.2 Covered NI NI NI NI NI
palmeri Grapplinghook
Hordeum Vernal Barley -1-13.2 PS, RRVP NI 6/8,425 5/5,425 3/3,925 6/8,425
intercedens
Lasthenia glabrata | Coulter's Goldfields -/-11B.A1 CA, PS NI 20/4,785 2/28,079 20/4,785 3/28,081
ssp. coulteri
Lepidium Robinson’s -/-11B.2 Not Included in NI 14/79,074 14/79,074 16/7,700 16/7,700
virginicum var. Peppergrass MSHCP
robinsonii
Microseris Small-Flowered -/-14.2 CcO NI NI NI 115 115
douglasii ssp. Microseris
platycarpha
Myosurus Little Mousetail -/-13.1 CA, PS NI 1/10,000 1/10,000 1/10,000 1/10,000
minimus ssp.
apus
Animal Species
Burrowing Owl NI 1 pair: 1 pair: 2 pairs: 2 pairs:
RIV-BUO-023 (2006 nest) RIV-BUO-023 (2006 nest) RIV-BUO-031 RIV-BUO-031
RIV-BUO-056 RIV-BUO-056
Excellent Quality Burrowing Owl Habitat NI 4.03 ha 9.52 ha 31.13 ha 33.07 ha
(9.95 ac) (23.54 ac) (76.92 ac) (81.72 ac)
Suitable Quality Burrowing Owl Habitat NI 49.38 ha 58.26 ha 52.95 ha 61.01 ha
(122.02 ac) (143.96 ac) (130.84 ac) (150.77 ac)
Non-MSHCP Nesting Raptors NI 5 pairs: 5 pairs: 5 pairs: 5 pairs:
1 pair barn owls 1 pair barn owls 1 pair barn owls 1 pair barn owls
4 pairs red-tailed hawks 4 pairs red-tailed hawks 4 pairs red-tailed hawks 4 pairs red-tailed hawks
MSHCP Nesting Raptors NI 0 pairs 0 pairs 0 pairs 0 pairs
Raptor Foraging Habitat NI 142.33 ha 107.01 ha 142.33 ha 107.01 ha
(351.70 ac) (264.42 ac) (351.70 ac) (264.42 ac)
OR 107.35 ha (265.25 ac)® OR 107.35 ha (265.25 ac)°
Los Angeles Pocket Mouse NI Present Present Present Present
Los Angeles Pocket Mouse Habitat NI 1.0 ha (2.6 ac) 1.0 ha (2.6 ac) 1.0 ha (2.6 ac) 1.0 ha (2.6 ac)
Bats NI Removal of roosting habitat Removal of roosting habitat Removal of roosting habitat Removal of roosting habitat
Threatened and Endangered Species
Vernal Pool Branchiopods® NI NI NI NI NI
Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Habitat NI 101.3 ha (250.4 ac) 100.0 ha (247.1 ac) 87.5 ha (216.1 ac) 86.0 ha (212.5 ac)
Quino Checkerspot Butterfly Suitable Habitat NA 169.7 ha (419.5 ac) 175.1 ha (432.7 ac) 150.2 ha (371.0 ac) 162.7 ha (401.9 ac)
OR 175.3 ha (433.2 ac)° OR 162.9 ha (402.4 ac)°
Coastal California Gnatcatcher Suitable Habitat NA 58.5 ha (144.7 ac) 56.2 ha (138.9 ac) 46.1 ha (114.0 ac) 43.8 ha (108.3 ac)
San Jacinto Valley Crownscale NI 4/589 4/589 4/589 4/589
Spreading Navarretia NI NI NI NI NI
California Orcutt Grass NI NI NI NI NI
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Table 3.3-3 Summary of Potential Permanent and Temporary Impacts to the Biological Environment for Project Alternatives and Design Options
Project Alternative
Build Alternative 1b Build Alternative 2b
Build Alternative 1a and Design Option 1b1 Build Alternative 2a and Design Option 2b1l
Roadway Segments A, E, G, |, J, L, N, Additional Roadway Segments A, F, H, |, K, L, N, Additional
Indirect Impact Study Area 2, Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2,
Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 Roadway Segments B, C, G, |, K, M, N, Additional Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 Roadway Segments B, D, H, |, J, M, N, Additional
Connections 1 and 2 to Hemet Channel Outside Indirect Impact Study Area 2, Connection 3 to Hemet Channel Outside the Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2,
No Build the Project ROW Utility Relocations Areas 1 and 2 Project ROW Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2
Impacts Alternative Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours
Critical Habitat
Spreading Navarretia Critical Habitat NI 0.9 ha (2.3 ac) 0.9 ha (2.3 ac) 1.0 ha (2.4 ac) 1.0 ha (2.4 ac)
Wildlife Movement
MSHCP Cores and Linkages
Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek) NI NI NI NI NI
Existing Constrained Linkage C (San Jacinto River) NI NI NI NI NI
Local Corridors
Newport Road Hills to Patton Road Corridor NI 2 Categories of Wildlife Movement: NI 2 Categories of Wildlife Movement: NI
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian; Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian;
Insects Insects
Hemet Channel Corridor NI NI NI NI NI
San Jacinto Branch Line Corridor NI NI NI NI NI
OR OR
2 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 2 Categories of Wildlife Movement:
Large Mammal; Large Mammal;
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian® Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian®
Double Butte to West Hemet Hills Corridor NI 2 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 2 Categories of Wildlife Movement: NI NI
Large Mammal; Large Mammal;
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian
West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport Corridor NI NI NI 1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 1 Category of Wildlife Movement:
Large Mammal Large Mammal
West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains Corridor NI 1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 1 Category of Wildlife Movement: NI NI
Large Mammal Large Mammal
Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills Corridor NI 1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 1 Category of Wildlife Movement:
Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal
Colorado River Aqueduct Corridor NI NI NI NI NI
Wildlife Movement Summary
MSHCP Cores and Linkages NI NI NI NI NI
Local Corridors NI 4 Corridors: 3 Corridors: 3 Corridors: 2 Corridors:
Newport Road Hills to Patton Road Hills Double Butte to West Hemet Hills Newport Road Hills to Patton Road Hills West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport
Double Butte to West Hemet Hills West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains Area West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills
West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains Area Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills OR
Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills OR 4 Corridors:
4 Corridors: Hemet Channel
San Jacinto Branch Line San Jacinto Branch Line
Double Butte to West Hemet Hills West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport
West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains Area Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills®
Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills®
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Table 3.3-3 Summary of Potential Permanent and Temporary Impacts to the Biological Environment for Project Alternatives and Design Options
Project Alternative
Build Alternative 1b Build Alternative 2b
Build Alternative 1a and Design Option 1b1 Build Alternative 2a and Design Option 2b1l
Roadway Segments A, E, G, |, J, L, N, Additional Roadway Segments A, F, H, |, K, L, N, Additional
Indirect Impact Study Area 2, Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2,
Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 Roadway Segments B, C, G, |, K, M, N, Additional Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 Roadway Segments B, D, H, |, J, M, N, Additional
Connections 1 and 2 to Hemet Channel Outside Indirect Impact Study Area 2, Connection 3 to Hemet Channel Outside the Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2,
No Build the Project ROW Utility Relocations Areas 1 and 2 Project ROW Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2
Impacts Alternative Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours
Permanent, Indirect
Vegetation
Alkali Grassland (Akg) NI 4.9 ha (12.0 ac) 3.6 ha (8.8 ac) 12.9 ha (31.8 ac) 11.2 ha (27.6 ac)
Alkali Playa (Ap) NI 0.03 ha (0.07 ac) 0.06 ha (0.2 ac) 0.1 ha (0.2 ac) 0.03 ha (0.07 ac)
Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest (Cwrf) NI 0.2 ha (0.6 ac) 0.3 ha (0.7 ac) 0.2 ha (0.6 ac) 0.3 ha (0.7 ac)
Emergent Wetland (EmW) NI 0.2 ha (0.5 ac) 0.1 ha (0.2 ac) 0.2 ha (0.5 ac) 0.09 ha (0.2 ac)
Mulefat Scrub (Ms) NI 0.0 0.004 ha (0.01 ac) 0.0 0.004 ha (0.01 ac)
Riversidian Sage Scrub (Rss) NI 9.2 ha (22.7 ac) 9.3 ha (22.9 ac) 25.4 ha (62.7 ac) 25.5 ha (62.9 ac)
Seasonal Wetland (Sw) NI 2.1ha (5.2 ac) 1.9 ha (4.8 ac) 2.0 ha (5.0 ac) 2.0 ha (5.0 ac)
Vernal Pool (Vp)® NI 0.3 ha (0.6 ac) 0.3 ha (0.8 ac) 1.3 ha (3.3 ac) 1.3 ha (3.2 ac)
Willow Riparian (Scrub and Forest) (Wr) NI 0.6 ha (1.4 ac) 0.9 ha (2.2 ac) 0.6 ha (1.4 ac) 0.9 ha (2.2 ac)
Wetlands and Other Waters
Vernal Pools® NI NI | NI | 0.98 ha (2.43 ac) 0.98 ha (2.43 ac)
MSHCP Habitats
Vernal Pool Habitat® NI NI | NI | 0.98 ha (2.43 ac) 0.98 ha (2.43 ac)
Rare Plant Populations/Individuals®
Federal/State/ MSHCP Status
CNPS Status and Special

Scientific Name Common Name Codes* Conditions®
Atriplex parishii Parish’s -/-11B.1 CA, PS NI NI NI NI NI

Brittlescale
Atriplex serenana | Davidson’s -/-11B.2 CA, PS NI NI NI NI NI
var. davidsonii Saltscale
Calochortus Plummer’s -/-11B.2 CcO NI NI NI NI NI
plummerae Mariposa Lily
Centromadia Smooth Tarplant -/-11B.1 CA, PS, RRVP NI 80/26,512 102/156,666 94/31,841 97/152,589
pungens ssp.
laevis
Chorizanthe parryi | Parry’s -/-13.2 CcO NI 3/1,570 3/1,570 4/264 4/264
var. parryi Spineflower
Chorizanthe Long-Spined -/-11B.2 Covered NI 2/3,801 2/3,801 3/913 3/913
polygonoides var. Spineflower
longispina
Deinandra Paniculate --14.2 Not Included in NI 17/12,645 15/5,706 19/12,795 17/5,856
paniculata Tarplant MSHCP
Harpagonella Palmer’s -/-14.2 Covered NI NI NI 1/500 1/500
palmeri Grapplinghook
Hordeum Vernal Barley -/-13.2 PS, RRVP NI 6/10,496 11/12,796 11/5,022,997 11/5,017,297
intercedens
Lasthenia glabrata | Coulter's -/-11B.1 CA, PS NI 3/650 2/1,046 3/650 1/1,044
ssp. coulteri Goldfields
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Table 3.3-3 Summary of Potential Permanent and Temporary Impacts to the Biological Environment for Project Alternatives and Design Options
Project Alternative
Build Alternative 1b Build Alternative 2b
Build Alternative 1a and Design Option 1b1 Build Alternative 2a and Design Option 2b1l
Roadway Segments A, E, G, |, J, L, N, Additional Roadway Segments A, F, H, |, K, L, N, Additional
Indirect Impact Study Area 2, Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2,
Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 Roadway Segments B, C, G, |, K, M, N, Additional Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 Roadway Segments B, D, H, |, J, M, N, Additional
Connections 1 and 2 to Hemet Channel Outside Indirect Impact Study Area 2, Connection 3 to Hemet Channel Outside the Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2,
No Build the Project ROW Utility Relocations Areas 1 and 2 Project ROW Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2
Impacts Alternative Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours
Lepidium Robinson’s -/-11B.2 Not Included in NI 2/50 2/50 3/172 3/172
virginicum var. Peppergrass MSHCP
robinsonii
Microseris Small-Flowered -/-14.2 CcO NI NI NI NI NI
douglasii ssp. Microseris
platycarpha
Myosurus Little Mousetail -/-13.1 CA, PS NI 1/8,589 1/9,886 14/12,750 14/11,395
minimus ssp.
apus
Animal Species’
Burrowing Owl NI 5 pairs and a single male: 6 pairs: 4 pairs and a single male: 5 pairs:
RIV-BUO-005 RIV-BUO-005 RIV-BUO-004 RIV-BUO-004
RIV-BUO-006 RIV-BUO-006 RIV-BUO-005 RIV-BUO-005
RIV-BUO-023 (2005 nest) RIV-BUO-023 (2005 nest) RIV-BUO-023 RIV-BUO-023
RIV-BUO-024 RIV-BUO-024 RIV-BUO-052 RIV-BUO-042
RIV-BUO-052 RIV-BUO-042 RIV-BUO-053 (single male) RIV-BUO-052
RIV-BUO-053 (single male) RIV-BUO-052
Non-MSHCP Nesting Raptors NI 7 pairs: 7 pairs: 7 pairs: 7 pairs:
2 pairs barn owls 1 pair barn owls 2 pairs barn owls 1 pair barn owls
5 pairs red-tailed hawks 6 pairs red-tailed hawks 5 pairs red-tailed hawks 6 pairs red-tailed hawks
MSHCP Nesting Raptors NI 2 pairs white-tailed kites 1 pair white-tailed kites 4 pairs: 3 pairs:
1 pair Cooper’s hawks 1 pair Cooper’s hawks
3 pairs white-tailed kites 2 pairs white-tailed kites
Los Angeles Pocket Mouse NI Present Present Present Present
Los Angeles Pocket Mouse Habitat NI 0.9 ha (2.2 ac) 0.9 ha (2.2 ac) 0.9 ha (2.2 ac) 0.9 ha (2.2 ac)
Threatened and Endangered Species'
Vernal Pool Branchiopods® NI NI NI 0.72 ha (1.79 ac) 0.72 ha (1.79 ac)
Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Habitat NI 133.8 ha (330.6 ac) 132.3 ha (326.8 ac) 144.4 ha (356.8 ac) 141.7 ha (350.1 ac)
Quino Checkerspot Butterfly Suitable Habitat NA 79.33 ha (196.02ac) 85.08 ha (210.25 ac) 235.39 ha (581.69 ac) 239.94 ha (592.91 ac)
OR 85.13 ha (210.37 ac)’ OR 239.99 ha (593.03 ac)°
Coastal California Gnatcatcher Suitable Habitat NA 11.29 ha (27.90 ac) 11.58 ha (28.62 ac) 40.74 ha (100.68 ac) 41.04 ha (101.41 ac)
San Jacinto Valley Crownscale NI 11/6,138 11/6,138 32/6,548 32/6,548
Spreading Navarretia NI NI NI 15/28,533 15/28,533
California Orcutt Grass NI NI NI 2/4,266 2/4,266
Critical Habitat
Spreading Navarretia Critical Habitat NI 1.0 ha (2.4 ac) 1.0 ha (2.4 ac) 134.1 ha (331.3 ac) 134.1 ha (331.3 ac)

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FEBRUARY 2013

3-475

STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT
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Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Table 3.3-3 Summary of Potential Permanent and Temporary Impacts to the Biological Environment for Project Alternatives and Design Options
Project Alternative
Build Alternative 1b Build Alternative 2b
Build Alternative 1a and Design Option 1b1 Build Alternative 2a and Design Option 2b1l
Roadway Segments A, E, G, |, J, L, N, Additional Roadway Segments A, F, H, |, K, L, N, Additional
Indirect Impact Study Area 2, Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2,
Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 Roadway Segments B, C, G, |, K, M, N, Additional Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 Roadway Segments B, D, H, |, J, M, N, Additional
Connections 1 and 2 to Hemet Channel Outside Indirect Impact Study Area 2, Connection 3 to Hemet Channel Outside the Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2,
No Build the Project ROW Utility Relocations Areas 1 and 2 Project ROW Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2
Impacts Alternative Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours
Wildlife Movement
MSHCP Cores and Linkages
Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek) NI 4 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 4 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 4 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 4 Categories of Wildlife Movement:
Avian Avian Avian Avian
Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian
Insects Insects Insects Insects
Existing Constrained Linkage C (San Jacinto River) NI NI NI NI NI
Local Corridors
Newport Road Hills to Patton Road Corridor NI 2 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 4 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 2 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 4 Categories of Wildlife Movement:
Avian Avian Avian Avian
Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian
Insects Insects
Hemet Channel Corridor NI 4 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 5 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 5 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 4 Categories of Wildlife Movement:
Avian Avian Avian Avian
Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian
Insects Insects Insects Insects
Passive Dispersers Passive Dispersers
San Jacinto Branch Line Corridor NI 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement:
Avian Avian Avian Avian
Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian
OR OR
1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 1 Category of Wildlife Movement:
Avian® Avian®
Double Butte to West Hemet Hills Corridor NI 1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 1 Category of Wildlife Movement: NI NI
Avian Avian
West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport Corridor NI NI NI 2 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 2 Categories of Wildlife Movement:
Avian Avian
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian
West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains Corridor NI 1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 1 Category of Wildlife Movement: NI NI
Avian Avian
Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills Corridor NI 1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 1 Category of Wildlife Movement:
Avian Avian Avian Avian
Colorado River Aqueduct Corridor NI 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement:
Avian Avian Avian Avian
Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian
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Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Table 3.3-3 Summary of Potential Permanent and Temporary Impacts to the Biological Environment for Project Alternatives and Design Options
Project Alternative
Build Alternative 1b Build Alternative 2b
Build Alternative 1a and Design Option 1b1 Build Alternative 2a and Design Option 2b1l
Roadway Segments A, E, G, |, J, L, N, Additional Roadway Segments A, F, H, |, K, L, N, Additional
Indirect Impact Study Area 2, Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2,
Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 Roadway Segments B, C, G, |, K, M, N, Additional Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 Roadway Segments B, D, H, |, J, M, N, Additional
Connections 1 and 2 to Hemet Channel Outside Indirect Impact Study Area 2, Connection 3 to Hemet Channel Outside the Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2,
No Build the Project ROW Utility Relocations Areas 1 and 2 Project ROW Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2
Impacts Alternative Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours
Wildlife Movement Summary
MSHCP Cores and Linkages NI 1 Linkage: 1 Linkage: 1 Linkage: 1 Linkage:
Existing Constrained Linkage B Existing Constrained Linkage B Existing Constrained Linkage B Existing Constrained Linkage B
Local Corridors NI 7 Corridors: 7 Corridors: 6 Corridors: 6 Corridors:
Newport Road Hills to Patton Road Newport Road Hills to Patton Road Newport Road Hills to Patton Road Newport Road Hills to Patton Road
Hemet Channel Hemet Channel Hemet Channel Hemet Channel
San Jacinto Branch Line San Jacinto Branch Line San Jacinto Branch Line San Jacinto Branch Line
Double Butte to West Hemet Hills Double Butte to West Hemet Hills West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport
West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills
Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills Colorado River Aqueduct Colorado River Aqueduct
Colorado River Aqueduct Colorado River Aqueduct
Temporary
Wetlands and Other Waters
Salt Creek Channel® NI 1.15 ha (2.85 ac) 1.12 ha (2.77 ac) 1.15 ha (2.85 ac) 1.27 ha (3.15 ac)
Hemet Channel® NI NI 0.29 ha (0.72 ac) 0.75 ha (1.85 ac) 0.53 ha (1.32 ac)
MSHCP Habitats
Riparian/Riverine Habitat® NI 1.15 ha (2.85 ac) 1.12 ha (2.77 ac) 1.15 ha (2.85 ac) 1.27 ha (3.15 ac)
Animal Species’
Burrowing Owl NI 5 pairs and a single male: 6 pairs: 4 pairs and a single male: 5 pairs:
RIV-BUO-005 RIV-BUO-005 RIV-BUO-004 RIV-BUO-004
RIV-BUO-006 RIV-BUO-006 RIV-BUO-005 RIV-BUO-005
RIV-BUO-023 RIV-BUO-023 RIV-BUO-023 RIV-BUO-023
RIV-BUO-024 RIV-BUO-024 RIV-BUO-052 RIV-BUO-042
RIV-BUO-052 RIV-BUO-042 RIV-BUO-053 (single male) RIV-BUO-052
RIV-BUO-053 (single male) RIV-BUO-052
Non-MSHCP Nesting Raptors NI 7 pairs: 7 pairs: 7 pairs: 7 pairs:
2 pairs barn owls 1 pair barn owls 2 pairs barn owls 1 pair barn owls
5 pairs red-tailed hawks 6 pairs red-tailed hawks 5 pairs red-tailed hawks 6 pairs red-tailed hawks
MSHCP Nesting Raptors NI 3 pairs white-tailed kites 2 pairs white-tailed kites 5 pairs: 3 pairs:
1 pair Cooper’s hawks 1 pair Cooper’s hawks
4 pairs white-tailed kites 2 pairs white-tailed kites
Bats NI Roost sites and foraging areas Roost sites and foraging areas Roost sites and foraging areas Roost sites and foraging areas
Los Angeles Pocket Mouse NI Present Present Present Present
Los Angeles Pocket Mouse Habitat NI 0.9 ha (2.2 ac) 0.9 ha (2.2 ac) 0.9 ha (2.2 ac) 0.9 ha (2.2 ac)
Threatened and Endangered Species'
Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Habitat NI 133.8 ha (330.6 ac) 132.3 ha (326.8 ac) 144.4 ha (356.8 ac) 141.7 ha (350.1 ac)
Quino Checkerspot Butterfly Suitable Habitat NA 79.33 ha (196.02ac) 85.08 ha (210.25 ac) 235.39 ha (581.69 ac) 239.94 ha (592.91 ac)
OR 85.13 ha (210.37 ac)’ OR 239.99 ha (593.03 ac)°
Coastal California Gnatcatcher Suitable Habitat NA 11.29 ha (27.90 ac) 11.58 ha (28.62 ac) 40.74 ha (100.68 ac) 41.04 ha (101.41 ac)
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Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Environmental

Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Table 3.3-3 Summary of Potential Permanent and Temporary Impacts to the Biological Environment for Project Alternatives and Design Options
Project Alternative
Build Alternative 1b Build Alternative 2b
Build Alternative 1a and Design Option 1b1 Build Alternative 2a and Design Option 2b1l
Roadway Segments A, E, G, |, J, L, N, Additional Roadway Segments A, F, H, |, K, L, N, Additional
Indirect Impact Study Area 2, Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2,
Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 Roadway Segments B, C, G, |, K, M, N, Additional Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 Roadway Segments B, D, H, |, J, M, N, Additional
Connections 1 and 2 to Hemet Channel Outside Indirect Impact Study Area 2, Connection 3 to Hemet Channel Outside the Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2,
No Build the Project ROW Utility Relocations Areas 1 and 2 Project ROW Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2
Impacts Alternative Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours
Wildlife Movement
MSHCP Cores and Linkages
Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek) NI 5 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 5 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 5 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 5 Categories of Wildlife Movement:
Avian Avian Avian Avian
Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian
Insects Insects Insects Insects
Passive Dispersers Passive Dispersers Passive Dispersers Passive Dispersers
Existing Constrained Linkage C (San Jacinto River) NI 5 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 5 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 5 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 5 Categories of Wildlife Movement:
Avian Avian Avian Avian
Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian
Insects Insects Insects Insects
Passive Dispersers Passive Dispersers Passive Dispersers Passive Dispersers
Local Corridors
Newport Road Hills to Patton Road Corridor NI 2 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 4 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 2 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 4 Categories of Wildlife Movement:
Avian Avian Avian Avian
Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian
Insects Insects
Hemet Channel Corridor NI 5 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 5 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 5 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 5 Categories of Wildlife Movement:
Avian Avian Avian Avian
Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian
Insects Insects Insects Insects
Passive Dispersers Passive Dispersers Passive Dispersers Passive Dispersers
San Jacinto Branch Line Corridor NI 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement:
Avian Avian Avian Avian
Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian
Double Butte to West Hemet Hills Corridor NI 1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 1 Category of Wildlife Movement: NI NI
Avian Avian
West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport Corridor NI NI NI 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement:
Avian Avian
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian
Insects Insects
West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains Corridor NI 1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 1 Category of Wildlife Movement: NI NI
Avian Avian
Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills Corridor NI 1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 1 Category of Wildlife Movement:
Avian Avian Avian Avian
Colorado River Aqueduct Corridor NI 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement:
Avian Avian Avian Avian
Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal Large Mammal
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian
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Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Table 3.3-3 Summary of Potential Permanent and Temporary Impacts to the Biological Environment for Project Alternatives and Design Options
Project Alternative
Build Alternative 1b Build Alternative 2b
Build Alternative 1a and Design Option 1b1 Build Alternative 2a and Design Option 2b1l
Roadway Segments A, E, G, |, J, L, N, Additional Roadway Segments A, F, H, |, K, L, N, Additional
Indirect Impact Study Area 2, Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2,
Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 Roadway Segments B, C, G, |, K, M, N, Additional Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 Roadway Segments B, D, H, |, J, M, N, Additional
Connections 1 and 2 to Hemet Channel Outside Indirect Impact Study Area 2, Connection 3 to Hemet Channel Outside the Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2,
No Build the Project ROW Utility Relocations Areas 1 and 2 Project ROW Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2
Impacts Alternative Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours
Wildlife Movement Summary
MSHCP Cores and Linkages NI 2 Linkages: 2 Linkages: 2 Linkages: 2 Linkages:
Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek) Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek) Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek) Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek)
Existing Constrained Linkage C Existing Constrained Linkage C Existing Constrained Linkage C Existing Constrained Linkage C
Local Corridors NI 7 Corridors: 7 Corridors: 6 Corridors: 6 Corridors:

Newport Road Hills to Patton Road
Hemet Channel
San Jacinto Branch Line
Double Butte to West Hemet Hills
West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains
Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills
Colorado River Aqueduct

Newport Road Hills to Patton Road
Hemet Channel
San Jacinto Branch Line
Double Butte to West Hemet Hills
West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains
Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills

Colorado River Aqueduct

Newport Road Hills to Patton Road
Hemet Channel
San Jacinto Branch Line
West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport
Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills
Colorado River Aqueduct

Newport Road Hills to Patton Road
Hemet Channel
San Jacinto Branch Line
West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport
Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills
Colorado River Aqueduct

Source: Natural Environment Study, April 2010; NES Technical Report Addendum Memorandum, August 2010

Note: NI — No Impact. Biological resource was not observed and impacts are not anticipated.
The vegetation included in this table includes resources present in the PIA, utility relocation areas, and connections to Hemet Channel outside the Project ROW. Resources within the 30.5-m (100-ft) indirect impact area adjacent to the PIA, unique design features, and Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1

and 2 are not included in this tabular summary for temporary impacts.

Vegetation map codes correspond to those shown on the vegetation maps (Figures 3.3-5 through 3.3-10).
Developed areas, including roads and residences, are included in this tabular summary and are shown on vegetation maps, but they are not considered a plant community.
Annual grassland is not considered sensitive, but a goal of the MSHCP is to conserve annual grassland because ecologically it provides foraging habitat for a variety of wildlife species and it is habitat for some sensitive plant species.
Open water and watercourse areas are shown on the vegetation maps but these types are not vegetated and they are, therefore, not considered plant communities.
This impact analysis assumes that rare plants would be permanently impacted and temporary impacts would not occur.
Some populations are also included in the direct impact calculations because some populations span the PIA and the Roadway Segments indirect impact area.

Information is presented first for the base condition of Build Alternatives 1b and 2b, followed by OR and the information for Design Options 1b1 and 2b1. If there is no variation between the base condition and the design options, the information is given only once.

dCalculations for vernal pool vegetation, vernal pool features, and vernal pool branchiopods may be different due to resource-specific requirements and definitions.
®All numbers are presented by the number of plant populations/number of individuals for each Build alternative.

°Status Codes:

Federal Status
FE — Federally listed as endangered

FT — Federally listed as threatened
State Status
SE — State listed as endangered
ST — State listed as threatened
California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Status (CNPS 2007)
1A — Plants presumed extinct in California

1B — Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California; but more common elsewhere

2 — Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California; but more common elsewhere

3 — Plants about which we need more information — a review list

4 — Plants of limited distribution — a watch list
CNPS Threat Rank (Suffixes to CNPS List Status Codes):

.1 — Seriously endangered in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened/high degree and immediacy of threat)

.2 — Fairly endangered in California (20-80% occurrences threatened)

.3 — Not very endangered in California (<20% of occurrences threatened or no current threats known)
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Table 3.3-3 Summary of Potential Permanent and Temporary Impacts to the Biological Environment for Project Alternatives and Design Options

Project Alternative
Build Alternative 1b Build Alternative 2b
Build Alternative 1a and Design Option 1b1 Build Alternative 2a and Design Option 2b1l
Roadway Segments A, E, G, |, J, L, N, Additional Roadway Segments A, F, H, |, K, L, N, Additional
Indirect Impact Study Area 2, Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2,
Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 Roadway Segments B, C, G, |, K, M, N, Additional Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 Roadway Segments B, D, H, |, J, M, N, Additional
Connections 1 and 2 to Hemet Channel Outside Indirect Impact Study Area 2, Connection 3 to Hemet Channel Outside the Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2,
No Build the Project ROW Utility Relocations Areas 1 and 2 Project ROW Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2
Impacts Alternative Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours

‘Western Riverside Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) Definitions (Dudek 2003)
Special Conditions of MSHCP Covered Species:

CA — Surveys may be required for these species within locations shown on survey maps as described in Section 6.3.2 of the MSHCP. This includes the list of additional survey needs and procedures species and the Criteria Area Species (see MSHCP pages 6-63 to 6-65) and the MSHCP Errata Letter,
dated August 9, 2004.

CO - These Covered Species will be considered to be Covered Species Adequately Conserved when conservation requirements identified in species-specific conservation objectives have been met. Species-specific conservation objectives for these species are presented in Section 9.0 of the MSHCP.
Refer to Table 9-3 of the MSHCP for specific conservation objectives that must be met for these species prior to including them on the list of Covered Species Adequately Conserved.

Covered — Species addressed in the MSHCP and included in the 10(a)(1)(B) permit. Also includes species that will be considered to be Covered Species Adequately Conserved when conservation requirements identified in species-specific conservation objectives have been met.
NE — Surveys may be required for these species within Narrow Endemic Plant Species survey areas as described in Section 6.1.3 of the MSHCP and the MSHCP Errata Letter, dated August 9, 2004.
PS — Planning Species - Subsets of Covered Species that are identified to provide guidance for Reserve Assembly in Cores and Linkages and/or Area Plans per Volume |, Section 3, of the MSHCP and the MSHCP Errata Letter, dated August 9, 2004.
RRVP — These species should be protected as they are associated with riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools as described in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP and the MSHCP Errata Letter, dated August 9, 2004.
°Project study area measurements are presented first for the base condition of the roadway segments, followed by design option changes. Information is only presented once if there is no variation between the base condition and design options.
The same species under these categories are shown as both a permanent, indirect impact and a temporary impact due to impacts associated with construction as well as operation of the proposed Project.
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As shown in Table 3.3-3 (page 3-471), sensitive natural plant communities would be limited in the PIA and other
Project design features. They also would be encountered only occasionally in the 30.5-m (100-ft) indirect impact
area adjacent to the PIA. However, sensitive natural communities are present in Additional Indirect Impact Study
Area 1, which includes the MWD Upper Salt Creek Reserve and the Stowe Road Vernal Pool Complex, and

Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2, which encompasses the Stoney Mountain Preserve.

In general, the number of sensitive natural communities impacted by Build Alternatives 2a and 2b would be larger
than the same types of impacts associated with Build Alternatives 1a and 1b because Build Alternatives 2a and 2b
would include Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1, which encompasses the Stowe Road Vernal Pool
Complex.

No Build Alternative

No Project-related impacts would occur with this alternative. The existing conditions would remain, and the
roadway would be unchanged.

Build Alternative 1a

Build Alternative 1a would cause permanent impacts, both direct and indirect, to eight types of sensitive natural
communities. Permanent direct impacts to alkali grassland from Build Alternative 1a would total 9.8 ha (24.3 ac).
Another 4.9 ha (12.0 ac) of alkali grassland in the 30.5-m (100-ft) indirect impact area adjacent to the PIA could
also be affected.

Permanent direct impacts to natural communities that are typically found in mesic areas (areas characterized by a
moderate amount of moisture) would include 0.002 ha (0.01 ac) of alkali playa, 2.9 ha (7.2 ac) of seasonal
wetland, and 0.8 ha (2.0 ac) of vernal pool. Another 0.03 ha (0.07 ac) of alkali playa, 2.1 ha (5.2 ac) of seasonal
wetlands, and 0.3 ha (0.6 ac) of vernal pool in the 30.5-m (100-ft) indirect impact area could be permanently
affected. Permanent indirect impacts could also occur to 0.2 ha (0.5 ac) of emergent wetland vegetation just west
of the EMWD Regional Water Reclamation Facility.

Riparian plant communities (willow riparian scrub and forest, cottonwood-willow riparian forest, and mulefat
scrub) would be limited to the northern extent of the Build alternative, near North Ramona Boulevard and south of
the San Jacinto River. In this area, permanent direct impacts could occur to 0.5 ha (1.3 ac) of cottonwood-willow
riparian forest, 0.004 ha (0.01 ac) of mulefat scrub, and 1.0 ha (2.4 ac) of willow riparian habitat. Another 0.2 ha
(0.6 ac) of cottonwood-willow riparian forest and 0.6 ha (1.4 ac) of willow riparian habitat could be permanently,
indirectly impacted by Build Alternative la. A total of 50.5 ha (124.8 ac) of Riversidian sage scrub in the hills
south of Domenigoni Parkway, the West Hemet Hills, and along the base of the Tres Cerritos Hills could be
permanently and directly impacted. Another 9.2 ha (22.7 ac) of Riversidian sage scrub in these areas could be
permanently, indirectly impacted as well.

Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 1b1

Build Alternative 1b (and Design Option 1bl) would have permanent direct impacts to seven sensitive natural

community types and permanent indirect impacts to nine sensitive natural community types. Permanent direct
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impacts to the alkali grassland natural community would total 6.5 ha (16.1 ac). Permanent indirect impacts could

occur to another 3.6 ha (8.8 ac) of alkali grassland in the 30.5-m (100-ft) indirect impact areca. Because the design
option would differ only in impacts to nonsensitive communities (annual grassland, developed, and ruderal), those
impacts are presented in Table 3.3-3 (page 3-471).

A total of 0.002 ha (0.01 ac) of alkali playa, 3.3 ha (8.2 ac) of seasonal wetland, and 0.004 ha (0.01 ac) of vernal
pool could be permanently and directly impacted by this Build alternative. Permanent indirect impacts could occur
to another 0.06 ha (0.2 ac) of alkali playa, 1.9 ha (4.8 ac) of seasonal wetlands, and 0.3 ha (0.8 ac) of vernal pool in
the 30.5-m (100-ft) indirect impact area. Permanent indirect impacts to 0.1 ha (0.2 ac) of emergent wetland
vegetation could occur in the 30.5-m (100-ft) indirect impact area east of Sanderson Avenue and north and south
of Scott Street.

Riparian habitats would be present in the northern part of this Build alternative. Permanent direct impacts to
0.5 ha (1.2 ac) of cottonwood willow riparian forest and 1.0 ha (2.4 ac) of willow riparian habitat would occur
from construction. Another 0.3 ha (0.7 ac) of cottonwood willow riparian forest, 0.004 ha (0.01 ac) of mulefat
scrub, and 0.9 ha (2.2 ac) of willow riparian habitat could be permanently and indirectly impacted.

Large stands of Riversidian sage scrub are present in the hills south of Domenigoni Parkway, West Hemet Hills,
and along the base of Tres Cerritos Hills. Permanent direct impacts to 47.9 ha (118.3 ac) of Riversidian sage scrub
and permanent indirect impacts to 9.3 ha (22.9 ac) could occur in these areas.

Build Alternative 2a

Build Alternative 2a would have direct impacts to eight types of sensitive natural communities and indirect
impacts to nine types of sensitive natural communities. Permanent direct impacts to alkali grassland from Build
Alternative 2a would total 10.0 ha (24.7 ac). Another 12.9 ha (31.8 ac) of alkali grassland in the 30.5-m (100-ft)
indirect impact area and in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1 could be permanently and indirectly impacted

as well.

A total of 0.002 ha (0.01 ac) of alkali playa, 3.0 ha (7.3 ac) of seasonal wetland, and 0.004 ha (0.01 ac) of vernal
pool could be permanently and directly impacted by construction. Permanent indirect impacts to another 0.1 ha
(0.2 ac) of alkali playa, 2.0 ha (5.0 ac) of seasonal wetlands, and 1.3 ha (3.3 ac) of vernal pool in the 30.5-m
(100-ft) indirect impact area and in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1 could occur if supporting wetland
hydrology is altered from existing conditions. Permanent indirect impacts to 0.2 ha (0.5 ac) of emergent wetland
vegetation could also occur in the 30.5-m (100-ft) indirect impact area, just west of the EMWD Regional Water

Reclamation Facility.

Riparian plant communities that would be permanently, directly impacted include 0.5 ha (1.3 ac) of
cottonwood-willow riparian forest, 0.004 ha (0.01 ac) of mulefat scrub, and 1.0 ha (2.4 ac) of willow riparian
habitat. Another 0.2 ha (0.6 ac) of cottonwood-willow riparian forest habitat and 0.6 ha (1.4 ac) of willow riparian
vegetation could be permanently, indirectly impacted.
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Riversidian sage scrub is present in the hills south of Domenigoni Parkway, West Hemet Hills, and along the base
of Tres Cerritos Hills. A total of 40.9 ha (101.0 ac) of Riversidian sage scrub in these areas would be permanently
and directly impacted, and 25.4 ha (62.7 ac) could be permanently and indirectly impacted.

Build Alternative 2b

Build Alternative 2b (and Design Option 2b1l) would have direct impacts to seven types of sensitive natural
communities and indirect impacts to nine types of sensitive natural communities. Build Alternative 2b would
result in slightly fewer impacts to alkali grassland habitat than Build Alternative 2a. Aside from that difference,
the amount of sensitive natural habitat permanently directly and indirectly impacted by Build Alternative 2b would
be similar to Build Alternative 2a. A total of 6.4 ha (15.8 ac) of alkali grassland would be permanently and
directly impacted, and another 11.2 ha (27.6 ac) of alkali grassland could be permanently and indirectly impacted
by this Build alternative. Because the design option would differ only in impacts to nonsensitive communities
(annual grassland, developed, and ruderal), those impacts are presented in Table 3.3-3 (page 3-471).

A total of 0.002 ha (0.01 ac) of alkali playa, 3.4 ha (8.4 ac) of seasonal wetland, and 0.8 ha (2.0 ac) of vernal pool
could be permanently and directly impacted by construction. Another 0.03 ha (0.07 ac) of alkali playa, 2.0 ha
(5.0 ac) of seasonal wetlands, and 1.3 ha (3.2 ac) of vernal pool in the 30.5-m (100-ft) indirect impact area and in
Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1 could be permanently and indirectly impacted if the supporting wetland
hydrology is altered from the existing condition. Permanent indirect impacts to a small amount (0.09 ha [0.2 ac])
of emergent wetland vegetation could also occur.

Riversidian sage scrub is present in the hills south of Domenigoni Parkway, north of Stowe Road on the lower and
upper slopes of the West Hemet Hills, and along the base of the Tres Cerritos Hills. A total of 38.3 ha (94.5 ac) of
Riversidian sage scrub in these areas would be permanently and directly impacted, and 25.5 ha (62.9 ac) could be
permanently and indirectly impacted.

Riparian plant communities that would be permanently, directly impacted include 0.5 ha (1.2 ac) of cottonwood-
willow riparian forest and 1.0 ha (2.4 ac) of willow riparian habitat. Another 0.3 ha (0.7 ac) of cottonwood-willow
riparian forest, 0.004 ha (0.01 ac) of mulefat scrub habitat, and 0.9 ha (2.2 ac) of willow riparian vegetation could
be permanently, indirectly impacted as well.

Temporary Impacts

Temporary impacts to sensitive natural communities are discussed qualitatively because impacts in the PIA and
indirect impact area are considered permanent as a result of operation of the roadway and would be the same for
all Build alternatives and design options. These temporary impacts could result from activities such as grading and
excavation and would include hydrologic alterations in drainage areas, erosion, or sedimentation. Invasive plant
species could also establish in the construction area and spread into sensitive areas outside the PIA. Best
management practices (BMPs) would be implemented during construction to minimize potential impacts to offsite
natural plant communities. BMPs would include monitoring by qualified biologists during construction, as
described in Section 3.3.1.4 (page 3-497).

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 3-483 STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FEBRUARY 2013



Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Wildlife Movement

The following sections describe the potential permanent (direct and indirect) and temporary impacts to wildlife
movement from each of the Project alternatives and design options. A summary of the impacts to wildlife
movement is in Table 3.3-3 (page 3-471).

Permanent Impacts

Permanent direct impacts to wildlife movement would include blocking the existing wildlife linkages or corridors,
making these connective features unsuitable for use by one or more wildlife movement categories. The lack of
suitable crossings, such as culverts and bridges, could force wildlife to seek other, potentially more dangerous
crossings over the roadway or could restrict home ranges or dispersal movements. This kind of restriction could
increase the potential for extirpation, or local extinction, over time. Blocking an existing linkage or corridor would
be a permanent direct impact and could affect Large Mammalian Wildlife, Small Mammalian, Reptile, and
Amphibian Wildlife, Insects, and Passive Dispersers. No permanent direct impacts to Avian Wildlife movement
are expected because local species in this category have the ability to fly over the roadway if culvert and bridge
crossings are not present or are not suitable.

Permanent indirect impacts to wildlife movement would include alterations to the existing wildlife linkages or
corridors that decrease their effectiveness. For example, traffic noise and artificial light could discourage wildlife
from using the linkages or corridors, but would not prohibit their use. Therefore, traffic noise and artificial light
would be indirect impacts. Likewise, in some areas, roadway operations could restrict wildlife crossings to only a
few culverts and bridges, which could constrain the existing linkage or corridor, but would not prohibit its use.
Such constraints because of roadway operations would also be considered indirect impacts.

No Build Alternative

No impacts would occur with this alternative. The existing conditions would remain, and the roadway would be
unchanged.

All Build Alternatives and Design Options

Except for Existing Constrained Linkage C (San Jacinto River), the wildlife movement linkages and corridors
described earlier (page 3-450) would be permanently impacted by the Build alternatives and design options that
cross them. The wildlife corridors trend east and west, and the Build alternatives and design options would be
aligned north and south, thus would need to cross the corridors. These crossings would alter the corridors by
placing man-made structures over them or through them. The kind of structure used at each crossing would
depend on the topography, the requirements of the roadway, and environmental considerations such as drainage or
historic preservation. Some crossings would be bridges, others would be on embankment with culverts, and others
would block the corridor entirely. Structures that would enable wildlife to cross the roadway safely would be
included throughout the Project. The following figures show the locations of linkages, corridors, and proposed
bridges and culverts by Build alternative or design option.
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e Figure 3.3-11, Build Alternative 1a
e Figure 3.3-12, Build Alternative 1b
e Figure 3.3-13, Design Option 1bl
e Figure 3.3-14, Build Alternative 2a
e Figure 3.3-15, Build Alternative 2b
e Figure 3.3-16, Design Option 2bl

All of the Build alternatives and design options would have permanent impacts on the wildlife corridors they cross.
These impacts would be direct or indirect, depending on the configuration of the Build alternative or design option
and nature of the crossing. Direct impacts, if any, would depend on the Build alternative or design option. Those
impacts are discussed separately later in this section.

Permanent indirect impacts from all Build alternatives and design options would include:

e Roadway structures that intrude into existing wildlife corridors and make them less desirable to certain species
of wildlife

e The shadow effect from bridges, which would reduce the amount of natural light in a crossing during the day
and could make the corridor less desirable for diurnal species (animals that are active in the daytime)

e Increased traffic noise and artificial light, which could decrease the effectiveness of a wildlife corridor

Some of these impacts would vary according to the dimensions of the structure causing the impact. For instance, a
higher bridge would have a smaller shadow impact on a wildlife corridor than a lower one, and a short culvert
would be less imposing than a longer one. These differences in the degree of some impacts and variations in
affected wildlife are discussed by Build alternative later in this section.

Although the locations of crossings might vary, some wildlife corridors would be impacted in various ways by all
of the Build alternatives and design options. These corridors are:

e MSHCP Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek)
e Newport Road Hills to Patton Road (1)

e Hemet Channel (2)

e San Jacinto Branch Line (3)

e Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills (7)

e Colorado River Aqueduct (8)

Corridors that would be impacted only by Build Alternatives 1a and 1b and Design Option 1b1 are:

e Double Butte to West Hemet Hills (4)
e  West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains (6)
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One corridor would be impacted only by Build Alternatives 2a and 2b and Design Option 2b1—West Hemet Hills
to Hemet-Ryan Airport (5).

Existing Constrained Linkage C (San Jacinto River) would not be crossed by any of the Build alternatives or
design options. The only Project-related impacts to this constrained linkage would be temporary.

Permanent impacts to the MSHCP linkage and local wildlife corridors are discussed below by Build alternative
and design option.

Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek)

All Build alternatives and design options would permanently and indirectly impact Avian Wildlife, Large
Mammalian Wildlife, and Small Mammalian, Reptile, and Amphibian Wildlife, and Insects that use MSHCP
Existing Constrained Linkage B by making this corridor less desirable for species in these wildlife movement
categories. Permanent impacts to Passive Dispersers (e.g., fairy shrimp and plants) are not expected because the
habitat and hydrology would remain unchanged in the linkage.

Build Alternative 1a

Build Alternative 1a would maintain the existing constrained linkage by building an SR 79 bridge over Olive
Avenue, Winchester Road, and Salt Creek Channel. The bridge would have a minimum vertical clearance of
5.79 m (19 ft) and would be about 268 m (938 ft) long. It would consist of two separate structures about 22 m
(72 ft) apart, one about 13 to14 m (41 to 47 ft) wide and the other about 16 to 24 m (52 to 78 ft) wide. Although
Winchester Road already crosses Salt Creek Channel in this location, the shadows cast by the proposed bridge
would reduce the amount of natural light in the crossing during the day even further.

Build Alternative 1b

Build Alternative 1b would maintain the existing constrained linkage by building an SR 79 bridge over Olive
Avenue and Salt Creek Channel. The bridge would have a minimum vertical clearance of about 5.58 m (18 ft) and
would be about 231 m (758 ft) long. Although this bridge would consist of two separate structures about 22 m

(72 ft) apart, the structures would be 13 to 30 m (41 to 98 ft) and 18 to 26 m (58 to 85 ft) wide and would reduce
the amount of natural light in the corridor.

Design Option 1b1

Design Option 1b1l would maintain the existing constrained linkage by building an SR 79 bridge over Salt Creek
Channel. This bridge would be lower and shorter than the one designed for Build Alternative 1b, with a minimum
vertical clearance of about 2 m (6 ft) and a length of about 205 m (673 ft). Although this bridge would consist of
two separate structures about 22.0 m (72 ft) apart, the structures would be 14 m to 30 m (46 ft to 98 ft) and 19 to
26 m (62 to 85 ft) wide. Like the Build alternative, the shadows cast by these structures would reduce the amount
of natural light in the crossing. Indirect impacts from traffic noise and artificial light could be more severe with
the design option than the base condition because the roadway would be closer to the linkage.
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Build Alternative 2a
Build Alternative 2a would have the same impacts to Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek) as Build

Alternative 1a. The configuration of the bridge would be the same, so the impacts would be the same.

Build Alternative 2b

Build Alternative 2b would maintain the existing constrained linkage by building an SR 79 bridge over Olive
Avenue and Salt Creek Channel. The bridge would have a minimum vertical clearance of about 6.56 m (21.5 ft)
and would be about 271 m (889 ft) long. Although this bridge would consist of two separate structures about 22 m
(72 ft) apart, the structures would be about 13 to 23 m (41 to 74 ft) and 15 to 24 m (50 to 78 ft) wide. The

shadows cast by the structures would reduce the amount of natural light in the crossing during the day.

Design Option 2b1

Design Option 2b1 would maintain the existing constrained linkage by building an SR 79 bridge over Salt Creek
Channel. This bridge would be lower and shorter than the one designed for Build Alternative 2b, with a minimum
vertical clearance of about 3 m (10 ft) and a length of about 230 m (755 ft). Although the bridge would consist of
two separate structures that are about 22 m (72 ft) apart, the structures would be 13 m to 23 m (41 ft to 74 ft) and
16 m to 24 m (53 ft to 78 ft) wide. Like the Build alternative, the shadows cast by these structures would reduce
the amount of natural light in the crossing during the day. Indirect impacts from traffic noise and artificial light
could be more severe with the design option than the base condition because the roadway would be closer to the
linkage.

Newport Road Hills to Patton Road Corridor (1)

Build Alternative 1a

Build Alternative 1a would permanently and directly impact Small Mammalian, Reptile, and Amphibian Wildlife
and Insects that use the existing Newport Road Hills to Patton Road Corridor by making it unsuitable for species in
these categories.

Build Alternative 1a would permanently and indirectly impact Avian Wildlife and Large Mammalian Wildlife that
use the existing corridor by making it less desirable and more dangerous for species in these categories. To
continue to use this already constrained corridor, wildlife would need to travel along Newport Road and cross
Build Alternative 1a on the proposed Newport Road bridge or by using Culvert A-1 or Culvert A-2 when possible
(some species might not be able to use these culvert crossings year round due to periodic inundation).

The proposed Newport Road bridge over SR 79 would not have any vegetation, and the elevated crossing could
deter many species; however, the bridge would present fewer hazards from traffic than crossing SR 79 directly.
Culverts A-1 and A-2 would run east and west on either side of the proposed Newport Road bridge. Each culvert
opening would be about 0.9 m (3 ft) by 2.1 m (7 ft). Culvert A-1 would be about 320 m (1,050 ft) long, and
Culvert A-2 would be about 370 m (1,210 ft) long. The culvert openings would be adequate for many species, but
the lengths might be undesirable.
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Although Build Alternative 1a would not prohibit the movement of Avian Wildlife and Large Mammalian
Wildlife, the altered routes required by this Build alternative would present new hazards from traffic and would
not be as desirable or as direct as the existing corridor.

Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 1bl

Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 1bl would permanently and indirectly impact Avian Wildlife, Large
Mammalian Wildlife, Small Mammalian, Reptile, and Amphibian Wildlife, and Insects that use the existing
Newport Road Hills to Patton Road Corridor by making it less desirable and more dangerous for species in these
categories. To continue to use this already constrained corridor, wildlife would need to travel under or over
proposed bridges or through proposed culverts.

Wildlife could travel under the proposed SR 79 bridges over Patterson Avenue or Patton Avenue, which would
pose fewer hazards from traffic than crossing SR 79 directly. These routes would not be as direct as the existing
corridor and would require wildlife to travel along existing roads, which could decrease the effectiveness of this
already constrained corridor. Although unlikely, wildlife could also travel along Newport Road and cross over
SR 79 on the proposed Newport Road bridge or use Culvert B-1 or B-2 when seasonally possible. The proposed
Newport Road bridge over SR 79 would not have any vegetation, and the elevated crossing could deter many
species, but the bridge would present fewer traffic hazards than crossing SR 79 directly.

Culverts B-1 and B-2 would run east and west on either side of the proposed Newport Road bridge over SR 79.
Each culvert opening would be about 0.9 m (3 ft) by 2.1 m (7 ft). Culvert B-1 would be about 270 m (890 ft) long,
and Culvert B-2 would be about 240 m (790 ft) long. The culvert openings would be adequate for many species,
but the lengths could be undesirable.

Although Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 1bl would not prohibit the movement of most wildlife, the
altered routes associated with them would present new hazards from traffic and would not be as desirable or as
direct as the existing corridor.

Build Alternative 2a

Build Alternative 2a would have the same impacts to the existing Newport Road Hills to Patton Road Corridor as
Build Alternative 1a.

Build Alternative 2b and Design Option 2bl

Build Alternative 2b and Design Option 2b1 would have the same impacts to the existing Newport Road Hills to
Patton Road Corridor as Build Alternative 1b.

Hemet Channel Corridor (2)

Build Alternative 1la

Build Alternative 1a would not cross the Hemet Channel Corridor, so no permanent direct impacts are expected.
However, it would be close enough to permanently and indirectly impact Avian Wildlife, Large Mammalian

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 3-488 ' STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FEBRUARY 2013



Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Wildlife, Small Mammalian, Reptile, and Amphibian Wildlife, and Insects that use the existing corridor by making
it less desirable for species in these categories. Permanent impacts to Passive Dispersers (e.g., plants) are not
expected because the habitat and hydrology would remain unchanged in the corridor.

Build Alternative 1b

Build Alternative 1b would permanently and indirectly impact Avian Wildlife, Large Mammalian Wildlife, Small
Mammalian, Reptile, and Amphibian Wildlife, Insects, and Passive Dispersers that use the existing Hemet
Channel Corridor by making it less desirable for species in these categories.

Build Alternative 1b would maintain the existing corridor by creating an SR 79 bridge over Hemet Channel and
the San Jacinto Branch Line. The bridge would have a minimum vertical clearance of 7.79 m (25.5 ft) and would
be about 265 m (869 ft) long. Although this bridge would consist of two separate structures about 22 m (72 ft)
apart, the structures would be 13 to 17 m (41 to 57 ft) and 13 to 18 m (41 to 60 ft) wide. The shadows cast by
these structures would reduce the amount of natural light in the crossing during the day.

Design Option 1b1

Design Option 1b1l would impact the same wildlife movement categories in the Hemet Channel Corridor as those
discussed under Build Alternative 1b. Any difference in impacts would be related to changes in the dimensions of

the bridge over Hemet Channel. Design Option 1b1 would not bridge over the San Jacinto Branch Line.

Like Build Alternative 1b, Design Option 1bl would maintain the existing wildlife corridor by building an SR 79
bridge over Hemet Channel. This bridge would be lower and shorter than the one for the Build alternative, with a
minimum vertical clearance of about 2 m (7 ft) and a length of about 155 m (509 ft). Although this bridge would
consist of two separate structures about 22 m (72 ft) apart, the structures would be 13 to 15 m (41 to 49 ft) and

13 m (41 ft) wide. Like the Build alternative, the shadows cast by these structures would reduce the amount of
natural light in the crossing during the day. Indirect impacts from traffic noise and artificial light could be more
severe with the design option than the base condition because the roadway would be closer to the corridor.

Build Alternative 2a

Build Alternative 2a would impact the same wildlife movement categories in the Hemet Channel Corridor as Build
Alternative 1b.

Build Alternative 2a would maintain the existing corridor by creating Culvert F-3 and an SR 79 bridge over the
San Jacinto Branch Line and Hemet Channel. Culvert F-3 would cross under Build Alternative 2a. It would be
about 60 m (200 ft) long and would consist of four openings about 4.25 m (14 ft) by 3.00 m (10 ft) each. The
culvert openings would be adequate for many species, but the lengths might be undesirable. Some species may be
unable to use this culvert crossing year round due to periodic inundation.

The bridge over the San Jacinto Branch Line and Hemet Channel would have a minimum vertical clearance of
about 8.24 m (27 ft) and would be about 227 m (745 ft) long. The bridge would consist of two separate structures
about 22 m (72 ft) apart, with widths of about 13 m (41 ft) and 15 to 20 m (50 to 65 ft). In addition to the bridge, a
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Future Street “A” southbound off-ramp would be built over the San Jacinto Branch Line and Hemet Channel at
this location, about 3.5 to 30 m (11 to 98 ft) west of the bridge. This off-ramp would have a minimum vertical
clearance of about 7.17 m (23.5 ft) and would be about 266 m (873 ft) long and 8§ to 12 m (26 to 39 ft) wide.
Although the two bridge structures and the off-ramp would have gaps between them, their shadows would reduce

the amount of natural light in the crossing during the day.

Build Alternative 2b

Build Alternative 2b would permanently and indirectly impact Avian Wildlife, Large Mammalian Wildlife, and
Small Mammalian, Reptile, and Amphibian Wildlife, and Insects that use the existing Hemet Channel Corridor by
making this corridor less desirable for species in these categories. Permanent impacts to Passive Dispersers (e.g.,
plants) are not expected because the habitat and hydrology would remain unchanged in the corridor.

Build Alternative 2b would maintain the existing corridor by creating an SR 79 bridge over the San Jacinto Branch
Line and Hemet Channel. The bridge would have a minimum vertical clearance of about 8.60 m (28 ft) and would
be about 227 m (745 ft) long. This bridge would consist of two separate structures about 22 m (72 ft) apart, with
widths of about 13 m (41 ft) and 15 to 20 m (50 to 65 ft). A Future Street “A” southbound off-ramp would also be
built over the San Jacinto Branch Line and Hemet Channel at this location, about 3.5 to 30 m (11 to 98 ft) west of
the bridge. This off-ramp would have a minimum vertical clearance of about 7.17 m (23.5 ft) and would be about
266 m (873 ft) long and 8 to 12 m (26 to 39 ft) wide. Although the two bridge structures and the off-ramp would
have gaps between them, their shadows would reduce the amount of natural light in the crossing during the day,
which could make the corridor less desirable for diurnal species.

Design Option 2b1

Design Option 2b1 would impact the same wildlife movement categories in the Hemet Channel Corridor as those
discussed under Build Alternative 2b. Any difference in impacts would be related to changes in the dimensions of

the structures over Hemet Channel. Design Option 2b1 would not bridge over the San Jacinto Branch Line.

Design Option 2b1 would maintain the existing wildlife corridor by building an SR 79 bridge over Hemet
Channel. This bridge would be lower and shorter than the one for the Build alternative, with a minimum vertical
clearance of about 2 m (7 ft) and a length of about 72 m (236 ft). The bridge would consist of two separate
structures, about 22 m (72 ft) apart, with widths of about 13 m (41 ft) and 17 to 18 m (55 to 60 ft). A Future Street
“A” southbound off-ramp would also be built over Hemet Channel in this location, about 12 to 31 m (39 to 102 ft)
west of the bridge. The off-ramp would have a minimum vertical clearance of about 3 m (10 ft) and would be
about 142 m (466 ft) long and 12 m (39 ft) wide. Although the two bridge structures and the off-ramp would have
gaps between them, their shadows would reduce amount of natural light in the crossing during the day. Indirect
impacts from traffic noise and artificial light could be more severe with the design option than the base condition
because the roadway would be closer to the corridor.
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San Jacinto Branch Line Corridor (3)

Build Alternative 1a

Build Alternative 1a would have permanent and indirect impacts to Avian Wildlife, Large Mammalian Wildlife,
and Small Mammalian, Reptile, and Amphibian Wildlife that use the existing San Jacinto Branch Line Corridor by
making it less desirable for species in these categories.

Build Alternative 1a would maintain the existing wildlife corridor by building an SR 79 bridge over the San
Jacinto Branch Line. The bridge would have a minimum vertical clearance of 7.68 m (25 ft) and would be about
90 m (295 ft) long. Although this bridge would consist of two separate structures about 22 m (72 ft) apart, the
structures would be 16 to 18 m (53 to 59 ft) and 15 to 23 m (48 to 75 ft) wide. The shadows cast by these
structures would reduce the amount of natural light in the crossing during the day.

Build Alternative 1b

Build Alternative 1b would have the same impacts to the same wildlife movement categories as Build
Alternative la.

Build Alternative 1b would maintain the existing corridor by building an SR 79 bridge over Hemet Channel and
the San Jacinto Branch Line. The bridge would have a minimum vertical clearance of about 7.79 m (25.5 ft) and
would be about 265 m (869 ft) long. Although this bridge would consist of two separate structures about 22 m
(72 ft) apart, the structures would be 13 to 17 m (41 to 57 ft) and 13 to 18 m (41 to 60 ft) wide. The shadows cast
by these structures would reduce the amount of natural light in the crossing during the day.

Design Option 1b1

Design Option 1b1 would impact the same wildlife movement categories in the San Jacinto Branch Line Corridor
as those discussed under Build Alternative 1a. Because it would involve laying a section of roadway directly over
the tracks, this design option would create a physical barrier to terrestrial wildlife movement in the existing San
Jacinto Branch Line Corridor. It would not provide culverts or bridges to facilitate wildlife movement, making
this corridor unsuitable for all categories of wildlife movement except Avian Wildlife.

Build Alternative 2a

Build Alternative 2a would have the same types of impacts to the same wildlife movement categories as Build
Alternative 1a, but it would include an off-ramp over Hemet Channel and the San Jacinto Branch Line, and the
bridge configuration would be somewhat different.

Build Alternative 2a would maintain the existing corridor by building an SR 79 bridge over the San Jacinto Branch
Line and Hemet Channel. The bridge would have a minimum vertical clearance of about 8.24 m (27 ft) and would
be about 227 m (745 ft) long. This bridge would consist of two separate structures about 22 m (72 ft) apart, with
widths of about 13 m (41 ft) and 15 to 20 m (50 to 65 ft). In addition to the bridge, a Future Street “A”
southbound off-ramp would be built over the San Jacinto Branch Line and Hemet Channel in this same location,
about 3.5 to 30 m (11 to 98 ft) west of the bridge. This off-ramp would have a minimum vertical clearance of
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about 7.17 m (23.5 ft) and would be about 266 m (873 ft) long and 8 to 12 m (26 to 39 ft) wide. Although the two
bridge structures and the off-ramp would have gaps between them, their shadows would reduce amount of natural
light in the crossing during the day.

Build Alternative 2b

Build Alternative 2b would have the same types of impacts to the same wildlife movement categories as Build
Alternative 1la.

Build Alternative 2b would maintain the existing corridor by creating an SR 79 bridge over the San Jacinto Branch
Line and Hemet Channel. The bridge would have a minimum vertical clearance of about 8.6 m (28 ft) and would
be about 227 m (745 ft) long. This bridge would consist of two separate structures about 22 m (72 ft) apart, with
widths of about 13 m (41 ft) and 15 to 20 m (50 to 65 ft). A Future Street “A” southbound off-ramp would also be
built over the San Jacinto Branch Line and Hemet Channel at this location, about 3.5 to 30 m (11 to 98 ft) west of
the bridge. This off-ramp would have a minimum vertical clearance of about 7.17 m (23.5 ft) and would be about
266 m (873 ft) long and 8 to 12 m (26 to 39 ft) wide. Although the two bridge structures and the off-ramp would
have gaps between them, their shadows would reduce the amount of natural light in the crossing during the day.

Design Option 2b1

Design Option 2b1 would have the same configuration and impacts as Design Option 1bl1.

Double Butte to West Hemet Hills Corridor (4)

Build Alternative 1a

Build Alternative 1a would permanently and directly impact Large Mammalian Wildlife and Small Mammalian,
Reptile, and Amphibian Wildlife that use the existing Double Butte to West Hemet Hills Corridor by making it
unsuitable for species in these categories. This Build alternative would fragment existing habitat in the West
Hemet Hills by creating a physical barrier to terrestrial wildlife movement in the corridor. Build Alternative 1a
would not include culverts or bridges to facilitate wildlife movement in this corridor, making it unsuitable for all
categories of wildlife movement except Avian Wildlife.

Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 1b1

Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 1b1 would have the same impacts to the same wildlife movement
categories as Build Alternative 1a.

Build Alternatives 2a and 2b and Design Option 2b1

Build Alternatives 2a and 2b and Design Option 2bl would not cross the existing Double Butte to West Hemet
Hills Corridor and would have no impact on it.
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West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport Corridor (5)

Build Alternatives 1a and 1b and Design Option 1b1

Build Alternatives 1a and 1b and Design Option 1b1 would not cross the existing West Hemet Hills to Hemet-
Ryan Airport Corridor and would have no impact on it.

Build Alternative 2a

Build Alternative 2a would permanently and directly impact Large Mammalian Wildlife that use the existing West
Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport Corridor by making this corridor unsuitable for species in this category. This
Build alternative would fragment the habitat region in the West Hemet Hills by creating a physical barrier to Large
Mammalian Wildlife movement in the existing corridor. Build Alternative 2a would not provide culverts or
bridges that would be adequate for Large Mammalian Wildlife movement, making this corridor unsuitable for
species in this category.

Build Alternative 2a would permanently and indirectly impact Avian Wildlife and Small Mammalian, Reptile, and
Amphibian Wildlife that use the existing West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport Corridor by making it less
desirable for species in these categories. To continue to use this corridor, terrestrial wildlife would need to travel
through proposed Culverts H-1, H-1a, H-1b, or H-2 when seasonally possible. Some species might not be able to
use these culvert crossings year round due to periodic inundation. These culverts would cross under Build
Alternative 2a. Culvert H-1 would be about 0.76 m (2.5 ft) in diameter and about 75 m (245 ft) long. Culverts
H-1a and H-1b would be about 0.61 m (2.0 ft) in diameter. Culvert H-1a would be about 145 m (475 ft) long, and
Culvert H-1b would be about 160 m (525 ft) long. Culvert H-2 would be about 1.1 m (3.5 ft) in diameter and
about 98 m (320 ft) long. These culvert openings would be adequate for many species, but the lengths might be
undesirable.

Although Build Alternative 2a would not prohibit the movement of Avian Wildlife and Small Mammalian,
Reptile, and Amphibian Wildlife, the routes the wildlife would have to use would not be as desirable or as direct as
the existing West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport Corridor.

Build Alternative 2b

Impacts to this corridor from Build Alternative 2b would be the same as Build Alternative 2a.

Design Option 2b1
Design Option 2b1 would impact the same wildlife movement categories in the West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan

Airport Corridor as those discussed under Build Alternative 2a. Any difference in impacts would be related to
changes in the dimensions of the culverts included with this design option.

Like Build Alternatives 2a and 2b, Design Option 2b1 would fragment the habitat region in the West Hemet Hills
by creating a physical barrier to Large Mammalian Wildlife. To continue to use the West Hemet Hills to Hemet-
Ryan Airport Corridor, smaller terrestrial wildlife would need to travel through proposed Culverts H-1, H-1a,

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 3-493 STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FEBRUARY 2013



Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

H-1b, or H-2 when seasonally possible. These culverts would cross under the Design Option 2b1 roadway. Some
species might not be able to use them year round due to periodic inundation.

With Design Option 2bl, Culvert H-1 would have an opening that would be the same size as with the base
condition, but it would be longer, about 89 m (292 ft). Culverts H-1a and H-1b would not change from the base
condition. Like the base condition, Culvert H-2 would be about 1.1 m (3.5 ft) in diameter, but it would be longer,
at about 111 m (364 ft). These culvert openings would be adequate for many species, but the longer lengths in two
of the culverts could make them even more undesirable than those in the base condition.

West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains Corridor (6)

Build Alternative 1la

Build Alternative 1a would permanently and directly impact Large Mammalian Wildlife that use the existing West
Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains Corridor by making it unsuitable for species in this category. This Build
alternative would fragment existing habitat in the West Hemet Hills by creating a physical barrier to wildlife
movement in the existing corridor. Build Alternative 1a would not provide culverts or bridges to facilitate wildlife

movement in the corridor, making it unsuitable for Large Mammalian Wildlife.

The noise, artificial light, and traffic on Build Alternative 1a would permanently and indirectly impact Avian
Wildlife that use the existing West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains Corridor by making it less desirable for
species in this category.

Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 1bl

Impacts to this corridor from Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 1b1 would be the same as Build
Alternative 1la.

Build Alternatives 2a and 2b and Design Option 2b1
Build Alternatives 2a and 2b and Design Option 2b1 would not cross the existing West Hemet Hills to Lakeview

Mountains Corridor and would have no impact on it.

Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills Corridor (7)

All Build Alternatives and Design Options

All of the Build alternatives and design options would permanently and directly impact Large Mammalian Wildlife
that use the existing Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills Corridor by making it unsuitable for species in this
category. They would block the existing connection (a bridge over the San Diego Canal) and create a physical
barrier to wildlife movement along the corridor. None of the Build alternatives or design options would provide
culverts or bridges to facilitate wildlife movement in this corridor, making it unsuitable for Large Mammalian
Wildlife.
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Increased noise, artificial light, and traffic on any of the Build alternatives or design options would permanently
and indirectly impact Avian Wildlife that use the existing West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains Corridor by
making it less desirable for species in this category.

Colorado River Aqueduct Corridor (8)

Build Alternative 1la

Build Alternative 1a would permanently and indirectly impact Avian Wildlife, Large Mammalian Wildlife, and
Small Mammalian, Reptile, and Amphibian Wildlife that use the existing Colorado River Aqueduct Corridor by
making it less desirable for species in these categories.

To continue to use this corridor, terrestrial wildlife would need to travel through two proposed culverts,

Culvert L-15 or Culvert L-16. Culvert L-15 would be about 76 m (250 ft) long and would consist of four
openings, each about 1.2 m (4 ft) by 2.1 m (7 ft). Culvert L-16 would be about 40 m (131 ft) long and would
consist of eight openings, each about 1.5 m (5 ft) by 3 m (10 ft). The heights and widths of the culverts would be
adequate for many species, but the lengths might be undesirable. Some species might not be able to use these
culvert crossings year round due to periodic inundation.

Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 1b1

The impacts from Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 1bl would generally be the same as Build
Alternative la. Any differences would be the result of variance in culvert design.

Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 1b1 would include two proposed culverts, Culvert M-11 and

Culvert M-12. Culvert M-11 would be 85 m (280 ft) long and would consist of four openings, each 1.2 m (4 ft)
tall and 2.1 m (7 ft) wide. Culvert M-12 would be 40 m (130 ft) long and would consist of eight openings, each
1.5 m (5 ft) tall and 3 m (10 ft) wide.

Build Alternative 2a

The impacts from Build Alternative 2a would be the same as Build Alternative la. Culvert designs would also be
the same.

Build Alternative 2b and Design Option 2bl

The impacts from Build Alternative 2b and Design Option 1b1 would be the same as Build Alternative 1b.
Culvert designs would also be the same.

Temporary Impacts

Temporary impacts to wildlife movement would be related to construction and could include increased collision
mortality because of construction vehicles and restricted movement due to temporary fencing, construction noise,
night lighting, and increased human presence. Dust, noise, night lighting, or increased human presence also could
deter wildlife movement. Construction activities could also cause wildlife to find more dangerous roadway

crossings or restrict home ranges or disrupt dispersal movements.
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No Build Alternative

No temporary impacts would occur with this alternative. The existing conditions would remain, and the roadway

would be unchanged.

All Build Alternatives and Design Options

All Build alternatives and design options would have temporary impacts on the following wildlife corridors:

e MSHCP Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek)
e Existing Constrained Linkage C

e Newport Road Hills to Patton Road

e Hemet Channel

e San Jacinto Branch Line

e  West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains

e Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills

e Colorado River Aqueduct

Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek)

Construction activity would temporarily impact Avian Wildlife, Large Mammalian Wildlife, Small Mammalian,
Reptile, and Amphibian Wildlife, Insects, and Passive Dispersers that use Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt
Creek).

Existing Constrained Linkage C

Construction activity would temporarily impact Avian Wildlife, Large Mammalian Wildlife, Small Mammalian,

Reptile, and Amphibian Wildlife, Insects, and Passive Dispersers that use Existing Constrained Linkage C.

Newport Road Hills to Patton Road Corridor

Construction activity would temporarily impact Avian Wildlife, Large Mammalian Wildlife, Small Mammalian,
Reptile, and Amphibian Wildlife, and Insects that use the existing Newport Road Hills to Patton Road Corridor.

Hemet Channel Corridor

Construction activity would temporarily impact Avian Wildlife, Large Mammalian Wildlife, Small Mammalian,
Reptile, and Amphibian Wildlife, Insects, and Passive Dispersers that use the existing Hemet Channel Corridor.

San Jacinto Branch Line Corridor

Construction activity would temporarily impact Avian Wildlife, Large Mammalian Wildlife, and Small
Mammalian, Reptile, and Amphibian Wildlife that use the existing San Jacinto Branch Line Corridor.
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West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains Corridor

Construction activity would temporarily impact Avian Wildlife that use the existing West Hemet Hills to
Lakeview Mountains Corridor.

Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills Corridor

Construction activity would temporarily impact Avian Wildlife that use the existing Lakeview Mountains to Tres
Cerritos Hills Corridor.

Colorado River Agueduct Corridor

Construction activity would temporarily impact Avian Wildlife, Large Mammalian Wildlife, and Small
Mammalian, Reptile, and Amphibian Wildlife that use the existing Colorado River Aqueduct Corridor.

Build Alternatives 1a and 1b and Design Option 1b1

The Double Butte to West Hemet Hills Corridor would be impacted only by Build Alternatives 1a and 1b and
Design Option 1bl.

Double Butte to West Hemet Hills Corridor

Build Alternatives 1a and 1b would temporarily impact Avian Wildlife that use the existing Double Butte to West
Hemet Hills Corridor.

Build Alternatives 2a and 2b and Design Option 2b1

The West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport Corridor would be impacted only by Build Alternatives 2a and 2b
and Design Option 2bl.

West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport Corridor

Build Alternatives 2a and 2b would temporarily impact Avian Wildlife, Small Mammalian, Reptile and
Amphibian Wildlife, and Insects that use the existing West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport Corridor.

3.3.1.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures
Natural Communities

Avoidance Measures

The Build alternatives and design options for the Project have been designed to avoid permanent direct and
indirect impacts to sensitive natural communities as much as possible. During the initial scoping phase of the
Project, input from resource agencies was solicited and incorporated into the Build alternatives siting process.
Build alternatives were eliminated from further analysis if they were sited in prominent sensitive vernal pool,
alkali playa, or alkali grassland habitats and would have resulted in considerable permanent direct and indirect
impacts to natural plant communities and multiple species of special-status plants.
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All construction activities, including hauling and storage, will take place within the ROW for all Build alternatives
and design options; therefore, additional temporary, direct impacts to natural communities will be avoided.

Minimization Measures

All Build alternatives will incorporate the following measures to comply with MSHCP guidelines related to

minimizing impacts to sensitive natural communities within or adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation Area.

BIO-1 L andscaping Plans. Landscaping plans will include native seed for erosion control in areas near
the MSHCP Conservation Area.

BIO-2 Avoid the Use of Invasive and Non-Native Plants. The landscaping plans will avoid the use of
invasive and non-native plants listed in MSHCP Table 6-2, Plants that Should be Avoided
Adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation Area, where applicable.

BIO-3 Barrier Fencing along ROW. The Project will incorporate fencing along the ROW to serve as a
barrier to preclude public access to the MSHCP Conservation Area.

BIO-4 Slope Construction within ROW. All slopes will be constructed within the proposed ROW and
will not extend into the MSHCP Conservation Area.

BIO-5 Equipment Storage, Fueling, and Staging Areas. Equipment storage, fueling, and staging areas
will be situated in nonsensitive upland habitats that offer minimal risk of direct discharge into

riparian areas or other sensitive habitats.

BIO-6 Training about Sensitive Biological Resources. A contractor-supplied biologist who is familiar
with the sensitive plant and animal species in the Project area will provide training about these
sensitive biological resources to construction personnel.

BIO-7 Fire Season Work. During the fire season (as identified by the Riverside County Fire
Department), especially when work is adjacent to coastal sage scrub or chaparral vegetation,
appropriate firefighting equipment (e.g., extinguishers, shovels, water tankers) will be available
onsite during all phases of Project construction to minimize the chance of wildfires. Shields,
protective mats, or other fire-prevention methods will be used during grinding, welding, and other
activities that produce sparks. Personnel trained in fire hazards, preventive action, and responses
to fires will advise contractors about the fire risk from all construction-related activities.

BIO-8 Dust Minimization. The Project will minimize dust by regularly watering active construction
areas.
BIO-9 Designated Areasfor Equipment Maintenance and Staging. All equipment maintenance,

staging, and dispensing of fuel, oil, coolant, or any other toxic substances will occur only in
designated areas within the grading limits of the Project. These designated areas will be clearly

marked and located in such a manner as to contain runoff.
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BIO-10 Litter Control. A litter-control program will be implemented during construction.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are proposed for impacts to natural communities.

Wildlife Movement

Avoidance Measures

The following avoidance measures are applicable to all Build alternatives and design options.

MSHCP Cores and Linkages

Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek)

BIO-11 Bridge over Salt Creek Channel. All Build alternatives and design options will include the
construction of a bridge over MSHCP Existing Constrained Linkage B, which is also known as the
Salt Creek Channel. Existing Constrained Linkage B is shown in MSHCP Section 3.2.3,
Figure 3-2, Schematic Cores and Linkages Map. The planning species for the linkage are
identified in a table later in that section:

e Vernal pool fairy shrimp

e Riverside fairy shrimp

e Los Angeles pocket mouse
e San Jacinto Valley crownscale
e Parish’s brittlescale

e Davidson’s saltscale

e Thread-leaved brodiaea

e Smooth tarplant

e Vernal barley

e Coulter’s goldfields

e Little mousetail

e Spreading navarretia

e (California Orcutt grass

e  Wright’s trichocoronis

The proposed bridge over Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek) will avoid impacts to
wildlife connectivity for these planning species.

Proposed Core 3

BIO-12 Avoidance of San Jacinto River. The Build alternatives and design options will avoid Proposed
Core 3, which will be north of the Project (MSHCP Section 3.2.3, Figure 3-2, Schematic Cores
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and Linkages Map). All Build alternatives and design options will avoid the San Jacinto River
and lands north of that area.

Constrained Linkage C

BIO-13 Avoidance of Existing Constrained Linkage C. All Build alternatives and design options will
avoid Existing Constrained Linkage C. No construction activities will occur in this linkage.

Minimization Measures

All Build alternatives and design options will incorporate the following measure to comply with MSHCP
guidelines related to minimizing impacts to wildlife movement within or adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation
Area.

BIO-14 Night Lighting. Lighting used during nighttime construction activities will be directed away
from the MSHCP Conservation Area. If it cannot be directed away, shielding will be used to

ensure that ambient light in the MSHCP Conservation Area is not increased.

MSHCP Cores and Linkages
Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek)

All Build alternatives and design options will include fencing along the right-of-way to funnel wildlife toward the
Salt Creek Channel and minimize impacts associated with wildlife trying to cross the roadway elsewhere.

Soecific Initial Guidelines for Wildlife Movement Design Considerations within the Criteria Area
(Section 7.5.2 of the MSHCP)

The following measures for wildlife movement are proposed to offset impacts to wildlife movement in the Criteria
Area. The design of the wildlife crossings will be refined during final design of the Project, after a Preferred
Alternative is identified.

BIO-15 Crossing Structuresand Spacing Intervalsfor a Variety of Species. A mixture of large
crossing structures spaced at regular intervals and smaller culverts spaced at more frequent
intervals will be installed throughout the Project to accommodate a variety of species. The
following bridges will facilitate wildlife movement: SR 79 over Salt Creek Channel (all Build
alternatives and design options), SR 79 over San Jacinto Branch Line (Build Alternative 1a),
SR 79 over Hemet Channel (Design Options 1b1 and 2b1), SR 79 over San Jacinto Branch
Line/Hemet Channel (Build Alternatives 1b, 2a, and 2b), and Future Street “A” southbound
off-ramp over San Jacinto Branch Line (Build Alternatives 2a and 2b and Design Option 2b1).
Culverts A-1, B-1, A-2, B-2, H-1, H-1a, H-1b, H-2, L-15, M-11, L-16, M-12, and F-3 will also
facilitate wildlife movement. These elevated structures and culverts are shown in Figures 3.3.11
through 3.3-16).
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BIO-16

BIO-17

BIO-18

BIO-19

BIO-20

BIO-21

BIO-22

BIO-23

Openingsin K-Railsfor Small Animals. Openings in concrete “K-rail” barriers will be provided
at regular intervals to allow small wildlife to cross or escape roadways.

Wildlife Crossings I ntended for Large Mammalian Wildlife. The wildlife crossings intended
for large mammalian wildlife will be designed to accommodate the crossing of mule deer by
maintaining an openness ratio of at least 0.6 (opening width times height, divided by length of
crossing—calculated in meters) and a minimum height of 3 to 4 m (10 to 13 ft).

Use of Tree and Shrub Buffersaround Crossing Entrances, No Artificial Lighting. Wildlife
crossings incorporated into the Project will not add artificial lighting to the center of the crossing
structure. These devices have not been shown to be effective and could deter wildlife at night.
Natural light from skylights or grating may be used in particularly long structures. Tree and shrub
buffers around crossing entrances, skylights, and grating will be used for visual relief, protection,

and sound attenuation.

Wildlife Crossings Vegetated as Naturally as Possible. Wildlife crossings will be vegetated as
naturally as possible to blend with the area around the crossing. In accordance with BIO-1 and
BIO-2, the use of invasive and non-native plants will be avoided. Use of plants that are poisonous

to wildlife, such as oleander, will be also be avoided.

Use of Natural Objectsin the Crossing Facility. Natural objects, such as stumps, rocks, and
other natural debris, will be placed in wildlife crossings to create cover for wildlife and to
encourage use of the crossings.

Installation of Vegetative Cover near the Entrancesto Culverts. Vegetative cover will be

placed near the entrances to culverts to increase their effectiveness for carnivores and smaller
wildlife.

Installation of Dirt, Rock, or Concrete Bencheson at Least One Side of Large Mammal
Crossings. Dirt, rock, or concrete benches will be installed on at least one side of large mammal

crossings to allow wildlife to cross during storms.

Welded Wire Fencing to Guide Wildlife to Appropriate Crossing L ocations. If either of the
design options is identified as the Preferred Alternative and incorporated into the final design,
wildlife fencing will be installed to reroute wildlife under SR 79 via Hemet Channel to maintain
the San Jacinto Branch Line wildlife corridor. The fencing will be made of welded wire and will
be an appropriate height, with three-strand wire at the top, to guide wildlife to appropriate crossing
locations. A 2.4-m (7.9-ft) -high fence will be used to reduce road mortalities. When necessary,
these fences will be installed 1.5 m (4.9 ft) below the ground surface to reduce coyote dig-out and
will have extra sections attached to the top at 45- to 90-degree angles to reduce mountain lion

jump-over.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 3-501 STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

FEBRUARY 2013



Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

BIO-24 Fences Continue at L east 0.8 Kilometers beyond the Critical Area. To reduce end-runs
around fences, the wildlife fencing will continue at least 0.8 kilometers (800 m [0.5 mi]) beyond
the critical area or to an appropriate location that is unsuitable for wildlife (e.g., structure, steep

hillside, urban area).

BIO-25 Installation of One-Way Wildlife Doors. Wildlife fencing will include one-way wildlife doors
on the roadway side of the fence, at 1-km (0.62-mi) intervals, to allow trapped wildlife to escape
back into the MSHCP Conservation Area.

BIO-26 Jump-Outs and One-Way Gates. Jump-outs and one-way gates will be installed at frequent

intervals to allow trapped wildlife to exit the road system safely.

Hemet Channel/San Jacinto Branch Line

Build Alternatives 1b, 2a, and 2b will include directional fencing along the right-of-way to funnel wildlife to

Hemet Channel and San Jacinto Branch Line and minimize impacts associated with hazards from traffic.

Build Alternative 1a would not cross over Hemet Channel; however, it would cross the San Jacinto Branch Line
and would include directional fencing along the right-of-way to funnel wildlife to this corridor.

In Design Options 1b1 and 2b1, the SR 79 crossing at the San Jacinto Branch Line would be at grade; therefore,
directional fencing would be installed along the right-of-way to funnel wildlife to Hemet Channel and minimize

impacts associated with hazards from traffic.

Mitigation Measures
BIO-27 Enhancementsto Wildlife Corridors. To mitigate Project impacts to wildlife corridors, as part

of the refinement of the Selected Alternative, enhancements will be included during final design to
facilitate wildlife movement under bridges and through proposed culverts. Enhancements will be
consistent with the objectives of the MSHCP and will include directional fencing and structural
features to provide all-weather crossings in culverts. The design of wildlife movement features
and enhancements will be determined after the Preferred Alternative is identified.

3.3.2 Wetlands and Other Waters

3.3.2.1 Regulatory Setting

Wetlands and other waters are protected under a number of laws and regulations. At the federal level, the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act, more commonly referred to as the Clean Water Act (CWA) (33 United States Code
[USC] 1344), is the primary law regulating wetlands and surface waters. One purpose of the CWA is to regulate
the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S., including wetlands. Waters of the U.S. include
navigable waters, interstate waters, territorial seas and other waters that may be used in interstate or foreign
commerce. To classify wetlands for the purposes of the CWA, a three-parameter approach is used that includes

the presence of hydrophytic (water-loving) vegetation, wetland hydrology, and hydric soils (soils formed during
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saturation/inundation). All three parameters must be present, under normal circumstances, for an area to be
designated as a jurisdictional wetland under the CWA.

Section 404 of the CWA establishes a regulatory program that provides that discharge of dredged or fill material
cannot be permitted if a practicable alternative exists that is less damaging to the aquatic environment or if the
nation’s waters would be significantly degraded. The Section 404 permit program is run by the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers (USACE) with oversight by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA).

USACE issues two types of 404 permits: Standard and General permits. There are two types of General permits,
Regional permits and Nationwide permits. Regional permits are issued for general category of activities when
they are similar in nature and cause minimal environmental effect. Nationwide permits are issued to authorize a
variety of minor project activities with no more than minimal effects.

There are two types of Standard permits: Individual permits and Letters of Permission. Ordinarily, projects that
do not meet the criteria for a Nationwide Permit may be permitted under one of USACE’s Standard permits. For
Standard permits, the USACE decision to approve is based on compliance with U.S. EPA’s Section 404(b)(1)
Guidelines (U.S. EPA 40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Part 230), and whether permit approval is in the
public interest. The Section 404 (b)(1) Guidelines were developed by the U.S. EPA in conjunction with USACE,
and allow the discharge of dredged or fill material into the aquatic system (waters of the U.S.) only if there is no

practicable alternative which would have less adverse effects. The Guidelines state that USACE may not issue a
permit if there is a least environmentally damaging practical alternative (LEDPA) to the proposed discharge that
would have lesser effects on waters of the U.S., and not have any other significant adverse environmental

consequences.

The Department, the Federal Highway Administration, USACE, the U.S. EPA, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) entered into a memorandum of understanding (MOU) to integrate the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) and the Clean Water Act (CWA) for Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) projects that have five or
more acres of permanent impact to waters of the United States (U.S.). Under this Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU), the signatory agencies agree to coordinate at three checkpoints: 1) purpose and need, 2) identification of
range of alternatives, and 3) preliminary determination of the LEDPA and conceptual mitigation plan. The goal of
the MOU process is to allow the USACE to more efficiently adopt the Department’s EIS for their Section 404

permit action.

The Executive Order for the Protection of Wetlands (EO 11990) also regulates the activities of federal agencies
with regard to wetlands. Essentially, EO 11990 states that a federal agency, such as FHWA and/or the
Department, as assigned, cannot undertake or provide assistance for new construction located in wetlands unless
the head of the agency finds: 1) that there is no practicable alternative to the construction and 2) the proposed

project includes all practicable measures to minimize harm.

At the state level, wetlands and waters are regulated primarily by the California Department of Fish and Game
(CDFG), the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the Regional Water Quality Control Boards
(RWQCB). In certain circumstances, the Coastal Commission may also be involved. Sections 1600-1607 of the
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California Fish and Game Code require any agency that proposes a project that will substantially divert or obstruct
the natural flow of or substantially change the bed or bank of a river, stream, or lake to notify CDFG before
beginning construction. If CDFG determines that the project may substantially and adversely affect fish or
wildlife resources, a Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement will be required. CDFG jurisdictional limits are
usually defined by the tops of the stream or lake banks, or the outer edge of riparian vegetation, whichever is
wider. Wetlands under jurisdiction of the USACE may or may not be included in the area covered by a Streambed
Alteration Agreement obtained from the CDFG.

The RWQCBs were established under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act to oversee water quality.
The RWQCB also issues water quality certifications for impacts to wetlands and waters in compliance with
Section 401 of the CWA. Please see the Water Quality section (page 3-284) for additional details.

3.3.2.2 Affected Environment

The affected environment for wetlands and other waters is based on findings from a wetlands and other waters
delineation report for the Project, which was submitted to USACE in September 2008 for review and verification
of jurisdictional waters of the United States, including wetlands. USACE approved the jurisdictional
determination on April 14, 2011. This approval, as well as USACE's letter endorsement of the purpose and need,
is included in Coordination with USACE at the end of Chapter 5.

Study Area

As described in Natural Communities, Section 3.3.1.2 (page 3-439), the study area for wetlands and other waters
was referred to as the Rare Plant Aquatic Resource Study Area (RPARSA) and included the PIA, utility relocation
areas, connections to Hemet Channel outside the Project ROW, and a 30.5-m (100-ft) indirect impact area adjacent
to the PIA and unique design features. Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2 were also included as part
of the wetlands and other waters study area.

Study Methods

Pedestrian surveys were conducted between February 2005 and May 2006 to delineate wetlands and other waters
within the study area. The wetland delineation team included wetland ecologists, biologists, soil scientists, and

local botanical experts.

Field methods to identify wetlands followed the procedures developed in the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands
Delineation Manual (USACE 1987) and procedures developed in consultation with USACE Los Angeles district
staff. Field data (including sample point locations, wetland boundaries, and limits of other waters) were collected
using Trimble® GEO-XT hand-held Global Positioning System (GPS) units. Routine wetland delineation data
sheets were completed using Integrated Wetland Delineation System (IWDS) software. This software was
developed to incorporate the routine wetland delineation data sheet (from the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands
Delineation Manual) into the GPS device. At each sample location, observations about the vegetation, hydrology,
and soils were electronically entered into the IWDS data form, which was automatically linked to the mapped
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feature. Detailed information about survey methodology is provided in the SR 79 Jurisdictional Wetlands and
Other Waters Delineation Report of September 2008.

All wetlands and waters located in the direct impact area were considered permanently impacted as a result of
construction and operation of the roadway. Potential indirect impacts to wetlands and other waters outside the
direct impact area were evaluated for potential alterations to local hydrology, erosion hazards, and pollutants that
could result from the proposed Project.

Riparian/riverine habitats, as described in MSHCP Section 6.1.2, encompass a broader range of habitats than those
strictly defined by the USACE in the Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual (USACE 1987) and
various supplements and guidance. Riparian/riverine habitats are described as “habitats dominated by trees,
shrubs, persistent emergents, or emergent mosses or lichens, which occur close to or which depend upon soil
moisture from a nearby fresh water source; or areas with fresh water flow during all or a portion of the year”
(RCIP 2003). Agricultural drainages that did not provide habitat functions and values for MSHCP Covered
Species were not included in the calculation of riparian/riverine habitat.

Vernal pools are described in MSHCP Section 6.1.2 as seasonal wetlands that occur in depressions and contain all
three USACE wetland parameters (soils, vegetation, and hydrology). The determination of vernal pool habitat in
the proposed Project area was conducted on a case-by-case basis. Seasonal wetlands that did not exhibit vernal
pool characteristics during the wet season or shortly thereafter, or that were artificially created, were not
considered to be vernal pool habitat during this assessment.

The locations of MSHCP vernal pool and riparian/riverine habitats were determined in the field and subsequently

verified using a combination of the wetland delineation and plant community data sets.

Wetlands and Other Waters in the RPARSA

Regionally, the study area is located mostly in the San Jacinto River watershed, which encompasses 1,981 square
kilometers (km?) (765 square miles [mi®]) of western Riverside County. The watershed is bounded to the east by
the San Jacinto and Santa Rosa Mountains, the San Luis Rey River drainage area to the south, the Santa Ana
Mountains to the west, and the Badlands to the north. Surface water drains to Lake Elsinore via the San Jacinto
River, the Salt Creek Channel, and their associated tributaries (USDA 2005). The southern portion of the study
area is in the Santa Margarita watershed, which drains to the Santa Margarita River.

Most of the study area is located in the bottom of the San Jacinto Valley and has very little topographic relief. In
this area, hydrologic processes are predominantly the result of winter rainfall and scattered summer storms.

During storms of sufficient severity, much of the area is subject to temporary flooding. Flooding connects many
of the wetlands hydrologically via a series of roadside and other drainage ditches or constructed storm water
channels. These ultimately drain into the San Jacinto River or Salt Creek Channel. Drainage in the Project study
area is divided into two general watershed areas. South of the Tres Cerritos Hills, water flows generally to the
south and west into Hemet Channel and Salt Creek Channel. To the north of the Tres Cerritos Hills, water flows to

the north and west toward the San Jacinto River.
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Four general types of seasonal wetlands occur in the study area. These wetland types differ primarily in species
composition and degree of disturbance. They include vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, agricultural wetlands, and
riparian areas. In addition to seasonal wetlands, other waters present in the study area include constructed ponds,
flood control and storm water channels, drainage ditches, and erosional channels. The general locations of these
features are shown in Figures 3.3-17, 3.3-18, and 3.3-19. The locations of MSHCP Riverine/Riparian habitat and
vernal pools identified in the study area are shown in Figure 3.3-20. The numbers of wetlands and other waters in
the study area for each of the Build alternatives are provided in Table 3.3-1 (page 3-443). A description of the
wetlands and other waters is presented in the following sections.

Overview of Seasonal Wetland Types

Seasonal wetlands are characterized by the presence of saturated soils near the surface or a shallow water table for
extended periods during the wet season (generally November through March), but that are completely dry
throughout the remainder of the year. For this evaluation, seasonal wetlands have been classified into four
categories based on land use, characteristic vegetation, and disturbance history. These categories include vernal
pools, seasonal wetlands, agricultural seasonal wetlands, and riparian areas. They are described in the following
sections.

Vernal Pools

Vernal pools are a subtype of seasonal wetland, distinguished from other seasonal wetlands based on their unique
flora. Vernal pool vegetation consists predominantly of native plant species, including a number of rare and
endemic species that are specifically adapted for the cyclical patterns of inundation and drying (MWD 1994,
USACE 1997, Zedler 1987). The vernal pools in the study area have been classified as San Jacinto Valley Vernal
Pools (Sawyer 1995). Although this specific type of habitat is restricted to the Perris Basin of the Lower San
Jacinto River Valley, it is ecologically similar to the claypan vernal pools of the San Joaquin and South Coast
ranges (CDFG 1998). This definition differs from the broad one in the MSHCP, which defines vernal pools as
“seasonal wetlands that occur in depression areas that have wetlands indicators of all three parameters (soils,
vegetation and hydrology) during the wetter portion of the growing season but normally lack wetlands indicators
of hydrology and/or vegetation during the drier portion of the growing season” (RCIP 2003). Based on this
definition, some of the seasonal wetlands identified in the study area have been included as MSHCP vernal pool
habitat and are shown in Figure 3.3-20 with other vernal pool areas. All of the vernal pools in the Project study
area are jurisdictional wetlands subject to regulation by the USACE and RWQCB under the federal Clean Water
Act. Vernal pools are not regulated by the CDFG under Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code.

Seasonal Wetlands

Seasonal wetlands in the study area are hydrologically similar to vernal pools, but they do not support unique
vernal pool flora. The seasonal wetlands identified in the study area are associated with constructed features such
as former stock ponds, abandoned excavation sites, or drainage features that are subject to seasonal inundation and
support hydrophytic plant species. As with vernal pools, precipitation is the most critical contributing hydrologic
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factor, but overland surface water flow may also be important. Seasonal wetlands in the Project study area are
jurisdictional wetlands regulated by the USACE or the RWQCB, or both, but are not regulated by the CDFG.

Agricultural Seasonal Wetlands

Agricultural seasonal wetlands are areas in actively disked or cultivated fields that are seasonally inundated for a
prolonged period (more than 14 days) due to natural conditions. In addition to prolonged ponding, these areas
typically exhibit significantly suppressed crop growth. In some locations, these wetlands support limited sparse
hydrophytic plant species. Agricultural wetlands in the Project area are jurisdictional wetlands regulated by the
USACE or the RWQCSB, or both, but are not regulated by the CDFG.

Riparian Habitat

Riparian habitat in the study area is predominantly categorized as cottonwood-willow riparian forest and willow
riparian scrub (Figures 3.3-5 through 3.3-10). The dominant and codominant plant species within these habitats
include Fremont cottonwood, black willow, and narrow-leaved willow. A few small areas of tamarisk scrub have
also been mapped as riparian habitat. The MSHCP definition of riparian/riverine areas incorporates habitats that
are dominated by persistent emergent herbaceous plants, but excludes artificially created areas. Therefore,
roadside ditches, constructed drainages, and wastewater treatment ponds that contain emergent wetlands were not
considered riparian/riverine habitat. The location of MSHCP riparian/riverine habitat within the study area is
shown in Figure 3.3-20. Riparian habitats in the Project study area are regulated as wetlands by the USACE and
the RWQCB under the federal Clean Water Act. These habitats are also regulated under Section 1602 of the
California Fish and Game Code and administered by the CDFG.

Other Waters

Other waters in the study area include the Salt Creek Channel, the Hemet Channel, constructed ponds, excavated
roadside drainage ditches, and erosional drainages in the West Hemet Hills. The following sections describe the
other water features identified in the study area.

Salt Creek Channel

The Salt Creek Channel is the primary drainage feature in the southern part of the study area and is characterized
by broad, gently sloping banks with an intermittent network of defined, often braided, scour features throughout
the lower part of the channel. The ordinary high water mark is about 70 to 81 (m) (230 to 265 ft) from bank to
bank, but flows of this magnitude typically occur only for brief periods in response to heavy storms and
subsequent runoff. The Salt Creek Channel is dry most of the year, with occasional low-velocity flows restricted
to the bottom of the channel.

The slopes of the channel are characterized by a mosaic of alkali scalds and grassland habitat. Characteristic
vegetation in the grassland area includes salt grass (Distichlis spicata), foxtail barley (Hordeum marinum ssp.
leporinum), white sweet clover (Melilotus alba), burclover (Medicago polymorpha), soft chess (Bromus
hordeaceus), and summer mustard (Brassica geniculata). The alkali scalds are sparsely vegetated and are
characterized by species such as saltbush (Atriplex suberecta, A. argentea), sand spurry (Spergularia marina),
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Mediterranean barley (Hordeum murinum ssp. gussonianum), ice plant (Mesembryanthemum nodiflorum), and
alkali weed (Cressa truxillensis).

The Salt Creek Channel is a jurisdictional water of the United States subject to regulation by the USACE and the
RWQCB under the federal Clean Water Act and also subject to regulation by the CDFG under Section 1602 of the
California Fish and Game Code.

Hemet Channel

The Hemet Channel is a constructed storm water drainage located in the southern part of the study area. The
channel is about 15 m (50 ft) wide, with relatively steep, well-defined banks. This flood control channel is
routinely maintained and devoid of vegetation. This channel is dry most of the year, with ephemeral, high flows
typically occurring only in response to storm water runoff from areas south of the Tres Cerritos Hills. Water from
the Hemet Channel is discharged into the Salt Creek Channel at the intersection of Patterson Road and Olive
Avenue, in the southern part of the study area.

The Hemet Channel is a jurisdictional water of the United States and is subject to regulation by the USACE and
the RWQCB under the federal Clean Water Act and is also subject to regulation by the CDFG under Section 1602
of the California Fish and Game Code.

Constructed Ponds

Constructed ponds are excavated basins that contain standing water for at least part of the year. These ponds
include areas that have been excavated for storm water retention, agricultural irrigation, and landscaped/
recreational ponds. Some of the ponds support wetland or riparian vegetation. With the exception of recently
constructed and routinely maintained agricultural irrigation ponds, most of the constructed ponds in the Project
study area provide wetland habitat values and are subject to regulation by the USACE or the RWQCB, or both,
under the federal Clean Water Act. In addition, several ponds support riparian habitat, and these areas are subject
to regulation by the CDFG under Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code.

Drainage Ditches

Numerous drainage ditches, including roadside ditches, storm water channels, and agricultural drainages, are
present within the study area. Many of these features are dry most of the year and only contain flows for a short
time after storms. Most of the drainages are routinely maintained and lack vegetation entirely or support a sparse
cover of primarily ruderal plant species. A few of the drainages support hydrophytic vegetation and appear to be
subject to more prolonged seasonal inundation. Most of the drainage ditches in the Project study area show
evidence of ordinary high water flows and drain directly or indirectly into either the Salt Creek Channel or the San
Jacinto River. Although they were built to convey storm water flows, several of the drainages have the potential to
affect both water quality and the habitats of aquatic species. These drainages are therefore considered
jurisdictional waters subject to regulation by the RWQCB and the CDFG, and in some cases the USACE.
Remanent, or isolated, drainage ditches or drainages that do not flow into other waters may be considered
nonjurisdictional.
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Erosional Channels

Several erosional scour channels are scattered throughout the West Hemet Hills, west of California Avenue, and
north of Stowe Road. These drainages are formed as a result of storm water runoff and occur in the low saddle
areas between the hilltops. The drainages are generally weakly expressed and lack well-defined bed and bank
characteristics, but have some sections that have been deeply cut by erosion. Typical indicators of ordinary high
water, such as drift lines, sediment deposits, and water marks, are not evident in any of the drainages. These
drainages dissipate into sheet flow at the base of the hills and are not connected to other waters in the study area.
Hydrology in these areas appears to be highly intermittent, and these drainages contain flows only in response to
heavy rainfall that lasts for a short time. Vegetation throughout the drainages is characterized by Riversidian sage
scrub species, including coastal sagebrush (Artemisia californica), California buckwheat (Eriogonum
fasciculatum), brittlebush (Encelia farinosa), and black sage (Salvia mellifera). These features were not
considered to be jurisdictional waters of the United States because they lack evidence of ordinary high water flows
and dissipate into sheet flow at the base of the hill; however, the RWQCB or the CDFG, or both, may take

jurisdiction over these features.

Nonjurisdictional Water Features

Several potentially nonjurisdictional features are present in the study area, including agricultural settling basins,
wastewater treatment ponds and wetlands, storm water retention basins, and areas that are seasonally ponded in
disturbed areas (e.g., dirt roadways and open gravel areas). Because these areas were not considered to be

jurisdictional wetlands, other waters, or sensitive aquatic resources, they are not discussed further in this report.

Wetlands and Other Waters in the Build Alternatives and Design Options

Wetlands and other water features identified in the study area for the Build alternatives and design options include
Salt Creek Channel, Hemet Channel, vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, agricultural seasonal wetlands, constructed
ponds, drainage ditches, and erosional channels. The following sections provide a summary of the wetlands and
other waters that were identified in the study areas for each of the proposed Build alternatives and design options.
These wetlands and other waters are also shown in Table 3.3-1 (page 3-443). The study areas for the design
options are the same as their respective Build alternatives, so they are not discussed separately.

Build Alternative la

Build Alternative 1a would cross both the Salt Creek Channel and the Hemet Channel. Other wetlands and other
waters present in the study area for this Build alternative include vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, riparian
wetlands, agricultural wetlands, constructed ponds, and drainage ditches. A general summary of these features is
provided below.

Three vernal pools were identified north of Esplanade Avenue and west of Warren Road. The largest of these

vernal pools (VP0409) is characterized by popcorn flower, wooly marbles, and little mousetail. The two smaller
vernal pools (VP0110 and VP0311) are weakly expressed topographic basins characterized by annual bluegrass,
low barley, wooly marbles, and popcorn flower. This Build alternative would also include the 12 vernal pools in
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the Stoney Mountain Preserve located in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2, south of Esplanade Avenue and
east of Warren Road.

A total of 12 seasonal wetlands associated with drainages, abandoned excavated sites, or other disturbed,
depressional areas that support seasonal inundation were found in the study area for this Build alternative.
Seasonal wetland SWO0019 appears to be an abandoned excavation located on the slope of a hill south of Florida
Avenue and west of California Avenue. Vegetation in this area includes toad rush, wooly marbles, curly dock, and
rabbit’s foot grass. Seasonal wetland SW0029 is in a disturbed, low depressional area characterized by five-hook
bassia and scattered curly dock, north of Devonshire Avenue and east of Warren Road. Seasonal wetlands
SWO0030 and SW0031 are in a constructed drainage ditch along the west side of the San Diego Canal, south of
Tres Cerritos Avenue. These wetlands, characterized by rabbit’s foot grass, curly dock, and cattail, appear to have
been inundated or saturated for a relatively long time as a result of irrigation runoff. Seasonal wetland SW0032
appears to be a former stock pond located in a horse pasture on the north side of Esplanade Avenue. This shallow
basin is surrounded by dense tamarisk, with non-native grasses such as sprangletop and barnyard grass dominant
throughout the interior. Seasonal wetland SW0033 is characterized by Italian ryegrass and is associated with a
drainage ditch along the San Diego Canal on the south side of Cottonwood Avenue. Seasonal wetland SW0034 is
a shallow, sparsely vegetated basin in a disturbed area near Reflection Lake. This basin supports scattered
Bermuda grass, little-seed canary grass, curly dock, and alkali sida. Seasonal wetland SW0035 is in an abandoned
excavation in the former motocross park on the east side of Sanderson Avenue, south of North Ramona Boulevard.
Scattered black willow trees with an understory of perennial pepperweed and curly dock are present around the
edges of this basin. Two seasonal wetlands, SW0036 and SW0037, are associated with the roadside drainage on
the south side of the Ramona Expressway. Vegetation in SW0036 is characterized exclusively by dense curly
dock, whereas SW0037 is characterized by Bermuda grass and nutsedge with scattered cattail. At the northern end
of the study area, seasonal wetlands SW0038 and SW0039 are adjacent to an agricultural field on the west side of
SR 79, north of the Ramona Expressway. Seasonal wetland SW0038 is characterized by dense salt grass along the
outer edges and Olney’s bulrush in the deeper areas. Seasonal wetland SW0039 is in a riparian area consisting of
black willow, sandbar willow, and cottonwood along a drainage area south of the San Jacinto River.

Four agricultural seasonal wetlands (AW0018, AW0019, AW0021, and AW0022) are located in the northern
section of this Build alternative, near Ramona Expressway. All of these wetlands are in areas that are routinely
disked or cultivated and are either devoid of vegetation or support scattered ruderal species such as little-seed
canary grass, five-hook bassia, Bermuda grass, perennial pepperweed, toad rush, and swamp timothy.

Four constructed ponds, two of which support riparian habitat, are located in the study area for this Build
alternative. A small portion of an agricultural irrigation pond (CP001) is located in the study area on the west side
of Warren Road, south of Cottonwood Avenue. Scattered tamarisk is present along the berms surrounding this
pond, and small patches of Olney’s bulrush and cattail are present in the pond. Constructed ponds CP006 and
CP008 are located in the former motocross area south of North Ramona Boulevard. Dense riparian vegetation
consisting of large black willow and cottonwood trees with an understory of perennial pepperweed is present
around CP006. CPO007 is characterized by tamarisk scrub. Constructed pond CP0010 is a recently built
agricultural irrigation pond adjacent to a sod farm north of the Ramona Expressway.
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Three riparian areas were mapped in the study area for this Build alternative. Riparian area RP002 includes large
black willow trees with a dense understory of perennial pepperweed and is located on the west side of Warren
Road, immediately south of the Colorado River Aqueduct. Riparian areas RP003 and RP004 occur at the north
end of the study area, just south of the San Jacinto River on both sides of SR 79. These areas are characterized by
black willow, cottonwood, and sycamore trees, with scattered sandbar willow and mulefat in the understory.

Portions of 31 drainage ditches are present in the study area for this Build alternative. Most of the drainages
support only short-duration flows in response to storms and are either routinely maintained or are characterized by
predominantly upland ruderal plant species.

Riparian/Riverine and Vernal Pool Habitat (MSHCP)

Three mapped riparian areas (RP0002, RP0003, and RP0004), three constructed ponds (CP001, CP006, and
CP008), and one seasonal wetland (SW0035) support riparian vegetation consisting of black willow, cottonwood,
sandbar willow, mulefat, and tamarisk. The only riverine habitat in the study area for this Build alternative is the
Salt Creek Channel.

Vernal pool habitat includes three vernal pools (VP0409, VP0110, and VP0311) and five seasonal wetlands
(SW0019, SW0029, SW0034, SW0035, and SW0038) that may provide suitable habitat for special-status vernal
pool species. Another 12 vernal pools are located in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2.

Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 1b1l

Wetland resources in the Build Alternative 1b/Design Option 1bl study area are similar to those described for
Build Alternative 1a, with the following exceptions.

The study area for this Build alternative and design option includes another two agricultural wetlands (AW0001
and AW0016) and another three constructed ponds (CP003, CP004, and CP005). Agricultural wetland AWO0001 is
a small depression along the edge of a cultivated field in the southern part of the study area, north of East Newport
Road. Agricultural wetland AWO0016 is a shallow, weakly expressed depression that supports swamp timothy,
cudweed, and knotweed and is located in a cultivated wheat field north of Cottonwood Avenue and west of
Sanderson Avenue.

Constructed pond CP003 is a small excavated depression in an agricultural field on the west side of Sanderson
Avenue. This pond supports sparse herbaceous species that include summer mustard, smooth tarplant, and
saltbush. Constructed pond CP004 is a man-made lake on the east side of Sanderson Avenue. Constructed pond
CP005 appears to be a seasonal pond created by the construction of low earthen berms around a relatively shallow
depression, which is characterized by abundant perennial pepperweed throughout, with scattered black willow,
mulefat, and giant reed around the edge of the pond.

Riparian seasonal wetland RP0001 is also included in the study area for this Build alternative and design option.
This riparian area is located east of Sanderson Avenue, north of Cottonwood Avenue, and is characterized by black
willow with scattered cottonwood, mulefat, and giant reed.
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Thirty-one drainage ditches are located in the study area for Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 1bl. Of
these, 27 are the same as in Build Alternative 1a.

Riparian/Riverine and Vernal Pool Habitat (MSHCP)

Riverine/riparian and vernal pool habitat in the study area for this Build alternative and design option is similar to
that in Build Alternative 1a, except for the additional riparian habitat associated with riparian area RP0001 and
constructed pond CP005.

Build Alternative 2a

The study area for Build Alternative 2a contains nearly the same amount of wetlands and other waters as the study
area for Build Alternative 1a. The primary difference between these two study areas is the location and area of
erosional drainages in the West Hemet Hills north of Stowe Road (Table 3.3-1 [page 3-443]). The study area for
this Build alternative includes one other drainage ditch (DD0009) along the north side of Hemet Channel.

Riparian/Riverine and Vernal Pool Habitat (MSHCP)

Riparian/riverine and vernal pool habitats in the study area for this Build alternative include the same areas as
those described for Build Alternative 1a, as well as the additional 33 vernal pools and 7 seasonal wetlands in
Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1.

Build Alternative 2b and Design Option 2b1

The wetlands and other waters present in the study area for Build Alternative 2b are similar to those in Build
Alternative 1b, with the primary difference being the location and area of erosional drainages in the West Hemet
Hills north of Stowe Road and west of California Avenue (Table 3.3-1 [page 3-443]). The only other difference is
a portion of drainage ditch DD0009 along the north side of the Hemet Channel.

Riparian/Riverine and Vernal Pool Habitat (MSHCP)

Riparian/riverine and vernal pool habitats in the study area for this Build alternative include the same areas as
those described for Build Alternative 1a, as well as the additional 33 vernal pools and 7 seasonal wetlands in
Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1.

3.3.2.3 Environmental Consequences

The permanent and temporary impacts to wetlands and other waters that are expected from the Project alternatives
and design options are shown in Table 3.3-3 (page 3-471). In this section, impacts are discussed separately for
each Build alternative. If two Build alternatives would have the same impact on the same resource, the second
discussion notes the impact, but does not repeat the first discussion. The impacts from Design Options 1b1 and
2b1 would not very from their respective Build alternatives, so they are not discussed separately.
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Permanent Impacts

The following sections summarize the permanent impacts for each of the Build alternatives and design options.
BMPs and project engineering would be implemented during construction and operation to avoid or minimize
indirect impacts to wetlands and other waters outside the direct impact areas.

Direct Impacts

No Build Alternative

No Project-related impacts would occur with this alternative. The existing conditions would remain, and the
roadway would be unchanged.

Build Alternative 1a
A total of 1.15 ha (2.85 ac) of the Salt Creek Channel would be present in the direct impact area of Build

Alternative 1a. However, permanent direct impacts would be limited to pilings and other bridge support structures

that would be located within the ordinary high water area of the channel.

This Build alternative would also result in permanent impacts to 0.81 ha (1.99 ac) of vernal pools, 0.38 ha
(0.93 ac) of seasonal wetlands, 3.66 ha (9.05 ac) of agricultural seasonal wetlands, and 0.64 ha (1.59 ac) of riparian
seasonal wetlands.

A total of 1.07 ha (2.63 ac) of constructed ponds and 2.05 ha (5.09 ac) of excavated drainage ditches would be
permanently impacted by this Build alternative.

In addition, 0.13 ha (0.31 ac) of erosional drainage features in the West Hemet Hills would be permanently
impacted.

Riparian/Riverine and Vernal Pool Habitat (MSHCP)

As stated previously, permanent direct impacts to Salt Creek Channel would be limited to the areas required for
pilings and other bridge support structures in the ordinary high water area.

In addition to these areas, 1.69 ha (4.18 ac) of riparian/riverine habitat, including tamarisk scrub, cottonwood, and

willow riparian vegetation, would be permanently impacted by this Build alternative.

Another 0.93 ha (2.28 ac) of MSHCP vernal pool habitat (including vernal pools and seasonal wetlands that
provide comparable habitat) would be permanently impacted.

Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 1b1

Permanent direct impacts to wetland resources from Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 1b1 would be
identical to those from Build Alternative 1a (Table 3.3-3 [page 3-471]). However, this Build alternative would
have a smaller number of permanent direct impacts to vernal pool habitat. Build Alternative 1b would have only

0.004 ha (0.01 ac) of permanent direct impacts to vernal pools.
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This Build alternative would also have slightly less impact to excavated drainage ditches, 1.78 ha (4.43 ac)
compared to 2.05 ha (5.09 ac) under Build Alternative 1a. It would, however, result in more permanent direct
impacts to constructed ponds, 2.57 ha (6.33 ac) compared to 1.07 ha (2.63 ac) with Build Alternative 1a.

Riparian/Riverine and Vernal Pool Habitat (MSHCP)

Permanent direct impacts to riparian/riverine habitat, including Salt Creek Channel, would be similar to the
impacts associated with Build Alternative 1a. Permanent direct impacts to wooded riparian habitat (tamarisk,
cottonwood, and willows) would total 1.67 ha (4.14 ac) and would be only 0.02 ha (0.04 ac) less with this Build
alternative than with Build Alternative 1a.

Permanent direct impacts to MSHCP vernal pool habitat (including comparable seasonal wetlands) would be
0.14 ha (0.33 ac) with Build Alternative 1b or Design Option 1b1 compared to 0.93 ha (2.28 ac) with Build
Alternative la.

Build Alternative 2a

As described under Build Alternative 1a, permanent direct impacts to Salt Creek Channel from Build

Alternative 2a would be limited to the areas needed for pilings and bridge support structures. This Build
alternative would also result in permanent direct impacts to 0.004 ha (0.01 ac) of vernal pools, 0.43 ha (1.06 ac) of
seasonal wetlands, 0.64 ha (1.59 ac) of riparian seasonal wetlands, and 3.66 ha (9.05 ac) of agricultural seasonal
wetlands.

Build Alternative 2a would also result in permanent direct impacts to 1.07 ha (2.63 ac) of constructed ponds,
1.99 ha (4.96 ac) of excavated drainage ditches, and 0.03 ha (0.08 ac) of erosional drainages.

Riparian/Riverine and Vernal Pool Habitat (MSHCP)

In addition to the impacts associated with the bridge crossing over Salt Creek Channel, 1.69 ha (4.18 ac) of
riparian/riverine habitat, including tamarisk scrub, cottonwood, and willows, would be permanently and directly
impacted by this Build alternative. A total of 0.12 ha (0.30 ac) of MSHCP vernal pool habitat (including

comparable seasonal wetlands) would be directly, permanently impacted.

Build Alternative 2b and Design Option 2b1

Permanent direct and indirect impacts to wetlands and other waters from Build Alternative 2b or Design Option
2b1 would be similar to those described under Build Alternative 2a. Permanent direct impacts to Salt Creek
Channel, seasonal wetlands, riparian seasonal wetlands, agricultural seasonal wetlands, and erosional drainages
would be the same as Build Alternative 2a.

Permanent direct impacts to vernal pool habitat, 0.81 ha (1.99 ac), from this Build alternative would be the same as
Build Alternative 1a, compared to 0.004 ha (0.01 ac) from Build Alternatives 1b and 2a.

The 2.57 ha (6.35 ac) total of permanent direct impacts to constructed ponds would be similar to Build Alternative
1b, compared to 1.07 ha (2.63 ac) of impacts from Build Alternatives 1a and 2a.
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This Build alternative would also cause permanent direct impacts to 1.86 ha (4.62 ac) of excavated drainage
ditches, which is slightly less than the 1.99 ha (4.96 ac) that would be impacted by Build Alternative 2a.

Riparian/Riverine and Vernal Pool Habitat (MSHCP)

In addition to the impacts to the Salt Creek Channel as a result of the bridge structure, 1.67 ha (4.13 ac) of
riparian/riverine habitat consisting of tamarisk scrub, cottonwood, and willows would be permanently and directly
impacted by Build Alternative 2b.

Permanent direct impacts to riparian habitats would be similar from all of the Build alternatives.

Build Alternative 2b would result in permanent, direct impacts to 0.95 ha (2.31 ac) of MSHCP vernal pool habitat
(including seasonal wetlands with comparable habitat).

Indirect Impacts

Permanent indirect impacts are only presented for Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2, where changes
in hydrological patterns could impact wetlands and other waters and MSHCP riparian/riverine and vernal pool
habitat located within these areas.

Construction of Build Alternative 2a or 2b through the West Hemet Hills would result in permanent and direct
impacts to about 7 percent of the watershed for the vernal pool complex located at the intersection of Stowe Road
and California Avenue, which is in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1. The 7 percent reduction in the
watershed area could have a permanent indirect impact on 0.98 ha (2.43 ac) of additional vernal pool habitat
located in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1 because of interruptions in hydrological patterns. Measures to
minimize this potential indirect impact are described in Section 3.3.2.4 (page 3-516).

Temporary Impacts

Temporary impacts to wetlands, other waters, and MSHCP riparian/riverine and vernal pool habitats would
include transitory impacts during construction of the Project, such as installation of cofferdams, temporary support
structures, and construction access routes. These would be removed after a relatively short period and would not
result in any permanent loss or impact to the aquatic resource. The following sections discuss the potential
temporary impacts to wetlands and other waters, as well as MSHCP riparian/riverine and vernal pool habitats in
the direct impact area.

No Build Alternative

No Project-related impacts would occur with this alternative. The existing conditions would remain, and the
roadway would be unchanged.

Build Alternative la

Build Alternative 1a could temporarily impact up to 1.15 ha (2.85 ac) of Salt Creek Channel during construction of
the bridge across the channel.
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Riparian/Riverine and Vernal Pool Habitat (MSHCP)
Temporary impacts to MSHCP riparian/riverine habitat could be as much as 1.15 ha (2.85 ac) in Salt Creek

Channel during construction of the bridge associated with this Build alternative.

Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 1b1l

A maximum of 1.12 ha (2.77 ac) of the Salt Creek Channel and up to 0.29 ha (0.72 ac) of the Hemet Channel
could be temporarily impacted during construction of Build Alternative 1b. Temporary impacts from Design
Option 1b1 would be the same.

Riparian/Riverine and Vernal Pool Habitat (MSHCP)

Temporary impacts to MSHCP riparian/riverine habitat would include up to 1.12 ha (2.77 ac) in Salt Creek
Channel during construction.

Build Alternative 2a

A total of 1.15 ha (2.85 ac) in Salt Creek Channel and up to 0.75 ha (1.85 ac) of Hemet Channel could be
temporarily impacted during construction of this Build alternative.

Riparian/Riverine and Vernal Pool Habitat (MSHCP)

Temporary impacts to MSHCP riparian/riverine habitat include up to 1.15 ha (2.85 ac) in Salt Creek Channel
during construction of this Build alternative.

Build Alternative 2b and Design Option 2b1l

A maximum of 1.27 ha (3.15 ac) in Salt Creek Channel and 0.53 ha (1.32 ac) in Hemet Channel could be
temporarily impacted during construction of Build Alternative 2b. Temporary impacts from Design Option 2bl
would be the same.

Riparian/Riverine and Vernal Pool Habitat (MSHCP)

Temporary impacts to MSHCP riparian/riverine habitat would include up to 1.27 ha (3.15 ac) in Salt Creek
Channel during construction.

3.3.2.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts to wetlands and other waters are included by type in the

following discussion. These measures are also included in their entirety in the ECR (Appendix E).

Avoidance Measures

As much as possible, the Project Build alternatives and design options and associated roadway segments have been
selected to avoid permanent, direct, and indirect impacts to riparian/riverine and vernal pool habitats. Other Build

alternatives that were considered (see Section 2.2.5 [Volume 1, page 2-26]) would have routed a portion of the
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roadway parallel to Warren Road on the east side of the San Diego Canal and west of the Hemet-Ryan Airport.
This segment was eliminated from further analysis because of the large number of potential impacts to the habitat
in this area. However, completely avoiding all areas that could be impacted would not be practicable, so the
following measure will be implemented depending on the Preferred Alternative that is identified for the Project.

BIO-28 Environmentally Sensitive Area Fencing. Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) fencing will
be installed as shown on the contractor’s plans, and per Caltrans Standard Specifications, to ensure
avoidance of a vernal pool measuring 0.80 ha (1.98 ac) within the ROW of Build Alternative 1b,
Design Option 1bl, or Build Alternative 2a (Roadway Segment K in the northwest corner of
Warren Road and Esplanade Avenue if identified for construction as part of the Preferred
Alternative) and the associated little mousetail population (about 10,000 plants) during
construction. A contractor-supplied biological monitor who has knowledge about wetland
ecology and rare plants will demark the location of the ESA fence in the field and on construction
drawings and plans and will supervise the ESA fence installation. The biological monitor will
also inspect the ESA fencing regularly during construction and coordinate with the Resident
Engineer if fence repairs should be required.

e BIO-28a. Additionally, the contractor will install temporary treatment BMPs, such as fiber
rolls or straw wattles, around the vernal pool for protection from possible runoff created by
construction activities.

An ESA fence will be installed for Build Alternatives 2a and 2b and Design Option 2b1 along the
edge of the ROW for Roadway Segments D and H (if identified for construction as part of the
Preferred Alternative) to avoid direct impacts to sensitive resources in the Stowe Road Vernal
Pool Complex located in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1. These sensitive resources
include a vernal pool, the federally listed vernal pool branchiopod, and federally and/or state-listed
or sensitive plant populations consisting of Coulter’s goldfields (Narrow Endemic), smooth
tarplant (Narrow Endemic), San Jacinto Valley crownscale (Critical Area), little mousetail
(Critical Area), spreading navarretia (Critical Area), and California Orcutt grass (Critical Area). A
contractor-supplied biological monitor who has knowledge about wetland ecology and rare plants
will demark the location of the ESA fence in the field and on construction drawings and plans and
will supervise the ESA fence installation. The biological monitor will also inspect the ESA
fencing regularly during construction and coordinate with the Resident Engineer if fence repairs
should be required.
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Minimization Measures

All Build alternatives will incorporate the following measures to comply with all MSHCP guidelines related to

minimizing impacts to sensitive biological resources within or adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation Area.

WOQ-1

WQ-4

WQ-5

BIO-29

BIO-30

BIO-31

BIO-32

BIO-33

Construction Best Management Practicesin Compliance with Project Planning and Design
Guide (PPDG), Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP), Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP), and Standard Special Provisions (SSP). The contractor will use a
combination of BMPs that are acceptable and approved by the Department and that comply with
the PPDG, SWMP, the Project-specific SWPPP, and any applicable Department SSPs to minimize
impacts associated with runoff and polluted water. See the full text of this measure in

Section 3.2.2.4 (page 3-310).

Treatment BMPs. The Project will incorporate treatment BMPs that have been approved for
statewide use per the guidelines of the PPDG. See the full text of this measure in Section 3.2.2.4
(page 3-310).

Dewatering Permit. The Project will comply with the general de minimus permit that applies to
general waste discharge requirements for discharges to surface waters within the Santa Ana region
(NPDES CAG 998001). See the full text of this measure in Section 3.2.2.4 (page 3-310).

Onsite and Offsite Drainage Facilitiesin the Project ROW. Onsite and offsite drainage
facilities will be constructed within the Project ROW to ensure that the quantity and quality of

runoff discharged into the MSHCP Conservation Area will not affect existing conditions.

Maintenance of Constructed Storm Water Systems. Regular maintenance of constructed storm
water systems will take place to ensure effective operation of these systems.

No Erodible M aterials Deposited in Water courses. No erodible materials will be deposited into
watercourses. Brush, loose soils, or other debris material will not be stockpiled within stream
channels or on adjacent banks.

Ongoing Monitoring and Reporting. Ongoing monitoring and reporting will occur for the

duration of the construction activity to ensure implementation of BMPs.

M odification of the Project Design to Construct a Gravity-Based Surface Water Diversion
System. If Build Alternative 2a or Build Alternative 2b is identified as the Preferred Alternative
for the Project, the design will include measures to avoid and reduce impacts to the vernal pool
complex adjacent to Stowe Road.

e BI0O-33a. Engineering Design. During the plans, specifications, and estimates (PS&E)
phase of the Project, the proposed design modification will be implemented and refined to
address the items listed below.
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An interceptor trench will be constructed below the modified cut slope adjacent to Roadway
Segment H. The size and position of this trench will be optimized to capture runoff that could
impact the Stowe Road Vernal Pool Complex watershed. The exact capture area will be
refined based on the surface structure of the cut slope (vegetated or exposed granite bedrock).

The drainage will be designed to convey water via gravity from the interceptor trench to a
small storage basin, then through piping into an existing ephemeral drainage in the upper
watershed of the Stowe Road Vernal Pool Complex. Depending on the final contour of the cut
slope, either one or two pipe outlets will be required. The storage basin upstream of each pipe
outlet may include flow regulators/dissipaters, depending on the rate of flow from the cut
slope into the interceptor trench. Prior to construction, sedimentation levels will be measured
and the drainage design will be optimized so that flow rates into the Stowe Road Vernal Pool
Complex will not result in sedimentation levels that exceed the levels present before
construction.

A detailed Drainage Recapture Design Plan (DRDP) will be prepared prior to the completion
of PS&E to describe the water-conveyance features to be constructed. This DRDP will also
summarize the expected performance of the drainage system during periods of low, average,
and peak precipitation. The anticipated cut slope treatment will be identified. A landscaping
plan will be included if terraced or stabilized slopes can hold soil and support vegetation after
construction. If applicable, the landscaping plan will include a list of the plant species to be
seeded or planted, target seeding and/or planting densities, revegetation techniques to be
employed, criteria used to gauge the success of revegetation, maintenance and monitoring
methods to be implemented, a schedule of monitoring and reporting activities, and remedial
measures. This DRDP will be submitted to the Regional Conservation Authority (RCA), the
Wildlife Agencies, the RWQCB, and USACE for review to verify that the objectives of this
measure have been achieved.

e BIO-33b. Baseline Hydrology Monitoring Plan. Prior to the completion of PS&E, a
detailed Baseline Hydrology Monitoring Plan (BHMP) will be prepared, reviewed, and
implemented to facilitate drainage design modifications and provide a basis for later
comparison to postconstruction conditions in the Stowe Road Vernal Pool Complex.

This BHMP will describe the data to be collected, instruments to be installed, duration of the
sampling effort, and methods of data interpretation. Baseline data will be collected in average,
below average, and higher than average water years prior to the completion of PS&E. Data
are intended to determine the amount and frequency of surface water flows into the existing
drainage in the upper watershed and the amount of sediment transported to the Stowe Road

Vernal Pool Complex.

The extent and depth of pool ponding throughout the filling and drying period will be
collected. A weather station will be installed to measure rainfall and provide data specific to
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the watershed. Surface water flow (e.g., Parshall flumes, pressure transducers) and sediment-
sampling devices (Isco sediment samplers or other devices), combined with manual sampling,
will be used to determine surface water flows and sediment loads. The sample locations and
equipment to be used will be determined by a professional hydrologist who is experienced
with surface water hydrology, sediment sampling, and data interpretation in the natural
landscape. Photo documentation will also be used to note site changes throughout the
monitoring period. The BHMP will be submitted to the RCA, the Wildlife Agencies, the
RWQCB, and USACE for review to verify that the objectives of this measure have been
achieved.

BIO-33c. Postconstruction Surface Water Monitoring. A Postconstruction Monitoring
Plan (PCMP) will be prepared, reviewed, and implemented to ensure that the gravity-based
surface-water diversion system functions in average, below average, and higher than average
water years and provides compensatory hydrology volume, based on the baseline conditions,
with an acceptable flow rate into the upper watershed of the Stowe Road Vernal Pool
Complex. The PCMP will be developed concurrently with PS&E and will be implemented
after construction.

The PCMP will detail the procedures to be used to calculate the water flows from the pipe
outlet to the existing drainage and total sediment loads within the drainage. Sampling will
occur at the instruments installed as part of the BHMP, as well as at new postconstruction
locations. The total water flows that occur after construction of the Project, especially storm
water discharges, will be evaluated to determine if any modifications are needed to regulate
total flows and velocities to the existing drainage, as determined in the BHMP, into the lower
watershed.

An adaptive management process will be included for evaluating and implementing
procedures and/or remedial measures for sediment control, such as deepening the receptor
basins or other activities, to prevent scour and release of sediments in excess of the existing

condition into the lower watershed.

The intent of the monitoring period is to evaluate average, below average, and higher than
average water years. The ability to accomplish this will depend on the local precipitation.
Monitoring will be required for each of these water years. Initially, monitoring will be

conducted for 5 years, but more years could be required to obtain the necessary data.

Annual monitoring reports will be prepared and submitted to the RCA, the Wildlife Agencies,
the RWQCB, and USACE for review to verify that the objectives of this measure have been
achieved.
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Potential remedial actions or modifications to the PCMP will be made based on results of
annual monitoring. A final review will take place at the end of the 5-year monitoring period
to determine if additional monitoring will be required.

Mitigation Measures

BIO-34 Mitigation of Impactsto Water Features. Mitigation of impacts to jurisdictional water features
will take place at a ratio of at least 1 to 1. Appropriate mitigation for unavoidable impacts to
wetlands and other waters will be determined through the permitting process. The mitigation will
lessen the impact to a level below significance and will ensure no net loss of wetlands. Mitigation

may include the following two measures.

e BIO-34a. Drainage Ditches. For impacts to roadside ditches, onsite mitigation will consist
of replacement through the reconstruction of these features along the new roadway alignment.

e BIO-34b. Seasonal Wetlands. For unavoidable permanent impacts to seasonal wetlands,
including vernal pools and riparian wetlands, offsite mitigation will consist of wetland/riparian
creation, enhancement, or restoration within the San Jacinto watershed and/or the purchase of
wetland creation credits at a USACE-approved wetland mitigation bank.

3.3.3 Plant Species

3.3.3.1 Regulatory Setting

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) have
regulatory responsibility for the protection of special-status plant species. “Special-status” species are selected for
protection because they are rare and/or subject to population and habitat declines. Special status is a general term
for species that are afforded varying levels of regulatory protection. The highest level of protection is given to
threatened and endangered species; these are species that are formally listed or proposed for listing as endangered
or threatened under the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) and/or the California Endangered Species Act
(CESA). Please see the Threatened and Endangered Species Section (page 3-634) in this document for detailed

information regarding these species.

This section of the document discusses all the other special-status plant species, including CDFG species of special
concern, USFWS candidate species, and California Native Plant Society (CNPS) rare and endangered plants.

The regulatory requirements for FESA can be found at 16 United States Code (USC), Section 1531, et seq. See
also 50 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 402. The regulatory requirements for CESA can be found at
California Fish and Game Code, Section 2050, et seq. Department projects are also subject to the Native Plant
Protection Act, found at Fish and Game Code, Section 1900-1913, and the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), CA Public Resources Code, Sections 2100-21177.
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3.3.3.2 Affected Environment

The affected environment discussion is based on the findings in the Final Rare Plant Survey Report of
December 2007, the Natural Environment Study of April 2010, and the NES Technical Report Addendum
Memorandum of August 2010.

In Natural Communities (Section 3.3.1.2 [page 3-439]), the study area for plant species was referred to as the Rare
Plant Aquatic Resource Study Area (RPARSA) and included the PIA, utility relocation areas, connections to
Hemet Channel outside the Project ROW, and a 30.5-m (100-ft) indirect impact area adjacent to the PIA and

unique design features.

Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2 were included as part of the plant species study area. Plant
surveys were also conducted for those species outlined in NEPSSA 3 and Criteria Area Species Survey Area 3 of
the MSHCP.

Study Methods

Plant Species

Rare plant surveys were conducted in 2005 and 2006. Survey methods followed CNPS, CDFG, and USFWS
protocols, as well as requirements of the MSHCP. The specific methods and procedures employed during the
surveys are described in the following sections. Due to the age of the rare plant surveys, these may need to be
conducted again before the Project goes to construction to verify that the conditions have not changed.

Database Queries

Prior to beginning field surveys, a target list of special-status plant species that were likely to be found in the study
area was compiled. Sources included the CDFG California Natural Diversity “Rarefind” Database (CDFG 2005;
2007a), the CNPS Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants (CNPS 2001a; 2005; 2007), and the MSHCP. Several
reports from the Project region were part of the literature review. These special-status plants are listed in

Table 3.3-4 (page 3-524). Although they were identified in the database queries and literature reviews, federally
and state-listed threatened or endangered plant species were listed separately. They are discussed in Section 3.3.5
(page 3-634) and listed in Table 3.3-18 (page 3-636).

MSHCP Plant Species Survey Protocols

Plant surveys conducted for the proposed Project were consistent with the MSHCP survey requirements. In
accordance with the MSHCP, surveys for Narrow Endemic and Criteria Area plant species followed accepted
protocols and were conducted during the appropriate time of year to detect characteristics necessary for positive
identification of the plant. Planning Species, as described in Section 3 of the MSHCP (RCIP 2003) and as
discussed in the MSHCP Errata letter (RCIP 2004), were also included in the surveys. The locations of the
MSHCP-required study areas for Narrow Endemic plant species and Criteria Area Cells in the Project study area

are shown in Figures 3.3-21 and 3.3-22, respectively.
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When MSHCP Covered Species were identified in the surveys, each population was evaluated for its long-term
conservation value (LTCV). LTCV populations are Narrow Endemic and Criteria Area plants that are located in
Criteria Area Cells or required survey areas and that can contribute toward MSHCP conservation objectives and
reserve assembly.

Other Rare Plant Survey Protocols

The 2005 and 2006 rare plant surveys followed currently accepted resource agency protocols and guidelines from
the CNPS (2001), CDFG (2000), and USFWS (1996) for conducting and reporting botanical inventories of
special-status plant species. Following these protocols, rare plant surveys were carried out by botanists who had
considerable experience with the local flora. All species observed during the surveys were identified to the degree
necessary to determine if the plant had special status, including whether or not the species was threatened or
endangered.

Seven federally or state-listed threatened or endangered plant species were identified by the database queries and
literature review as likely to be present in the study area (Table 3.3-18 [page 3-636]). Four of the seven species
were found during the surveys. These are discussed in Section 3.3.5 (page 3-634). Results of the botanical
surveys specific to other special-status plants are described later in this section (see Table 3.3-4 [page 3-524]).

Overview of MSHCP and Other Rare Plant Survey Methods

Field surveys in 2005 began on March 1. The teams generally conducted surveys every other week through
August 25, 2005, on 60 different occasions. The 2005 rare plant survey team consisted of Illeene Anderson,
Linda Anton, David Bramlet, Kerry Byrne, Sophie Chiang, Robert Hernandez, Amy Hiss, Rick Riefner, and Fred
Roberts.

The 2006 surveys began on March 6and continued roughly every other week through August 24, 2006. One
additional survey was conducted on September 25 to review some areas. The 2006 rare plant survey team
included Michelle Balk, David Bramlet, Kerry Byrne, Nichole Coulter, Judy Ferguson, Melissa Riedel Lehrke,
Rick Riefner, Fred Roberts, and Scott White.

Suitable habitat for special-status plant species was identified in the study area prior to each survey. Some areas
had suitable habitat for two or more target plants, and those areas were surveyed several times throughout the year
as appropriate, following survey protocols. Reference sites were visited on an as-needed basis to determine the
phenology (or life cycle) of target special-status plants. This was especially important for species not previously
documented in the study area or known to be highly localized in the region.

The location of any observed special-status populations was recorded using the polygon feature in the GPS units
unless the population was extremely large or was determined unsafe to map on foot (some of the steep terrain in
the West Hemet Hills, for example). In these instances, and in a few other cases, the location of the population
was denoted by a point.
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Table 3.3-4

Special-Status Plants for which Suitable Habitat Is Present in the Project Study Area

MSHCP Status

Scientific Name/Common CNPS Status and Special Blooming Species Observed
Name Codes? Conditions” Habitat Description Period Occurrence in Project Vicinity during Surveys
Abronia villosa var. aurita 1B.1 Not included in | Fine sand, mostly alluvial fans and benches; San January — | East side of Hemet (eastern end of Yes, but species
Chaparral sand-verbena MSHCP Jacinto Mountains, Inland Empire, Orange and San | September | Diamond Valley); Winchester; along the | observed outside
Diego counties. Elevation below 1,525 m (5,000 San Jacinto River near San Jacinto; the study area
ft). and in the Bernasconi Hills area
Atriplex parishii 1B.1 CA, PS Alkali grasslands, alkali playas, sinks, and pools, June — MWD Upper Salt Creek Reserve, Yes
i e bt generally in saltbush scrub; western Riverside October historical occurrences along the
Parish’s brittlescale County (extant), Palm Springs and Cushenbury San Jacinto River floodplain
(historical); Baja California, Mexico. Elevation sea
level to 1,890 m (6,200 ft).
Atriplex serenana var. 1B.2 CA, PS Alkali grasslands and alkali playas; often confused April — Alkaline playas and vernal pools of San Yes
davidsonii [A. davidsonii] with other species; local reports of A. coulteri and October Jacinto River floodplain and upper Salt
: ; A. pacifica are based on A. serenana davidsonii. Creek watershed area
Davidson's saltscale Elevation sea level to 520 m (1,700 ft).
Calochortus plummerae 1B.2 CO Shrublands, woodlands, lower pine forest, N/A Reported from the Tucalota Hills, Yes
) : : mountains, foothills, and valleys; Ventura to foothills of the San Jacinto Mountains,
Plummer's mariposa lily Orange counties, inland to Riverside and San Laborde Canyon (Badlands),
Bernardino counties. Elevation 90 to 1,705 m (300 San Timoteo Canyon, Jurupa Hills,
to 5,600 ft). Beaumont area
Calochortus weedii var. 1B.2 CO Shrublands, grasslands, various soil; coastal May — July | Shipley reserve (Crown Valley) No
intermedius southern and central California, inland to western
Intermediate mariposa lily Riverside County. Elevation 180 to 850 m (600 to
2,800 ft).
Centromadia pungens ssp. 1B.1 CA, PS, RRVP | Generally alkaline, seasonally wet, low-elevation April — Moist alkali soils in the Perris Basin. In Yes
laevis [Hemizonia laevis] grassland, scrub, and playas; also fallow fields, September | the region, reported from the
Smooth tarplant drainage ditches; primarily in southwestern San Jacinto area, Upper Salt Creek,
Riverside County, but a few sites in interior valleys Winchester, Domenigoni-Diamond
of Los Angeles, San Bernardino, San Diego Valleys
counties. Elevation sea level to 480 m (1,575 ft).
Chorizanthe parryi var. 3.2 CcO San Bernardino, Riverside, Los Angeles counties; April — June | Lakeview Mountains, North Domenigoni Yes
parryi dry sandy or loamy alluvial or upland soils, open Hills, Diamond Valley, Shipley Reserve,
) : sites in coastal sage scrub or chaparral. Elevation Badlands, Double Butte
Parry's spineflower sea level to 1,700 m (5,600 ft).
Chorizanthe polygonoides 1B.2 Covered Clay soils in chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and April — June | Shipley Reserve-Lake Skinner Area Yes

var. longispina
Long-spined spineflower

grasslands (clay); western Riverside County, San
Diego County, and northern Baja California,
Mexico. Elevation 30 to 1,460 m (100 to 4,800 ft).
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Table 3.3-4  Special-Status Plants for which Suitable Habitat Is Present in the Project Study Area

MSHCP Status

Scientific Name/Common CNPS Status and Special Blooming Species Observed
Name Codes? Conditions” Habitat Description Period Occurrence in Project Vicinity during Surveys
Convolvulus simulans 4.2 Covered Clay grasslands or open clay soil areas in March — May | Bachelor Mountain No

shrublands; western central and southwestern

Small-flowered morning- California. Elevation 30 to 700 m (100 to 2,300 ft).

glory
Deinandra paniculata 4.2 Not Included in | Grasslands, open shrublands, roadsides, etc.; April — Common throughout much of Yes
[Hemizonia paniculata] MSHCP often common in San Diego, Orange, and November | southwestern Riverside county (e.g.,
: Riverside counties. Elevation sea level to 950 m around Murrieta and Menifee north and
Paniculate tarplant (3,100 ft). east to the Hemet area)
Harpagonella palmeri 4.2 Covered Clay grasslands, openings in shrublands. Dry March — May | Shipley Reserve/Lake Skinner area Yes

slopes and mesas, generally on clay soils in
grasslands, coastal sage scrub, and chaparral;
southwestern California through Baja California,
Mexico, Arizona, and Sonora. Elevation sea level
to 850 m (2,800 ft).

Palmer’s grapplinghook

Hordeum intercedens 3.2 PS, RRVP Alkali grasslands, playas. In coastal areas this March — June | Alkali vernal plains west of Hemet and Yes
species is found in clay grasslands; central and along the San Jacinto River
southern California to Baja California, Mexico.
Elevation sea level to 1,000 m (3,300 ft).

Vernal barley

Lasthenia glabrata ssp. 1B.1 CA, PS Coastal salt marsh or inland alkali playas, vernal February — | Upper Salt Creek, west of Hemet, San Yes
coulteri pools; coastal sites from San Luis Obispo to Baja June Jacinto Wildlife Area (San Jacinto

California, Mexico; inland on valley floors in south River)

Great Valley, Coast Ranges, Mojave Desert

(historical) and western Riverside County.

Elevation sea level to 1,220 m (4,000 ft).

Coulter’s goldfields

Lepidium virginicum var. 1B.2 Not included in | Dry areas, chaparral, and coastal sage scrub; Los January — | Near the Shipley Reserve/Lake Skinner Yes
robinsonii MSHCP Angeles County, most Channel Islands, inland to April area, North Domenigoni Hills, and east
Riverside and San Bernardino counties, south to Diamond Valley

Robinson’s peppergrass Baja California, Mexico. Elevation sea level to

880 m (2,900 ft).

Microseris douglasii ssp. 4.2 CO Clay soils on plains, hillsides, and foothill slopes, March — May | Bachelor Mountain-Lake Skinner area Yes

platycarpha generally in clay grasslands and native grasslands;
Los Angeles, Orange, western Riverside, and San
Diego counties to Baja California, Mexico.
Elevation sea level to 1,060 m (3,500 ft).

Small-flowered microseris
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Table 3.3-4  Special-Status Plants for which Suitable Habitat Is Present in the Project Study Area
MSHCP Status
Scientific Name/Common CNPS Status and Special Blooming Species Observed
Name Codes® Conditions® Habitat Description Period Occurrence in Project Vicinity during Surveys
Myosurus minimus ssp. 3.1 CA, PS Vernal pools, alkali playas, alkaline grasslands; March — May | Upper Salt Creek area west of Hemet Yes
apus valley floors; Baja California, Mexico north through
: : western Riverside County and southern Great
Little mousetail Valley. Elevation sea level to 640 m (2,100 ft).
Nama stenocarpum 2.2 CA, RRVP Saline or alkaline mud flats of lakes, playas, May — June; | Locally known only from Mystic Lake No
Mud nama marshes, swamps, river banks, drying lakebeds, September —
and intermittent wetlands; Los Angeles County to November
Texas and northern Mexico. Elevation below
460 m (1,500 ft).
Pentachaeta aurea 4.2 Not included in | Open places, generally grassland but also March — July | Only recent reports are from Temecula No
Golden-rayed pentachaeta MSHCP shrublands, woodlands, I_ower montane forests; and Pechanga, about 25.7 km (16 mi)
valleys and mountains, cismontane Southern southwest of the study area, but
California to Baja California, Mexico. Elevation 80 suitable habitat occurs throughout the
to 1,830 m (260 to 6,000 ft). study area; other records are from the
San Jacinto Mountains
Pseudognaphalium 2.2 Not included in | Perennial herb; shrublands and woodlands, sea; July — San Timoteo Canyon, Santa Ana No
leucocephalum MSHCP open sand, usually on alluvium; San Luis Obispo September | Mountains, suitable habitat occurs
[Gnaphalium 1.] through San Diego counties, inland to Riverside along the San Jacinto River within the
Sonora everlasting anq San Bernar_dino counties; disjunct_ (anc_| may be study area
a different species) from occurrences in Arizona,
Texas, Sonora. Elevation sea level to 2,130 m
(7,000 ft).
Sidalcea neomexicana 2.2 Not included in | Alkaline playas, grasslands, brackish marshes March — June | Historical record from the 1960s for 4.8 No
Salt Spring checkerbloom MSHCP W|th|n shrubla.nds or forgsts; soythwestern km (3 mi) west of San Jacinto
California, Baja California, Mexico, southwestern
United States to mainland Mexico. Elevation
below 1,525 m (5,000 ft).
Trichocoronis wrightii var. 21 NE, PS Seasonally inundated alkali playas, muddy alkaline May — San Jacinto River floodplain at No
wrightii meadows, marshes; San Joaquin Valley, San September | San Jacinto Wildlife Area. Not known
T : Jacinto Valley, disjunct to Texas. Elevation sea from the Salt Creek watershed.
Wright's trichocoronis level to 490 m (1,600 ft).
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Table 3.3-4

Special-Status Plants for which Suitable Habitat Is Present in the Project Study Area

MSHCP Status

Scientific Name/Common CNPS Status and Special Blooming Species Observed
Name Codes? Conditions” Habitat Description Period Occurrence in Project Vicinity during Surveys
Local Concern Species (No CNPS Status)®
Amaranthus californicus Local Concern Not included in | Matting herb; drying mud flats of seasonal pools July — Mystic Lake, California. 6.4 km (4 mi) No
California pigweed MSHCP playas and lakes; most _of Callfornla_ to s_outh_ern October from the study area.
Canada and Texas; regionally rare in Riverside
County interior valleys, mountains, Coachella
Valley. Elevation sea level to 2,800 m (9,200 ft).
Calycoseris parryi Local Concern Not included in | Annual; common on Sonoran and Mojave deserts, | March — May | Known from the North Domenigoni Hills No
Yellow tack-stem MSHCP east to Utah and Arizona; locally rare west of the and the Sedco Hills
San Jacinto Mountains at a few western Riverside
County locations in coastal sage scrub openings.
Elevation 92 to 1,830 m (300 to 6,000 ft).
Camissonia graciliflora Local Concern Not included in | Annual of upland clay soils; grasslands or grassy March — May | Recorded from the east end of No
g : MSHCP openings in woodlands or shrublands; Liebre Diamond Valley
Slender-flowered primrose Mountains (Los Angeles County) north to southern
Oregon; local occurrences scarce and generally
threatened by land uses. Elevation below 1,065 m
(3,500 ft).
Caulanthus heterophyllus Local Concern Not included in | Coastal sage scrub and chaparral, on granitic March — May | Lakeview Mountains, Gibbel Flat (East No
var. pseudosimulans MSHCP substrates, often following fire or other disturbance. Hemet), North Domenigoni Hills, East
. . A Southern California endemic, C. h. Diamond Valley, Bachelor Mountain,
San Diego W”-d cabbage, pseudosimulans has not been properly published and the San Jacinto Mountains
Slender pod jewelflower ; : . .
in botanical literature. Elevation below 1,070 m
(3,500 ft).
Lepidium latipes var. latipes Local Concern Not included in | Alkaline playas and vernal pools; northern Baja March — May | Upper Salt Creek area, west of Hemet, Yes
MSHCP California, Mexico, through the Great Valley to San Jacinto River
Dwarf peppergrass northwestern California; scarce locally, limited to
vernal pools. Elevation below 790 m (2,600 ft).
Petunia parviflora Local Concern Not included in | Open, wet, or moist sandy or silty areas, usually April - San Jacinto, Mystic Lake, San Jacinto Yes
MSHCP riverbanks, ephemeral lakes, and creeks; Southern August River

Small-flowered wild petunia

California through much of southern United States

to tropical America; regionally scarce and generally
threatened by land uses. Elevation below 1,310 m
(4,300 ft).
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Table 3.3-4

Special-Status Plants for which Suitable Habitat Is Present in the Project Study Area

MSHCP Status

Scientific Name/Common CNPS Status and Special Blooming Species Observed
Name Codes? Conditions” Habitat Description Period Occurrence in Project Vicinity during Surveys
Pilularia americana Local Concern Not included in | Vernal pools and seasonal wetlands, coastal and N/A Upper Salt Creek, west of Hemet Yes
: . MSHCP interior Southern California to Oregon, Midwest,
American pillwort and southern United States; Chile. Elevation
below 1,520 m (5,000 ft).
Plantago elongata Local Concern Not included in | Coastal and interior saline or alkaline wetlands; April = June | Vernal pools near Hemet and along the Yes
California alkali plantain MSHCP Baja California, Mexico: to southern Canada; . San Jacinto River
locally common in alkaline vernal pools, but strictly
limited to these habitats. Elevation sea level to
490 m (1,600 ft).
Psilocarphus tenellus var. Local Concern Not included in | Vernal pools and coastal dune systems; central April — June | Known in Southern California only from Yes
globiferus MSHCP California and disjunct to central Chile; locally the Domenigoni Valley
scarce, strictly limited to vernal pools, usually on
Round woolly marbles hardened substrates. Elevation sea level to 700 m
(2,300 ft).
Sibara virginica Local Concern Not included in | Much of California and (disjunct) the eastern March — May | Skunk Hollow vernal pool Yes

Virginia rock-cress

MSHCP

United States, where relatively common; regionally
scarce and widely scattered through southwestern
California, limited to vernal wetlands. Elevation
below 370 m (1,200 ft).

Source: Source: Natural Environment Study, April 2010; NES Technical Report Addendum Memorandum, August 2010

Note: The following USGS 7.5-minute quadrangles were queried, and they include the study area and a 12.9-km (8-mi) buffer adjacent to the study area: Bachelor Mountain, Beaumont, Cabazon,
El Casco, Hemet, Lake Fulmor, Lakeview, Murrieta, Perris, Romoland, Sage, San Jacinto, Sunnymead, and Winchester.

4Status Codes:

California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Status (CNPS 2007)
1A — Plants Presumed Extinct in California

1B — Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California and Elsewhere

2 — Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California, but More Common Elsewhere

3 — Plants About Which We Need More Information — A Review List
4 — Plants of Limited Distribution — A Watch List

CNPS Threat Rank (Suffixes to CNPS List Status Codes):
1 —Seriously endangered in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened/high degree and immediacy of threat)

2 — Fairly endangered in California (20-80% occurrences threatened)

3 — Not very endangered in California (<20% of occurrences threatened or no current threats known)
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Table 3.3-4  Special-Status Plants for which Suitable Habitat Is Present in the Project Study Area

MSHCP Status
Scientific Name/Common CNPS Status and Special Blooming Species Observed
Name Codes? Conditions” Habitat Description Period Occurrence in Project Vicinity during Surveys

Other Designations:
®Western Riverside MSHCP Definitions (RCIP 2003).
Special Conditions of MSHCP Covered Species:

CA — Surveys may be required for these species in locations shown on survey maps, as described in Section 6.3.2 of the MSHCP. This includes the list of additional survey needs and procedures
species and the Criteria Area Species (see MSHCP pp. 6-63 to 6-65) and the MSHCP Errata Letter, dated August 9, 2004.

CO - These species will be considered to be Covered Species Adequately Conserved when conservation requirements identified in species-specific conservation objectives have been met.
Species-specific conservation objectives for these species are presented in Section 9.0 of the MSHCP. Refer to Table 9-3 of the MSHCP for specific conservation objectives that must be met for
these species prior to including them on the list of Covered Species Adequately Conserved.

Covered — Species addressed in the MSHCP and included in the 10(a)(1)(B) permit. Also includes species that will be considered to be Covered Species Adequately Conserved when conservation
requirements identified in species-specific conservation objectives have been met.

NE — Surveys may be required for these species in Narrow Endemic Plant Species survey areas, as described in Section 6.1.3 of the MSHCP and the MSHCP Errata Letter, dated August 9, 2004.

PS — Planning Species — Subsets of Covered Species that are identified to provide guidance for Reserve Assembly in Cores and Linkages and/or Area Plans per Volume I, Section 3, of the MSHCP
(RCIP 2003) and the MSHCP Errata Letter, dated August 9, 2004.

RRVP — These species should be protected because they are associated with riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools, as described in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP and the MSHCP Errata Letter,
dated August 9, 2004.

°Local Concern Species

Local concern species are described and discussed in the Final Rare Plant Survey Report. The locations of local concern species were not mapped during the rare plant surveys. These species do not
have special status per the USFWS, CDFG, or CNPS; therefore, they were not addressed.
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Population sizes were obtained by direct counts, estimations, or by sampling and extrapolation. Plants within very
small populations were counted. The numbers of plants for medium, large, or very large populations were visually
estimated and rounded to the nearest appropriate digit (tens, hundreds, thousands, tens of thousands, or more).
Counts of vernal barley (which was found in populations consisting of several thousand plants or more) were
obtained by counting the number of plants present in a representative number of 1-square-meter (m?)
(3.2-square-foot [ft*]) plots, then averaging the results to determine the number of plants per square-meter area.
This plant density was then extrapolated to arrive at the approximate number of plants in a larger area.

Field visits were timed to occur during the optimum blooming period for special-status plants that were likely to be
present in each site. Some sites required early-, middle-, and late-season surveys, depending on the type of and
quality of habitat. All areas that were not surveyed during the appropriate time of year in 2005 were resurveyed

during the correct period in 2006.

All botanists documented every field visit in their field notes, by area, and took photographs of field conditions.
The survey team also recorded all plant communities and all plant taxa observed during each field visit, on a per
area basis. A list of the 506 plant species identified during the surveys is in Appendix F of the NES. Photographs
of the special-status plants found in the study area are in Appendix G of the NES.

Plant Species in the Build Alternative and Design Option Study Areas

Build Alternative 1a

Ten special-status plant species were identified in the Build Alternative 1a study area (Table 3.3-1 [page 3-443]).
Eight of these 10 species are MSHCP Covered Species. Three of the 8 Covered Species have populations with
LTCV—smooth tarplant, Coulter’s goldfields, and little mousetail. More information about these LTCV
populations is in a separate subsection (page 3-532). Two special-status plants, paniculate tarplant and Robinson’s
peppergrass, are not included in the MSHCP.

MSHCP Criteria Area, Narrow Endemic, Other MSHCP Covered Species, and MSHCP
Planning Species

Eight MSHCP species were identified in the Build Alternative 1a study area:

e Davidson’s saltscale — 1 population (6 plants)

e Plummer’s mariposa lily — 1 population (2 plants)

e Smooth tarplant — 270 populations (110,101 plants)

e Parry’s spineflower — 27 populations (112,536 plants)
e Long-spined spineflower — 4 populations (4,465 plants)
e Vernal barley — 16 populations (1,249,380 plants)

e Coulter’s goldfields — 22 populations (5,380 plants)

e Little mousetail — 31 populations (64,001 plants)
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Davidson's Saltscale

One small population of Davidson’s saltscale with six plants was found in the study area for Build Alternative 1a,
west of the San Diego Canal and northwest of the Stoney Mountain Preserve (Figure 3.3-24). This location and
this small population of Davidson’s saltscale are common to all of the Build alternative study areas (in Roadway
Segment K or J, depending on the Build alternative).

Plummer’s Mariposa Lily

One very small population of Plummer’s mariposa lily containing two plants was found in the West Hemet Hills
(Figure 3.3-25). This was the only place this species was observed in the study area. However, it typically blooms
following fires, so based on habitat suitability, it is possible that many more of these plants could be present in this
area than were actually observed. Although not considered to have LTCV per the MSHCP, Plummer’s mariposa
lily is designated as a CNPS 1B species and is therefore considered rare in California. This population is
important because its location adds to the known range of the species (Table 3.3-6 [page 3-537]).

Smooth Tarplant

A total of 270 populations of smooth tarplant, containing 110,101 individuals, is present in the study area for Build
Alternative la (Figure 3.3-26). The study area for Utility Corridors 1 and 2 contains 14 smooth tarplant
populations, but relatively few individual plants (3,250) (Table 3.3-1 [ page 3-443]). A small number of
populations was observed south of Domenigoni Parkway, but most were found in the middle to northern portions
of the study area, roughly between Devonshire Avenue and Ramona Expressway.

Thirty smooth tarplant populations (with 4,995 plants) were identified in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2
at the Stoney Mountain Preserve. Of these 30 populations, 20 (with 31,683 individuals) occur within Criteria Area
cells and have LTCV (Tables 3.3-5 [page 3-533] and 3.3-6 [page 3-537]). These LTCV populations are described
in a separate section (page 3-532).

Parry’s Spineflower

Twenty-seven Parry’s spineflower populations comprising more than 112,000 plants were identified in the Build
Alternative la study area. Except for one population observed in the Roadway Segment A portion of the study
area, most of these populations were found in the West Hemet Hills (Figure 3.3-27). Although not considered to
have LTCV per the MSHCP, the Parry’s spineflower complex in the West Hemet Hills is important because of the
large number of populations in areas of relatively undisturbed Riversidian sage scrub habitat (Table 3.3-6 [page 3-
537)).

Long-Spined Spineflower

Four populations of long-spined spineflower containing 4,465 plants were identified in the study area for Build
Alternative 1a. These populations were all found in the West Hemet Hills (Figure 3.3-28). Although they do not
have LTCV per the MSHCP, these populations of long-spined spineflower are important because this is a new

location for this species, and this population complex now represents the northernmost known occurrence.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 3-531 STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FEBRUARY 2013



Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Vernal Barley

Sixteen vernal barley populations with more than 1 million plants were identified in the study area for Build
Alternative 1a. These populations were observed adjacent to the San Diego Canal in the vicinity of Esplanade
Avenue, east of the San Diego Canal, roughly between Devonshire Avenue and Tres Cerritos Avenue, west of the
EMWD Regional Water Reclamation Facility, and in Additional Indirect Impact Area 2 (Figure 3.3-29). Most of
the plants (1,230,600) were identified in Additional Indirect Impact Area 2. These populations of vernal barley, an
MSHCP Planning Species, are in Criteria Area Cells 3683, 3584, 3291, and 2878. As described in Section 3.3.1.3
(page 3-459) and Table 3.3-2 (page 3-464), the goals in these Criteria Area Cells include conservation of alkali
playa, vernal pool, and upland habitats, including agricultural habitats. Plant populations in the Criteria Area Cells

are important to helping identify sensitive habitat and guiding reserve assembly.

Coulter’s Goldfields

Twenty-two populations of Coulter’s goldfields, comprising 5,380 plants, were found in the Build Alternative 1a
study area (Table 3.3-1 [page 3-443] and Figure 3.3-30). All of these populations were east of Warren Road and
south of Byrd Street. They have LTCV. Information about LTCV populations is presented in a separate section
(page 3-532).

Little Mousetail

Thirty-one little mousetail populations containing slightly more than 64,000 plants were identified in the study
area for Build Alternative 1a (Table 3.3-1 [page 3-443] and Figure 3.3-31). One population with about
10,000 plants was found inside the PIA in a vernal pool at the northwest corner of Warren Road and Esplanade

Avenue.

Thirty populations of little mousetail (with 49,001 plants) were identified in Additional Indirect Impact Study
Area 2, at the Stoney Mountain Preserve. This population complex is present in the study areas for all of the Build
alternatives (Roadway Segment J or K, depending on the Build alternative). A portion of it, about 5,000 plants,
extends into the indirect impact area. The little mousetail populations in Stoney Mountain Preserve, including the
population that extends beyond the Preserve boundary into the study area, are in Criteria Area Cell 3291,

Subunit 4: Vernal Pool Areas — East. These populations have LTCV and are described separately in the following
section (see also Table 3.3-5 [page 3-533]).

Assessment of LTCV Populations in the Build Alternative 1a Study Area

MSHCEP Criteria Area Cells 3683, 3584, 3291, 2774, 2775, and 2778 through 2878 are in the Build Alternative la
study area (Figure 3.3-22).

A total of 114 populations of rare plants in the Build Alternative 1a study area are in Criteria Area Cells

(Table 3.3-5 [page 3-533]). These populations have been identified and evaluated for LTCV consistent with the
species-specific goals and objectives of the MSHCP. Three species with LTCV populations are present in the
Build Alternative 1a study area—smooth tarplant, little mousetail, and Coulter’s goldfields. The findings are
presented in Tables 3.3-5 (page 3-533) and 3.3-6 (page 3-537) and are described in the following sections.
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Table 3.3-5

Assessment of Long-Term Conservation Value Populations in the Study Area

Location of Population

Population(s)
Present in the

Population(s) Present
in 30.5-m (100-ft)

Population(s)
Present in Additional
Indirect Impact Study

Population(s)
Present in Additional
Indirect Impact Study

Do Populations
Have Long-Term
Conservation

Scientific Name Common Name |Criteria Area Cell(s) Build Alternative® by Project Element PIA Indirect Impact Area Area 1l Area 2 Value? Rationale®
Centromadia smooth tarplant 3683 Study Area for Build Roadway Segment G Yes Yes No No No Conservation within this cell group will contribute to assembly of Proposed
pungens ssp. laveis Alternatives 1a and 1b Noncontiguous Habitat Block 7 and will focus on playas, vernal pools, and a
(including Design variety of upland habitats. Conservation will focus on the eastern portion of
Option 1b1) the cell and link with the adjacent cells to the east and south. A single smooth
tarplant population with 1,000 plants is located in the northwest part of the cell.
This represents an isolated population located in a disturbed habitat. These
populations do not have LTCV.
Centromadia smooth tarplant 3683 Study Area for Build Roadway Segment H Yes Yes No No No Conservation within this cell group will contribute to assembly of Proposed
pungens ssp. laveis Alternatives 2a and 2b Noncontiguous Habitat Block 7 and will focus on playas, vernal pools, and a
(including Design variety of upland habitats. Conservation will focus on the eastern portion of
Option 2b1) the cell and link with the adjacent cells to the east and south. A single smooth
tarplant population with 1,000 plants is located in the northwest part of the cell.
This represents an isolated population located in a disturbed habitat. These
populations do not have LTCV.
Centromadia smooth tarplant 3584 Study Area for Build Roadway Segment | Yes Yes No No No Conservation within this cell group will contribute to assembly of Proposed
pungens ssp. laveis Alternatives 1a, 1b Noncontiguous Habitat Block 7 and will focus on playas/vernal pool habitat and
(including Design agricultural land in the central part of the cell and areas to the south and east
Option 1b1), 2a, and (RCIP 2003). Seven smooth tarplant populations with 1,794 plants are located
2b (including Design in the very northern part of the cell. Localities are generally isolated localities
Option 2b1) in disturbed habitats or small fragments of larger polygons These populations
do not have LTCV.
Centromadia smooth tarplant 3291 Study Area for Build Roadway Segment J No Yes No Yes No Conservation goals of this subunit are to conserve vernal pools and vernal
pungens ssp. laveis Alternatives 1a and 2b pool hydrology. Conservation within this cell will contribute to assembly of
(including Design Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 7, and will focus on grassland habitat.
Option 2b1) Conservation will be about 5 percent of the cell focusing in the western portion
of the cell. Two smooth tarplant populations with 223 plants occur in Criteria
Area Cell 3291. A portion of one population also extends into Additional
Indirect Impact Study Area 2 in the Stoney Mountain Preserve. These
populations do not have LTCV.
Myosurus minimus little mousetail 3291 Study Area for Build Roadway Segment J No Yes No Yes Yes Conservation goals of this subunit are to conserve vernal pools and vernal
ssp. apus Alternatives 1a and 2b pool hydrology. Conservation of this cell is to focus on grassland habitat and
(including Design is to occur in the western part of the cell. One large population complex with
Option 2b1) 30 populations occurs in Criteria Area Cell 3291 and has LTCV. Only a small
portion of one of these populations with about 8,559 plants is within the 30.5-m
(100-ft) indirect impact area for Segment J. The remaining 49,001 plants are
located within the Stoney Mountain Preserve in Additional Indirect Impact
Study Area 2. Potentially occurring indirect impacts to vernal pool hydrology
could adversely affect the attainment of conservation goals for this habitat
block, subunit, or cell.
Centromadia smooth tarplant 3291 Study Area for Build Roadway Segment K No Yes No Yes No Conservation goals of this subunit are to conserve vernal pools and vernal
pungens ssp. laveis Alternatives 1b pool hydrology. Conservation within this cell will contribute to assembly of
(including Design Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 7 and will focus on grassland habitat.
Option 1b1) and 2a Conservation will be about 5 percent of the cell focusing in the western portion
of the cell. Two smooth tarplant populations with 223 plants occur in Cell
3291. A portion of one population also extends into Additional Indirect Impact
Study Area 2 (at the Stoney Mountain Preserve). These populations do not
have LTCV.
Myosurus minimus little mousetail 3291 Study Area for Build Roadway Segment K No Yes No Yes Yes Conservation goals of this subunit are to conserve vernal pools and vernal
ssp. apus Alternatives 1b pool hydrology. Conservation of this cell is to focus on grassland habitat and
(including Design is to occur in the western part of the cell. One large population complex with
Option 1b1) and 2a 30 populations occurs in Cell 3291 and has LTCV. Only a small portion of one
of these populations with about 5,000 plants is within the 30.5-m (100-ft)
indirect impact area for Segment K. The remaining 49,001 plants are located
within the Stoney Mountain Preserve in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area
2. Potentially occurring indirect impacts to vernal pool hydrology could
adversely affect the attainment of conservation goals for this habitat block,
subunit, or cell.
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Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Table 3.3-5

Assessment of Long-Term Conservation Value Populations in the Study Area

Scientific Name

Common Name

Criteria Area Cell(s)

Build Alternative®

Location of Population
by Project Element

Population(s)
Present in the
PIA

Population(s) Present
in 30.5-m (100-ft)
Indirect Impact Area

Population(s)
Present in Additional
Indirect Impact Study

Area l

Population(s)
Present in Additional
Indirect Impact Study

Area 2

Do Populations
Have Long-Term
Conservation
Value?

Rationale®

Centromadia
pungens ssp. laveis

smooth tarplant

2774, 2775, 2878

Study Area for Build
Alternatives 1a and 2a

Roadway Segment L

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

Goals of the San Jacinto Plan, Subunit 4: Vernal Pool Areas — East, include
conservation of vernal pools and vernal pool hydrology. Twenty smooth
tarplant populations within Criteria Area Cells 2774, 2775, and 2878 with
31,863 plants occur in relatively intact alkali grassland/wetland habitat that
could contribute toward reserve assembly. These populations have LTCV.
Eighteen populations are located in the PIA, and one of these populations
extends beyond the PIA into the 30.5-m (100-ft) indirect impact area. A total of
26,221 plants occur within the PIA. Two additional populations only occur in
the indirect impact area. A total of with 5,642 plants occur in the indirect
impact area (including the plants within the large population that spans the PIA
and indirect impact area). Displacement of these populations or indirect
impacts could adversely affect the attainment of conservation goals for this
subunit, habitat block, or cell.

Lasthenia glabrata
ssp. coulteri

Coulter's
goldfields

2774, 2775

Study Area for Build
Alternatives 1a and 2a

Roadway Segment L

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

Goals of the San Jacinto Plan, Subunit 4: Vernal Pool Areas — East include
conservation of vernal pools and vernal pool hydrology. Twenty-two
populations within Criteria Area Cells 2774 and 2775 with 5,380 plants occur in
relatively intact alkali grassland/wetland habitat that could contribute toward
reserve assembly. These populations have LTCV. Twenty populations and
4,785 plants are located within the PIA. One large population extends beyond
the PIA into the 30.5-m (100-ft) indirect impact area. Three populations occur
within the indirect impact area. A total of 650 plants occur within the indirect
impact area (including within the large population that spans the PIA and the
indirect impact area). Displacement of these populations or alterations to the
supporting hydrology could adversely affect the attainment of conservation
goals for this subunit, habitat block, or cell.

Centromadia
pungens ssp. laveis

smooth tarplant

2364

Study Area for Build
Alternatives 1a, 1b
(including Design
Option 1b1), 2a, and
2b (including Design
Option 2b1)

Roadway Segment N

No

Yes (and Utility
Relocation Area 2)

No

No

No

Conservation within this Cell Group will contribute to assembly of Proposed
Core 3, and will focus on chaparral and coastal sage scrub habitat and
connect to chaparral and coastal sage scrub habitat proposed for conservation
in adjacent Cell Groups. Five small smooth tarplant populations with 199
plants occur within Cell 2364. Plants are located within the 30.5-m (100-ft)
indirect impact area and Utility Relocation Area 2. These five small
populations would not provide substantial contributions toward reserve
assembly and they do not have LTCV.

Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1

Atriplex serenana
var. davidsonii

Davidson’s
saltscale

3791, 3891, 4007

Build Alternatives 2a
and 2b (including
Design Option 2b1)

Additional Indirect
Impact Study Area 1

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

A total of 59 populations of Davidson’s saltscale with 12,136 plants were
identified within Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1. The majority of the
populations were observed east of California Avenue, and south of Stetson
Avenue, but a few populations were identified at the MWD Upper Salt Creek
Reserve, north of Stetson Road. These populations represent the core for the
population complex within the Study Area, and the viability of the populations
in this area is essential for the survival of this species. The populations in this
area have very high LTCV. Adverse impacts to the populations within this
area (including the supporting vernal pool hydrology) could result in the loss of
populations or individuals or degradation of the vernal pool habitat, could affect
the long-term sustainability of these localities, and could make it more difficult
to attain the MSHCP species conservation goals and objectives.
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Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Environmental

Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Table 3.3-5

Assessment of Long-Term Conservation Value Populations in the Study Area

Scientific Name

Common Name

Criteria Area Cell(s)

Build Alternative®

Location of Population
by Project Element

Population(s)
Present in the
PIA

Population(s) Present
in 30.5-m (100-ft)
Indirect Impact Area

Population(s)
Present in Additional
Indirect Impact Study

Area l

Population(s)
Present in Additional
Indirect Impact Study

Area 2

Do Populations
Have Long-Term
Conservation
Value?

Rationale®

Atriplex parishii

Parish’s
brittlescale

3683, 3791

Build Alternatives 2a
and 2b (including
Design Option 2b1)

Additional Indirect
Impact Study Area 1

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

A total of 1,320 Parish’s brittlescale plants in 13 populations were observed
within the MWD Upper Salt Creek Reserve. Only one other extant occurrence
of this species has been confirmed, and it is located in San Diego County. All
of the Parish’s brittlescale populations have LTCV. Because these localities
are within the MWD Upper Salt Creek Reserve, conservation has already been
attained. However, indirect impacts to vernal pool hydrology could result in the
loss of populations or individual plants or degradation of the vernal pool
habitat, could affect the long-term sustainability of these localities, and could
make it more difficult to attain the MSHCP species conservation goals and
objectives.

Centromadia
pungens ssp. laveis

smooth tarplant

3683, 3684, 3791,
3887, 4007

Build Alternatives 2a
and 2b (including
Design Option 2b1)

Additional Indirect
Impact Study Area 1

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

A total of 80 smooth tarplant populations with more than 180,000 plants were
identified within Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1. Most localities
occurred between Stetson Avenue and SR 74/Florida Avenue, but a few
populations were located in the Stowe Road Vernal Pool Complex west of
California Avenue. Within Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1 moderate to
large populations identified in relatively undisturbed natural habitats that are
not isolated have LTCV. Small populations in this area do not have LTCV
unless they are located directly adjacent to large populations, or they would
geographically connect two or more moderate to large populations. Adverse
impacts to the moderate to large populations within this area could affect the
attainment of conservation goals for this species.

Lasthenia glabrata
ssp. coulteri

Coulter's
goldfields

3683, 3684

Build Alternatives 2a
and 2b (including
Design Option 2b1)

Additional Indirect
Impact Study Area 1

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

Twenty populations of Coulter’s goldfields with about 560,000 plants were
identified roughly between the MWD Upper Salt Creek Reserve north to

SR 74/Florida Avenue. The largest concentration of Coulter’s goldfields within
the study area with more than 500,000 plants was mapped within the alkali
grasslands and seasonal wetlands south of Florida Avenue. The Coulter’s
goldfields in the study area are part of the last two major population complexes
left in California and these localities have very high LTCV. Adverse impacts to
these populations or to the supporting hydrology could result in the loss of this
locality, a decrease in population size, or degradation of the habitat, could
adversely affect the long term sustainability of these localities, and could make
it more difficult to attain the MSHCP species conservation goals and
objectives.

Myosurus minimus
Ssp. apus

little mousetail

3683, 3684, 3791,
3887, 3891, 4007

Build Alternatives 2a
and 2b (including
Design Option 2b1)

Additional Indirect
Impact Study Area 1

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

Ninety populations of little mousetail with more than 375,000 plants were
identified in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1. The populations of little
mousetail within the study area are the largest in Southern California and they
form the only very large population complex within the western Riverside
MSHCP area. The largest populations, such as those at the MWD Upper Salt
Creek Reserve and the area east of the San Diego Canal (directly east of the
Reserve), have LTCV. Small populations of little mousetail do not have LTCV
unless they are located directly adjacent to moderately sized or large
populations, or they geographically connect several populations in an area of
currently or restorable suitable habitat. Adverse impacts to these populations
or to the supporting hydrology could result in the loss of this locality, a
decrease in population size, or degradation of the habitat, could adversely
affect the long term sustainability of these localities, and could make it more
difficult to attain the MSHCP species conservation goals and objectives.

Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2

Centromadia
pungens ssp. laveis

smooth tarplant

3291

Build Alternatives 1a,
1b (including Design
Option 1b1), 2a, and
2b (including Design
Option 2b1)

Additional Indirect
Impact Study Area 2

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

Thirty smooth tarplant populations with 4,995 plants were identified scattered
within Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2. Although they are small, these
populations occur near each other within a relatively small intact area of alkali
grassland and wetland habitat. These populations have LTCV. Because most
of these populations are within the Stoney Mountain Preserve, conservation
has already been attained. However, potential indirect impacts to the
supporting vernal pool hydrology could adversely affect the habitat quality and
the long-term sustainability of these populations.
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Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Table 3.3-5

Assessment of Long-Term Conservation Value Populations in the Study Area

Scientific Name

Common Name

Criteria Area Cell(s)

Build Alternative®

Location of Population
by Project Element

Population(s)
Present in the
PIA

Population(s) Present
in 30.5-m (100-ft)
Indirect Impact Area

Population(s)
Present in Additional
Indirect Impact Study

Area l

Population(s)
Present in Additional
Indirect Impact Study

Area 2

Do Populations
Have Long-Term
Conservation
Value?

Rationale®

Myosurus minimus
Ssp. apus

little mousetail

3291

Build Alternatives 1a,
1b (including Design
Option 1b1), 2a, and
2b (including Design
Option 2b1)

Additional Indirect
Impact Study Area 2

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

Thirty populations of little mousetail collectively totaling about 49,001 plants
were identified scattered throughout the Additional Indirect Impact Study Area
2, and these populations have LTCV. Because these populations are located
within the Stoney Mountain Preserve, conservation has already been attained.
However, potential indirect impacts to the supporting vernal pool hydrology
could adversely affect the habitat quality and the long-term sustainability of
these populations.

Source: Natural Environment Study, April 2010; NES Technical Report Addendum Memorandum, August 2010
®Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2, which are part of the Build alternatives, are addressed separately in this table.

®Information on the MSHCP Planning Species and Biological Issues and Considerations included for Subunits 2 and 4, along with the Planning Species for Noncontiguous Habitat Blocks 6 and 7 and Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek), and the overall goals for each of the Covered Species as noted in
Appendix E of the MSHCP (Species Survey Requirements, Plants), and the habitat goals noted for each Criteria Area Cell in Table 3.3-2 (page 3-464).
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Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Environmental

Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Table 3.3-6 Distribution, Status, and Conservation Value of Special-Status Plants Observed in the Study Area

Scientific Name/
Common Name/

Conservation Status Code®
and MSHCP Status and
Special Conditions”

Species Distribution

Number of Regional
Extant/Extirpated Occurrences

Species Distribution in Riverside
County

Number of Riverside County Extant/Extirpated
Occurrences

Species Distribution in the
Study Area

Conservation Value of
Populations in the Study Area

Atriplex parishii
Parish’s brittlescale

-I-[1B.1
CA, PS

Parish’s brittlescale is endemic to
southwestern California. lts
historic range includes the

Los Angeles Basin of Los Angeles
and Orange Counties, extending
east to the north base of the

San Bernardino Mountains,

San Bernardino County, and south
through Riverside County to
Ramona, San Diego County.

It is reported from 12 occurrences
in the CNDDB (two occurrences
were combined because they are at
the same location). Three
additional sites have been reported
based on herbarium collections
(Consortium 2007). All but two of
these occurrences are extirpated,
or have not been observed in over
60 years (1940).

This species is historically known from
the Vandeventer flats area in the

San Jacinto Mountains (CNDDB 2007)
and the alkali habitats on Domino-Traver-
Willows soils in the San Jacinto River
floodplain (including near Lakeview) and
Upper Salt Creek area near the cities of
Hemet and Winchester.

This species was thought to be extinct by
the 1990s, but it was rediscovered at the
MWD Upper Salt Creek Reserve in 1993.

Occurrence Information Prior to the 2005 and 2006
Surveys: Parish’s brittlescale is extremely rare. The location
at the MWD Upper Salt Creek Reserve is the only known
extant location in western Riverside County and is one of only
two known occurrences within the entire historic range of this
species.

Another occurrence, just west of Winchester, was reported to
have several thousand plants (Reiser 2001). Much of this
area, however, currently appears to be disturbed by
agricultural production; and this occurrence, if extant, likely
exists only in the seed bank.

Occurrence Information With Results of the 2005 and 2006
Surveys Included: Results of the surveys confirmed that the
previously known occurrence at the MWD Upper Salt Creek
Reserve is extant.

A total of 1,320 Parish’s
brittlescale plants were observed
in 2006 in the MWD Upper Salt
Creek Reserve.

Extremely High

The Parish’s brittlescale occurrence known from the
study area at the Upper Salt Creek Reserve is the only
extant occurrence known from western Riverside
County. There is only one other confirmed extant
occurrence of this species, and it is located in

San Diego County.

This Parish’s brittlescale occurrence has extremely high
conservation value. Within the study area, this
occurrence is located on the Upper Salt Creek Reserve;
and it is protected.

Preserving the site hydrology and alkali grassland and
wetland habitats in which Parish’s brittlescale occurs is
critical to maintaining a viable population at this location
and is essential for the continued existence of this
species.

Atriplex serenana var.
davidsonii
Davidson'’s saltscale

-/-11B.2
CA, PS

Davidson'’s saltscale is endemic to
southwestern California, and is
found at scattered locations along
the coast, the northern Channel
Islands, and the interior valleys of
Los Angeles and Riverside
Counties (CNDDB 2007,
Consortium 2007).

The total number of occurrences is
estimated at 24. This total includes
CNDDB occurrences (taking into
account many are based on
misidentified herbarium specimens
or other identification errors), and
five additional occurrences based
on unpublished herbarium
collections (Consortium 2007,
Roberts 2004b).

All but six occurrences are either
extirpated or have not been
observed for more than 30 years
(three occurrences), and in some
cases, over 60 years

(15 occurrences).

In recent years, Davidson’s saltscale has
been reliably found only on the
seasonally flooded vernal alkali plains in
two large population complexes.

The first is located along the San Jacinto
River between Mystic Lake and Perris,
and the second is at Upper Salt Creek,
near Hemet. Populations within the
study area are located within the Upper
Salt Creek population complex.

Occurrence Information Prior to the 2005 and 2006
Surveys: Only one CNDDB occurrence is recorded from
Riverside County, but four additional occurrences (one
represented by four separate occurrences in the CNDDB) are
misplaced under Atriplex pacifica) and one other locality have
been documented by other sources (CNDDB 2007,
Consortium 2007, RCFCWCD 2000). Taking these into
account, there are six occurrences in Riverside County.

Occurrence Information With Results of the 2005 and 2006
Surveys Included: Previously, four separate occurrences
(reported under A. pacifica) were reported for the Upper Salt
Creek area. Results of the 2005 and 2006 surveys determined
that all of these occurrences were part of a single expanded
population complex.

Twenty percent of all recently observed occurrences in
Riverside County are found in the study area. Population size
estimates are approximate, but it is estimated that the
occurrences in the study area account for about 95 percent of
all known or recently reported individuals in California.

More than 56,000 Davidson’s
saltscale plants were observed
during the 2005 and 2006
surveys.

Moderate to Very High

The most important localities are within the area north of
the San Jacinto Branch Line, south of Florida Avenue,
east of California Avenue, and west of Warren Road.
This area contains 94 percent of the total number of
populations observed and has the largest populations
with the most individuals and almost all (or 99 percent)
of the Davidson’s saltscale individuals observed in the
study area occur in this area.

The populations of Davidson’s saltscale in this area
represent the core for the population complex within the
study area, and the viability of the populations in this
area is essential for the survival of this species. The
conservation value for the localities within the core area
of this population complex is very high.

Smaller populations outside the population core, as
described above, would likely be of moderate
conservation value.

Preserving the site hydrology and alkali grassland and
wetland habitats in which this species occurs is critical
to maintaining a viable population at this location and is
essential for the continued existence of this species.

Calochortus plummerae
Plummer’s mariposa lily

-/-11B.2
co

Plummer’s mariposa lily occurs
from central Ventura County,
extending east, especially along
the southern foothills of the

San Gabriel and San Bernardino
Mountains of Los Angeles,

San Bernardino County to the
Banning Pass, and south to the
Santa Ana Mountains of Orange
County, and the foothills of the
San Jacinto Mountains in
Riverside County (CNDDB 2007).

The CNDDB (2007) includes
103 occurrences, of which at least
14 may be extirpated.

In western Riverside County, Plummer’s
mariposa lily is known from the northern
Santa Ana Mountains, the Jurupa Hills,
Reche Canyon, foothills of the San
Bernardino Mountains, Box Springs
Mountain, the Badlands, the San Jacinto
Mountains, and the vicinity of Lake
Skinner (CNDDB 2007,

Consortium 2007, RCIP 2003).

Occurrence Information Prior to the 2005 and 2006
Surveys: A total of 16 known occurrences are recorded from
western Riverside County. One of these localities may have
been extirpated (CNDDB 2007).

Occurrence Information With Results of the 2005 and 2006
Surveys Included: This species was not previously known to
occur in the Upper Salt Creek area.

Six plants in five localities were
located in the west Hemet Hills.

This species typically blooms
following fires. Based on habitat
suitability, it is likely that many
more plants occur in this area
compared to the number
observed.

Moderate

Plummer’s mariposa lily was not previously known to
occur in the West Hemet Hills. These new populations
provide a geographic “bridge” between the known
locality in the Tucalota Hills, the populations in the
Badlands, and those to the east. Because this species
is considered rare and endangered in California and
elsewhere, and these populations add to the known
range of the species, these localities have moderate
conservation value.
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Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Table 3.3-6 Distribution, Status, and Conservation Value of Special-Status Plants Observed in the Study Area

Scientific Name/
Common Name/

Conservation Status Code®
and MSHCP Status and
Special Conditions”

Species Distribution

Number of Regional
Extant/Extirpated Occurrences

Species Distribution in Riverside
County

Number of Riverside County Extant/Extirpated
Occurrences

Species Distribution in the
Study Area

Conservation Value of
Populations in the Study Area

Centromadia pungens ssp.
laevis
smooth tarplant

-/-11B.A
CA, PS, RRVP

Smooth tarplant occurs from
southwestern San Bernardino
County, south through western
Riverside County and San Diego
County, to Baja California, Mexico
(CNDDB 2007, RCIP 2003).

The CNDDB (2007) includes
83 occurrences. At least

12 occurrences may be extirpated.

In western Riverside County, this species
is found only in the Perris Basin and the
Anza Bench. The distribution extends
from the City of Riverside, south to
Temecula, and east to Hemet and Anza.

Some of the largest populations occur
within the lower San Jacinto River
watershed, including Salt Creek, near
Hemet. Other important localities include
the Lake Elsinore-Murrieta Hot Springs
region and the French Valley area,
although many populations have been
extirpated in this area.

Occurrence Information Prior to the 2005 and 2006
Surveys: Seventy-seven occurrences (or about 90 percent of
all occurrences) are in western Riverside County

(CNDDB 2007). At least 12 of these may be extirpated.

About 50 percent (or 39) of the occurrences in Riverside
County are associated with alkali vernal plains habitat.
Smooth tarplant, however, is tolerant of disturbance, and it is
often associated with pasture and light agriculture. It can also
occur in disturbed fields and within areas that are dryland
farmed as long as the soils are alkaline.

Reliable population estimates are not available, but the largest
known concentrations are associated with the alkali vernal
plains of the San Jacinto River and Upper Salt Creek areas.

Occurrence Information With Results of the 2005 and 2006
Surveys Included: Results of the surveys confirmed that the
Upper Salt Creek area (within which the study area is located)
supports some of the most extensive populations known to
occur. All of the populations observed during the surveys were
combined into one new occurrence.

More than one million plants
were observed within

617 localities (or populations)
within the study area.

Low to High

The conservation value of the populations within the
study area ranges from low to high, depending on the
degree of disturbance, the habitat type in which the
population occurs, and the size and density of the
population.

In general, large populations that were identified in
relatively undisturbed natural habitats would be better
suited for conservation compared to smaller populations
that occurred adjacent to agricultural fields or ruderal
areas. Some populations in disturbed fields, however,
would be considered at least of moderate conservation
value due to the large numbers of individuals present
within them.

Examples of high conservation value sites would be the
Upper Salt Creek Reserve and Stoney Mountain
Preserve. Additionally, large populations in the northern
and central parts of the study area, where hundreds of
thousands of plants were observed, would also rank
high.

Chorizanthe parryi var.

parryi
Parry’s spineflower

-1-13.2
co

Parry’s spineflower is found from
western Los Angeles County east,
primarily along the southern
foothills of the San Gabriel and
San Bernardino Mountains, east
into the western Coachella Valley,
and south to the Agua Tibia
Mountains of Riverside County
(CNDDB 2007, Consortium 2007).

The CNDDB (2007) includes
40 occurrences. At least
four occurrences may be
extirpated.

In western Riverside County, Parry’s
spineflower occurs scattered throughout
the San Bernardino Mountain foothills,
the Badlands, the Gavilan Hills, and the
foothills of the San Jacinto and Agua
Tibia Mountains. It also occurs from
Lake Elsinore to Temecula and west to
Menifee (RCIP 2003).

Other sources have documented that this
spineflower occurs from the Shipley
Reserve, including the north Domenigoni
Hills and the Lakeview Mountains
(Consortium 2007).

Occurrence Information Prior to Surveys: There are

20 known occurrences in Western Riverside County

(CNDDB 2007). At least three of these occurrences may have
been extirpated.

Occurrence Information With Results of the 2005 and 2006
Surveys Included: Parry’s spineflower was not previously
known to occur in west Hemet Hills. Two new occurrences
were identified within the study area.

Over 175,000 plants were
observed within 118 populations,
predominantly occurring in the
West Hemet Hills.

Moderate to High

Due to the large number of populations and the sizeable
number of plants within them, these localities represent
an important population center for this species. The
West Hemet Hills also provides a potentially important
geographic bridge in the distribution of this species,
linking known localities in the north Domenigoni Hills
and the Lakeview Mountains.

In general, the large populations that occur in the
northern part of the West Hemet Hills that are located
within relatively undisturbed natural habitat would have
high conservation value.

Small populations in the West Hemet Hills or those
located outside of the hills would likely rank as moderate
in terms of conservation value.

Chorizanthe polygonoides
var. longispina
long-spined spineflower

-/-11B.2
Covered

Long-spined spineflower is found
on rocky clay soils on slopes,
ridges, and coastal mesas in
coastal sage scrub, native
grassland, clay soil grassland, and
chaparral habitats from northern
Orange and western Riverside
Counties, south through San
Diego County, to northern Baja
California, Mexico (CNPS 2001a,
Reiser 2001). One Santa Barbara
occurrence has also been
reported, but this has not been
verified.

The CNDDB (2007) includes
61 occurrences. None appear to
be extirpated.

In western Riverside County, long-spined
spineflower is found in the southern
Santa Ana Mountains, Santa Rosa
Plateau, the Gavilan Hills, Alberhill, the
Paloma Valley, Murrieta, Shipley
Reserve, Temecula, the Vail Lake area,
Menifee Valley, the foothills of the Agua
Tibia Mountains, and the Garner Valley
in the San Jacinto Mountains

(CNDDB 2007).

Occurrence Information Prior to the 2005 and 2006
Surveys: Thirty-nine (or 70 percent) of all occurrences are in
western Riverside County (CNDDB 2007). None are
considered extirpated at this time.

Occurrence Information With Results of the 2005 and 2006
Surveys Included: One additional occurrence was identified
within the study area.

About 64,000 plants were
observed within 54 populations.
The majority of the populations
were observed in the West
Hemet Hills.

Low to High

The conservation value of populations within the study
area ranges from low to high.

The population complex found in the West Hemet Hills
has high conservation value for the following reasons:
(1) this area is a new locality for this species, and this
population complex now represents the northernmost
known occurrence; (2) substantial numbers of
populations and individuals occur within the West
Hemet Hills; and (3) the habitat quality is relatively high.

Populations located outside the West Hemet Hills help
bridge the distributional gap to populations in the south
and west, but they are generally smaller, and the habitat
is generally disturbed. These populations would likely
rank low in terms of conservation value.
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Table 3.3-6 Distribution, Status, and Conservation Value of Special-Status Plants Observed in the Study Area

Scientific Name/
Common Name/

Conservation Status Code®
and MSHCP Status and
Special Conditions”

Species Distribution

Number of Regional
Extant/Extirpated Occurrences

Species Distribution in Riverside
County

Number of Riverside County Extant/Extirpated
Occurrences

Species Distribution in the
Study Area

Conservation Value of
Populations in the Study Area

Hordeum intercedens
vernal barley

--13.2
PS, RRVP

Vernal barley is known from
scattered locations bordering the
Central Valley and Coast Ranges
of California, south through
coastal and interior southwestern
California, to central Baja
California, Mexico (CNPS 2001a,
CNPS 2007, Consortium 2007,
Reiser 2001).

Approximately 75 occurrences in
the Southern California region that
extends from Los Angeles to San
Diego, excluding the Channel
Islands (Consortium 2007).

In Riverside County, vernal barley occurs
along the San Jacinto River, within the
Upper Salt Creek area west of Hemet,
French Valley, and the Nichols Road
wetlands along Alberhill Creek north of
Lake Elsinore.

Occurrence Information Prior to the 2005 and 2006
Surveys: Vernal barley is known from 12 sites in western
Riverside County (Consortium 2007). Most of these (nine) are
found along the San Jacinto River, at Stoney Mountain

Preserve, and within the Upper Salt Creek area west of Hemet.

Other occurrences (four) are known from the French Valley
and the Nichols Road wetlands.

Occurrence Information With Results of the 2005 and 2006
Surveys Included: Results clarified the distribution of vernal
barley and expanded this range of this species in the Upper
Salt Creek area.

About 20 million vernal barley
plants were observed within the
central part of the study area in
2005 and 2006.

Low to High

In general, vernal barley populations with thousands of
individuals located in relatively undisturbed alkali
grassland habitats would be better suited for
conservation compared to smaller populations that
occurred in more disturbed areas.

The populations within the alkali grasslands between
Florida Avenue and the San Jacinto Branch Line, and
west of Warren Road, including the Stowe Road Vernal
Pool Complex, form an important core locality for this
species. Populations in this area generally have high
conservation value. In the north, the vernal barley
populations at the Stoney Mountain Preserve also have
high conservation value.

Other vernal barley populations outside these areas
have moderate to low conservation values, depending
on the level of disturbance and the density of the grass
species at any given locality.

Lasthenia glabrata ssp.
coulteri
Coulter’s goldfields

/-11B.A1
CA, PS

Coulter’s goldfields are found
primarily along the coast and in
the arid interior valleys of
southwestern California, from
Morro Bay and the vicinity of the
Carrizo Plains of San Luis Obispo
County, to western Riverside
County, and south into
northwestern Baja California,
Mexico (CNDDB 2007,
Consortium 2007).

A small number of populations
have been reported in the Central
Valley, southern Mojave Desert,
and northern Channel Islands

(CNDDB 2007, Consortium 2007).

The CNDDB (2007) includes

66 occurrences. The Consortium
(2007) includes an additional

10 sites not reported in the
CNDDB. Of the 76 total
occurrences, 62 are presumed
extant. Twenty-two of the
remaining 62 presumed extant

occurrences (30 percent), however,

have not been observed in over
50 years.

This species is known only from western
Riverside County, mostly from the Perris
Basin in the Lower San Jacinto Valley
between Mystic Lake and Perris, Upper
Salt Creek area west of Hemet, the

San Jacinto River (including the areas
west of the City of San Jacinto), the

San Jacinto Wildlife Area and floodplains
south to Perris, Temecula, and Alberhill
Creek at Nichols Road near Lake
Elsinore. Also, there is an old record for
this species at Cahuilla Valley near Anza.

Occurrence Information Prior to the 2005 and 2006
Surveys: Twenty-two occurrences are found within Riverside
County (CNDDB 2007, Consortium 2007).

The largest known occurrences are associated with the
seasonally flooded alkali vernal plains habitat associated with
Mystic Lake, the San Jacinto River, and upper Salt Creek west
of Hemet. These sites account for about 30 percent of all
occurrences (or 18 of the 62 total extant occurrences). Some
of these extant occurrences have large populations with very
high numbers of plants. These populations are extremely
important because it is estimated that they cumulatively
contain approximately 95 percent of all the known plants for
this species.

Occurrence Information With Results of the 2005 and 2006
Surveys Included: Three new occurrences were identified,
and the distribution of the only previously reported occurrence
in the study area was expanded.

Coulter’s goldfields occur in
areas of suitable habitat primarily
in the central and northern parts
of the study area.

More than 575,000 plants within
52 sites were recorded during
the 2005 and 2006 surveys.
This included a number of new
localities. One very large
population (totaling about
500,000 plants) within the study
area accounted for about

85 percent of the total number
plants observed.

Moderate to Very High

The Coulter’s goldfields in the study area are part of the
last two major population complexes left in California.
Population size data available in the CNDDB and other
sources are approximate, but it is estimated that
between 20 to 30 percent of all of the known individual
Coulter’s goldfield plants throughout its range occur
within the study area.

The conservation value of Coulter’s goldfields
populations ranges from moderate to very high,
depending on the size of the population and the habitat
quality of the site. For example, the large populations
that occur south of Florida Avenue and west of the

San Diego Canal, including the Upper Salt Creek
Reserve, would have very high conservation value.

Populations in the northern part of the study area
between Warren Avenue and Odell Avenue are
geographically important to the overall distribution of the
species but have smaller population sizes and would
rank moderate in terms of conservation value.

Preserving the site hydrology and wetland habitats and
minimizing disturbance in locations in which this species
occurs is critical to maintaining viable populations and is
essential for the continued existence of this species.
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Table 3.3-6 Distribution, Status, and Conservation Value of Special-Status Plants Observed in the Study Area

Scientific Name/
Common Name/

Conservation Status Code®
and MSHCP Status and
Special Conditions”

Species Distribution

Number of Regional
Extant/Extirpated Occurrences

Species Distribution in Riverside
County

Number of Riverside County Extant/Extirpated
Occurrences

Species Distribution in the
Study Area

Conservation Value of
Populations in the Study Area

Lepidium virginicum var.
robinsonii
Robinson’s peppergrass

-/-11B.2
Not Included in MSHCP

Robinson’s peppergrass is
uncommon to locally common on
dry soils and shrubland habitats in
Southern California from Santa
Barbara County to Baja California,
Mexico, including the Channel
Islands (Consortium 2007).

The CNDDB (2007) includes

53 occurrences. The Consortium
(2007) includes an additional

44 locations. Of the 97 total
occurrences, Robinson’s pepper-
grass is believed extant at about
75 (or 80 percent) of them.

In western Riverside County, Robinson’s
peppergrass occurs on rocky slopes or
among shrubs, in the Santa Ana
Mountains, Box Springs Mountains,
Perris Basin, Sedco Hills, Gavilan Hills,
Diamond Valley, Lake Skinner region,
north Domenigoni Hills, the vicinity of Vail
Lake, and the foothills of the Agua Tibia
Mountains (Consortium 2007,

Roberts 2004a).

Occurrence Information Prior to the 2005 and 2006
Surveys: Forty-nine occurrences occur in western Riverside
County, and all of these are believed to be extant. There are
currently no estimates of population size available for any of
these localities.

Occurrence Information With Results of the 2005 and 2006
Surveys Included: Three new occurrences were identified
and the known range of this species was expanded.

Almost 114,000 plants were
recorded in 86 populations,
mainly in the West Hemet Hills.

Low to High

This is the largest population complex currently known
from western Riverside County. Population sizes are
not well documented, however, and it is possible that
other documented localities could also have similarly
large population sizes.

The West Hemet Hills location currently represents the
easternmost known population complex. This species is
taxonomically difficult, and the geographic distribution of
this species may be incomplete. It could also occur in
the Lakeview Mountains and Badlands regions, to the
east.

The conservation value of Robinson’s peppergrass
populations ranges from low to high, depending on the
location of the population, the population size, the
habitat quality, and other variables. For example, small
populations located in disturbed habitats would likely be
considered to have low conservation value. Large
populations in the West Hemet Hills would likely rank
high.

Myosurus minimus ssp.
apus
little mousetail

-I-13.1
CA, PS

Little mousetail is found in vernal
pools, mesic grasslands, and the
margins of playas from Orange
and western Riverside County,
south through San Diego County
to northwestern Baja California,
Mexico (CNDDB 2007,

CNPS 2001a, RCIP 2003,

Reiser 2001). It presumably is
found in the Central Coast and the
Central Valley, possibly as far
north as Riley, Oregon; however,
the taxonomic status and
distribution of the northern plants
are uncertain (CNPS 2007,
Hickman 1993, Whittemore 1993).

The CNDDB (2007) includes

31 occurrences in Southern
California. The Consortium (2007)
includes an additional eight
occurrences.

Most of the 31 Southern California
occurrences are presumed extant,
but the current condition of some of
the vernal pools has not been
recently documented. The
distribution of this plant is
widespread, but it is patchily
distributed and most populations
are relatively small.

In western Riverside County, little
mousetail is known to occur primarily in
Upper Salt Creek near Hemet, Santa
Rosa Plateau, and on the Gavilan
Plateau (RCIP 2003, Consortium 2007).
Historic occurrence records from March
Army Air Force Base (1922), Edgemont
(1952), and Menifee Valley (1922) are
old and are likely extirpated
(Consortium 2007, RCIP 2003).

The status of occurrences near

Lake Elsinore and Wildomar are
uncertain. In the Upper Salt Creek area,
little mousetail is associated with
seasonally flooded alkali vernal plains on
the Domino-Traver-Willows soils series.
One additional old collection (1922) of
litle mousetail was made at Kenworthy
(San Jacinto Mountains), but the correct
variety has yet to be taxonomically
determined.

Occurrence Information Prior to the 2005 and 2006
Surveys: Thirteen of the Southern California occurrences
(about 60 percent) are in western Riverside County. Although
none are known to be extirpated, at least four (about

20 percent) have not been observed since 1952. The
populations on the Santa Rosa Plateau are scattered and
relatively small. Historically, the populations in the Upper Salt
Creek area were more extensive prior to recent hydrologic
changes and before some of the localities were disturbed.

Occurrence Information With Results of the 2005 and 2006
Surveys Included: Two new occurrences were identified, and
the range of the previously known occurrence was expanded.

Almost one million plants were
observed in about 230 locations
within the study area.

Low to High

In general, little mousetail is believed to be declining in
Southern California. The populations of little mousetail
within the study area are the largest in Southern
California. Additionally, the populations within the study
area represent the only very large population within the
western Riverside MSHCP area.

The largest populations such as those on the Upper Salt
Creek Reserve, areas in the vicinity of Esplanade
Avenue, and the area east of the San Diego Canal
(directly east of the Upper Salt Creek Reserve) would
be expected to rank high in terms of conservation value.
Other factors that would be considered in determining
conservation value are proximity to other populations,
the density of the population, and habitat quality.

The smallest populations, consisting of a few
individuals, would likely be considered to be of low
conservation value.

Preserving the site hydrology and wetland habitats in
which this species occurs is critical to maintaining viable
populations and is essential for the continued existence
of this species.

Source: Natural Environment Study, April 2010; NES Technical Report Addendum Memorandum, August 2010
CNDDB = California Natural Diversity Database

®Status Codes:

California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Status (CNPS 2007)

1A — Plants Presumed Extinct in California

1B — Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California and Elsewhere

2 — Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California, But More Common Elsewhere
3 — Plants About Which We Need More Information — A Review List
4 — Plants of Limited Distribution — A Watch List
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Table 3.3-6 Distribution, Status, and Conservation Value of Special-Status Plants Observed in the Study Area

Scientific Name/
Common Name/

Conservation Status Code®

and MSHCP Status and Number of Regional Species Distribution in Riverside Number of Riverside County Extant/Extirpated Species Distribution in the
Special Conditions” Species Distribution Extant/Extirpated Occurrences County

CNPS Threat Rank (Suffixes to CNPS List Status Codes):
.1 — Seriously endangered in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened/high degree and immediacy of threat)
.2 — Fairly endangered in California (20-80% occurrences threatened)
.3 — Not very endangered in California (<20% of occurrences threatened or no current threats known)

®Western Riverside Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) Definitions (RCIP 2003)
Special Conditions of MSHCP Covered Species:

Conservation Value of
Occurrences Study Area Populations in the Study Area

CA — Surveys may be required for these species within locations shown on survey maps as described in Section 6.3.2 of the MSHCP. This includes the list of additional survey needs and procedures species and the Criteria Area Species (see MSHCP pages 6-63 to 6-65) and the MSHCP Errata Letter,
dated August 9, 2004.

CO - These Covered Species will be considered to be Covered Species Adequately Conserved when conservation requirements identified in species-specific conservation objectives have been met. Species-specific conservation objectives for these species are presented in Section 9.0 of the MSHCP.
Refer to Table 9-3 of the MSHCP for specific conservation objectives that must be met for these species prior to including them on the list of Covered Species Adequately Conserved.

Covered — Species addressed in the MSHCP and included in the 10(a)(1)(B) permit. Also includes species that will be considered to be Covered Species Adequately Conserved when conservation requirements identified in species-specific conservation objectives have been met.
NE — Surveys may be required for these species within Narrow Endemic Plant Species survey areas as described in Section 6.1.3 of the MSHCP and the MSHCP Errata Letter, dated August 9, 2004.

PS — Planning Species — Subsets of Covered Species that are identified to provide guidance for Reserve Assembly in Cores and Linkages and/or Area Plans per Volume |, Section 3, of the MSHCP and the MSHCP Errata Letter, dated August 9, 2004.

RRVP — These species should be protected as they are associated with riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools as described in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP and the MSHCP Errata Letter, dated August 9, 2004.
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Smooth Tarplant

Sixty-two populations of smooth tarplant in the study area for Build Alternative 1a are in Criteria Area Cells (see
Table 3.3-5 [page 3-533]), as follows:

e C(riteria Area Cell 3683: 1 population, Roadway Segment G

e C(riteria Area Cell 3584: 7 populations, Roadway Segment I

e Criteria Area Cell 3291: 2 populations, Roadway Segment J

e Criteria Area Cells 2774, 2775, and 2878: 20 populations, Roadway Segment L

e Criteria Area Cell 2364: 5 populations, Roadway Segment N

e C(riteria Area Cell 3291: 30 populations, Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2, at the Stoney Mountain

Preserve

Of the 62 smooth tarplant populations, only the 20 populations (31,863 plants) in Criteria Area Cells 2774, 2775,
and 2878 (in the Roadway Segment L portion of the study area) and the 30 populations (4,995 plants) in Criteria
Area Cell 3291 (in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2, at the Stoney Mountain Preserve) were determined to
have LTCV (Figure 3.3-26).

Of the 20 populations of smooth tarplant in the Roadway Segment L portion of the study area, 18 (with
26,221 plants) were found inside the PIA. One population extends beyond the PIA into the 30.5-m (100-ft)
indirect impact area. Two additional populations (with 5,642 plants) are in the Build Alternative 1a indirect

impact area.

Conservation goals in Criteria Area Cells 2774, 2775, and 2878 are established in the San Jacinto Area Plan of the
MSHCP and its Subunit 4: Hemet Vernal Pool Areas — East. In general, the conservation goals in the area plan are
to conserve plant species that comprise grassland, agricultural lands, and water and riparian habitats and to
contribute to Noncontiguous Habitat Block 6. The conservation goals of Subunit 4: Hemet Vernal Pool Areas —

East are to conserve alkali soils, conserve existing vernal pool complexes, and maintain vernal pool hydrology.

An area of disturbed alkali grassland habitat was identified in these Criteria Area Cells that is a relatively isolated
block of alkali soils surrounded by agricultural areas (e.g., poultry farms, wheat fields, sod farms, dairies). This
alkali grassland area could be used for reserve assembly that would contribute to Noncontiguous Habitat Block 6.

Thirty smooth tarplant populations (with 4,995 individuals) were found scattered throughout Additional Indirect
Impact Study Area 2 (Figure 3.3-26) in Criteria Area Cell 3291, which is also a part of Subunit 4: Hemet Vernal
Pool Areas — East. Conservation of this Cell is to focus on grassland habitat and is to occur in the western part of
the Cell. These smooth tarplant populations are near each other in a relatively contiguous area of alkali grassland
and wetland habitat (Tables 3.3-5 [page 3-533] and 3.3-6 [page 3-537]). Conservation of the 30 smooth tarplant
populations in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2, at the Stoney Mountain Preserve, is consistent with
MSHCEP reserve assembly goals, and these populations therefore have LTCV (Table 3.3-6 [page 3-537]).
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Little Mousetail

Also in Criteria Area Cell 3291, 30 little mousetail populations (with 49,001 plants) are scattered throughout the
alkali wetlands at the Stoney Mountain Preserve in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2. One of these
populations (with about 5,000 plants) extends beyond the additional study area into the 30.5-m (100-ft) indirect
impact area (Table 3.3-5 [page 3-533]). Conservation of the little mousetail populations in Stoney Mountain
Preserve is consistent with MSHCP reserve assembly goals, and these populations therefore have LTCV

(Table 3.3-6 [page 3-537)).

Coulter’'s Goldfields

Twenty-two populations of Coulter’s goldfields with 5,380 plants are located in relatively intact alkali
grassland/wetland habitat in Criteria Area Cells 2774 and 2775, in the Roadway Segment L portion of the study
area (Table 3.3-5 [page 3-533]). Twenty Coulter’s goldfields populations (with 4,785 plants) are located inside the
PIA. One large population extends beyond the PIA into the 30.5-m (100-ft) indirect impact area. Two additional
populations are in the indirect impact area. A total of 595 plants were found in the indirect impact area. The
Coulter’s goldfields in the study area are part of the last two major population complexes left in California, and the
populations in the Roadway Segment L portion of the study area are geographically important to the overall
distribution of the species (Table 3.3-6 [page 3-537]). These populations could contribute toward reserve
assembly within this Criteria Area, and they therefore have LTCV (Figure 3.3-30).

Special-Status Plant Species Not Included in the MSHCP
Two special-status plants that are not included in the MSHCP were observed in the Build Alternative 1a study

arca.

e Paniculate tarplant — 29 populations (21,012 plants)
e Robinson’s peppergrass — 16 populations (79,124 plants)

Paniculate Tarplant

Twenty-nine paniculate tarplant populations with 21,012 plants were observed in the central and southern parts of
the study area for Build Alternative 1a (Table 3.3-1 [page 3-443]). The northernmost populations were in the
vicinity of Tres Cerritos Avenue, but the largest concentrations were south of Florida Avenue (Figure 3.3-32).
Paniculate tarplant is included on CNPS List 4 (watch list), but is not included in the MSHCP. Paniculate tarplant
populations in the study area for Build Alternative 1a are important in a regional context (maintaining the species

in the Perris Basin), but individual populations do not have high conservation value.

Robinson’ s Peppergrass

A large complex of Robinson’s peppergrass, consisting of 16 populations (with 79,124 plants), was observed in the
Build Alternative 1a study area. These populations are part of a larger complex that extends beyond the study area
boundary (Figure 3.3-33). This larger complex has 114,000 plants in 86 populations and is the largest one
currently known in western Riverside County (Table 3.3-6 [page 3-537]). Robinson’s peppergrass is a CNPS
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List 1B species, but is not included in the MSHCP. Outside the context of the MSHCP, the moderate to large
populations that were identified in the West Hemet Hills could be considered to have high conservation value.

Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 1b1l

Adding Design Option 1bl in 2009 did not change the study area, so the survey results for Build Alternative 1b
apply to the design option as well. Ten special-status plant species were identified in the study area for Build
Alternative 1b (Table 3.3-6 [page 3-537]). Eight of the ten species are MSHCP Covered Species. Two of the
eight Covered Species, smooth tarplant and little mousetail, have LTCV populations. Information about these
LTCV populations is presented in a separate subsection (page 3-546). The two other special-status species,
paniculate tarplant and Robinson’s peppergrass, are not included in the MSHCP.

MSHCP Criteria Area, Narrow Endemic, Other MSHCP Covered Species, and MSHCP
Planning Species

The following eight MSHCP species were identified in the Build Alternative 1b study area:

e Davidson’s saltscale — 1 population (6 plants)

e Plummer’s mariposa lily — 1 population (2 plants)

e Smooth tarplant — 269 populations (424,895 plants)

e Parry’s spineflower — 26 populations (111,996 plants)
e Long-spined spineflower — 4 populations (4,465 plants)
e Vernal barley — 20 populations (1,248,680 plants)

e Coulter’s goldfields — 3 populations (29,331 plants)

e Little mousetail — 31 populations (64,001 plants)

Davidson's Saltscale

One small population of Davidson’s saltscale with six plants was identified northwest of the Stoney Mountain
Preserve, west of the San Diego Canal (Figure 3.3-24). This is the same population that was observed in the Build
Alternative 1a study area (page 3-531).

Plummer’s Mariposa Lily

One very small population of Plummer’s mariposa lily with two plants was found in the West Hemet Hills
(Figure 3.3-25). This is the same population that was identified in the study area for Build Alternative 1a (page 3-
531).

Smooth Tarplant

Smooth tarplant was found in 269 populations (with 424,895 plants) throughout the study area for Build
Alternative 1b, with the largest concentrations in Roadway Segments B and C (Figure 3.3-26). Utility Corridors 1
and 2 contained 14 additional smooth tarplant populations, with 3,250 plants (Table 3.3-1 [page 3-443]). Thirty
smooth tarplant populations (with about 4,995 individuals) are present in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2,
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at the Stoney Mountain Preserve, and 20 of these populations have LTCV. This is the same population that was
identified in the study area for Build Alternative 1a (page 3-531). Information about LTCV populations in the
Build Alternative 1b study area is presented in a separate subsection (page 3-546).

Parry’'s Spineflower

Twenty-six populations containing almost 112,000 plants were identified in the Build Alternative 1b study area
(Table 3.3-1 [page 3-443]). Similar to the Build Alternative 1a study area, these populations were all located in
the West Hemet Hills (Figure 3.3-27). This population complex is important because of its size, even though it
does not have LTCV per the MSHCP.

Long-Spined Spineflower
Four populations of long-spined spineflower containing 4,465 plants were identified in the study area for Build

Alternative 1b (Table 3.3-1 [page 3-443]). These are the same populations that were discussed for Build
Alternative 1a (page 3-531). The two Build alternatives would be the same in this location.

Vernal Barley

Twenty vernal barley populations with more than 1 million plants were identified in the study area for Build
Alternative 1b (Table 3.3-1 [page 3-443]), in Roadway Segments C, I, K, and M and Additional Indirect Impact
Area 2 (Figure 3.3-29). These locations of vernal barley, an MSHCP Planning Species, are in Criteria Area
Cells 3683, 3584, 3291, and 2878, much the same as the study area for Build Alternative 1a (page 3-532).

Coulter’s Goldfields

Three populations of Coulter’s goldfields, with 29,331 plants, were found in the Build Alternative 1b study area
(Table 3.3-1 [page 3-443] and Figure 3.3-30), in Roadway Segments C and M.

Little Mousetail

Thirty-one little mousetail populations containing 64,001 plants were identified in the study area for Build
Alternative 1b (Table 3.3-1 [page 3-443] and Figure 3.3-31). One population of little mousetail with about
15,000 plants was found in a vernal pool at the northwest corner of Warren Road and Esplanade Avenue.

Thirty populations of little mousetail (totaling 49,001 plants) were identified at the Stoney Mountain Preserve, in
Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2. These are the same populations discussed for Build Alternative la
(page 3-532).

Assessment of LTCV Populations in the Build Alternative 1b Study Area

MSHCEP Criteria Area Cells 3683, 3584, 3291, and 2364 are in the Build Alternative 1b study area (Table 3.3-6
[page 3-537] and Figure 3.3-22).

Seventy-two populations of rare plants in the Build Alternative 1b study area are in Criteria Area Cells
(Table 3.3-5 [page 3-533]). These populations have been identified and evaluated for LTCV consistent with the
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species-specific goals and objectives of the MSHCP. Two species with LTCV are in the Build Alternative 1b
study area, smooth tarplant and little mousetail. These findings are presented in Tables 3.3-5 (page 3-533) and
3.3-6 (page 3-537) and are described in the following sections.

Smooth Tarplant

Forty-two populations of smooth tarplant in Criteria Area Cells were found in the study area for Build
Alternative 1b (see Table 3.3-5 [page 3-533]), as follows:

e Criteria Area Cell 3683: 1 population, Roadway Segment G

e C(riteria Area Cell 3584: 7 populations, Roadway Segment I

e Criteria Area Cell 3291: 2 populations, Roadway Segment K

e C(riteria Area Cell 2364: 5 populations, Roadway Segment N

e C(riteria Area Cell 3291: 30 populations, Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2, at the Stoney Mountain
Preserve

The 30 smooth tarplant populations (with 4,995 individuals) in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2 are the
same as those evaluated for Build Alternative 1a (page 3-531).

Little Mousetail

The 30 little mousetail populations in Criteria Area Cell 3291 (Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2, at Stoney
Mountain Preserve) are the same as the ones found in the study area for Build Alternative 1a (page 3-544). As
stated for Build Alternative la, conservation of these populations would contribute toward MSHCP reserve
assembly goals, and these populations therefore have LTCV (Table 3.3-5 [page 3-533]).

Special-Status Plant Species Not Included in the MSHCP
Two special-status plants that are not included in the MSHCP were observed within the Build Alternative 1b study

arca.

e Paniculate tarplant — 27 populations (7,827 plants)
e Robinson’s peppergrass — 16 populations (79,124 plants)

Paniculate Tarplant

Twenty-seven paniculate tarplant populations with 7,827 plants were found in the study area for Build

Alternative 1b (Table 3.3-1 [page 3-443]), mostly south of Florida Avenue. This species is on CNPS List 4 (a
relatively low rarity status). The paniculate tarplant populations in the study area for Build Alternative 1b are
important in a regional context (maintaining the species within the Perris Basin), but individual populations are not
considered to have high value.
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Robinson’s Peppergrass

A large complex of Robinson’s peppergrass, consisting of 16 populations and a total of 79,124 plants, was
observed in the Build Alternative 1b study area (Table 3.3-1 [page 3-443]). This is the same complex that was
found in the Build Alternative 1a study area (page 3-544). The two Build alternatives have the same study area in
this location.

Build Alternative 2a

Twelve special-status plant species were identified in the Build Alternative 2a study area (Table 3.3-1 [page 3-
443]). Ten of the 12 species are MSHCP Covered Species. Five of those 10 Covered Species—Parish’s
brittlescale, Davidson’s saltscale, smooth tarplant, little mousetail, and Coulter’s goldfields—have LTCV
populations in the Build Alternative 2a study area. Information about these LTCV populations is presented in a
separate subsection (page 3-550). The other two special-status plants, Parish’s brittlescale and Palmer’s
grapplinghook, are not included in the MSHCP. They are present only in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1,
which contains extensive stands of alkali grassland, seasonal wetlands (including vernal pools), and alkali playa
habitats.

MSHCP Criteria Area, Narrow Endemic, Other MSHCP Covered Species, and MSHCP
Planning Species

Ten MSHCP species, some of which are endemic species that occur only within a very limited range or habitat,
were identified in the Build Alternative 2a study area (Table 3.3-1 [page 3-443]). Parish’s brittlescale was
identified in the MWD Upper Salt Creek Reserve, in Additional Indirect Impact Area 1. Parish’s brittlescale is not
defined in the MSHCP as a Narrow Endemic plant, but it is very limited in distribution and is known to occur in
only one other location, in San Diego County (Table 3.3-5 [page 3-533]). The 10 MSHCP Covered Species found
in the study area for this Build alternative are listed below and described in the following sections.

e Parish’s brittlescale — 13 populations (1,320 plants)

e Davidson’s saltscale — 60 populations (12,142 plants)

e Smooth tarplant — 354 populations (288,288 plants)

e Parry’s spineflower — 37 populations (16,971 plants)

e Long-spined spineflower — 27 populations (15,564 plants)
e Palmer’s grapplinghook — 1 population (375 plants)

e Vernal barley — 29 populations (10,840,492 plants)

e Coulter’s goldfields — 42 populations (568,725 plants)

e Small-flowered microseris — 1 population (15 plants)

e Little mousetail — 122 populations (446,887 plants)
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Parish’s Brittlescale

Thirteen Parish’s brittlescale populations (with 1,320 plants) were identified in the MWD Upper Salt Creek
Reserve, in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1 (Figure 3.3-34). As stated earlier in this section, this species
is extremely rare. These are the only known populations in western Riverside County.

Davidson's Saltscale

Sixty Davidson’s saltscale populations (with 12,142 plants) were identified in the Build Alternative 2a study area.
One small population was observed west of the San Diego Canal, northwest of the Stoney Mountain Preserve.
This same population is present in all four Build alternatives. All 59 of the other populations (and 12,136 plants)
were found in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1 (Figure 3.3-24).

Smooth Tarplant

More than 280,000 plants in 354 smooth tarplant populations were identified in the study area for Build
Alternative 2a (Figure 3.3-26). A few populations were found in the southern part of the study area, near
Domenigoni Parkway, but most of the populations were in the northern part, roughly between the Tres Cerritos
Hills and south of Ramona Expressway and in Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2 (Table 3.3-1
[page 3-443)).

Parry’s Spineflower

Thirty-seven Parry’s spineflower populations (with 16,971 plants) were identified in the study area for Build
Alternative 2a. They were found in the West Hemet Hills (Roadway Segments A and H) and on the lower hill
slopes in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1 (Figure 3.3-27). Although more populations were observed in
the study area for Build Alternative 2a, these populations contained considerably fewer individual plants than the
populations found in the study areas of Build Alternatives 1a and 1b (Table 3.3-1 [page 3-443]).

Long-Spined Spineflower
Twenty-seven long-spined spineflower populations with 15,564 plants were found in a large complex in the West

Hemet Hills (Table 3.3-1 [page 3-443]). These populations were all identified in the Roadway Segment H part of
the Build Alternative 2a study area (Figure 3.3-28).

Palmer’s Grapplinghook

One population of Palmer’s grapplinghook with 375 plants was identified just north of Stowe Road, on the lower
slopes of the West Hemet Hills (Figure 3.3-36). This was the only population that was found in the study area for
Build Alternative 2a.

Vernal Barley

Extensive stands of alkali grasslands dominated by vernal barley were observed in Additional Indirect Impact
Study Area 1 and Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2, at the Stoney Mountain Preserve (Figure 3.3-29).
Small populations of vernal barley were also found in the northern part of the Build Alternative 2a study area. As
stated more fully in the discussion for Build Alternative 1a (page 3-532), vernal barley is an MSHCP Planning
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Species. The populations in the alkali grasslands of Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2 are important
because they form important core localities for this species (Table 3.3-6 [page 3-537]).

Coulter’'s Goldfields

Forty-two Coulter’s goldfields populations (with 568,725 plants) were identified in the Build Alternative 2a study
area (Figure 3.3-30). The largest concentration, with about 560,000 plants, was found in the alkali grasslands and
seasonal wetlands south of Florida Avenue in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1. Twenty-two additional
populations of Coulter’s goldfields were found in northern portion of the study area. These are the same
populations that were discussed earlier in the survey results for Build Alternative la (page 3-532). The two Build
alternatives have the same study area in this location because they both include Roadway Segment L. All

42 Coulter’s goldfields found in the study area for Build Alternative 2a have LTCV. Information about these
LTCV populations is presented in a separate subsection (page 3-550).

Small-Flowered Microseris

One small population of small-flowered microseris (with 15 plants) was identified in the West Hemet Hills in the
study area for Build Alternative 2a (see Roadway Segment H in Figure 3.3-37).

Little Mousetail

A total of 122 little mousetail populations with 446,887 plants were identified in the study area for Build
Alternative 2a. Ninety of the 122 populations, more than 375,000 plants, were found in Additional Indirect Impact
Study Area 1 (Figure 3.3-31).

Thirty little mousetail populations with 49,001 plants were found in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2, at
the Stoney Mountain Preserve. These same populations are in the study areas for all of the Build alternatives and
are discussed in detail under Build Alternative 1a (page 3-532).

One small population with seven plants was observed in the indirect impact area (Roadway Segment F).

Assessment of LTCV Populations in the Build Alternative 2a Study Area

MSHCEP Criteria Area Cells 2683, 2774, 2775, 2878, 2364, 3584, 3683, 3684, 3791, 3891, 3887, and 4007 are in
the Build Alternative 2a study area (Table 3.3-5 [page 3-533] and Figure 3.3-21). Five species with LTCV
populations are present in this study area.

e Parish’s brittlescale

e Davidson’s saltscale
e Smooth tarplant

e Coulter’s goldfields

e Little mousetail

A total of 644 special-status plant populations in the Build Alternative 2a study area are in Criteria Area Cells
(Table 3.3-5 [page 3-533]). These populations have been identified and evaluated for LTCV consistent with the
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species-specific goals and objectives of the MSHCP. The findings are provided in Tables 3.3-5 (page 3-533) and
3.3-6 (page 3-537) and are described in the following sections.

Parish’s Brittlescale

Thirteen populations of Parish’s brittlescale (with 1,320 plants) were identified in the MWD Upper Salt Creek
Reserve in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1.These populations are in Criteria Area Cells 3683 and 3791
(Table 3.3-5 [page 3-533]). The objectives for these Cells include conservation of playas, vernal pools, and upland
habitat. Only one other location of this species has been confirmed, in San Diego County. All 13 populations of
Parish’s brittlescale have very high LTCV. Continued conservation of these Parish’s brittlescale populations and
the supporting vernal pool hydrology is required to achieve long-term sustainability of this species.

Davidson's Saltscale

Fifty-nine populations of Davidson’s saltscale with 12,136 plants were identified in Additional Indirect Impact
Study Area 1 (Table 3.3-5 [page 3-533]). These populations are in Criteria Area Cells 3791, 3891, and 4007.
Most of the populations were found east of California Avenue and south of Stetson Avenue, but a few populations
were identified at the MWD Upper Salt Creek Reserve, north of Stetson Road (Figure 3.3-24). These 59
populations represent the core for the population complex in the study area, and their viability is essential for the
survival of this species. The populations in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1 could contribute substantially
toward reserve assembly, thus have very high LTCV.

Smooth Tarplant

One hundred forty-five populations of smooth tarplant in Criteria Area Cells were found in the study area for Build
Alternative 2a (see Table 3.3-5 [page 3-533] and Figure 3.3-26), as follows:

e C(riteria Area Cell 3683: 1 population, Roadway Segment H

e Criteria Area Cell 3584: 7 populations, Roadway Segment I

e Criteria Area Cell 3291: 2 populations, Roadway Segment K

e Criteria Area Cells 2774, 2775, and 2878: 20 populations, Roadway Segment L

e C(riteria Area Cell 2364: 5 populations, Roadway Segment N

e Criteria Area Cells 3683, 3684, 3791, 3887, and 4007: 80 populations, Additional Indirect Impact Study
Area 1

e Criteria Area Cell 3291: 30 populations, Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2, at the Stoney Mountain
Preserve

The smooth tarplant populations located in the Roadway Segment L portion of the study area and in Additional
Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2 have LTCV. These LTCV populations are described in more detail below.

Twenty smooth tarplant populations (with 31,863 plants) were identified in the Roadway Segment L portion of the
Build Alternative 2a study area (Tables 3.3-5 [page 3-533] and 3.3-6 [page 3-537]). These populations are in three
Criteria Area Cells (2774, 2775, and 2878) in an area of relatively intact alkali grassland habitat. Conservation of
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these populations could contribute toward reserve assembly and species conservation objectives, so these
populations have LTCV.

Most of the 80 populations (and 183,250 plants) in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1 were found between
Stetson Avenue and SR 74/Florida Avenue, but a few populations were observed in the Stowe Road Vernal Pool
Complex west of California Avenue. Conservation of these populations, particularly the moderate to large ones
that are in relatively undisturbed natural habitats and are not isolated hydrologically, would contribute substantially
toward reserve assembly. Smaller populations also could contribute toward reserve assembly if they are located
adjacent to larger ones or if they would connect other populations (Tables 3.3-5 [page 3-533] and 3.3-6 [page 3-
537]). Therefore, the 80 populations in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1 have LTCV.

The 30 smooth tarplant populations in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2 are the same ones discussed in the
Build Alternative 1a results (page 3-543) and are present in the study areas of all of the Build alternatives.

Coulter’s Goldfields

Forty-two populations of Coulter’s goldfields were found in the Build Alternative 2a study area. Twenty-two
populations (with 5,380 plants) are in Criteria Area Cells 2774 and 2775 (Table 3.3-5 [page 3-533] and

Figure 3.3-30). These are the same populations that were found in the Build Alternative 1a study area (page 3-
544).

Twenty populations of Coulter’s goldfields with about 560,000 plants were identified roughly between the MWD
Upper Salt Creek Reserve and SR 74/Florida Avenue (Figure 3.3-30). These populations are in Criteria Area
Cells 2683 and 3684. The largest concentration, with more than 500,000 plants, was found in the alkali grasslands
and seasonal wetlands south of Florida Avenue. The Coulter’s goldfields in the Build Alternative 2a study area are
part of the last two major population complexes left in California, and conservation of the populations in these two
Criteria Area Cells could contribute substantially toward reserve assembly (Tables 3.35 [page 3-533] and 3.3-6
[page 3-537]). These localities therefore have very high LTCV.

Little Mousetail

Ninety little mousetail populations (with 377,993 plants) are in Criteria Area Cells 3887, 3891, 4007, 3791, and
3684 in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1 (Table 3.3-5 [page 3-533]). These populations form the only
very large complex in the MSHCP Conservation Area (Table 3.3-5 [page 3-533]). Populations of little mousetail
in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1, such as those in the MWD Upper Salt Creek Reserve, in the vicinity of
Esplanade Avenue, and east of the San Diego Canal (directly east of the Reserve), could contribute substantially
toward reserve assembly. Therefore, they have LTCV.

Thirty little mousetail populations with 49,001 plants were observed in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2 at
the Stoney Mountain Preserve, in Criteria Area Cell 3291 (Figure 3.3-31). These are the same populations that
were found in the Build Alternative 1a study area (page 3-544). One of the populations extends beyond the
Preserve boundary into the Build Alternative 2a indirect impact area. About 9,886 little mousetail individuals are
in the indirect impact area at this location. The little mousetail populations in Additional Indirect Impact Study
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Area 2 and the indirect impact area could contribute toward reserve assembly, so they have LTCV (Table 3.3-5
[page 3-533)).

Special-Status Plant Species Not Included in the MSHCP

Two special-status plants that are not in the MSHCP were found in the Build Alternative 2a study area.

e Paniculate tarplant — 41 populations (46,758 plants)
e Robinson’s peppergrass — 19 populations (7,872 plants)

Paniculate Tarplant

Forty-one paniculate tarplant populations with 46,758 plants were found south of Domenigoni Parkway, in the
West Hemet Hills north of Stowe Road, on the lower slopes of the Tres Cerritos Hills, and on the lower slopes of
the western edge of Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1 (Figure 3.3-32). As stated in the discussion for Build
Alternative la (page 3-544), this species is on CNPS List 4 (watch list) and is important in a regional context, but
individual populations do not have high value.

Robinson’s Peppergrass

Nineteen populations of Robinson’s peppergrass (with 7,872 plants) were identified in the West Hemet Hills in the
study area for Build Alternative 2a (Figure 3.3-33). These populations are part of a larger complex that extends
beyond the study area boundary. This complex has 114,000 plants in 86 populations and is the same one discussed
for Build Alternative la (page 3-544). As stated in the Build Alternative 1a results, this population complex is the
largest one currently known in western Riverside County (Table 3.3-6 [page 3-537]), Robinson’s peppergrass is a
CNPS List 1B species, and these large populations could have high conservation value, even though this species is
not included in the MSHCP. Although the Build Alternative 2a study area has slightly more populations than
Build Alternatives 1a and 1b (19 populations versus 16), the populations are smaller (about 7,000 plants versus
80,000) (Table 3.3-1 [page 3-443]).

Build Alternative 2b and Design Option 2b1l

Adding Design Option 2b1 in 2009 did not change the study area, so the survey results for Build Alternative 2b
apply to the design option as well. Twelve special-status plant species were identified within the Build
Alternative 2b study area (Table 3.3-1 [page 3-443]). Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2 are included
in the Build Alternative 2b study area, and most of the special-status plant populations were found in these two
additional indirect impact areas. Ten of the 12 species are MSHCP Covered Species. Of these 10 Covered
Species, 5 have populations with LTCV. Information about these LTCV populations is presented in a separate
subsection (page 3-556). The remaining two special-status plants, paniculate tarplant and Robinson’s peppergrass,
are not included in the MSHCP.

Two MSHCP species that are unique to the alkali playa, vernal pools, and grassland habitats in the central part of
the study area are in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1. These species are Parish’s brittlescale and Palmer’s
grapplinghook.
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MSHCP Criteria Area, Narrow Endemic, Other MSHCP Covered Species, and MSHCP
Planning Species

Ten MSHCP species were identified in the Build Alternative 2b study area (Table 3.3-1 [page 3-443]). One
Criteria Area species (Parish’s brittlescale), although not considered an MSHCP Narrow Endemic species, has
very limited distribution. The following 10 MSHCP species were identified in the Build Alternative 2b study area.

e Parish’s brittlescale — 13 populations (1,320 plants)

e Davidson’s saltscale — 60 populations (12,142 plants)

e Smooth tarplant — 346 populations (613,336 plants)

e Parry’s spineflower —36 populations (16,431 plants)

e Long-spined spineflower — 27 populations (15,564 plants)
e Palmer’s grapplinghook — 1 population (375 plants)

e Vernal barley — 32 populations (10,839,292 plants)

e Coulter’s goldfields — 23 populations (592,676 plants)

e Small-flowered microseris — 1 population (15 plants)

e Little mousetail — 122 populations (445,590 plants)

Parish’'s Brittlescale

Thirteen Parish’s brittlescale populations with 1,320 plants were observed in the alkali grassland and wetland
habitats in the MWD Upper Salt Creek Reserve in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1 (Figure 3.3-34). These
populations are the same ones that were found in the study area for Build Alternative 2a (page 3-549). As
previously noted, Parish’s brittlescale is extremely rare and is found in only one other location. Continued
conservation of these populations is important for the long-term existence of this species. These populations have

LTCV. More information about these LTCV populations is presented in a separate subsection (page 3-556).

Davidson's Saltscale

Sixty Davidson’s saltscale populations (with 12,142 plants) were identified in the Build Alternative 2b study area.
These are the same populations that were found in the study area for Build Alternative 2a. Only one small
population was observed outside Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1, northwest of the Stoney Mountain
Preserve (Figure 3.3-24). As described in the separate LTCV discussion on page 3-556, the Davidson’s saltscale
populations in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1 have LTCV, but the small population outside is not in a
Criteria Area Cell, so it does not have LTCV.

Smooth Tarplant

More than 600,000 smooth tarplant individuals in 346 populations were identified in the Build Alternative 2b
study area (Table 3.3-1 [page 3-443]). Smooth tarplant was found throughout this Build alternative, as well as in
both of the additional indirect impact study areas and Utility Relocation Corridors 1 and 2. Most of the
populations were found in the Roadway Segment B and D portions of the study area and in Additional Indirect
Impact Study Area 1. The Build Alternative 2a study area had more individual plants (613,336) than any of the
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other Build alternatives. Some of these smooth tarplant populations have LTCV. Those populations are discussed
in a separate subsection (page 3-556).

Parry’ s Spineflower

Thirty-six Parry’s spineflower populations with 16,431 plants were found in the study area for Build Alternative
2b, in Roadway Segment H and along the lower slopes of the hills at the western edge of Additional Indirect
Impact Study Area 1 (Figure 3.3-27). These populations are the same as those found in the Build Alternative 2a
study area (page 3-549).

Long-Spined Spineflower
Twenty-seven populations of long-spined spineflower with 15,564 plants were found in the study area for Build

Alternative 2b (Table 3.3-1 [page 3-443] and Figure 3.3-28). These populations are the same ones that were
identified in the Build Alternative 2a study area (page 3-549).

Palmer’s Grapplinghook

One population of Palmer’s grapplinghook with 375 plants was identified just north of Stowe Road, on the lower
slopes of the West Hemet Hills (Figure 3.3-36). This is the same population that was found in the Build
Alternative 2a study area (page 3-549).

Vernal Barley

Extensive stands of alkali grasslands dominated by vernal barley were found in the Build Alternative 2b study
area. Nearly 11 million vernal barley plants were estimated in the study area for this Build alternative. Most of
the vernal barley plants (more than 9 million individuals) were found in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1,
but large populations were also identified in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2, at the Stoney Mountain
Preserve. Small populations of vernal barley were identified east of the San Diego Canal (roughly between
Devonshire and Tres Cerritos Avenues), near Esplanade Avenue, and adjacent to the Casa Loma Canal north of
Scott Street.

Coulter’s Goldfields

Twenty-three populations of Coulter’s goldfields, with more than 600,000 plants, were identified in the Build
Alternative 2b study area. Twenty populations with about 560,000 plants were located between the MWD Upper
Salt Creek Reserve and SR 74/Florida Avenue in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1 (Figure 3.3-30). These
are the same populations that were found in the Build Alternative 2a study area (page 3-550). These populations
have very high LTCV and are discussed in a separate subsection (page 3-556).

Two populations of Coulter’s goldfields with 29,329 plants were identified east of Sanderson Avenue and north of
Scott Street. One very small population, consisting of two plants, was found in the Salt Creek Channel, in the
southern part of the study area.
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Small-Flowered Microseris

One small population of small-flowered microseris (with 15 plants) was identified in the West Hemet Hills
(Figure 3.3-37). This population was also found in the Build Alternative 2a study area. The two Build alternatives
would be the same in this location.

Little Mousetail

Ninety little mousetail populations (with 377,993 plants) occur within Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1
(Table 3.3-5 [page 3-533]). Thirty little mousetail populations with about 49,001 plants were observed within the
Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2, at the Stoney Mountain Preserve. These 30 populations are in the study
areas for all of the Build alternatives. They have LTCV. LTCV populations are discussed in a separate subsection
(page 3-556).

One small population with seven plants was found in the Build Alternative 2b indirect impact area (Roadway
Segment D). This is the same population that was found in Build Alternative 2a (Roadway Segment F).

Assessment of LTCV Populations in the Build Alternative 2b Study Area

MSHCP Criteria Area Cells 2683, 2364, 3291, 3584, 3683, 3684, 3791, 3891, 3887, and 4007 are in the Build
Alternative 2b study area (Table 3.3-5 [page 3-533] and Figure 3.3-21).

A total of 602 populations of special-status plants are present in these Criteria Area Cells (Table 3.3-5 [page 3-
533]). Conservation of most of these populations could contribute substantially toward attaining species-specific
conservation goals and reserve assembly, so these populations have LTCV. Except for a smaller number of
Coulter’s goldfields in Build Alternative 2b, the LTCV populations in the study areas of Build Alternative 2a
(page 3-550) and Build Alternative 2b are the same. The following species have LTCV.

e Parish’s brittlescale

e Davidson’s saltscale
e Smooth tarplant

e Coulter’s goldfields

e Little mousetail

These LTCV populations are described below.

Parish’'s Brittlescale

Thirteen Parish’s brittlescale populations with 1,320 plants were found in the MWD Upper Salt Creek Reserve in
Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1. These are the same populations that were found in the study area for
Build Alternative 2a (page 3-550).

Davidson's Saltscale

Fifty-nine populations of Davidson’s saltscale with 12,136 plants were identified in Additional Indirect Impact
Study Area 1 (Table 3.3-5 [page 3-533] and Figure 3.3-24). These are the same populations that were found in
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Build Alternative 2a (page 3-550). Only one small population (with six plants) was found outside Additional
Indirect Impact Study Area 1, northwest of the Stoney Mountain Preserve. This small population is not in a
Criteria Area Cell, so it does not have LTCV.

Smooth Tarplant

Ninety-five populations of smooth tarplant in Criteria Area Cells were found in the study area for Build
Alternative 2b (see Table 3.3-5 [page 3-533] and Figure 3.3-26), as follows:

e C(riteria Area Cell 3683: 1 population, Roadway Segment G

e Criteria Area Cell 3584: 7 populations, Roadway Segment |

e Criteria Area Cell 2364: 5 populations, Roadway Segment N

e Criteria Area Cells 3683, 3684, 3791, 3887, 4007: 80 populations, Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1

e C(riteria Area Cell 3291: 2 populations, Roadway Segment J; 30 populations, Additional Indirect Impact Study

Area 2, at the Stoney Mountain Preserve

The populations in Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2 are the same as Build Alternative 2a (page 3-
550), and they have LTCV.

Coulter’s Goldfields

Twenty populations of Coulter’s goldfields with about 560,000 plants were identified roughly between the MWD
Upper Salt Creek Reserve and SR 74/Florida Avenue (Figure 3.3-30). These are the same populations that were
found in the study area for Build Alternative 2a (page 3-550).

Little Mousetail

Ninety little mousetail populations (with 377,993 plants) were found in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1
(Table 3.3-5 [page 3-533]). These, and the 30 populations in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2 at the
Stoney Mountain Preserve, are the same populations that were found in the study area for Build Alternative 2a
(page 3-550).

Special-Status Plant Species Not Included in the MSHCP
Two special-status plants that are not included in the MSHCP were found in the Build Alternative 2b study area.

e Paniculate tarplant — 39 populations (33,495 plants)
e Robinson’s peppergrass — 19 populations (7,872 plants)

Paniculate Tarplant

Thirty-nine paniculate tarplant populations with 33,495 plants were found in the Build Alternative 2b study area
(Table 3.3-1 [page 3-443] and Figure 3.3-32). The largest concentrations were in the central and southern portions
of the alternative, on the lower hill slopes of the Tres Cerritos Hills, the West Hemet Hills, and the study area for

Roadway Segment B, south of the Domenigoni Parkway. As stated in the discussion for Build Alternative la
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(page 3-544), this species is on CNPS List 4 (watch list) and is important in a regional context, but individual
populations do not have high value.

Robinson’s Peppergrass

Nineteen populations of Robinson’s peppergrass (with 7,872 plants) were identified in the study area for Build
Alternative 2b (Figure 3.3-33). These are the same populations that were found in the study area for Build
Alternative 2a (page 3-553).

3.3.3.3 Environmental Consequences

The following sections describe the potential permanent (direct and indirect) and temporary impacts to plant
species from each of the Project alternatives and design options. The design options added in 2009 did not change
the study area, so they would have the same impacts as their respective Build alternatives. All impacts to special-
status plants are considered permanent because there would be no temporary construction easements, and the
potential for degradation of habitat in the direct and indirect impact areas is high. Temporary impacts to special-
status plants are not expected.

The locations of rare plants that could be impacted by the proposed Project are provided in Figures 3.3-23 through
3.3-39.

All quantities are expressed in both metric and customary values. Conversions from metric to customary that

appear similar may differ due to rounding.

Permanent Impacts

The potential for permanent impacts to special-status plants from the Build alternatives and design options is
discussed in the following sections. This analysis assumes that construction or operation of the Project would
result in direct and permanent impacts to all special-status plants in the PIA and unique design features.

Permanent indirect impacts could occur in the 30.5-m (100-ft) indirect impact area or in Additional Indirect Impact
Study Areas 1 and 2. A summary of potential impacts to special-status plants is presented in Table 3.3-3 (page 3-
471).

No Build Alternative

No impacts would occur with this alternative. The existing conditions would remain, and the roadway would be

unchanged.

Build Alternative 1a

Build Alternative 1a could have permanent direct or indirect impacts to 10 special-status plant species. Eight of
these 10 species are MSHCP Covered Species. Two special-status plants, paniculate tarplant and Robinson’s
peppergrass, are not included in the MSHCP.
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Build Alternative 1a would cross MSHCP Criteria Area Cells 3683, 3584, 3291, 2364, 2774, 2775, and 2878
(Table 3.3-5 [page 3-533] and Figure 3.3-1). Three species with LTCV populations could be permanently
impacted—smooth tarplant, Coulter’s goldfields, and little mousetail. Potential permanent impacts to these LTCV
populations are discussed in a separate subsection (page 3-561).

MSHCP Criteria Area, Narrow Endemic, Other MSHCP Covered Species, and MSHCP
Planning Species

Permanent direct and indirect impacts to eight MSHCP species are expected to result from Build Alternative 1a.
The eight MSHCP species that would be permanently impacted (directly and indirectly) by Build Alternative 1a
are as follows:

e Davidson’s saltscale

e Plummer’s mariposa lily
e Smooth tarplant

e Parry’s spineflower

e Long-spined spineflower
e Vernal barley

e Coulter’s goldfields

e [Little mousetail

Davidson's Saltscale

Build Alternative 1a would permanently and directly impact 1 population of Davidson’s saltscale, with 6
individuals, in the PIA south of Esplanade Avenue. This small population would be in the PIA of all of the Build
alternatives. Impacts could not be avoided, regardless of which Build alternative is identified as the Preferred

Alternative.

Plummer’s Mariposa Lily

Build Alternative 1a would result in the permanent loss of 1 population of Plummer’s mariposa lily with 2 plants.
This was the only population found in the Project study area, but as stated in Section 3.3.3.2 (page 3-522), it is
possible that more plants could be in the West Hemet Hills than were found at the time of the survey.

Smooth Tarplant

A total of 168 populations of smooth tarplant with 73,072 individuals would be permanently and directly impacted
by Build Alternative 1a.

An additional 80 populations with 26,512 plants (some of which would span both the PIA and the indirect impact
area) could be indirectly impacted.

Eighteen populations (26,221 plants) with LTCV would be directly impacted in the PIA (Roadway Segment L).
Two LTCV populations (5,642 plants) could be affected in the indirect impact area.
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Thirty smooth tarplant populations with LTCV (4,995 plants) in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2, at the
Stoney Mountain Preserve, could also be indirectly affected.

Parry’ s Spineflower

Build Alternative 1a is expected to result in permanent direct impacts to 24 populations of Parry’s spineflower
(110,996 plants). Indirect impacts may occur to another 3 populations and 1,570 plants. Except for one small
population in the PIA of Roadway Segment A, all of the impacts to Parry’s spineflower would be in the West
Hemet Hills.

Long-Spined Spineflower
Two long-spined spineflower populations with 815 plants in the PIA would be directly impacted by Build

Alternative 1a. Two additional populations with 3,801 plants in the indirect impact area could also be permanently
impacted.

Vernal Barley

Permanent direct impacts to six vernal barley populations (8,425 plants) are expected from Build Alternative 1a.
Two of these populations would span the PIA and the indirect impact area. Six populations with an estimated
10,496 plants in the alkali grassland habitat in the indirect impact area (Roadway Segments I, J, and L) could also

be permanently impacted.

Coulter’s Goldfields

Twenty Coulter’s goldfields populations (4,785 plants), located east of Warren Road and south of Byrd Street,
would be directly impacted by Build Alternative 1a. One of these populations would extend beyond the PIA into
the indirect impact area. This population and another two Coulter’s goldfields populations (650 plants) could be
indirectly impacted by construction.

Little Mousetail

Build Alternative 1a is expected to have direct impacts to one population of little mousetail (about 10,000 plants)
that would be in the PIA, at the northwest corner of Warren Road and Esplanade Avenue. This population is not in
a Criteria Area Cell, so it does not have LTCV. Permanent impacts to this population do not require mitigation to
comply with the MSHCP, but large populations of little mousetail such as this still have high conservation value.
To avoid permanent direct impacts as much as possible, this location will be designated as an Environmentally
Sensitive Area (ESA), and an ESA fence will be installed around the perimeter of the vernal pool (see BIO-35 in
Section 3.3.3.4 [page 3-570]). However, due to engineering constraints, permanent direct impacts to some of this

population cannot be avoided.

A portion of one population complex with 8,589 little mousetail plants that extends into the indirect impact area
(Roadway Segment J) could be indirectly impacted by construction of Build Alternative 1a.
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Assessment of LTCV Populations in Build Alternative 1a

Some populations that would be impacted by Build Alternative 1a, including Davidson’s saltscale, Plummer’s
mariposa lily, smooth tarplant, Parry’s spineflower, long-spined spineflower, vernal barley, and little mousetail
(the one population at the northwest corner of Warren Road and Esplanade Avenue), do not have LTCV. These
populations would not require mitigation to comply with the MSHCP.

Permanent indirect impacts to the little mousetail and smooth tarplant LTCV populations in the indirect impact
area and Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2 could exceed the 90-percent avoidance threshold. If this occurs,
it would be a substantial impact, but is not likely. Rainfall is the most important source of water for the little
mousetail populations, but shallow seasonal surface runoff may also contribute to the local hydrology. This part of
the Project area is relatively flat, and the populations would be up slope and southeast of the PIA. Runoff in this
area flows principally from the south during storms, so it is unlikely that the hydrology at the Stoney Mountain
Preserve or the Build Alternative 1a indirect impact area would be affected by construction. Therefore, permanent
indirect impacts associated with changes in hydrology are not expected to the LTCV populations of little mousetail
in the Roadway Segment J portion of the Build Alternative 1a indirect impact area or to the little mousetail and
smooth tarplant populations with LTCV in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2, at the Stoney Mountain
Preserve. The 90-percent LTCV population avoidance threshold can be attained by using minimization measures
(see Section 3.3.3.4 [page 3-570]).

Direct impacts to the 20 LTCV populations of Coulter’s goldfields and 18 LTCV populations of smooth tarplant in
the PIA of Build Alternative 1a could not be avoided if this Build alternative is identified for construction.

Impacts (e.g., hydrologic alteration, introduction of noxious weeds) to the 3 Coulter’s goldfields and 2 smooth
tarplant LTCV populations in the indirect impact area would be avoided or minimized during construction (see
Section 3.3.3.4 [page 3-570]).

With Build Alternative 1a, permanent direct and indirect impacts to these populations of Coulter’s goldfields and
smooth tarplant would exceed the 90-percent LTCV avoidance threshold. This would be a substantial impact. A
Determination of Biological Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESP) and appropriate mitigation would be
required to comply with the MSHCP.

Special-Status Plant Species Not Included in the MSHCP

Two non-MSHCP special-status plants would be permanently impacted by Build Alternative 1a. Impacts to these
species are described below.

Paniculate Tarplant

Build Alternative 1a is expected to result in the permanent loss of 20 paniculate tarplant populations (8,729 plants).
Some of these populations would also extend into the indirect impact area, where 17 populations (12,645 plants)
could be permanently and indirectly impacted by construction.
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As stated in Section 3.3.3.2 (page 3-544), paniculate tarplant is a CNPS List 4 (watch list) species. These
populations are important in a regional context, but the permanent direct impacts expected from constructing Build
Alternative 1a would not be substantial.

Robinson’ s Peppergrass

Build Alternative 1a would have permanent direct impacts to 14 Robinson’s peppergrass populations

(79,074 plants). Two small populations (50 plants) could be permanently and indirectly impacted. All of these
populations are in the West Hemet Hills and are part of the largest Robinson’s peppergrass complex identified
during the surveys.

As stated in Section 3.3.3.2 (page 3-544), Robinson’s peppergrass is on CNPS List 1B. Permanent direct and
indirect impacts to the populations in the West Hemet Hills would be substantial, so mitigation would be required.

Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 1b1

Adding Design Option 1b1 in 2009 did not change the PIA or indirect impact area, so the impact assessment for
Build Alternative 1b would apply to the design option as well. Build Alternative 1b could have permanent direct
and indirect impacts to 10 special-status plant species. Eight of these 10 are MSHCP Covered Species. Two
special-status plants, paniculate tarplant and Robinson’s peppergrass, are not included in the MSHCP.

Build Alternative 1b would cross MSHCP Criteria Area Cells 3683, 3584, and 3291, and 2364 (Table 3.3-5
[page 3-533] and Figure 3.3-1). Smooth tarplant and little mousetail populations with LTCV could be
permanently impacted by Build Alternative 1b. Potential permanent impacts to these LTCV populations are
discussed in a separate subsection (page 3-563).

MSHCP Criteria Area, Narrow Endemic, Other MSHCP Covered Species, and MSHCP
Planning Species

The eight MSHCP species that could be permanently impacted by Build Alternative 1b are:

e Davidson’s saltscale

e  Plummer’s mariposa lily
e Smooth tarplant

e Parry’s spineflower

e Long-spined spineflower
e Vernal barley

e Coulter’s goldfields

e Little mousetail

Davidson's Saltscale

Build Alternative 1b, like all of the Build alternatives, would result in permanent direct impacts to one population

of Davidson’s saltscale (six plants) in the PIA south of Esplanade Avenue.
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Plummer’s Mariposa Lily

Impacts to Plummer’s mariposa lily would be the same as Build Alternative 1a (page 3-559).

Smooth Tarplant

A total of 149 populations of smooth tarplant with 373,322 individuals would be permanently and directly
impacted by Build Alternative 1b. Another 102 populations with 156,666 individuals could be permanently
affected in the indirect impact area.

Parry’'s Spineflower
Impacts to Parry’s spineflower would be the same as Build Alternative 1a (page 3-560).

Long-Spined Spineflower

Impacts to long-spined spineflower would be the same as Build Alternative 1a (page 3-560).

Vernal Barley

Build Alternative 1b would cause the permanent loss of 5 vernal barley populations (5,425 plants) in the PIA.
Eleven populations (12,796 plants) in the indirect impact area could be impacted as well.

Coulter’s Goldfields

Build Alternative 1b would have permanent and direct impacts to 2 Coulter’s goldfields populations (28,079
plants) in the PIA (Roadway Segment M). One of these two populations (1,044 plants) would extend into the
indirect impact area, thus could be permanently affected. One other population (2 plants) in Salt Creek Channel

could be indirectly impacted.

Little Mousetail

Build Alternative 1b would have permanent direct impacts to the same population of little mousetail
(approximately 10,000 plants) as Build Alternative 1a (page 3-560).

A portion of a little mousetail population complex (9,886 plants) at the Stoney Mountain Preserve would extend
into the indirect impact area. These populations have LTCV.

Assessment of LTCV Populations in Build Alternative 1b

Some of the populations that would be impacted by Build Alternative 1b, including Davidson’s saltscale,
Plummer’s mariposa lily, smooth tarplant, Parry’s spineflower, long-spined spineflower, and vernal barley, do not
have LTCV. These populations would not require mitigation to comply with the MSHCP.

The little mousetail and smooth tarplant LTCV populations in the indirect impact area and Additional Indirect
Impact Study Area 2, at the Stoney Mountain Preserve, would be the same as Build Alternative 1a (page 3-532).
Although the two Build alternatives would differ in this location, the LTCV assessment would be the same.
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Special-Status Plant Species Not Included in the MSHCP

Two non-MSHCP special-status plants could be permanently impacted by construction of Build Alternative 1b.

Impacts to these species are described below.

Paniculate Tarplant
Build Alternative 1b is expected to result in the permanent loss of 14 paniculate tarplant populations

(1,288 plants). Some of these populations also extend into the indirect impact area, so as many as 15 paniculate
tarplant populations (5,706 plants) could be indirectly impacted by construction.

As stated in Section 3.3.3.2 (page 3-544), paniculate tarplant is a CNPS List 4 (watch list) species. These
populations are important in a regional context, but the permanent direct impacts expected from constructing Build
Alternative 1b would not be substantial.

Robinson’s Peppergrass

Impacts to Robinson’s peppergrass from Build Alternative 1b would be the same as Build Alternative 1a (page 3-
562).

Build Alternative 2a
Build Alternative 2a could have permanent direct or indirect impacts to 12 special-status plant species. Ten of

these species are MSHCP Covered Species. Two special-status plants, paniculate tarplant and Robinson’s
peppergrass, are not included in the MSHCP.

Build Alternative 2a would cross Criteria Area Cells 3683, 3684, 3791, 3887, 3791, 3891, 4007, 3584, 3291, 2774,
2775, 2878, and 2364. Five special-status plant species with LTCV populations could be permanently directly or
indirectly impacted—Davidson’s saltscale, smooth tarplant, Coulter’s goldfields, Parish’s brittlescale, and little

mousetail. Potential impacts to these LTCV populations are discussed in a separate subsection (page 3-566).

MSHCP Criteria Area, Narrow Endemic, Other MSHCP Covered Species, and MSHCP
Planning Species

The 10 MSHCP Covered Species that could be permanently impacted by Build Alternative 2a are listed below and
described in the following sections.

e Davidson’s saltscale

e Smooth tarplant

e Parry’s spineflower

e Long-spined spineflower
e Palmer’s grapplinghook
e Vernal barley

e Coulter’s goldfields

e Parish’s brittlescale
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e Small-flowered microseris

e Little mousetail

Davidson's Saltscale

Build Alternative 2a, like all of the other Build alternatives, would have permanent direct impacts to one
Davidson’s saltscale population (6 plants) located south of Esplanade Avenue. Impacts could not be avoided,
regardless of which Build alternative is identified as the Preferred Alternative.

Smooth Tarplant

Impacts to smooth tarplant populations from Build Alternative 2a would be the same as those from Build
Alternative 1a (page 3-559). Both Build alternatives would include Roadway Segment L, where the impacts
would occur.

Parry’s Spineflower

Build Alternative 2a would have permanent direct impacts to 32 populations of Parry’s spineflower

(13,629 plants). Another 4 populations (264 plants) could be impacted indirectly. Except for one small population
in the PIA of Roadway Segment A, all of the Parry’s spineflower in Build Alternative 2a would be in the West
Hemet Hills. Build Alternative 2a would result in fewer impacts to Parry’s spineflower individuals (but not to the

number of populations) than Build Alternatives la or 1b.

Long-Spined Spineflower

Build Alternative 2a would cause permanent direct impacts to 24 long-spined spineflower populations with
14,651 plants in the PIA. Three populations with 913 plants in the indirect impact area could be impacted. These
populations are part of the largest long-spined spineflower complex in the Project area, so Build Alternative 2a
would have more impacts to long-spined spineflower than Build Alternative 1a or 1b (page 3-560).

Palmer’s Grapplinghook

Palmer’s grapplinghook was not found in the PIA, so permanent direct impacts to this species are not expected.
However, Build Alternative 2a could have permanent indirect impacts to one population of Palmer’s
grapplinghook (500 plants) on the lower slopes of the West Hemet Hills in Additional Indirect Impact Study
Area 1.

Vernal Barley

With Build Alternative 2a, three vernal barley populations (3,925 plants) in the PIA would be permanently lost.
Indirect impacts to more than 5 million plants in 11 populations could also occur. These indirect impacts would be
mostly in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1. Small populations of vernal barley in the indirect impact area
(Roadway Segments I, K, and L) could also be impacted.
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Coulter’s Goldfields
Impacts to Coulter’s goldfields populations would be the same as Build Alternative 1a (3-560).

Parish’s Brittlescale

Thirteen populations (1,320 plants) in the MWD Upper Salt Creek Reserve could be indirectly impacted by Build
Alternative 2a due to changes in hydrology. All of the Parish’s brittlescale populations have LTCV, but because
these populations are in the MWD Upper Salt Creek Reserve, conservation has already been attained. However,
indirect impacts to vernal pool hydrology could result in the loss of populations or individual plants or degradation
of the vernal pool habitat. Such a loss could affect the long-term sustainability of these populations and could

make attaining the MSHCP conservation objectives for this species more difficult.

Small-Flowered Microseris

Build Alternative 2a would have permanent direct impacts to one small population of small-flowered microseris
(15 plants) in the West Hemet Hills. This population would be in the PIA of the Roadway Segment H portion of
this Build alternative.

Little Mousetail

Build Alternative 2a would have permanent direct impacts to one population of little mousetail (approximately
10,000 plants) that would be in the PIA, at the northwest corner of Warren Road and Esplanade Avenue. This is
the same population that would be directly impacted by Build Alternative 1a (page 3-560).

Build Alternative 2a could also have permanent indirect impacts to 14 populations of little mousetail
(12,750 plants), with one of those populations (7 plants) in the indirect impact area (Roadway Segment F). Twelve
(2,799 plants) of the 14 populations have LTCV and are in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1.

A portion of a little mousetail population complex (9,886 plants) in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2, at the
Stoney Mountain Preserve, would extend into the indirect impact area (Roadway Segment K). These populations
have LTCV.

Assessment of LTCV Populations in Build Alternative 2a

As stated in the previous section, a portion of a little mousetail population complex (9,886 plants) at the Stoney
Mountain Preserve would extend into the indirect impact area. These populations have LTCV. They could be

permanently and indirectly impacted by Build Alternative 2a.

Permanent indirect impacts to the LTCV little mousetail and smooth tarplant populations in the indirect impact
area and in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2, at the Stoney Mountain Preserve, would be the same as Build
Alternative 1a (page 3-561).

Impacts to the 20 populations of Coulter’s goldfields and 18 populations of smooth tarplant with LTCV in the PIA
and indirect impact area would be the same as Build Alternative 1a (page 3-561).
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Build Alternative 2a could cause permanent indirect impacts to the LTCV populations of Parish’s brittlescale,
smooth tarplant, and little mousetail in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1. These impacts could exceed the
90-percent avoidance threshold for these species. If the threshold were exceeded for any of these species, that
would be substantial impact. However, measures were taken during the Project development and siting phase to
avoid impacts to these populations as much as possible and to maintain the existing hydrologic conditions after
construction, as described in Section 3.3.3.4 (page 3-570). Also described in Section 3.3.3.4, measures would be
implemented to avoid and minimize permanent indirect impacts during construction. With these measures,
permanent indirect impacts to these LTCV populations could be avoided, and the 90-percent LTCV population
avoidance threshold could be attained.

Special-Status Plant Species Not Included in the MSHCP

Two non-MSHCP special-status plants could be permanently impacted by Build Alternative 2a. Impacts to these
species are described below.

Paniculate Tarplant
Build Alternative 2a would cause the permanent loss of 20 paniculate tarplant populations (29,629 plants) in the

PIA. Some of these populations would also extend into the indirect impact area and Additional Indirect Impact
Study Area 1. Collectively, 19 paniculate tarplant populations (12,795 plants) could be indirectly impacted.

As stated in Section 3.3.3.2 (page 3-544), paniculate tarplant is a CNPS List 4 (watch list) species. These
populations are important in a regional context, but the permanent direct impacts expected from construction of
Build Alternative 2a would not be substantial. Therefore, mitigation would not be required.

Robinson’s Peppergrass

Build Alternative 2a would have permanent direct impacts to 16 Robinson’s peppergrass populations
(7,700 plants) in the PIA. Three other small populations of Robinson’s peppergrass (172 plants) could be
permanently and indirectly impacted.

As stated in Section 3.3.3.2 (page 3-544), Robinson’s peppergrass is on CNPS List 1B. Fewer plants would be
impacted by Build Alternative 2a than Build Alternatives 1a or 1b, but these impacts would still be substantial.
Mitigation would be required.

Build Alternative 2b and Design Option 2b1

Adding Design Option 2b1 in 2009 did not change the PIA or indirect impact area, so the impact assessment for
Build Alternative 2b would apply to the design option as well. Build Alternative 2b would have permanent direct
and indirect impacts to 12 special-status plant species. Ten of these are MSHCP Covered Species. Two special-
status plants, paniculate tarplant and Robinson’s peppergrass, are not included in the MSHCP.

Build Alternative 2b would cross Criteria Area Cells 3683, 3684, 3791, 3887, 3791, 3891, 4007, 3584, 3291, 2774,
2775, 2878, and 2364. Similar to Build Alternative 2a (page 3-566), five special-status plant species with LTCV
populations could be permanently directly or indirectly impacted by Build Alternative 2b: Davidson’s saltscale,
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smooth tarplant, Coulter’s goldfields, Parish’s brittlescale, and little mousetail. Potential impacts to these LTCV
populations are discussed in a separate subsection (page 3-569).

MSHCP Criteria Area, Narrow Endemic, Other MSHCP Covered Species, and MSHCP
Planning Species

The 10 MSHCP species that would be permanently impacted by Build Alternative 2b are:

e Davidson’s saltscale

e Smooth tarplant

e Parry’s spineflower

e Long-spined spineflower
e Palmer’s grapplinghook

e Vernal barley

e Coulter’s goldfields

e Parish’s brittlescale

¢ Small-flowered microseris

e Little mousetail

Davidson's Saltscale

Build Alternative 2b, like all of the Build alternatives, would result in permanent direct impacts to one population

of Davidson’s saltscale (six plants) in the PIA south of Esplanade Avenue.

Smooth Tarplant

A total of 155 populations of smooth tarplant (374,837 plants) in the PIA would be permanently lost because of
Build Alternative 2b. Another 97 populations (152,589 plants) could be permanently impacted in the indirect
impact area and Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1.

Parry’ s Spineflower
Impacts to Parry’s spineflower from Build Alternative 2b would be the same as Build Alternative 2a (page 3-565).

Long-Spined Spineflower
Impacts to long-spined spineflower from Build Alternative 2b would be the same as Build Alternative 2a (page 3-
565).

Palmer’s Grapplinghook

Impacts to Palmer’s grapplinghook from Build Alternative 2b would be the same as Build Alternative 2a (page 3-
565).

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 3-568 ' STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FEBRUARY 2013



Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Vernal Barley
Six vernal barley populations (8,425 plants) would be permanently lost because of Build Alternative 2b. Potential

indirect impacts to more than 5 million plants in 11 populations could also occur. These indirect impacts would
mostly be in the extensive stands of alkali grasslands in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1. Small
populations of vernal barley could also be affected in the indirect impact area in the northern portion of this Build
alternative (Roadway Segments I, J, and M).

Coulter’'s Goldfields

Impacts to 2 populations (28,079 plants) of Coulter’s goldfields in the PIA of Build Alternative 2b (Roadway
Segment M) would be the same as Build Alternative 1b (page 3-563). One other population (2 plants) in the PIA
of the Roadway Segment D portion of this Build alternative would also be permanently lost.

Parish’'s Brittlescale

Impacts to Parish’s brittlescale from Build Alternative 2b would be the same as Build Alternative 2a (page 3-566).

Small-Flowered Microseris

Impacts to small-flowered microseris from Build Alternative 2b would be the same as Build Alternative 2a
(page 3-566).

Little Mousetail

Impacts to one population of little mousetail (approximately 10,000 plants) in the PIA of Build Alternative 2b
(Roadway Segment J) at the northwest corner of Warren Road and Esplanade Avenue would be the same as Build
Alternative 1a (page 3-560).

Build Alternative 2b could also have permanent indirect impacts to 14 populations of little mousetail

(11,395 plants). One population (7 plants) in the indirect impact area (Roadway Segment D) could be affected.
Twelve populations (2,799 plants) of the 14 have LTCV. Those 12 populations are in Additional Indirect Impact
Study Area 1.

Assessment of LTCV Populations in Build Alternative 2b

Impacts to the little mousetail and smooth tarplant LTCV populations from Build Alternative 2b would be the
same as Build Alternative 1a (page 3-561). Both Build alternatives include Roadway Segment J.

Impacts to the LTCV populations of Parish’s brittlescale, smooth tarplant, and little mousetail in Additional
Indirect Impact Study Area 1 would be the same as Build Alternative 2a (page 3-566).

Special-Status Plant Species Not Included in the MSHCP

Two non-MSHCP special-status plants could be permanently impacted by Build Alternative 2b. Impacts to these
species are described below.
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Paniculate Tarplant

Build Alternative 2b is expected to result in the permanent loss of 14 paniculate tarplant populations

(22,188 plants). Some of these populations also extend into the indirect impact area and Additional Indirect
Impact Study Area 1. In all, 17 paniculate tarplant populations (5,856 plants) in these areas could be indirectly
impacted.

As stated in Section 3.3.3.2 (page 3-544), paniculate tarplant is a CNPS List 4 (watch list) species, so these
populations are important in a regional context, but the permanent impacts expected from Build Alternative 2b

would not be substantial, and mitigation would not be required.

Robinson’s Peppergrass

Impacts to Robinson’s peppergrass from Build Alternative 2b would be the same as Build Alternative 2a (page 3-
567).

Temporary Impacts

As described previously, this impact analysis assumes that all special-status plants present in the PIA and unique
design features would be directly and permanently impacted because of construction or operation of the proposed
Project, and temporary impacts would not occur. Impacts to special-status plants within the 30.5-m (100-ft)
indirect impact area adjacent to the PIA and Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2 are included in the

permanent impact analysis in the Permanent Impacts section.

3.3.3.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Avoidance Measures

The Build alternatives for the Project will incorporate the following avoidance measures for plants:

BIO-28 Environmentally Sensitive Area Fencing. This ESA fence measure, per Caltrans Standard
Specifications, as described in Section 3.3.2.4 (page 3-516), would also protect sensitive plant
populations, including Coulter’s goldfields (Narrow Endemic), smooth tarplant (Narrow
Endemic), and little mousetail (Critical Area), in the Stowe Road Vernal Pool Complex located in
Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1.

BIO-35 Avoidance of Sensitive Plant Populations. An ESA fence will be installed at the outer edge of
the ROW of either Roadway Segment J or K, depending on the Preferred Alternative that is
identified, to avoid long-term conservation value (LTCV) little mousetail populations located in
the indirect impact area. A contractor-supplied biological monitor who has knowledge about and
experience with local sensitive plant species will determine the location of the ESA fence in the
field and identify it on construction drawings and plans and will supervise installation of the fence.
The biological monitor will also inspect the ESA fencing regularly during construction and
coordinate with the Resident Engineer if fence repairs should be required.
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An ESA fence will be installed along the edge of the Roadway Segment L ROW, for either Build
Alternative la or 2a, to avoid impacts to Coulter’s goldfields populations 49 and 52 and smooth
tarplant populations 483 and 511 (Figure 3.3-26 and Figure 3.3-30). The locations of these
populations will be shown on construction plans and drawings. A contractor-supplied biological
monitor who has knowledge about and experience with local sensitive plant species will demark
the location of the ESA fence in the field and on construction drawings and plans and will
supervise installation of the fence. The biological monitor will also inspect the ESA fencing
regularly during construction and coordinate with the Resident Engineer if fence repairs should be

required.

An ESA will be established for all Build alternatives at the edge of the Roadway Segment | ROW
adjacent to the federally listed as endangered San Jacinto Valley crownscale populations. The
location of these populations will be shown on construction plans and drawings. A contractor-
supplied biological monitor who has knowledge about and experience with local sensitive plant
species will demark the location of the ESA fence in the field and on construction drawings and
plans and will supervise installation of the fence. The biological monitor will also inspect the
ESA fencing regularly during construction and coordinate with the Resident Engineer if fence

repairs should be required.

Minimization Measures

All Build alternatives and design options will incorporate the following measures to comply with all MSHCP

guidelines related to minimizing impacts to plant species within or adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation Area.

BIO-1

BIO-2

BIO-36

Landscaping Plans. This measure, as described in Section 3.3.1.4 (page 3-497), would also
apply to sensitive plant species. Landscaping plans will include native seed for erosion control in
areas near the MSHCP Conservation Area.

Avoid the Use of Invasive and Non-Native Plants. This measure, as described in Section 3.3.1.4
(page 3-497), would also apply to sensitive plant species. The landscaping plans will avoid the use
of invasive and non-native plants listed in MSHCP Table 6-2, Plants that Should be Avoided
Adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation Area, where applicable.

Avoid the Spread of Invasive Plant Species. The Project will incorporate specifications in the

landscape plans to avoid the spread of invasive plant species.

e BIO-36a. Cleaning of Equipment. All construction equipment shall be cleaned, with a
broom or other appropriate method, of potential invasive plant seeds before entering sensitive
habitat areas.

e BIO-36b. Monitoring. Periodic invasive plant species monitoring of the ROW and adjacent
sensitive areas will be conducted during construction by contractor-supplied plant biologists
who have knowledge about and experience with the local flora and invasive species of the
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region. Key monitoring objectives are to identify and eradicate any invasive weed infestations
that establish or spread within the ROW during construction to prevent them from extending
into adjacent sensitive areas. Monitoring will be conducted quarterly, at a minimum, and will
focus on the portions of the ROW that are adjacent to Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas
1 and 2, in particular, the Stowe Road Vernal Pool Complex and the Stoney Mountain
Preserve. Qualified biologists will demark the location of noxious weeds in the field, on

construction and engineering drawings, and with GPS units.

e BIO-36¢. Eradication. A variety of methods, including mechanical control or herbicides,
will be used to eradicate invasive plant species identified during monitoring.

Mitigation Measures

BIO-33a-c

BIO-37

BIO-38

M odification of the Project Design to Construct a Gravity-Based Surface Water Diversion
System. This measure, as described in Section 3.3.2.4 (page 3-516), would reduce impacts to the
sensitive plant populations located in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1, including Coulter’s
goldfields (Narrow Endemic), smooth tarplant (Narrow Endemic), and little mousetail (Criteria
Area).

Mitigation for Robinson’s Pepper grass Populations. Applicable mitigation for impacts to
populations of Robinson’s peppergrass that are considered to have high value will be determined
through coordination with the wildlife agencies once the Preferred Alternative has been identified.
Potential mitigation could include one of the measures listed below or a combination of the two

measures.

e BIO-37a. Onsite conservation of existing Robinson’s peppergrass populations.

e BIO-37b. Translocation of Robinson’s peppergrass individuals or seed collection, salvage,
and transfer to areas of suitable habitat, as identified by a contractor-supplied plant biologist
who has knowledge about and experience with the local flora species of the region, within the
Project ROW.

Coulter’s Goldfields and Smooth Tarplant Populations. Mitigation for permanent direct or
indirect impacts to Coulter’s goldfields and smooth tarplant populations will be implemented if
either Build Alternative 1a or 2a, both of which include Roadway Segment L, is selected.
Roadway Segment L would pass through MSHCP Criteria Area Cells 2774, 2775, and 2878 and
San Jacinto Area Plan Subunit 4: Vernal Pool Areas — East.

e BIO-38a. A Determination of Biological Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESP) will
be prepared to evaluate and address direct impacts to Criteria Area plant species. Applicable
mitigation will be determined through coordination with the resource agencies once the
Preferred Alternative has been identified. Potential mitigation measures listed below or a

combination of the two measures could be implemented.
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o BI0O-38b. Onsite conservation of existing smooth tarplant and Coulter’s goldfields
populations.

e BIO-38c. Translocation of smooth tarplant and Coulter’s goldfields individuals to areas of
suitable habitat outside the Project ROW.

BIO-39 Culvert/Drainage System for Coulter’s Goldfields and Smooth Tar plant Populations. If
Build Alternative 1a or 2a is identified as the Preferred Alternative, a culvert/drainage system
would be designed to maintain the existing amount of surface water flow in the indirect impact
area of Roadway Segment L. This would maintain hydrology for two populations of Narrow
Endemic plant species, Coulter’s goldfields and smooth tarplant, by capturing flows from the
southern edge of the ROW of Roadway Segment L and conveying flow north to the alkali
grassland/wetland habitat. The design of this culvert/drainage system would be completed during
final design to provide flexibility in the flow discharges after construction is completed.

3.3.4 Animal Species

3.3.4.1 Regulatory Setting

Many state and federal laws regulate impacts to wildlife. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries
Service), and the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) are responsible for implementing these laws.
This section discusses potential impacts and permit requirements associated with animals not listed or proposed for
listing under the federal or state Endangered Species Act. Species listed or proposed for listing as threatened or
endangered are discussed in Section 3.3.5 below (page 3-634). All other special-status animal species are
discussed here, including CDFG fully protected species and species of special concern, and USFWS or NOAA
Fisheries Service candidate species.

Federal laws and regulations pertaining to wildlife include the following:

e National Environmental Policy Act
e Migratory Bird Treaty Act
e Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act

State laws and regulations pertaining to wildlife include the following:

e (California Environmental Quality Act
e Sections 1600 — 1603 of the California Fish and Game Code
e Section 4150 and 4152 of the California Fish and Game Code
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Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act
The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) imposes criminal and civil penalties on anyone (including

associations, partnerships, and corporations) in the United States or within its jurisdiction who, unless excepted,
takes, possesses, sells, purchases, barters, offers to sell or purchase or barter, transports, exports, or imports at any
time or in any manner a bald or golden eagle, alive or dead; or any part, nest, or egg of these eagles; or violates any
permit or regulations issued under the BGEPA.

California Fully Protected Wildlife Species Provisions (CDFG Code Sections 3511, 4700,
5050, and 5515)
These provisions prohibit the taking of fully protected birds, mammals, amphibians, and fish. The CDFG might

authorize a project, with conditions, after reviewing project impacts.

Birds of Prey Protection Provision (CDFG Code Section 3503.5)

This provision prohibits the taking of birds of prey, including any birds of the order Falconiformes or Strigiformes,
and includes the nests or eggs of such birds.

3.3.4.2 Affected Environment

The Affected Environment section for Animal Species is based on the findings of the following focused survey
reports, which were completed for the Project in December 2007, and the Natural Environment Study of April
2010 and the NES Technical Report Addendum Memorandum of August 2010.

¢ Final Sensitive Wildlife Survey Report

¢ Final Riparian Bird Survey Report

¢ Final Burrowing Owl Survey Report

¢ Final Vernal Pool Branchiopod Survey Report

¢ Final Sensitive Small Mammal Focused Survey Report

Study Areas

All survey work for the Project was conducted in accordance with right-of-entry agreements and court orders.
Once access was assured and a survey was required on a property, a Project-specific landowner notification
process was completed to coordinate survey activities with property owners. Prior to fieldwork, a survey-specific
letter was sent to appropriate landowners as notification. The letter included a brief description of the survey
activity and proposed survey dates. Many parcels required special handling due to locked gates or loose animals,

so appointments were scheduled with landowners to accommodate these requests.

Study areas were defined by the biological resources to be evaluated and included a direct and indirect impact area.
The direct impact area for all biological resources is represented by the PIA, utility relocation areas, and
connections to Hemet Channel outside the Project ROW. The indirect impact study area for each biological
resource varies, which resulted in three study areas for wildlife, described in the following paragraphs.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 3-574 ' STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FEBRUARY 2013



Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Rare Plant Aquatic Resources Study Area

The first study area was used to evaluate aquatic animal species and is referred to as the Rare Plant Aquatic
Resources Study Area (RPARSA). As previously described in Natural Communities (page 3-437), Wetlands and
Other Waters (page 3-502), and Plant Species (page 3-521) sections, the RPARSA included the PIA, utility
relocation areas, connections to Hemet Channel outside the Project ROW, and a 30.5-m (100-ft) indirect impact
area adjacent to the PIA. Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2 were also included. Specifically, the
RPARSA was used to evaluate vernal pool branchiopods and amphibians based on the actual width of the Project
footprint, topography, and the proximity of biological resources to the direct impact area. The RPARSA included
a buffer large enough to account for reasonably foreseeable indirect impacts to vernal pool branchiopods and
amphibians. Vernal pool branchiopods, which are federally listed as endangered or threatened, are discussed in
Section 3.3.5 (page 3-634).

Terrestrial Wildlife and Golden Eagle Study Areas

A second study area, the Terrestrial Wildlife Study Area (TWSA), was used to evaluate terrestrial animal species,
bats, and some nesting raptors. The TWSA included the PIA, utility relocation areas, connections to Hemet
Channel outside the Project ROW, traffic detours, and a 152.4-m (500-ft) indirect impact area adjacent to the PIA
and the unique design features. The TWSA is shown in Figure 3.3-3.

As described in Section 3.3.1.2, Natural Communities (page 3-439 [Volume 1]), the TWSA indirect impact area
was initially defined according to the guidelines presented by the California Burrowing Owl Consortium (CBOC)
for analyzing indirect impacts to burrowing owls because the TWSA contained burrowing owl survey areas
identified in the MSHCP (CBOC 1993, CDFG 1995, County 2006a). The Department and the appropriate
resource agencies determined that the 152.4-m (500-ft) buffer zone contained in the TWSA would be sufficient to
analyze impacts to all sensitive terrestrial animal species, including indirect impacts and wildlife movement.

In addition to general nesting raptor surveys, which were conducted in the TWSA, a third study area, the Golden
Eagle Study Area, was used to identify golden eagle nest locations. This study area was added based on
background information about nesting golden eagles near the Project area. The nesting habits of golden eagles
made it difficult to survey for this species using the same methods that were used for nesting raptors in general.
Because golden eagles require extremely large tracts of land, the Golden Eagle Study Area extended 1.6 km (1.0
mi) from the PIA and unique design features. For the proposed Project, impacts could occur to an active golden
eagle nest that is within 1.6 km (1.0 mi) of construction activities (blasting and other loud, intermittent noises)
(USFWS 2007, Bloom 2006). Therefore, direct and indirect impacts were evaluated for nests within 1.6 km
(1.0 mi) of the construction areas. The Golden Eagle Study Area is shown in Figure 3.3-40.

Study Methods

This section describes the species-specific methods and procedures used to conduct surveys for sensitive animal

species.
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Database Queries

Prior to initiating field surveys, a target list of special-status wildlife species likely to be present in the study area

was compiled using the following sources:

e CNDDB (CDFG 2006b)

e Special animal list (CDFG 2006a)

e  MSHCP (RCIP 2003)

e USFWS, Carlsbad Field Office species list for Riverside County (USFWS 2007)
e Focused surveys conducted in 2005 and 2006

The reference information used to compile the list was based on known occurrences, historical records, or the
presence of suitable habitat for any of the life stages of a particular species. The 5-mile special-status species
reference search for CNDDB records included the El Casco, Beaumont, Perris, Lakeview, San Jacinto, Romoland,
Winchester, Hemet, Murrieta, and Bachelor, California, 7.5-minute United States Geological Survey (USGS)
quadrangles.

The target list of special-status wildlife species that resulted from these queries is provided in Table 3.3-7 (page 3-
577). The table also includes special-status wildlife species that were either observed onsite or could be present
based on habitat and previous sightings. A complete list of wildlife species observed during the surveys of the
Project study area is included in the NES as Appendix H.

Amphibians

Arroyo toad (Bufo californicus), California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii), mountain yellow-legged frog
(Rana muscosa), and western spadefoot toad (Scaphiopus hammondii) are all MSHCP Covered Species. Although
arroyo toad, California red-legged frog, and mountain yellow-legged frog require focused surveys per the MSHCP,
none of the MSHCP survey areas for these species was in the Project study area. However, all four species are
included in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Protection of Species Associated with Riparian/Riverine Areas and
Vernal Pools (RCIP 2003), so habitat assessments and amphibian surveys for these species were conducted in
2005 and 2006.

Daytime habitat assessments took place on April 5, 2005, and March 23, 2006. Based on the results of the habitat
assessments and literature review, focused protocol surveys were not conducted for arroyo toad, California red-
legged frog, or mountain yellow-legged frog. However, general nighttime surveys were conducted on April 5 and
April 6, 2005, and March 27 through March 30, 2006, for other sensitive amphibians, such as the western
spadefoot toad. To increase the potential for detection, surveys started shortly after dusk and ended about

10:00 p.m. Surveys were conducted in areas where amphibian larvae or adults were observed during vernal pool
branchiopod surveys and where suitable riparian vegetation and aquatic habitat were known to be present.
Biologists walked throughout all suitable habitat looking for amphibian larvae and/or adults. At strategic locations
in each survey site, they paused to listen for amphibian vocalizations. Survey equipment included flashlights, a
digital camera, and a Trimble GeoXT GPS unit. Photographs of suitable habitat and a more detailed discussion of
the amphibian survey methodology are in the Final Sensitive Wildlife Survey Report.
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Table 3.3-7 Potential Special-Status Wildlife in the Project Study Area

Species
MSHCP Status Habitat Observed
Scientific Name/ CDFG Status and Special Present/ in Study
Common Name Codes® Conditions” Habitat Requirements Comments Absent Area
Fish
Gila orcutti CSC Covered Slow moving, fluctuating streams with warm to cool The Project study area is outside the current A No
Arroyo chub water. Prefers a sandy or muddy bottom. Often found | distribution in Riverside County.
in intermittent streams. Species distribution in Additionally, slow moving, permanent
Riverside County is limited to the Santa Ana River, streams do not occur. Therefore, suitable
Santa Margarita River, Temecula Creek, and habitat is not present within the study area.
Temescal Wash (RCIP 2003).
Rhinichthys osculus ssp. 3 CSC - Permanent, flowing streams with cool water and The San Jacinto River is in the northern A No
gravel bottom. Prefers shallow cobble with runs and portion of the Project study area. However,
Santa Ana speckled dace riffles. Species distribution in Riverside County this portion of the river does not support
includes: Santa Clara River, Cuyama River, south fork | permanent flow. Therefore, suitable habitat
of the San Jacinto River and associated tributaries, is not present in the study area.
Strawberry Creek, Cajon Creek, and the west fork of
City Creek.
Amphibians
Spea hammondii CSC Covered Primarily in grassland and valley-foothill hardwood Suitable vernal pool breeding habitat is P Yes
Western spadefoot toad communities. Requires vernal pools and ephemeral present, and there are known occurrences
ponds for breeding. Found in numerous scattered within the special-status species search area
locations and is widely distributed throughout western (CDFG 2006b). This species was observed
Riverside County, east of the San Jacinto Mountains, outside the Project study area during
and desert regions. amphibian surveys.
Taricha torosa torosa CSC Covered Breeds in low-elevation streams and ponds, primarily No suitable habitat along ponds and streams A No
Coast Range newt near the coast. Upland habitat includes rocky located adjacent to grassland habitat. This
canyons with streams and well-developed pools. species was not detected during amphibian
Occurs in coastal drainages of the westernmost surveys in the Project study area.
portions of Riverside County (RCIP 2003).
Reptiles
Anniella pulchra pulchra CSC - Requires moist soil consisting of sandy or loose loam. Potentially suitable sandy soils and habitat P No

Silvery legless lizard

Often burrows under logs, rocks, or leaf litter.
Associated with chaparral, pine-oak woodland,
sycamores, cottonwoods, oaks, dunes, and desert
scrub.

located along ponds and drainages adjacent
to riparian and scrub habitat.
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Table 3.3-7 Potential Special-Status Wildlife in the Project Study Area

Species
MSHCP Status Habitat Observed
Scientific Name/ CDFG Status and Special Present/ in Study
Common Name Codes® Conditions” Habitat Requirements Comments Absent Area
Aspidoscelis hyperythra CSC Covered Sandy washes, rocky hillsides, chaparral, and sage Suitable scrub habitat in the Project study P Yes
beldingi scrub habitats that support adequate prey species. area. Known occurrences in the special-
_ ~ Located throughout western Riverside County up to status species search area (CDFG 2006b),
3‘;"‘;2‘;" s orange-throated 1,040 m (3,400 ft) elevation (RCIP 2003). and this species was observed in the study
area.
Aspidoscelis tigris - Covered Open, rocky areas associated with shrub or grassland | Suitable rocky, scrub, and grassland habitat P Yes
stejnegeri habitats from sea level to 2,130 m (7,000 ft). in the Project study area. Known
A occurrences in the special-status species
Coastal western whiptail search area (CDFG 2006b), and this species
was observed in the study area.
Charina trivirgata - - Rocky habitat in scrub and chaparral. Scattered Suitable rocky scrub habitat is present in the P Yes
Rosy boa throughout western Riverside County with Project study area. CNDDB occurrences
aggregations present east of Riverside and east of have been in the special-status species
Lake Mathews. Additional locations include Chino search area (CDFG 2006b).
area, Allessandro Heights, Santa Ana Mountains, San
Jacinto Mountains, Sage area, Corn Springs, Hemet,
and Lakeview Mountains and throughout the MSHCP
Plan Area where suitable habitat exists (RCIP 2003).
Actinemys marmorata CSsC Covered Permanent or nearly permanent water. Found along Stock ponds and treatment wetlands P No
pallida slow-moving streams with deep pools and represent the only suitable habitat in the
Southwestern pond turtle microhabitats such as partially submerged vegetation, Project study area.
logs, rocks, and undercut banks for basking and
shelter. In Riverside County, this species generally
ranges from the Santa Ana River to Chino Creek,
along the eastern slopes of the Santa Ana Mountains
and Elsinore Mountains, and south to the Temecula
River at I-15. Other important locations include
Temecula Creek at the confluence with Murrieta
Creek, Santa Rosa Plateau, San Jacinto River, and
Santa Ana River (RCIP 2003).
Coleonyx variegatus - Covered Granite or rocky outcrops in coastal sage scrub and Suitable rocky outcrops are present in the P No

abbotti
San Diego banded gecko

chaparral habitats. Distributed throughout suitable
habitat in western Riverside County.

Project study area. CNDDB occurrences are
located in the special-status species search
area (CDFG 2006b).
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Table 3.3-7 Potential Special-Status Wildlife in the Project Study Area

Species
MSHCP Status Habitat Observed
Scientific Name/ CDFG Status and Special Present/ in Study
Common Name Codes® Conditions” Habitat Requirements Comments Absent Area
Crotalus ruber ruber CSC Covered Chaparral, woodland, grassland, and desert Suitable rocky scrub and grassland habitat in P Yes
Northern red-diamond communities. Often found in rocky areas with dense the Project study area. Known occurrences
rattlesnake vegetation and is well distributed throughout western in the special-status species search area
Riverside County. (CDFG 2006b), and this species was
observed in the study area.
Lampropeltis zonata CSsC CcO Variety of moist habitats, including mixed coniferous Project study area is outside the species’ A No
pulchra habitat, riparian woodlands, coastal sage scrub, and elevation range.
: : chaparral. Often found in rock outcrops or rock
Eiigs?;gg mountain fractures. Found in suitable habitat in the Santa Ana
and Santa Rosa Mountains.
Phrynosoma coronatum CSC Covered Shrub-dominated habitats with friable, rocky, or sandy | Suitable scrub and grassland habitat in the P Yes
blainvillii soils that support adequate prey species. Seeks Project study area. Known occurrences in
: : refuge in areas with low, dense shrubs and basks in the special-status species search area
San Diego homned lizard open areas with limited overstory. Found throughout (CDFG 2006b), and this species was
western Riverside County in suitable habitats up to observed in the study area.
2,100 m (6,890 ft) in elevation.
Birds
Accipiter cooperi CSC Covered Wooded areas associated with riparian vegetation and | Although oak woodlands do not exist in the P Yes
) : oak woodlands, usually near a water source. Project study area, suitable nesting habitat is
Cooper's hawk (nesting) Typically nests in dense stands of medium-sized to present in riparian vegetation and other
large trees. Can also be found in suburban settings. wooded areas. Individuals and nesting
Located throughout western Riverside County, with locations were documented in the study area
key populations in Prado Basin, Santa Ana River, during nesting raptor surveys.
Lake Elsinore/Canyon Lake, Temecula Creek,
Murrieta Creek, and the Santa Margarita River
(RCIP 2003).
Accipiter striatus CSsC Covered Nests in dense stands of high- and mid-elevation This species does not breed in the Project Nesting — No
Sharp-shinned hawk coniferous forests and woodlands. A fairly common study area; however, suitable wintering A
(nesting) migrant and wintering species in Southern California habitat is present. Wintering
and much of the MSHCP Plan Area (RCIP 2003). _p
Agelaius tricolor CSC Covered A colonial nester that breeds near fresh water, Suitable emergent wetland habitat is present P No

Tricolored blackbird
(nesting colony)

preferably in wetlands with tall, dense cattails or tules,
but also in thickets of willow, blackberry, wild rose,
and tall herbs (Zeiner 1990). Forages in nearby
grassland and cropland habitats that support insect
populations.

in the Project study area. A nesting colony
has been documented in the northern
portion of the special-status species search
area.
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Table 3.3-7 Potential Special-Status Wildlife in the Project Study Area

Species
MSHCP Status Habitat Observed
Scientific Name/ CDFG Status and Special Present/ in Study
Common Name Codes® Conditions” Habitat Requirements Comments Absent Area
Aimophila ruficeps CSC Covered Associated with coastal sage scrub and sparse, mixed | Suitable scrub habitat is present in the P Yes
canescens chaparral. Frequents relatively steep, often rocky Project study area. Known occurrences in
Southern California hillsides that have patches of grass and forbs. Found the special-status species search area
rufous-crowned sparrow in the MSHCP Plan Area near Lake Mathews, Lake (CDFG 2006c). Although this species is
Elsinore/Canyon Lake area, Santa Rosa Plateau, known to nest in the study area, only
Wildomar, Murrieta, Temecula, Lake Skinner, Sage, sightings of individuals were documented.
Lakeview Mountains, Diamond Valley Reservoir, Lake No nests were found.
Perris, Badlands, and east of the city of Riverside
(RCIP 2003).
Amphispiza belli belli CSC Covered Fairly dense stands of sagebrush, chaparral, and Riversidian sage scrub is present in the P Yes
Bell's sage sparrow other dry scrub habitats. Occurrences in western Project study area. Known occurrences in
Riverside County include Lake Mathews, Gavilan the special-status species search area
Hills, Lake Elsinore/Canyon Lake, Santa Rosa (CDFG 2006¢). Although this species is
Plateau, Wildomar, Murrieta, Temecula, Lake Skinner, | known to nest in the study area, only
Sage, Lakeview Mountains, Diamond Valley sightings of individuals were documented.
Reservoir, Lake Perris, Badlands, and east of the city No nests were found.
of Riverside (RCIP 2003).
Aquila chrysaetos FP Covered Open terrain such as grasslands, deserts, oak This species is not expected to breed in the P Yes
: savannahs, rolling foothills, and wide arid plateaus. Project study area. However, suitable
Sionlfleerir:]ge)agle (nesting and Nests in rugged, mountainous country (Garrett 1981). foraging, shelter areas, and roost sites
Located throughout the central and foothill portions of include open grasslands, fields, and rocky
western Riverside County, with key population areas outcrops and are present in the study area.
in the Badlands, Lake Perris, Lake Mathews, Steele Known occurrences in the special-status
Peak, Menifee, Temecula, at the western escarpment species search area (CDFG 2006c¢).
of the San Jacinto Mountains, Prado Basin, Potrero Foraging and wintering sightings were
Valley, Hemet, Banning, and Santa Rosa Plateau documented in the study area.
(RCIP 2003).
Ardea herodias - Covered A colonial nester found in aquatic environments such Suitable open water habitat is present in the P Yes
Great blue heron (rookery) as brackish and freshwater marshes, swamps, lakes, Project study area. No rookery sites were
and rivers. found in the study area; only sightings of
individuals were documented during focused
surveys.
Asio flammeus CSC N/A A ground-nester found in open habitats such as Potentially suitable habitat is present in the P No

Short-eared owl (nesting)

wetlands, grasslands, wet meadows, and prairies.
Considered an uncommon and local winter visitor in
the MSHCP Plan Area and is likely overwinter with
some regularity (Garrett 1981).

Project study area. However, this species
was not observed during nesting raptor
surveys.
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Table 3.3-7 Potential Special-Status Wildlife in the Project Study Area

Species
MSHCP Status Habitat Observed
Scientific Name/ CDFG Status and Special Present/ in Study
Common Name Codes® Conditions” Habitat Requirements Comments Absent Area
Asio otus CSC N/A Nests in dense, closed-canopy stands of oak or Potentially suitable habitat is present in the P No
Long-eared owl (nesting) riparian woodlands or single trees adjacent to open Project study area. However, this species
habitats such as grassland, meadow, or open scrub. was not observed during nesting raptor
surveys.
Athene cunicularia CSC CA Nests and forages in dry, open areas such as Suitable nesting and foraging habitat located P Yes
Burrowing owl shortgrass prairies, pastures, hayfields, and fallow within grassland, scrub, agricultural, and
fields (Dechant et al. 1999). Urban habitats include urban areas throughout the Project study
road and railway right-of-ways, irrigation ditches, area. Known occurrences in the special-
airports, university campuses, and vacant dirt lots status species search area (CDFG 2006c).
(Haug et al. 1993). Low vegetation cover and This species was observed in the study area
mammal burrows are essential. Occurrences in during focused surveys.
western Riverside County include March Air Reserve
Base, Perris Reservoir area, Skinner Reservoir area,
upper Menifee Valley, San Jacinto Reservoir area,
along Santa Gertrudis Creek, and in the cities of
Corona, Riverside, and Banning, Lake Skinner-
Domenigoni Valley Reserve, Lake Mathews Reserve,
and the Sycamore Canyon-March Air Reserve Base
Reserve (RCIP 2003).
Buteo regalis CSC Covered Large tracts of dry, open terrain such as grasslands This species does not breed in the Project Nesting — Yes
Ferruginous hawk and foothills. Wintering habitat includes open fields, study area, but suitable wintering habitat in A
(wintering) grasslands, and agricultural fields (Garrett 1981). the study area includes open fields, Wintering
Western Riverside County is an important wintering grasslands, and agricultural fields. Known _p
area for this species. Occurrences throughout the occurrences in the special-status species
western portion of the county, with key population search area (CDFG 2006c). Wintering
areas in the Lakeview-Perris area, Prado Basin, the individuals were documented in the study
Murrieta area, Domenigoni Valley, and Rawson area.
Canyon (RCIP 2003).
Campylorhynchus CSsC Covered Nests in thickets of cholla and pricklypear associated Although suitable foraging habitat in A No

brunneicapillus couesi
Coastal cactus wren

with the coastal sage scrub community. Occurrences
in western Riverside County include Corona to
Alberhill, Lake Mathews, city of Riverside east to Box
Springs Mountains, San Jacinto Mountains to the city
of San Jacinto, Moreno Valley, Bernasconi Hills, and
in the Lakeview Mountains north of Homeland. The
Badlands, Anza, Temecula area, and Sage Valley
appear to be the remaining strongholds (RCIP 2003).

Riversidian sage scrub is present, suitable
stands of cactus for nesting do not exist in
the Project study area. However, there are
known occurrences in the special-status
species search area (CDFG 2006¢).
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Table 3.3-7 Potential Special-Status Wildlife in the Project Study Area

Species
MSHCP Status Habitat Observed
Scientific Name/ CDFG Status and Special Present/ in Study
Common Name Codes® Conditions” Habitat Requirements Comments Absent Area
Charadrius montanus CSC Covered A winter resident found in short grasslands, Suitable wintering habitat is present. P No
Mountain plover agricultural areas, plowed fields, and alkali playa.
(wintering) Occurrences in western Riverside County include
Perris, the Mystic Lake area, Nuevo, the Domenigoni
Valley, and in the vicinity of Winchester (RCIP 2003).
Circus cyaneus CSsC Covered Associated with saltwater marshes, fresh and Suitable grassland and marsh habitat is P Yes
. : saltwater wetlands, and grasslands. Also forages in present in the Project study area. Observed
Northern harrier (nesting) agricultural fields and pastures. Widespread foraging in the study area. Although a nest
distribution throughout suitable habitat in the MSHCP site was not confirmed, breeding behavior
Plan Area (RCIP 2003). was observed during nesting raptor surveys,
species was assumed to be nesting adjacent
to the study area.
Dendroica petechia CsC Covered Associated with open-canopy riparian habitats, and Suitable nesting habitat is present. P Yes
brewsteri prefers willows, cottonwoods, aspens, and alders for Observed in the Project study area during
Yellow warbler (nesting) nesting and foraging. Found scattered throughout riparian bird surveys. Although no nest sites
much of western Riverside County in appropriate were confirmed, pairs were observed
woodland habitats (RCIP 2003). regularly. Males were heard singing
throughout suitable riparian habitat in the
study area.
Elanus leucurus FP Covered Nests mainly in scattered tall trees in open Suitable woodlands are present in the P Yes
White-tailed kite (nesting) grasslands, oak woodlands, wetlands, savannah-like Project study area. Individual sightings and
areas, orchards, and agricultural areas. Found nesting locations were documented in the
scattered throughout western Riverside County as a study area during nesting raptor surveys.
year-round resident (RCIP 2003).
Eremophila alpestris actia CSC Covered Found in open habitats such as short-grass prairie, Suitable grassland and open habitat is P Yes
California horned lark open coastal plains, fallow agricultural fields, and present throughout the Project study area.
alkali flats. Occurs throughout much of western Known occurrences in the special-status
Riverside County in suitable habitat and is broadly species search area (CDFG 2006¢).
scattered throughout the central portion of the MSHCP | Although this species is known to nest in the
Area. area, only individuals were sighted during
surveys. No nests were found.
Falco columbarius CSC Covered Sparse and widespread distribution throughout Nesting habitat is not present in the Project P No
Merlin (wintering) suitable habitat in the MSHCP Plan Area. Is a study area, but suitable grassland and open
transient in the spring and fall and may occasionally wintering habitat is available throughout the
winter in the area. study area.
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Table 3.3-7 Potential Special-Status Wildlife in the Project Study Area

Species
MSHCP Status Habitat Observed
Scientific Name/ CDFG Status and Special Present/ in Study
Common Name Codes® Conditions” Habitat Requirements Comments Absent Area
Falco mexicanus CSsC Covered Nests in cliffs and bluffs in open habitats such as Nesting habitat is not present in the Project Nesting — No
- . grasslands, savannahs, rangeland, agricultural fields, study area, wintering habitat is. Wintering A
Prairie falcon (nesting) and desert scrub. Occurs in the Santa Ana Mountains | individuals were sighted outside the study Winteri
] A . ering
during the winter and as a year-round resident area. _p
throughout the rest of western Riverside County from
the central portion to the eastern boundary
(Zeiner 1990).
Icteria virens CSsC Covered Inhabits riparian thickets of willow with a brushy Suitable riparian habitat is present in the P No
Yellow-breasted chat understory near water. Nests in low, dense Project study area, but this species was not
(nesting) vegetation, often consisting of willow, blackberry, and observed during riparian bird surveys.
wild grape. Found scattered throughout much of
western Riverside County in appropriate woodland
habitats, often in habitats occupied by yellow warblers
(RCIP 2003).
Lanius ludovicianus CSC Covered Prefers open country for hunting, perches for Suitable grassland and open habitat is P Yes
Loggerhead shrike scanning, and fairly dense shrubs and brush for present throughout the Project study area.
(nesting) nesting. Occurs throughout areas of suitable habitat Known occurrences in the special-status
as a year-long resident, breeding and wintering in species search area (CDFG 2006¢).
western Riverside County (Zeiner 1990). Frequently Regularly observed throughout the study
found in the central portion of the MSHCP Plan Area, area, and several nest locations were
with a few recorded in the mountains (RCIP 2003). documented.
Nycticorax nycticorax - Covered Various wetland areas, including marshes, ponds, and | Several areas with suitable nesting and P Yes
~ : man-made areas such as canals and reservoirs. foraging habitat in emergent vegetation are
I(Brlcfgll((egc))wned night heron Nests in dense trees and wetlands. Although the only | present in the Project study area. No
known rookery is in Prado Basin, individual sightings rookery sites were found, only individuals
in western Riverside County include Santa Ana River, were sighted.
Temescal Wash, Cajalco Creek, Woodcrest, San
Jacinto Wildlife Area, San Jacinto, Winchester, Lake
Elsinore, Canyon Lake, Temecula Creek, and Lake
Skinner (RCIP 2003).
Pandion haliaetus CSC Covered Restricted to large water bodies that support fish. Suitable nesting habitat is not present in the A No
Osprey (nesting) Often use rivers, lakes, and reservoirs for foraging and | Project study area. However, this species
rocky pinnacles, large trees, and snags for cover and was observed adjacent to and could be
nesting (Zeiner 1990; Call 1978). An uncommon expected to forage in the study area.
winter visitor along the coast of California, including
the western Riverside County area.
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Table 3.3-7 Potential Special-Status Wildlife in the Project Study Area

Species
MSHCP Status Habitat Observed
Scientific Name/ CDFG Status and Special Present/ in Study
Common Name Codes? Conditions® Habitat Requirements Comments Absent Area
Phalacrocorax auritus CSC Covered Aquatic environments such as lakes, reservoirs, Limited suitable aquatic environments are P Yes
Double-crested cormorant estuaries, and oceans for foraging. Nests on the present in and immediately adjacent to the
(rookery site) mainland in tall trees, rock ledges, or rugged slopes Project study area. Known occurrences in
near a water source (Zeiner 1990). Although the only the special-status species search area
known rookery is in Prado Basin, other occurrences in | (CDFG 2006c). Individuals were observed in
western Riverside County include Lake Mathews, the study area. No rookery sites were found.
Lake Perris, Lake Skinner, and Lake Elsinore
(RCIP 2003).
Plegadis chihi CSsC Covered Rookery sites consist of freshwater marsh habitat. Wetland and open-water habitat is present in P Yes
o o Requires dense tule thickets for nesting. Wintering the Project study area. Observed primarily
White-faced ibis (rookery) habitats include marshy pasture lands, managed or in the northern portion of the study area near
natural freshwater marsh, pond edges, lake shores, agricultural areas with standing water. A
and margins of brackish lagoons and estuaries rookery site was documented in the EMWD
(Shuford et al. 1996). Migrants or wintering birds can treatment wetlands.
be found in appropriate habitat throughout most of the
MSHCP Plan Area (RCIP 2003).
Mammals
Antrozous pallidus CSC N/A Prefers to roost in rock and boulder outcrops, rocky Suitable rocky outcrop and bridges are P No
Pallid bat cliff faces, and bridges. present in the Project study area, but this
species was not observed during bat
surveys.
Chaetodipus californicus CSC N/A Variety of habitats, including coastal sage scrub, Suitable scrub habitat is limited and P No
femoralis chaparral, and grasslands primarily in San Diego grassland habitat is present in the Project
County. Microhabitat includes grassland-chaparral study area. Known to occur in the special-
Dulzura pocket mouse edges. status species search area (CDFG 2006c).
This species was not captured during small
mammal trapping.
Chaetodipus fallax fallax CSC Covered Sandy herbaceous areas in a variety of habitats, Suitable open, sandy scrub and grassland P Yes
Northwestern San Diego including coastal scrub, chaparral, grasslands, and habitat is present in the Project study area.
pocket mouse sagebrush, primarily in western San Diego County. Known to occur in the special-status search
Often associated with rocks or coarse gravel. area (CDFG 2006c). This species was
captured during small mammal trapping.
Corynorhinus townsendii CSsC N/A Variety of roost habitats that include rock and boulder Suitable roost habitats are in the Project P No

Townsend’s big-eared bat

outcrops, trees, buildings, and bridges.

study area, but this species was not
observed during bat surveys.
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Table 3.3-7 Potential Special-Status Wildlife in the Project Study Area

Species
MSHCP Status Habitat Observed
Scientific Name/ CDFG Status and Special Present/ in Study
Common Name Codes® Conditions” Habitat Requirements Comments Absent Area
Dipodomys merriami - Covered Associated with Riversidian sage scrub, chaparral, Suitable habitat is not located in the Project A No
collinus and non-native grassland. Known only in San Diego study area. This species was not captured
Aguanga kangaroo rat and Riverside counties. Requires sandy loam during small mammal trapping.
(Earthquake Merriam’s substrates for digging burrows.
kangaroo rat)
Euderma maculatum CSsC N/A Cliffs and rock, boulder outcrops. Suitable roost habitats are in the Project P No
Spotted bat study area, but this species was not
observed during bat surveys.
Eumops perotis CSC N/A Rock cliffs and buildings. Suitable rock cliffs and buildings are present P Yes
Western mastiff bat in the Project study area. This species was
observed during bat surveys.
Lasiurus blossevillii - N/A External foliage rooster that prefers deciduous trees, Suitable trees are present in the Project P Yes
Western red bat especially Fremont cottonwood and western study area. This species was observed
sycamore. during bat surveys.
Lasiurus xanthinus - N/A External foliage rooster that prefers dead palm frond Suitable palm trees are present in the P Yes
Western yellow bat skirts in unmanicured Washington fan palms and other | Project study area. This species was
broad-leaved palms. observed during bat surveys. Known to
occur in the special-status search area
(CDFG 2006¢).
Lepus californicus CSC Covered Coastal sage scrub habitats in Southern California. Suitable grassland, scrub, and open habitat P Yes
bennettii Prefers intermediate canopy stages of shrub habitats is in the Project study area. Known
: o and open shrub with herbaceous and tree layers. occurrences in the special-status species
jsairl:rgtl)igito black-tailed search area (CDFG 2006c). Was regularly
observed throughout the study area.
Successful reproduction was assumed from
observations of individuals that varied in age
from juveniles to fully mature.
Neotoma lepida CSC Covered Coastal scrub habitat in Southern California from San Suitable scrub and rocky habitat is present in P Yes
intermedia Luis Obispo to San Diego County. Prefers the Project study area. Known to occur in
; moderate-to-dense canopy scrub and rock the special-status search area (CDFG
San Diego desert woodrat outcrops/cliffs and slopes. 2006c). Observed in the study area and
captured during small mammal trapping.
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Table 3.3-7 Potential Special-Status Wildlife in the Project Study Area

Species
MSHCP Status Habitat Observed
Scientific Name/ CDFG Status and Special Present/ in Study
Common Name Codes® Conditions” Habitat Requirements Comments Absent Area
Nyctinomops CSC N/A Rock and boulder outcrops and bridges. Suitable rock cliffs (limited) and buildings are P No
femorosaccus present in the Project study area, but this
Pocketed free-tailed bat species was not observed during bat
surveys.
Nyctinomops macrotis CSC N/A Rock and boulder outcrops and bridges. Suitable rock cliffs (limited) and buildings are P No
Big free-tailed bat present in the Project study area, but this
species was not observed during bat
surveys.
Onychomys torridus CSC N/A Desert areas with moderate shrub cover, especially in Suitable open scrub habitat is present in the P No
ramona scrub habitats with friable soils for digging. Adequate Project study area. Known to occur in the
Southern grasshopper prey base is critical and consists almost exclusively of spemgl-statu:s search area (CDFG 2096c),
mouse arthropods. but this species was not captured during
small mammal trapping.
Perognathus CSC CA Alluvial systems or areas with wind-blown deposition Suitable open, sandy habitat is present in P Yes
longimembris brevinasus that exhibit fine sandy soils. Found in a variety of the northern portion of the Project study
Los Angeles pocket habitats_ with relati_vely open sub_strate and limited area. Known to occur fairly regularly in the
mouse vegetative cover, including alluvial fan sage scrub, special-status species search area
sage scrub, grassland, and chaparral. (Montgomery 1994, 2002, 2005a; LSA 2004;
RCIP 2003; CDFG 2006c). Occupied habitat
was found adjacent to and within
San Jacinto River sandy wash. This species
was captured during small mammal trapping.
Taxidea taxus CSsC Covered Variety of arid habitats, including grasslands, Suitable open grassland habitat is present in P No

American badger

savannahs, mountain meadows, and desert scrub.
Requires a sufficient prey base, friable soils, and
relatively open habitat in areas of low to moderate
slope.

the Project study area, but scrub habitat is
limited. Known to occur in the special-status
search area (CDFG 2006c).

Source: Natural Environment Study, April 2010; NES Technical Report Addendum Memorandum, August 2010

Note: The following USGS 7.5-minute quadrangles were queried, and they include the PIA and an 8-km (5-mi) buffer adjacent to the PIA: Bachelor Mountain, Beaumont, El Casco, Hemet, Lakeview,
Murrieta, Perris, Romoland, San Jacinto, and Winchester.

Status Codes:

California Department of Fish and Game

CSC - California Species of Concern

FP — Fully protected
N/A — not applicable
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Table 3.3-7 Potential Special-Status Wildlife in the Project Study Area

Species

MSHCP Status Habitat Observed

Scientific Name/ CDFG Status and Special Present/ in Study
Common Name Codes® Conditions” Habitat Requirements Comments Absent Area

Other Designations:
°Western Riverside Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) Definitions (RCIP 2003).
Special Conditions of MSHCP Covered Species:

CA — Surveys may be required for these species within locations shown on survey maps as described in Section 6.3.2 of the MSHCP. This includes the list of additional survey needs and procedures
species and the Criteria Area Species (see MSHCP pages 6-63 to 6-65) and the MSHCP Errata Letter, dated August 9, 2004.

CO - These Covered Species will be considered to be Covered Species Adequately Conserved when conservation requirements identified in species-specific conservation objectives have been met.
Species-specific conservation objectives for these species are presented in Section 9.0 of the MSHCP. Refer to Table 9-3 of the MSHCP for specific conservation objectives that must be met for these
species prior to including them on the list of Covered Species Adequately Conserved.

Covered — Species addressed in the MSHCP and included in the 10(a)(1)(B) permit. Also includes species that will be considered to be Covered Species Adequately Conserved when conservation
requirements identified in species-specific conservation objectives have been met.

NE — Surveys may be required for these species within Narrow Endemic Plant Species survey areas as described in Section 6.1.3 of the MSHCP and the MSHCP Errata Letter, dated August 9, 2004.

PS — Planning Species — Subsets of Covered Species that are identified to provide guidance for Reserve Assembly in Cores and Linkages and/or Area Plans per Volume |, Section 3, of the MSHCP
(RCIP 2003) and the MSHCP Errata Letter, dated August 9, 2004.

RRVP — These species should be protected as they are associated with riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools as described in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP and the MSHCP Errata Letter, dated
August 9, 2004.
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Aguanga Kangaroo Rat and Los Angeles Pocket Mouse

Aguanga Kangaroo Rat

Although it is not expected in the Project study area or vicinity, surveys were conducted for Aguanga kangaroo rat
(Dipodomys merriami collinus), also known as the Earthquake Merriam’s kangaroo rat, concurrently with surveys
for the San Bernardino kangaroo rat (Dipodomys merriami parvus) and Los Angeles pocket mouse (Perognathus
longimembris longimembris), according to the survey protocols. Surveys were conducted in areas with suitable
habitat, shown in Figure 3.3-41. Because the Aguanga kangaroo rat was not detected and is not expected in the

study area, this species is not discussed further.

Los Angeles Pocket Mouse

The Los Angeles pocket mouse is a California Species of Special Concern (CSC) and an MSHCP Covered
Species, for which focused surveys are required.

The small mammal surveys followed the requirements of the MSHCP survey protocols for Los Angeles pocket
mouse and San Bernardino kangaroo rat, as well as the survey protocols developed by CDFG and USFWS. The
surveys also satisfied CEQA and NEPA requirements. The following section discusses the methodology for the
focused surveys for small mammals conducted for the Project. The San Bernardino Kangaroo Rat is discussed
further in Section 3.3.5 (page 3-634).

Habitat Assessment

Prior to field surveys, CNDDB, USFWS, museum, and professional and personal records were reviewed for
previous documentation of Los Angeles pocket mouse and San Bernardino kangaroo rat captures in the Project
area.

Habitat assessments for Los Angeles pocket mouse and San Bernardino kangaroo rat involved systematic surveys
on foot. Suitable habitat includes Riversidian sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, Riversidian alluvial fan sage scrub,
desert scrub, chaparral, grassland, and/or playas that support sandy or otherwise granular soils. These species are
usually (but not always) found in or adjacent to sandy washes or areas of windblown sand. Surveys consisted of
examining suitable habitat areas for burrows, scat, and tracks.

Because of the rarity of these two species and the potential for indirect and habitat fragmentation impacts because
of the Project, surveys for Los Angeles pocket mouse and San Bernardino kangaroo rat were conducted well
beyond the Project study area, up to 1.6 km (1 mi) from the PIA. In addition, intensive evaluation and habitat
assessment surveys were conducted in areas identified by the MSHCP as having high potential for Los Angeles
pocket mouse and San Bernardino kangaroo rat. Once suitable habitat was identified, live-trapping took place to
confirm the presence or absence of Los Angeles pocket mouse and San Bernardino kangaroo rat.

Live-Trapping
Live-trapping was conducted when the target species was most likely to be active aboveground. For Los Angeles
pocket mouse, this is generally between April 15 and October 15. There is no defined trapping period for San
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Bernardino kangaroo rat. Traps were placed in areas that best typified suitable habitat. Live-trapping was
conducted by qualified biologists (authorized under existing permits) for five consecutive nights or until target
species were captured. Traps were set at dusk and checked twice each night, once about midnight and again at
sunrise. Traps were closed during the day. To ensure the well-being of captured animals, trapping was conducted
in mild weather conditions (relatively dry and calm, with a minimum nighttime temperature of 50 degrees
Fahrenheit [°F]). Target species were held only long enough to identify their species, sex, age-class, reproductive
conditions, and weight. All captured animals (target and nontarget) were released unharmed at the trap site.

Traps were set between August 22, 2005, and September 30, 2005, and between April 6, 2006, and June 24, 2006,
in areas that exhibited varying potential for Los Angeles pocket mouse (see the Final Sensitive Wildlife Focused
Survey Report for mapped locations of all trap lines). Although traps were set throughout the proposed Project in
potentially suitable habitats, most of the trap lines were in the northern portion, near the MSHCP focused survey

area for Los Angeles pocket mouse.

Burrowing Owl

Burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) is a CSC and an MSHCP Covered Species, for which focused surveys are
required. The Project study area contains suitable habitat for burrowing owl and is in MSHCP-designated survey
areas (shown in Figure 3.3-42). A habitat assessment and focused surveys were conducted during 2005 and 2006.

A baseline habitat assessment was conducted throughout the study area on January 24, 2005. Habitat suitability
was determined by driving and walking throughout the study area. Initial habitat suitability determinations were
continually refined throughout the course of the 2005 and 2006 focused surveys as the study area was walked,
surveyed, and closely inspected for burrowing owl indicators. The three categories of habitat suitability included
excellent, suitable, and excluded. They are described below.

Excellent Burrowing Owl Habitat

Excellent habitat included a wide range of habitat types, land uses, and disturbance levels, both natural and man
made. Types of excellent habitat included equestrian areas, pastures, grasslands, alkali playas, canal and railroad
berms, dairies, poultry farms, and rock outcrops. Common factors in excellent habitat included abundant ground
squirrel burrows in open areas with short vegetation and suitable perch sites. An abundant food source was

assumed present.

Suitable Burrowing Owl Habitat

Because of the rural character of the region, most of the study area can be considered suitable habitat for
burrowing owls. Suitable habitat included a wide range of habitat types, land uses, and disturbance levels, both
natural and man made. Types of suitable habitat included agricultural fields, equestrian areas, pastures, grasslands,
dairies, poultry farms, and rural residential areas. Suitable habitat still included suitable perch sites, but had few or
no ground squirrel burrows, taller vegetation with more dense cover, and more human disturbance. Areas with
irrigated row crops were considered suitable habitat, but only the perimeter roads, berms, canals, or debris piles

were surveyed.
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Excluded Burrowing Owl Habitat

Excluded habitat included developed areas with 100-percent asphalt or concrete and landscaped vegetation. Types
of excluded areas included residences, mobile home parks, shopping plazas, industrial areas, and areas being
actively graded for future development. Steep hillsides were also excluded because burrowing owls require
relatively flat areas.

Focused Surveys

Focused surveys were conducted according to guidelines set forth by the California Burrowing Owl Consortium,
CDFG-approved Project-specific survey methodology, the MSHCP, and the County of Riverside (CBOC 1993,
CDFG 1995, RCIP 2003, County 2006). The large scale of the Project required a revised survey methodology,
which was approved by CDFG in July 2005 (see Final Burrowing Owl Survey Report, Appendix B).

Qualified biologists experienced with burrowing owl habitat and identification conducted focused nesting surveys
during the peak of breeding season, between April 15 and July 15. Three more surveys were conducted after July
15, but were still within the nesting cycle (February 1 to August 31). These three surveys were primarily to

determine the number of young at several late nesting territories, so they had to take place after July 15, when the

young were aboveground.

As stated earlier, burrowing owl surveys were conducted in 2005 and 2006. During the 2005 surveys, suitable
habitat and excluded areas were surveyed once, and excellent habitat was surveyed twice. Night surveys were not
conducted in 2005. The study area was expanded in 2006, in keeping with the change in methodology that had
been approved by CDFG. Therefore, during the 2006 surveys of the new areas, suitable habitat and excluded areas
were surveyed once, and excellent quality habitat was surveyed twice. Any excellent habitat that was surveyed
twice in 2005 was surveyed once in 2006. All active territories (at least one adult sighted) discovered in 2005
were revisited in 2006 to determine whether they were still active and to document alternate nest sites. One night
survey took place in 2006 to locate foraging areas. Details about dates and personnel for the 2005 and 2006
focused surveys are in the Final Burrowing Owl Survey Report.

Burrowing owl presence was determined at all active territories by direct observation of at least one adult. A
territory can be a single owl, a pair, or a family group. Nest burrows were observed in all cases. After detecting a
territory, the biologists visited the area throughout the course of the breeding season until the breeding status and
nest success were determined. Surveys were conducted during suitable weather conditions and, therefore, were
not conducted within 5 days of measurable precipitation, during high winds (more than 32 km per hour [20 mi per
hour]), or dense fog. Because burrowing owls tend to stay underground during the heat of the day, surveys were
suspended when temperatures exceeded 90°F, then resumed when temperatures were conducive to detecting
juvenile and adult owls outside their burrows. Specific information about survey times and weather conditions is
in the Final Burrowing Owl Survey Report. Survey equipment included binoculars, spotting scopes, digital
cameras, and Trimble GeoXT GPS units.

During all surveys, biologists recorded the habitat type and land use for each parcel on standardized data sheets.
The presence of ground squirrel burrows, perimeter roads or berms, and posts were also documented. Biologists
counted and mapped all burrowing owl observations, occupied nest burrows, and burrows with owl sign.
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Burrowing owls were color banded to determine dispersal and movement. The breeding activity and status of
burrowing owls were determined by the number of young and stage of development. No attempt was made to
quantify territory size or foraging range.

Pedestrian Surveys

Traditional pedestrian surveys were conducted throughout excellent and suitable habitat. As recommended by the
CBOC (1993), CDFG (1995), and County of Riverside Environmental Programs Department (2006), transects
were spaced at approximately 30-m (98.43-ft) intervals, depending on terrain and vegetative cover. This enabled

100-percent visual coverage of the study area.

Perimeter Surveys

Perimeter surveys were conducted in portions of the study area that contained densely planted row crops, which
were not considered suitable burrowing owl habitat and were essentially devoid of owls. However, many of these
areas contain perimeter roads, berms, and canals that constitute excellent and/or suitable habitat. In these cases,
the planted fields were not surveyed, but all perimeter roads, berms, and canals were surveyed at 100-percent
visual coverage. In some cases, after areas with row crops were disked and harvested, perimeter surveys were

followed by standard pedestrian surveys because disked fields provide excellent foraging habitat.

Nesting Raptors

Except for burrowing owls, there are no MSHCP survey areas or additional survey requirements for nesting
raptors. However, general nesting raptor surveys were conducted in the Project study area to comply with the
Birds of Prey Protection Provision (CDFG Code Section 3503.5), the California Fully Protected Wildlife Species
Provisions (CDFG Code Sections 3511, 4700, 5050, and 5515), the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act
(BGEPA), and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) in 2005 and 2006.

Surveys for nesting raptors took place in the Project study area in 2005 and 2006. In addition to nonlisted raptor
species, general raptor surveys also focused on white-tailed kites (Elanus leucurus) because they are considered
Fully Protected CSCs and, like all other raptor species, are protected by the California Birds of Prey Protection
Provision and the MBTA. Additionally, the MSHCP 10(a)(1)(B) permit only covers habitat loss for this species.
The permit does not authorize actual take or disturbance of the species, eggs, or active nests. Compliance with
these regulations would require that there be no impacts to active nests during the nesting season. Therefore,
nesting raptor surveys were conducted to locate nests and assess potential impacts based on proximity to Project
activity. Assessments included potential impacts to the nests, eggs, or young because active nest sites could be
used by the same pair of raptors each year. Golden eagles and white-tailed kites are Fully Protected CSCs. A
separate helicopter survey was necessary for golden eagles because they require such large areas of land (see
page 3-575 for a description of the golden eagle study area). White-tailed kite nest searches were concurrent with
the general nesting raptor surveys because, unlike golden eagles, their nesting characteristics are similar to other
raptors. The golden eagle survey is discussed in a separate subsection (page 3-593).

Although most of the nesting raptor surveys were conducted during the breeding seasons (March through August),
some nests were identified during the winter months. Nests were located by walking and driving throughout the
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study area. Where feasible, active nests were revisited to determine nest success. Survey equipment included
binoculars, spotting scopes, digital cameras, and Trimble GeoXT GPS units. All raptor nests (natural and
man-made) were mapped on aerial photographs or using a Trimble GeoXT GPS unit.

Bats

No federally listed bat species are in the Project study area, but several bats listed as CSCs could be present.
Consequently, bat surveys were conducted to determine the presence of these CSCs.

Although some bat species were considered during the initial wildlife status review for the MSHCP in March
1999, they were removed from the list of species that were initially considered for conservation because of
insufficient data. The amount of data available about bat species was not adequate for conservation planning
(RCIP 2003). Therefore, no bats are designated as Covered Species in the MSHCP.

Habitat suitability assessments for bats were conducted on March 15 and 16 and October 10, 2007. Bat habitat
was classified by type, location, and qualitative value (roosting and foraging potential). Roosting habitat in the
study area included bridges, buildings, and other man-made structures, as well as trees, cliffs, rocks, and boulder
outcrops. High-quality foraging areas included open space with natural vegetation that created habitat edges (or
ecotones), open water areas with some emergent vegetation, and other riparian habitat.

Bridge Surveys

Bridges in the study area were assessed for suitable bat roosting habitat by searching for evidence of bats (such as
guano and urine staining). Only one existing bridge was surveyed closely, the SR 79/Sanderson Avenue bridge
across the San Jacinto River. This bridge is located outside the study area, but it has expansion joints that are
suitable for several sensitive bat species. The bridge joints were inspected for the presence of urine staining or

guano, and joint spaces were visually checked for bats.

Outflight Surveys

Bat outflights were observed at several palm trees that contained well-developed skirts of dead fronds. These palm
trees were targeted in the survey because of the preference that western yellow bats, a CSC species, have for these
trees as roost sites.

Palm tree outflights were observed with night-vision scopes as the bats exited the palms. The outflights were
recorded acoustically for identification. Selected palms were watched for about 90 minutes, beginning about
30 minutes after sunset.

Acoustic Surveys

Acoustic surveys for the Project were conducted using Anabat Il and Pettersen D240x bat detectors in areas with
suitable habitat. The bat detectors were placed in the field at these locations and retrieved later the same evening

for analysis. Acoustic recordings were later analyzed with Analook and Sonobat bat-call analysis software.
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Golden Eagle

Focused golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) nest surveys were conducted because golden eagles are considered Fully
Protected CSCs, are included in the California Birds of Prey Protection Provision, and are covered by the BGEPA
and the MBTA. The MSHCP 10(a)(1)(B) permit only covers habitat loss for this species. The permit does not
authorize actual take or disturbance of the species, eggs, or active nests. Also, because the anticipated construction
schedule would require year-round access to the Project site, suspending work during the nesting season would not
be feasible. Therefore, locating nests was necessary to determine what impacts, if any, the Project might have on
this species. Because the golden eagle has such a large range, this required an expanded study area and a different
survey method than those used for other raptors. The golden eagle study area is described on page 3-575.

The golden eagle nest survey was conducted on August 9, 2006, via helicopter (MD 500, Western Helicopters).
Canyons, cliff faces, and areas with large boulders and rugged topography were overflown to survey for nest sites.
Equipment included binoculars, digital camera, Trimble GeoXT GPS unit, and detailed topographic and aerial
maps. A more detailed discussion of the golden eagle nest surveys is in the Final Sensitive Wildlife Survey
Report.

Animal Species in the Study Area

Los Angeles Pocket Mouse

The Los Angeles pocket mouse was observed during focused surveys in the northern portion of the study area.
Five individuals were captured there in 2005 and 2006. Los Angeles pocket mice were also observed along the
berms/levees of the San Jacinto River and in the Massacre Canyon wash (west of the existing SR 79 alignment,
south of Gilman Springs Road, and north of the San Jacinto wash). About 2.7 ha (6.7 ac) of occupied habitat is
present in the study area. In the study area, Los Angeles pocket mice were observed south of the San Jacinto wash
and east of the existing SR 79 alignment (Figure 3.3-44).

Although the alluvial fan scrub habitat for Los Angeles pocket mouse in the San Jacinto River area is high in
quantity and quality in relation to the known species range, repeated disturbances to this Los Angeles pocket
mouse habitat in recent years have severely threatened this population. Relatively recent disturbances in the San
Jacinto River area have been caused by sand mining, clearing vegetation, flood-control activities, offroad vehicle
use, and agricultural activities and have likely resulted in the loss and degradation of previously occupied habitat
in the study area.

Amphibians
Sensitive amphibians were not detected in the study area. However, western spadefoot toads (larvae, metamorphs,

and adults) were detected outside the study area, about 283 m (928 ft) from the PIA. Because no sensitive

amphibian species were detected inside the study area, they will not be discussed further.

Burrowing Owl

As described in Study Methods (page 3-589), existing burrowing owl habitat in the study area was classified into
three categories—excellent, suitable, and excluded. Ten pairs and a single male were observed in the excellent
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and suitable habitat areas. Habitat suitability and survey results are summarized in Table 3.3-8. Habitat suitability
is shown in Figure 3.3-47, and burrowing owl territories are shown in Figure 3.3-48. An active territory consisted
of at least one adult burrowing owl and a nest burrow. The territories in Figure 3.3-48 are centered on the nest
burrow. Some territories that were active during both survey years used the same nest burrow, so the same
location is shown in the figure for 2005 and 2006 (locations appear to be on top of one another). Some territories
that were active during both survey years used alternate nest burrows, so the figure shows different locations for
2005 and 2006 (two different locations for the same territory).

Table 3.3-8 2005 and 2006 Burrowing Owl
Survey Results in the Study Area

Alternate
Activity Activity Nest Site Habitat
Territory Number | Status 2005 | Status 2006 2006 Suitability Habitat Type
RIV-BUO-004 Active Active No Excellent Annual Grassland
RIV-BUO-005 Active Active Yes Excellent Annual Grassland (was Annual Grassland/Riversidian Sage
Scrub in 2005)
RIV-BUO-006 Active Active Yes Excellent Annual Grassland
RIV-BUO-023 Active Active Yes Excellent Agriculture — Barley Field
RIV-BUO-024 Active Inactive No Suitable Ruderal
RIV-BUO-031 Active Active No Excellent Annual Grassland
RIV-BUO-041 N/A® Yes N/A Excellent Man-Made — Water Canal
RIV-BUO-042 N/A? Yes N/A Excellent Man-Made — Developed
RIV-BUO-052 N/A? Yes N/A Excellent Annual Grassland
RIV-BUO-053 N/A? Yes N/A Excellent Ruderal
RIV-BUO-056 N/A® Yes N/A Excellent Agriculture — Barley Field

Source: Natural Environment Study, April 2010; NES Technical Report Addendum Memorandum, August 2010
Note: RIV = Riverside County

BUO = Burrowing Owl

001 = Territory Number

®Territory not determined until 2006

Of the six active territories detected during 2005, four were successful and fledged at least 10 young. Of the
10 active territories detected in 2006, 9 were successful and fledged at least 30 young. A nest was considered
successful if at least one young was observed. A failed nest was defined as an area where adult owls were
observed or where there was evidence of a breeding attempt, but for unknown reasons the pair did not fledge
young. Nest success summaries for territories detected in the study area during 2005 and 2006 are presented in
Table 3.3-9.

Table 3.3-9 2005 and 2006 Burrowing Owl Nest Success

2005 2006
Minimum Minimum
Activity Number of Activity Number of
Territory Number Status Nest Success Young Status Nest Success Young
RIV-BUO-004 Active Unknown N/A Active Successful 1
RIV-BUO-005 Active Unknown N/A Active Successful 3
RIV-BUO-006 Active Successful 2 Active Successful 5
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Table 3.3-9 2005 and 2006 Burrowing Owl Nest Success

2005 2006
Minimum Minimum
Activity Number of Activity Number of
Territory Number Status Nest Success Young Status Nest Success Young
RIV-BUO-023 Active Successful 3 Active Successful 1
RIV-BUO-024 Active Successful 4 Inactive N/A N/A
RIV-BUO-031 Active Successful 1 Active Successful 5
RIV-BUO-041 ND? N/A N/A Yes Successful 5
RIV-BUO-042 ND? N/A N/A Yes Successful 4
RIV-BUO-052 ND? N/A N/A Yes Successful 5
RIV-BUO-053 ND? N/A N/A Yes Failed 0
RIV-BUO-056 ND? N/A N/A Yes Successful 1
Total 10 young 30 young

Source: Natural Environment Study, April 2010; NES Technical Report Addendum Memorandum, August 2010

Note: Territories were numbered consecutively as they were discovered.
001 = territory number
Territory was not detected until 2006.

BUO = burrowing owl

RIV = Riverside

Nine of the 10 pairs and the single male were in excellent quality habitat, with either grassland or agricultural

components, or were in man-made habitat (e.g., water canal and water treatment facility). Only one pair was

found in suitable habitat, a ruderal field.

Golden Eagle

Habitat Assessment

Nesting habitat for the golden eagle in the study area is considered marginal due to rural development and a

general lack of steep topography, large boulders, and cliff faces. The foraging habitat could also be considered

marginal because it has been altered by rural development, but the rolling hills and open space could provide some

foraging opportunities.

Focused Surveys

No golden eagles or active nests were observed in the study area during the focused surveys. However, golden

eagle perches were found in Tres Cerritos Hills and the central portions of the study area.

Although no golden eagles were observed during the focused surveys, they were seen foraging and using perch

sites in the hills surrounding Stowe Road during other biological survey work. Most of the golden eagles were

overwintering individuals. The locations of all golden eagle sightings are shown in Figure 3.3-40.

Four golden eagle nests were found outside the study area during focused surveys. All four nests are located well

beyond the study area, so impacts from the Project are not expected. Therefore, golden eagles are not discussed

further.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

FEBRUARY 2013

3-595

STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT




Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Nesting and Foraging Raptors

As described in Study Methods (page 3-591), general raptor surveys were performed in 2005 and 2006. Six raptor

species were observed in the study area. Of the six raptor species, four were nesting and two were either foraging

or overwintering. The observation locations are shown in Figure 3.3-49. A summary of the raptors found in the

study area is presented in Table 3.3-10.

Table 3.3-10 Raptors Observed during Surveys in the Study Area

Species Name

MSHCP Status

Federal
Status

State Status

Comments

Cooper’s hawk Covered Species - CSC Individual and nesting locations in the
(Accipiter cooperii) Nesting study area were documented.
Ferruginous hawk Covered Species - CSC Only wintering observations were
(Buteo regalis) Wintering documented.
Northern harrier Covered Species - CsC Although the nest site was not
(Circus cyaneus) Nesting confirmed, breeding behavior was
observed, and northern harriers were
assumed to be nesting adjacent to the
study area. Additionally, foraging
observations were documented.
White-tailed kite Covered Species - CSsC Individual and nesting locations in the
(Elanus leucurus) Nesting study area were documented.

Fully Protected

Barn owl Noncovered - - Four barn owl nests were observed in a

(Tyto alba) Species man-made nest (boxes and hay bales)
in the study area.

Red-tailed hawk Noncovered - — A total of 11 pairs nested in eucalyptus,

(Buteo jamaicensis) Species willow, pine, and tamarisk.

Source: Natural Environment Study, April 2010; NES Technical Report Addendum Memorandum, August 2010
Note: CSC = California Species of Concern

Five additional raptor species were observed outside the study area, American kestrel (Falco sparverius), prairie
falcon (Falco mexicanus), osprey (Pandion haliaetus), red-shouldered hawk (Buteo lineatus), and Swainson’s
hawk (Buteo swainsoni). Although these raptor species were observed outside the study area, the study area
contains potential foraging habitat that these species could use. Therefore, raptor foraging habitat was calculated,

and potential impacts to foraging habitat were evaluated.

Of these additional species, American kestrel, northern harrier, and red-shouldered hawk nested outside the study
area, but are located in the immediate vicinity and would be expected to forage in the study area. A few prairie
falcons were observed during the spring, but these individuals did not nest because of the lack of suitable cliff and
open, arid habitat within or immediately adjacent to the study area. A few ospreys were observed flying over, but
these individuals did not nest in the study area because of the lack of suitable aquatic and open water habitat. A
male Swainson’s hawk was observed soaring and displaying on two different days. However, this male did not
nest in the study area. Hemet is south of the current distribution for nesting Swainson’s hawks, so this species
would not be expected to nest in the study area. Swainson’s hawks have not nested in Riverside County since
before 1950 (BLM 1980, Bloom 2007).
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Raptor foraging habitat in the study area is summarized in Table 3.3-7 (page 3-577) and was calculated based on
the following types of plant communities: Agricultural (which includes Dryland Farming, Irrigated Crops, Pasture,
and Developed), Annual Grassland/Riversidian sage scrub, Alkali Grassland, Annual Grassland, Alkali Playa,
Ruderal alkali flats, and Ruderal.

The diversity of raptor species observed in the study area can be attributed to the wide variety of high-quality
nesting, foraging, and wintering habitat. Most of the raptor species that would be expected to breed onsite were
observed nesting within or immediately adjacent to the study area. The combination of tall, mature tree groves and
windrows and man-made structures such as hay bales and nest boxes located in a sparsely populated area provides
excellent nesting habitat. The quality of nesting habitat is enhanced by abundant grasslands, intermittent scrub
habitat, and open pastures for foraging. Wintering habitat includes large contiguous tracts of agricultural fields
and pastures. The sparsely populated area and rural nature of the region is conducive to raptors that live almost
exclusively in natural areas, as well as those that frequent the urban-rural interface. Raptors are often at the top of
many food chains, so they are good indicators of overall ecosystem health. The numbers and varieties of raptors
observed during the surveys show the biological richness of the study area.

Bats

Rock and Boulder Outcrop Roosting Bats

Many species of bats use crevices in boulders, cracks in cliff faces, spaces between rocks and natural holes, mud
cracks and solution caves, and mines and rock caves as roosting habitat (USFWS 1999). Most of the rock outcrops
in the study area are granitic and metamorphic boulder clusters and exposed bedrock in the hills north and west of
Diamond Valley Lake, on the eastern slopes of the Lakeview Mountains northwest of Hemet and San Jacinto, and
in the hills between Winchester and Hemet. Some of the boulders in these formations contain numerous fractures
that provide suitable roost sites for bats.

Based on known species distribution and habitat preferences (roosting in rocks, boulders, and rocky cliff faces),
bat species with CSC status that are present or have the potential to be present in the study area include fringed
myotis (Myotis thysanodes), long-legged myotis (M. volans), spotted bat (Euderma maculatum), Townsend’s big-
eared bat (Corynor hinus townsendii), pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus), pocketed free-tailed bat (Nyctinomops
femorosaccus), big free-tailed bat (N. macrotis), and western mastiff bat (Eumops perotis californicus) (WBWG
20006).

Tree Roosting Bats

Various CSC-status bat species roost in trees, and some types of trees are favored over others. External foliage
roosters, which are bats that roost among the leaves of trees, include western yellow bats (Lasiurus xanthinus) and
western red bats (L. blossevillii). Western yellow bats prefer to roost in the dead palm-frond “skirts” that occur in
unmanicured Washington fan palms and other broad-leafed palms. Western red bats prefer to roost among
deciduous tree leaves, such as those of the Fremont cottonwood, western sycamore, and others. Some CSC-status
bat species roost in trees that have internal cavities. These include the fringed myotis, long-legged myotis,
Townsend’s big-eared bat, and pallid bat (WBWG 2006).
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Building Roosting Bats

Bats that roost in buildings include both roost-site generalists and specialists (e.g., cliff-roosting bats). Bats can
roost in buildings that contain enclosed but not sealed attic spaces and/or crawl spaces, shutters, roof tiles, or other
structures that can protect them during the day. They have been known to use these structures year round as
maternity roosts. CSC bat species that use suitable buildings for roosting and that could be present in the study
area include fringed myotis, long-legged myotis, Townsend’s big-eared bat, pallid bat, pocketed free-tailed bat, big
free-tailed bat, and western mastiff bats (WBWG 20006).

Bridge Roosting Bats

Depending on their design, concrete bridges can simulate rock- and boulder-like roosting crevices in their
expansion joints and small cave-like internal spaces in their superstructures. None of the bridges in the study area
showed substantial evidence of bats, but the SR 79/Sanderson Avenue bridge across the San Jacinto River did.

The bridge, which is about 61 m (200 ft) north of the study area and contains expansion joints that are suitable for
bats, and was occupied by nonstatus Mexican free-tailed bats (Tadarida brasiliensis) during bat surveys. CSC
status bat species that could also use this bridge for roosting include fringed myotis, Townsend’s big-eared bat, and
pallid bats (WBWG 2006). However, because this bridge is outside the study area, it will not be discussed further.

The bat species that could be found in the study area are summarized in Table 3.3-11. Potential bat roost habitat in

the study area is summarized in Table 3.3-12 (page 3-599).

Table 3.3-11 Potential Bat Species in the Study Area

Legal WBWG Roost
Family/Scientific Name Common Name Status Priority Presence Preference
Vespertilionidae Mouse-eared bats
Myotis californicus California myotis None Low P Multiple
Myotis ciliolabrum small-footed myotis FSC, BLM, MSHCP Med P Cliffs, rocks,
bridges
Myotis yumanensis Yuma myotis FSC, BLM Low LP Multiple
Myotis evotis long-eared myotis FSC, BLM, MSHCP Med R Multiple
Myotis thysanodes fringed myotis CSC*, FSC, BLM, High R Multiple
MSHCP
Myotis volans long-legged myotis CSC*, FSC, BLM, High R Multiple
MSHCP
Pipistrellus hesperus western pipistrelle None Low P Rocks, mines
Eptesicus fuscus big brown bat None Low P Multiple
Lasionycteris noctivagans silver-haired bat None Med R Trees
Lasiurus blossevillii western red bat CSC*, FSS High P Trees
Lasiurus cinereus hoary bat None Med LP Trees
Lasiurus xanthinus western yellow bat CSC*, MSHCP High P Palm trees
Euderma maculatum spotted bat CSC, FSC, BLM, High R Cliffs
MSHCP
Corynorhinus townsendii Townsend’s big-eared bat CSC, FSC, FSS, High LP Multiple
BLM, MSHCP
Antrozous pallidus pallid bat CSC, FSS, BLM, High LP Multiple
MSHCP
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Table 3.3-11 Potential Bat Species in the Study Area

Legal WBWG Roost
Family/Scientific Name Common Name Status Priority Presence Preference

Molossidae Free-tailed bats
Tadarida brasiliensis Mexican free-tailed bat None Low P Multiple
Nyctinomops pocketed free-tailed bat CSC, MSHCP Med LP Rock cliffs,
femorosaccus buildings
Nyctinomops macrotis big free-tailed bat CSC, MSHCP Med R Rock cliffs,

buildings
Eumops perotis western mastiff bat CSC, FSC, BLM, High P Rock cliffs,
californicus MSHCP buildings
Source: WBWG 1998 and MSR 2006
Note:

Legal Status:

CA Species of Special Concern (CSC)

Proposed CA Species of Special Concern (CSC*)

Federal Endangered (FE)

Federal Species of Concern (FSC)

Forest Service Sensitive (FSS)

Western Bat Working Group
Prioritizes funding, planning, and
conservation actions:

Low Priority (Low)

Medium Priority (Med)

High Priority (High)

Bureau of Land Management Sensitive (BLM)

Present (P)

Riverside County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) — All of the bat species noted in this category were initially considered, but
not included as Covered Species to the MSHCP due to insufficient population data.

Presence/Reference

Currently Roosting and/or Foraging in Study Area (P), Likely to be Present in Study Area (Both roosting and/or foraging) (LP), Rare/Only Low
Possibly of Presence in Study Area (R)

Table 3.3-12 Bat Roost Habitat and Potential Bat Roost
Bridges in the Study Area by Roadway Segment and Unique Design Feature

Rock Outcrops and
Roadway Segment Boulders Trees Buildings Proposed Bridges

A X X X Salt Creek

B X X X

C X X Salt Creek, Hemet Channel, and San Jacinto
Branch Line

D X X X Salt Creek, Hemet Channel, and San Jacinto
Branch Line

E X X San Jacinto Branch Line

F X X X Hemet Channel and San Jacinto Branch Line

G X X X

H X X X

| X X X San Diego Canal

J X X X San Diego Canal

K X X X San Diego Canal

L X X Casa Loma Canal

M X X Casa Loma Canal

N X X Unnamed Drainage Area
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Table 3.3-12 Bat Roost Habitat and Potential Bat Roost
Bridges in the Study Area by Roadway Segment and Unique Design Feature

Rock Outcrops and
Roadway Segment Boulders Trees Buildings Proposed Bridges

Unique Design Feature

Utility Relocation Area 1 X

Utility Relocation Area 2 X X

Connection 1 to Hemet
Channel Outside the
ROW

Connection 2 to Hemet
Channel Outside the
ROW

Connection 3 to Hemet X
Channel Outside the
ROW

Source: Natural Environment Study, April 2010; NES Technical Report Addendum Memorandum, August 2010

Note: Although all of the roadway segments would include bridges over existing streets, they would also include bridges that would cross a
seldom-used railway, a canal, or a wash that could offer the highest quality undisturbed roosting habitat for bridge-roosting bats. Existing
roadway bridges are not listed as suitable habitat.

MSHCP Covered Animal Species that Did Not Require Surveys

Additional sensitive wildlife species observed within the study area during 2005 and 2006 are listed in

Table 3.3-13 (page 3-601). These are all MSHCP Covered Species Considered to be Adequately Conserved, so
they do not require additional surveys or analyses. Because the MSHCP has already been certified through the
CEQA review process in Volume 4 of the MSHCP, Final EIR/EIS, impacts to these Covered Species have been
adequately addressed and mitigated. Specifically, Section 4.1.4, Impacts, Non-Listed Covered Species, of the
Final EIR/EIS for the MSHCP discusses impacts to sensitive wildlife species covered in the MSHCP.

Section 4.1.5 of the Final EIR/EIS for the MSHCP discusses mitigation measures, and Section 4.1.6 discusses
level of significance after mitigation. The management and monitoring programs in the MSHCP would be
implemented to mitigate to the extent feasible any significant effects that remain after applying the minimization
measures incorporated in the MSHCP (RCIP 2003). The Final EIR/EIS for the MSHCP can be found online at
http: //www.r ctlma.or g/mshcp/volumed/index.html. Therefore, these species are not discussed further. Avoidance
and minimization measures for sensitive wildlife are discussed in detail in Section 3.3.4.4 (page 3-630).

Planning Species for the Harvest Valley/Winchester Area Plan (HVWAP), San Jacinto Valley Area Plan (SJVAP),
proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Blocks 6 and 7 and Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek), that were
observed in the study area include burrowing owl, Los Angeles pocket mouse, loggerhead shrike (Lanius
ludovicianus), Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow (Aimophila ruficeps canescens), and white-faced ibis
(Plegadis chihi).

Although burrowing owl and Los Angeles pocket mouse required focused surveys, the other three wildlife species
are considered Covered Species that do not require additional surveys. Individual and nesting loggerhead shrikes
were distributed throughout the study area. Although Southern California rufous-crowned sparrows are known to
nest in the region, only individuals were observed in the southern portion of the study area. No nests were found.
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White-faced ibis were observed scattered throughout the study area in flooded fields and other areas with standing

water.
Table 3.3-13 Additional Sensitive Wildlife Observations in the Study Area
Federal
Species Name MSHCP Status Status State Status Comments

Reptiles

Belding’'s orange-throated whiptail Covered Species - CSsC Individual observations in the study area

(Aspidoscelis hyperythra beldingi) were documented.

Coastal western whiptail Covered Species - - Individual observations in the study area

(Aspidoscelis tigris stejnegeri) were documented.

San Diego horned lizard Covered Species - CSC An individual observation in the study

(Phrynosoma coronatum blainvillii) area was documented.

Birds

Bell's sage sparrow Covered Species - CSsC Although this species is known to breed

(Amphispiza belli belli) in the vicinity of the study area, this
species was not observed nesting; only
individual observations were
documented.

Black-crowned night heron Covered Species - - No rookery sites were observed in the

(Nycticorax nycticorax) study area; only individual observations
were documented.

California horned lark Covered Species - CsC Although this species is known to breed

(Eremophila alpestris actia) in the vicinity of the study area, it was
not observed nesting; only individual
observations were documented.

Cooper’s hawk Covered Species - CSC Individual and nesting locations in the

(Accipiter cooperii) Nesting study area were documented.

Ferruginous hawk Covered Species - CSC Only wintering observations were

(Buteo regalis) Wintering documented.

Golden eagle Covered Species - CSsC This species was not observed nesting

(Aquila chrysaetos) Fully in the study area; only individual

Protected observations (foraging and wintering

occurrences) were documented.

Great blue heron Covered Species - - No rookery sites were observed in the

(Ardea herodias) study area; only individual observations
were documented.

Loggerhead shrike Covered Species - CSsC Although this species was regularly

(Lanius ludovicianus) Nesting observed throughout the study area,
there were only a few locations where
nesting was documented.

Northern harrier Covered Species - CSsC Although the nest site was not

(Circus cyaneus) Nesting confirmed, breeding behavior was
observed and northern harriers were
assumed to be nesting adjacent to the
study area. Additionally, foraging
observations were documented.

Southern California rufous-crowned Covered Species - CSC Although this species is known to breed

sparrow in the vicinity of the study area, it was

(Aimophila ruficeps canescens) not observed nesting; only individual
observations were documented.

White-faced ibis Covered Species - CsC This species was observed primarily in

(Plegadis chihi) Rookery Site | the northern portion of the study area
near agricultural areas with standing
water. A rookery site was documented
in the EMWD treatment wetlands.
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Table 3.3-13 Additional Sensitive Wildlife Observations in the Study Area

Federal
Species Name MSHCP Status Status State Status Comments
White-tailed kite Covered Species - CSC Individual and nesting locations in the
(Elanus leucurus) Nesting study area were documented.
Fully
Protected
Mammals
San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit Covered Species - CSC This species was regularly observed
(Lepus californicus bennettii) throughout the study area. Successful
reproduction was assumed to have
occurred based on observations of
juveniles.

Source: Natural Environment Study, April 2010; NES Technical Report Addendum Memorandum, August 2010
“California Species of Special Concern

Animal Species in the Build Alternatives and Design Options

All Build Alternatives and Design Options

Because of the nature of the sensitive wildlife surveys, affected environment determinations can be the same for
otherwise dissimilar Build alternatives and design options. These instances are discussed first for all of the Build

alternatives and design options, then individually when the determinations differ.

MSHCP Covered Species and/or Planning Species
Los Angeles Pocket Mouse

The affected environment determination for Los Angeles pocket mouse is the same for all of the Build alternatives
and design options. All of the study areas contain Criteria Area Cell 2364. Conservation in this Cell will
contribute to the assembly of Proposed Core 3, where Los Angeles pocket mouse is a Planning Species.

The study area contains 2.7 ha (6.7 ac) of occupied Los Angeles pocket mouse habitat. Los Angeles pocket mice
were observed at the northeastern end of the study area, south of the San Jacinto wash and east of the existing

SR 79 alignment. Five individual Los Angeles pocket mice were captured in the study area from 2005 to 2006.

Build Alternative 1a

MSHCP Covered Species and/or Planning Species

Burrowing Owl

The study area for Build Alternative 1a contains Criteria Area Cells 3584, 3683, and 3684. Conservation in these
Cells will contribute to the assembly of Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 7, where burrowing owl is a
Planning Species.

Five pairs of burrowing owls and a single male, RIV-BUO-005, RIV-BUO-006, RIV-BUO-023, RIV-BUO-024,
RIV-BUO-052, and RIV-BUO-053 (single male), were observed in the study area for Build Alternative 1a. The
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study area for Build Alternative 1a contains 325.79 ha (805.04 ac) of excellent quality habitat, 725.01 ha
(1,791.54 ac) of suitable quality habitat, and 224.68 ha (555.19 ac) of excluded habitat.

White-Tailed Kite

Three pairs of white-tailed kites were observed nesting in the study area for Build Alternative 1a. The study area
for Build Alternative 1a contains 988.99 ha (2,443.84 ac) of raptor foraging habitat.

Animal Species Not Covered by the MSHCP

Nesting and Foraging Raptors
Thirteen pairs of nesting raptors not covered by the MSHCP were observed in the study area for Build

Alternative 1a. These include four pairs of barn owls and nine pairs of red-tailed hawks. As stated above, the
study area for Build Alternative 1a contains 988.99 ha (2,443.84 ac) of raptor foraging habitat.

Bats

The study area for Build Alternative 1a contains bat foraging habitat in Salt Creek Channel and other open areas,
including undisturbed coastal sage scrub habitat, non-native annual grasslands, and agricultural fields. It also
contains numerous boulder outcrops with suitable crevices for potential CSC bat species roost sites. Western
mastiff bats were detected acoustically in the southern portion of the study area for this Build alternative during
surveys conducted in 2006 for the Southwestern Riverside County Multi-Species Reserve (MSR 2006). Numerous
mixed trees, and some isolated buildings, that could provide suitable roost habitat are present throughout the study
area. The study area for Build Alternative 1a also includes the open-water tertiary treatment wetlands owned by
EMWD off Sanderson Avenue. These wetlands contain numerous willows and cottonwoods that could provide
additional tree-roosting habitat for CSC bat species.

Build Alternative 1b

MSHCP Covered Species and/or Planning Species

Burrowing Owl
Like Build Alternative 1a, the study area for Build Alternative 1b contains Criteria Area Cells 3584, 3683, and

3684. Conservation in these Cells will contribute to the assembly of Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 7,

where burrowing owl is a Planning Species.

Seven pairs of burrowing owls, RIV-BUO-005, RIV-BUO-006, RIV-BUO-023, RIV-BUO-024, RIV-BUO-041,
RIV-BUO-042, and RIV-BUO-052, were observed in the study area for Build Alternative 1b. The study area for
Build Alternative 1b contains 304.45 ha (752.30 ac) of excellent quality habitat, 700.76 ha (1,731.62 ac) of
suitable quality habitat, and 217.94 ha (538.54 ac) of excluded habitat.

White-Tailed Kite

Two pairs of white-tailed kites were observed nesting in the study area for Build Alternative 1b. The study area
for Build Alternative 1b contains 948.20 ha (2,343.05 ac) of raptor foraging habitat.
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Animal Species Not Covered by the MSHCP
Nesting and Foraging Raptors

Two pairs of barn owls and 10 pairs of red-tailed hawks, which are not covered by the MSHCP, were observed in
the study area for Build Alternative 1b. These species use the same raptor foraging habitat as the white-tailed kite.

Bats

The bat roosting and foraging habitat in the study area for Build Alternative 1b is identical to that in Build
Alternative 1a, except that Build Alternative 1b would not pass by the EMWD tertiary treatment wetlands in the
northern portion of the Project. The study area for this Build alternative does contain several cottonwoods, black
willows, pines, eucalyptus, pepper, tamarisk, and a few palms. Adjacent to Simpson Road, there are a few mature
fan palm trees, one of which contained a red bat observed during outflight surveys. Additional roost sites may be
present in other trees and isolated buildings within this study area, which could provide suitable roost habitat for
tree and building roosting CSC-status bats.

Design Option 1bl

The affected environment for Design Option 1b1 would be the same as Build Alternative 1b for Los Angeles
pocket mouse, burrowing owl, white-tailed kite, and bats. The amount of raptor foraging habitat would increase
slightly, from 948.20 ha (2,343.05 ac) in the base condition to 948.21 ha (2,343.10 ac) in the design option.

Build Alternative 2a

MSHCP Covered Species and/or Planning Species

Burrowing Owl
The study area for Build Alternative 2a contains Criteria Area Cells 3584, 3683, 3684, and 3791. Conservation in

these Cells will contribute to the assembly of Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 7, where burrowing owl is a
planning species.

Seven pairs of burrowing owls and a single male, RIV-BUO-004, RIV-BUO-005, RIV-BUO-023, RIV-BUO-031,
RIV-BUO-041, RIV-BUO-052, RIV-BUO-053 (single male), and RIV-BUO-056, were observed in the study area
for Build Alternative 2a. The study area for this Build alternative contains 333.59 ha (824.32 ac) of excellent
quality habitat, 699.05 ha (1,727.39 ac) of suitable quality habitat, and 232.46 ha (574.42 ac) of excluded habitat.

White-Tailed Kite and Cooper’s Hawk

Five pairs of white-tailed kites and one pair of Cooper’s hawks were observed nesting in the study area for Build
Alternative 2a. These species would be expected to use the raptor foraging habitat that is quantified in the next

section.
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Animal Species Not Covered by the MSHCP

Nesting and Foraging Raptors
Thirteen pairs of nesting raptors not covered by the MSHCP, 4 pairs of barn owls and 9 pairs of red-tailed hawks,

were observed in the study area for Build Alternative 2a. The study area for Build Alternative 2a contains
980.87 ha (2,423.76 ac) of raptor foraging habitat.

Bats

The affected environment for bats in Build Alternative 2a is much the same as Build Alternative la (page 3-602),
except that part of the study area for Build Alternative 2a, adjacent to Simpson Road, contains a few mature fan
palm trees. A red bat was observed in one them during outflight surveys.

Build Alternative 2b

MSHCP Covered Species and/or Planning Species

Burrowing Owl

The study area for Build Alternative 2b contains the same Criteria Area Cells (3584, 3683, 3684, and 3791) as
Build Alternative 2a (page 3-604).

Eight pairs of burrowing owls, RIV-BUO-004, RIV-BUO-005, RIV-BUO-023, RIV-BUO-031, RIV-BUO-041,
RIV-BUO-042, RIV-BUO-052, and RIV-BUO-056, were observed in the study area for Build Alternative 2b. The
study area for Build Alternative 2b contains 312.33 ha (771.79 ac) of excellent quality habitat, 650.79 ha

(1,608.13 ac) of suitable quality habitat, and 233.51 ha (577.01 ac) of excluded habitat.

White-Tailed Kite and Cooper’s Hawk

Two pairs of white-tailed kites and one pair of Cooper’s hawks were observed nesting in the study area for Build
Alternative 2b. These species would be expected to use the raptor foraging habitat that is quantified in the next
section.

Animal Species Not Covered by the MSHCP

Nesting and Foraging Raptors
Twelve pairs of nesting raptors not covered by the MSHCP, 2 pairs of barn owls and 10 pairs of red-tailed hawks,

were observed in the study area for Build Alternative 2b. The study area for Build Alternative 2b contains
916.36 ha (2,264.36 ac) of raptor foraging habitat.

Bats

The affected environment in the study area for Build Alternative 2b is the same as Build Alternative 2a (page 3-
604).
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Design Option 2b1l

The affected environment in the study area for Design Option 2b1 is the same as Build Alternative 2b for Los

Angeles pocket mouse, burrowing owl, white-tailed kite, and bats.

Nesting and Foraging Raptors

The affected environment for nesting and foraging raptors in the study area for Design Option 2b1 is the same
Build Alternative 2b, except that the raptor foraging habitat would increase slightly, from 916.36 ha (2,264.36 ac)
for the Build alternative to 916.37 ha (2,264.41 ac) for the design option.

3.3.4.3 Environmental Consequences

This section describes the potential permanent (direct and indirect) and temporary impacts to animal species from

each of the Project alternatives and design options. A detailed discussion of impacts for each roadway segment is

presented in the NES. All quantities are expressed in both metric and customary values. Conversions from metric
to customary values that appear similar may differ due to rounding.

MSHCP Covered Species are addressed first, followed by special-status animal species not covered by the
MSHCP. Potential permanent impacts to bats are also presented. Animal species that could be permanently and
temporarily impacted by the proposed Project are shown in Table 3.3-3 (page 3-471).

Permanent Impacts

For this analysis, permanent direct impacts to animal species can include direct take of habitat or individuals in
the PIA or the direct impact areas of the unique design features. Indirect impacts can include increased noise from
roadway operation, degraded habitat due to fragmentation and the resulting reduction in numbers of prey and
foraging area, and more potential for being struck by vehicles due to increased traffic. Habitat fragmentation
results not only in isolated populations, but encourages invasive animal species that degrade habitat quality and
availability. Permanent indirect impacts from the Project are expected to the Los Angeles pocket mouse,

burrowing owls, nesting raptors, and bats.

Los Angeles Pocket Mouse

Permanent direct impacts associated with the Project would include the loss of grassland, sage scrub, and alluvial
fan scrub habitats. Roadway operation could also impede the movement of small mammals across the San Jacinto
River Valley floor. This would be a permanent indirect impact.

Burrowing Owls and Nesting Raptors

CDFG and CBOC guidance for avoiding impacts to burrowing owls specifies that no disturbance should occur
within 75 m (246 ft) of occupied burrows during the nonbreeding season (CDFG 1995, CBOC 1993). The

standard CDFG buffer for indirect impacts to nesting raptors is 150 m (500 ft). Following this guidance, 75-m
(246-ft) and 150-m (500-ft) buffers for burrowing owls and nesting raptors, respectively, were used to analyze

permanent indirect impacts from operational roadway noise.
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Operational roadway noise can affect burrowing owls and raptors because birds communicate through
vocalizations and auditory cues, and increased traffic noise can interfere with this communication. Background
traffic noise can interfere with contact between mated birds, warning and distress calls that signify predators and
other threats, feeding behavior, and protection of the young. High noise levels can make an area that is otherwise
appropriate for nesting unsuitable. Currently, a standard noise threshold does not exist for birds; however, when
assessing noise impacts, 60 A-weighted decibels (dBA) is typically used, based on a study by Rieger

(AASHTO 2008) and guidance from the USFWS and CDFG. This threshold was used for this noise analysis.

For this analysis, operational roadway noise levels were based on monitoring data from the Project noise study
(see Section 3.2.7 [Volume 1, page 3-378]) and on several variables. Future roadway noise was calculated based
on the distance from the resource to the roadway centerline, existing noise at the closest reference receiver, and
distance of the resource from the reference receiver. Existing ambient noise levels were taken from monitoring
locations. Projected peak-hour noise levels were included in the calculations. Operational roadway noise levels
for burrowing owls and nesting raptors are listed in Tables 3.3-14 and 3.3-15 (page 3-608), respectively.

Table 3.3-14 Operational Roadway Noise Levels for Burrowing Owls

Future
Burrowing Owl Existing Ambient | Wildlife Noise Operational
Distance from Noise Receiver | Noise Range® Threshold Noise Level
Build Alternative Burrowing Owl Centerline Location (dB) (dBA) (dBA)
1a RIV-BUO-053 309 m (1,015 ft) 1A-A3 45-53 60 65
RIV-BUO-023 303 m (993 ft) 1A-E2 40-47 60 63
(2005 nest)
RIV-BUO-023 0 m (O ft) 1A-E2 40-47 60 Assume Impact
(2006 nest)
RIV-BUO-024 209 m (685 ft) 1A-E2 40-47 60 66
RIV-BUO-005 223 m (733 ft) 1A-G2 42-48 60 64
RIV-BUO-006 185 m (607 ft) 1A-G2 42-48 60 61
RIV-BUO-052 91 m (298 ft) 1A-G2 42-48 60 66
1b (including Design RIV-BUO-023 266 m (874 ft) 1A-E2 40-47 60 64
Option 1b1)° (2005 nest)
RIV-BUO-023 0 m (O ft) 1A-E2 40-47 60 Assume Impact
(2006 nest)
RIV-BUO-024 209 m (685 ft) 1A-E2 40-47 60 66
RIV-BUO-005 223 m (733 ft) 1A-G2 42-48 60 64
RIV-BUO-006 185 m (607 ft) 1A-G2 42-48 60 61
RIV-BUO-052 91 m (298 ft) 1A-G2 42-48 60 66
RIV-BUO-042 428 m (1,404 ft) 1A-L14 53-51 60 63
2a RIV-BUO-053 309 m (1,015 ft) 1A-A3 45-53 60 65
RIV-BUO-056 0m (0 ft) 1A-G2 42-48 60 Assume Impact
RIV-BUO-023 133 m (436 ft) 1A-E2 40-47 60 69
RIV-BUO-031 0 m (0 ft) 1B-G11 41-42 60 Assume Impact
RIV-BUO-004 188 m (620 ft) 1A-G2 42-48 60 65
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Table 3.3-14 Operational Roadway Noise Levels for Burrowing Owls

Future
Burrowing Owl Existing Ambient | Wildlife Noise Operational
Distance from Noise Receiver | Noise Range® Threshold Noise Level
Build Alternative Burrowing Owl Centerline Location (dB) (dBA) (dBA)
RIV-BUO-005 138 m (454 ft) 1A-G2 42-48 60 67
RIV-BUO-052 170 m (558 ft) 1A-G2 42-48 60 62
2b (including Design RIV-BUO-056 0m (0 ft) 1A-E2 40-47 60 Assume Impact
Option 2b1)°
RIV-BUO-023 133 m (436 ft) 1A-E2 40-47 60 69
RIV-BUO-031 0 m (0 ft) 1B-G11 41-42 60 Assume Impact
RIV-BUO-004 188 m (620 ft) 1A-G2 42-48 60 65
RIV-BUO-005 138 m (454 ft) 1A-G2 42-48 60 67
RIV-BUO-052 170 m (558 ft) 1A-G2 42-48 60 62
RIV-BUO-042 428 m (1,404 ft) 1A-L14 53-51 60 63

Source: Natural Environment Study, April 2010; NES Technical Report Addendum Memorandum, August 2010
“Represents existing noise at monitoring location and projected peak hour noise level.

®Information for Design Options 1b1 and 2b1 is the same as Build Alternatives 1b and 2b. Because there is no variation between the base
condition and the design options, the information is given only once.

Table 3.3-15 Operational Noise Levels for Nesting Raptors

Nesting Raptor Noise Existing Ambient | Wildlife Noise OpFel;letl?iroenal
Nesting Raptor Distance from Receiver Noise Range® Threshold Noise Level
Build Alternative Species Centerline Location (dB) (dBA) (dBA)
1a Barn owl 1 235 m (772 ft) 1A-11 45-39 60 66
Barn owl 2 0 m (O ft) 1A-L2 50-47 60 Assume Impact
Barn owl 3 108 m (353 ft) 1A-L4 43-38 60 78
Red-tailed hawk 1 0 m (O ft) 1A-A3 45-53 60 Assume Impact
Red-tailed hawk 2 0 m (O ft) 1A-A3 45-53 60 Assume Impact
Red-tailed hawk 3 336 m (1,103 ft) 1A-A2 45-58 60 62
Red-tailed hawk 4 348 m (1,140 ft) 1A-A2 45-58 60 62
Red-tailed hawk 5 134 m (439 ft) 1A-G11 39-40 60 67
Red-tailed hawk 6 309 m (1,015 ft) 1A-16 56-54 60 65
Red-tailed hawk 7 0 m (O ft) 1A-L5 55-48 60 Assume Impact
Red-tailed hawk 8 318 m (1,044 ft) 1A-L14 53-51 60 66
Red-tailed hawk 9 0m (0 ft) -° 49-57 60 Assume Impact
White-tailed kite 1 124 m (406 ft) 1A-E31 44-47 60 60
White-tailed kite 2 58 m (191 ft) 1A-G11 39-40 60 73
1b (including Design Barn owl 1 235 m (772 ft) 1A-11 45-39 60 66
Option 1b1)°
Barn owl 2 0 m (O ft) 1A-L2 50-47 60 Assume Impact
Red-tailed hawk 1 0 m (O ft) 1B-B2 45-52 60 Assume Impact
Red-tailed hawk 2 0m (0 ft) 1B-B2 45-52 60 Assume Impact
Red-tailed hawk 3 400 m (1,313 ft) 1A-A2 45-58 60 61
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Table 3.3-15 Operational Noise Levels for Nesting Raptors

Nesting Raptor Noise Existing Ambient | Wildlife Noise Op':el:;ltjiroenal
Nesting Raptor Distance from Receiver Noise Range® Threshold Noise Level
Build Alternative Species Centerline Location (dB) (dBA) (dBA)
Red-tailed hawk 4 411 m (1,348 ft) 1A-A2 45-58 60 61
Red-tailed hawk 5 134 m (439 ft) 1A-G11 39-40 60 67
Red-tailed hawk 6 309 m (1,015 ft) 1A-16 56-54 60 65
Red-tailed hawk 7 0m (0 ft) 1A-L5 55-48 60 Assume Impact
Red-tailed hawk 8 122 m (400 ft) 1A-L16 46-41 60 71
Red-tailed hawk 9 346 m (1,135 ft) 1A-L14 53-51 60 66
Red-tailed hawk 10 0m (0 ft) -° 49-57 60 Assume Impact
White-tailed kite 1 58 m (191 ft) 1A-G11 39-40 60 73
2a Barn owl 1 235 m (772 ft) 1A-11 45-39 60 66
Barn owl 2 0 m (O ft) 1A-L2 50-47 60 Assume Impact
Barn owl 3 108 m (353 ft) 1A-L4 43-38 60 78
Cooper's hawk 199 m (651 ft) 1A-G2 42-48 60 62
Red-tailed hawk 1 0 m (O ft) 1A-A3 45-53 60 Assume Impact
Red-tailed hawk 2 0 m (0 ft) 1A-A3 45-53 60 Assume Impact
Red-tailed hawk 3 336 m (1,103 ft) 1A-A2 45-58 60 62
Red-tailed hawk 4 348 m (1,140 ft) 1A-A2 45-58 60 62
Red-tailed hawk 5 134 m (439 ft) 1A-G11 39-40 60 67
Red-tailed hawk 6 309 m (1,015 ft) 1A-16 56-54 60 65
Red-tailed hawk 7 0 m (O ft) 1A-L5 55-48 60 Assume Impact
Red-tailed hawk 8 318 m (1,044 ft) 1A-L14 53-51 60 66
Red-tailed hawk 9 0 m (0 ft) -° 49-57 60 Assume Impact
White-tailed kite 1 116 m (380ft) 1A-E26 45-50 60 61
White-tailed kite 2 58 m (191 ft) 1A-G11 39-40 60 73
White-tailed kite 3 233 m (765 ft) 1A-G4 45-51 60 61
2b (including Design Barn owl 1 235 m (772 ft) 1A-11 45-39 60 66
Option 2b1)°
Barn owl 2 0 m (O ft) 1A-L2 50-47 60 Assume Impact
Cooper's hawk 199 m (651 ft) 1A-G2 42-48 60 62
Red-tailed hawk 1 0 m (O ft) 1B-B2 45-52 60 Assume Impact
Red-tailed hawk 2 0 m (0 ft) 1B-B2 45-52 60 Assume Impact
Red-tailed hawk 3 400 m (1,313 ft) 1A-A2 45-58 60 61
Red-tailed hawk 4 411 m (1,348 ft) 1A-A2 45-58 60 61
Red-tailed hawk 5 134 m (439 ft) 1A-G11 39-40 60 67
Red-tailed hawk 6 309 m (1,015 ft) 1A-16 56-54 60 65
Red-tailed hawk 7 0 m (O ft) 1A-L5 55-48 60 Assume Impact
Red-tailed hawk 8 122 m (400 ft) 1A-L16 46-41 60 71
Red-tailed hawk 9 346 m (1,135 ft) 1A-L14 53-51 60 66
Red-tailed hawk 10 0 m (O ft) P 49-57 60 Assume Impact
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Table 3.3-15 Operational Noise Levels for Nesting Raptors

Future
Nesting Raptor Noise Existing Ambient | Wildlife Noise Operational
Nesting Raptor Distance from Receiver Noise Range® Threshold Noise Level
Build Alternative Species Centerline Location (dB) (dBA) (dBA)
White-tailed kite 1 58 m (191 ft) 1A-G11 39-40 60 73
White-tailed kite 2 233 m (765 ft) 1A-G4 45-51 60 61

Source: Natural Environment Study, April 2010; NES Technical Report Addendum Memorandum, August 2010

Note: NI — No Impact. Species was not observed and impacts are not anticipated.

N/A — Not Applicable. Unique design features are not associated with roadway segments and operational roadway noise.
“Represents existing noise at monitoring location and projected peak hour noise level.

®Noise receiver location not available adjacent to resource. Ambient noise range was extrapolated.

°Information for Design Options 1b1 and 2b1 is the same as Build Alternatives 1b and 2b. Because there is no variation between the base
condition and the design options, the information is given only once.

Permanent Impacts to Animal Species from the Project Alternatives and Design Options

No Build Alternative

No Project-related impacts would occur with this alternative. The existing conditions would remain, and the
roadway would be unchanged.

Build Alternative 1a
MSHCP Covered Species and/or Planning Species

Los Angeles Pocket Mouse
Build Alternative 1a could permanently impact 2.0 ha (4.8 ac) of habitat occupied by the Los Angeles pocket

mouse just east of the existing SR 79 alignment, north of Ramona Expressway and south of the San Jacinto River.
This Los Angeles pocket mouse population is part of the regionally important core population within and near the
San Jacinto River and Massacre Canyon wash. Permanent impacts would include direct impacts to 1.0 ha (2.6 ac)
and indirect impacts to 0.9 ha (2.2 ac) of occupied habitat.

Build Alternative could also have permanent direct and indirect impacts to the Los Angeles pocket mouse itself.
Direct impacts would include the loss of grassland, sage scrub, and alluvial fan scrub habitats. Indirect impacts to
the population of Los Angeles pocket mouse in the indirect impact area north of Build Alternative 1a could include
degraded habitat due to increased vehicle noise, vibration, lights from vehicles, dispersing Los Angeles pocket
mice being struck by vehicles, and long-term effects of habitat fragmentation. Habitat fragmentation could
decrease gene flow in the species and could increase the number of subpopulations through isolation. Populations
that were once continuous could become divided into separate fragments, forming small islands isolated from one
another. Subsequently, local extirpations and genetic inbreeding could result.

Additionally, Build Alternative 1a would have permanent direct and indirect impacts to the southern portion of
Criteria Area Cell 2364, where occupied habitat and Los Angeles pocket mice were observed. However, Build
Alternative 1a would not preclude the goals of this Criteria Area Cell.
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Burrowing Owl

Six pairs of burrowing owls and a single male could be permanently impacted by Build Alternative la. Of these,
one pair would be directly impacted (RIV-BUO-023, 2006 nest). A total of 4.03 ha (9.95 ac) of excellent quality
habitat and 49.38 ha (122.02 ac) of suitable quality habitat could be directly impacted.

The remaining five pairs of burrowing owls and single male could be indirectly impacted by operational roadway
noise, habitat fragmentation, or increased mortality from collisions with vehicles. Their locations include
RIV-BUO-005, 223 m (733 ft) from the roadway centerline, RIV-BUO-006, 185 m (607 ft) from centerline,
RIV-BUO-023 (2005 nest), 303 m (993 ft) from centerline, RIV-BUO-024, 209 m (685 ft) from centerline,
RIV-BUO-052, 91 m (298 ft) from centerline, and RIV-BUO-053 (single male), 309 m (1,015 ft) from centerline.

Additionally, Build Alternative 1a would directly impact the western portion of Criteria Area Cell 3683, so could
indirectly impact RIV-BUO-005, which was observed in excellent quality habitat in the southwestern corner.
However, Build Alternative 1a would not preclude the goals of this Criteria Area Cell.

Nesting and Foraging Raptors

No MSHCP covered nesting raptors would be directly impacted by Build Alternative 1a. However, two pairs of
white-tailed kites were found 58 m (191 ft) and 124 m (406 ft) from centerline and could be indirectly impacted.

The pair at 58 m (191 ft) is expected to be impacted by operational roadway noise. The pair at 124 m (406 ft) is

expected to be impacted by habitat fragmentation and increased potential for collisions with vehicles. Therefore,
this Build alternative may result in permanent, indirect impacts to two pairs of white-tailed kites.

Animal Species Not Covered by the MSHCP
Nesting and Foraging Raptors

Twelve pairs of nesting raptors could be permanently impacted by Build Alternative 1a. Of these 12 pairs, one
pair of barn owls and four pairs of red-tailed hawks, would be directly impacted. A total of 142.33 ha (351.70 ac)
of raptor foraging habitat would be directly impacted.

The remaining seven pairs of nesting raptors could be indirectly impacted by operational roadway noise, habitat
fragmentation, or increased potential for collisions with vehicles. Their locations include two pairs of barn owls
235 m (772 ft) and 108 m (353 ft) from centerline and five pairs of red-tailed hawks at 336 m (1,103 ft), 348 m
(1,140 ft), 134 m (439 ft), 309 m (1,015 ft), and 318 m (1,044 ft) from centerline.

Bats

Removal of rock outcrops would permanently reduce available roosting habitat for bat species that are dependent
on this limited resource. Additional permanent impacts to roosting habitat would also include removal of mature
trees that may offer tree roosts (e.g., those containing cavities, exfoliating bark, suitable foliage, or well-developed
frond skirts) for sensitive bat species. Established building roosts could also be permanently impacted by the

demolition of man-made structures.
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Build Alternative 1b

MSHCP Covered Species and/or Planning Species
Los Angeles Pocket Mouse

Impacts to Los Angeles pocket mouse, both habitat and populations, from Build Alternative 1b would be the same
as Build Alternative 1a (page 3-610).

Burrowing Owl

Seven pairs of burrowing owls would be permanently impacted by Build Alternative 1b. Of these, one pair would
be directly impacted (RIV-BUO-023, 2006 nest). A total of 9.52 ha (23.54 ac) of excellent quality habitat and
58.26 ha (143.96 ac) of suitable quality habitat would be directly impacted.

The remaining six pairs of burrowing owls would be indirectly impacted by operational roadway noise, habitat
fragmentation, or increased mortality from collisions with vehicles. Locations include RIV-BUO-005, 233 m
(733 ft) from centerline, RIV-BUO-006, 185 m (607 ft) from centerline, RIV-BUO-023 (2005 nest), 266 m
(874 ft) from centerline, RIV-BUO-024, 209 m (685 ft) from centerline, RIV-BUO-042, 428 m (1,404 ft) from
centerline, and RIV-BUO-052, 91 m (298 ft) from centerline.

Impacts to burrowing owls in the western portion of Criteria Area Cell 3683 would be the same as Build
Alternative la (page 3-611).

Nesting and Foraging Raptors

No MSHCP covered nesting raptors would be directly impacted by Build Alternative 1b. However, one pair of
white-tailed kites was found 58 m (191 ft) from centerline, so could be indirectly impacted by operational roadway

noise.

Animal Species Not Covered by the MSHCP
Nesting and Foraging Raptors

Twelve pairs of nesting raptors would be permanently impacted by Build Alternative 1b. Of these 12 pairs, one

pair of barn owls and four pairs of red-tailed hawks would be directly impacted. A total of 107.01 ha (264.42 ac)
of raptor foraging habitat would be directly impacted.

The remaining seven pairs of nesting raptors could be indirectly impacted by operational roadway noise, habitat
fragmentation, or increased mortality from collisions with vehicles. Locations include one pair of barn owls 235 m
(772 ft) from centerline and six pairs of red-tailed hawks at 400 m (1,313 ft), 411 m (1,348 ft), 134 m (439 ft),

309 m (1,015 ft), 122 m (400 ft), and 346 m (1,135 ft) from centerline.

Bats
Impacts to bats would be the same as Build Alternative 1a (page 3-611).
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Design Option 1bl

Impacts from Design Option 1bl to Los Angeles pocket mouse, burrowing owl, white-tailed kite, and bats would

be the same as Build Alternative 1b.

Nesting and Foraging Raptors

The direct and indirect impacts to nesting and foraging raptors from Design Option 1b1 would be the same as
Build Alternative 1b, except that the amount of raptor foraging habitat impacted by the design option would be
107.35 ha (265.25 ac), versus 107.01 ha (264.42 ac) with the base condition.

Build Alternative 2a

MSHCP Covered Species and/or Planning Species
Los Angeles Pocket Mouse

Impacts Los Angeles pocket mouse from Build Alternative 2a would be the same as Build Alternative 1a (page 3-
610).

Burrowing Owl

Six pairs of burrowing owls and a single male would be permanently impacted by Build Alternative 2a. Of these,
two pairs (RIV-BUO-031 and RIV-BUO-056) would be directly impacted. A total of 31.13 ha (76.92 ac) of
excellent quality habitat and 52.95 ha (130.84 ac) of suitable quality habitat would be directly impacted.

The remaining four pairs of burrowing owls and single male could be indirectly impacted by operational roadway
noise, habitat fragmentation, or increased mortality from collisions with vehicles. Locations include RIV-BUO-
004, 188 m (620 ft) from centerline, RIV-BUO-005, 138 m (454 ft) from centerline, RIV-BUO-023, 133 m

(436 ft) from centerline, RIV-BUO-052, 170 m (558 ft) from centerline, and RIV-BUO-053 (single male), 309 m
(1,015 ft) from centerline.

Impacts to burrowing owls in the western portion of Criteria Area Cell 3683 would be similar to Build
Alternative la (page 3-611), except that Build Alternative 2a would impact both RIV-BUO-004 and
RIV-BUO-005.

Nesting and Foraging Raptors

No MSHCP covered nesting raptors would be permanently, directly impacted by Build Alternative 2a. However,
three pairs of white-tailed kites located 116 m (380 ft), 58 m (191 ft), and 233 m (765 ft) from centerline and one
pair of Cooper’s hawks 199 m (651 ft) from the centerline would be indirectly impacted by operational roadway

noise, habitat fragmentation, or increased mortality from collisions with vehicles.
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Animal Species Not Covered by the MSHCP
Nesting and Foraging Raptors

Twelve pairs of nesting raptors would be permanently impacted by Build Alternative 2a. Of these 12 pairs, one

pair of barn owls and four pairs of red-tailed hawks would be directly impacted. A total of 142.33 ha (351.70 ac)
of raptor foraging habitat would be directly impacted.

The remaining seven pairs of nesting raptors would be indirectly impacted by operational roadway noise, habitat
fragmentation, or increased mortality from collisions with vehicles. Locations include two pairs of barn owls
235 m (772 ft) and 108 m (353 ft) from centerline and five pairs of red-tailed hawks at 336 m (1,103 ft), 348 m
(1,140 ft), 134 m (439 ft), 309 m (1,015 ft), and 318 m (1,044 ft) from centerline.

Bats
Impacts to bats from Build Alternative 2a would be the same as Build Alternative 1a (page 3-611).

Build Alternative 2b

MSHCP Covered Species and/or Planning Species
Los Angeles Pocket Mouse

Impacts to Los Angeles pocket mouse from Build Alternative 2b would be the same as Build Alternative la
(page 3-610).

Burrowing Owl

Seven pairs of burrowing owls would be permanently impacted by Build Alternative 2b. Of these, two pairs,
RIV-BUO-031 and RIV-BUO-056, would be directly impacted. A total of 33.07 ha (81.72 ac) of excellent quality
habitat and 61.01 ha (150.77 ac) of suitable quality habitat would be directly impacted.

The remaining five pairs of burrowing owls could be indirectly impacted by operational roadway noise, habitat
fragmentation, or increased mortality from collisions with vehicles. Locations include RIV-BUO-004, 188 m
(620 ft) from centerline, RIV-BUO-005, 138 m (454 ft) from centerline, RIV-BUO-023, 133 m (436 ft) from
centerline, RIV-BUO-042, 428 m (1,404 ft) from centerline, and RIV-BUO-052, 170 m (558 ft) from centerline.

Impacts to burrowing owls in the western portion of Criteria Area Cell 3683 would be the same as Build
Alternative 2a (page 3-613).

Nesting and Foraging Raptors

No MSHCP covered nesting raptors would be directly impacted by Build Alternative 2b. However, two pairs of
white-tailed kites located 58 m (191 ft) and 233 m (765 ft) from centerline and one pair of Cooper’s hawks 199 m
(651 ft) from centerline would be indirectly impacted by operational roadway noise, habitat fragmentation, or

increased mortality from collisions with vehicles.
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Animal Species Not Covered by the MSHCP

Nesting and Foraging Raptors

Impacts to nesting and foraging raptors from Build Alternative 2b would be the same as Build Alternative 1b
(page 3-612).

Bats
Impacts to bats from Build Alternative 2a would be the same as Build Alternative 1a (page 3-611).

Design Option 2b1l

The impacts to Los Angeles pocket mouse, burrowing owl, white-tailed kite, and bats would be the same as Build
Alternative 2b.

Nesting and Foraging Raptors

Impacts to nesting and foraging raptors from Design Option 2b1 would be the same and Design Option 1bl
(page 3-613).

Temporary Impacts

No temporary construction easements are required for any of the Project features, so no temporary impacts to
animal species habitat would occur. Of the animal species presented in this document, those that were included in
the temporary impact analysis include Los Angeles pocket mice, burrowing owls, nesting raptors, and bats. The
temporary impact analysis for these species overlaps with the permanent, indirect impact analysis because the
species located in the indirect impact area would be impacted by construction activities and by operation of the
roadway once construction is complete.

All other impacts to animal species are presented in Permanent Impacts (page 3-606). That discussion includes
direct impacts associated with the PIA and unique design features and impacts in the indirect impact area.

A summary of potential temporary impacts from the Build alternatives and design options is provided in
Table 3.3-3 (page 3-471).

Los Angeles Pocket Mouse

Temporary impacts to occupied Los Angeles pocket mouse habitat that could result from the Project include
degraded habitat quality and suitability because of construction noise, lights, vibration, dust, and soil compaction
along the PIA, as well as disturbance from staging and access routes. Los Angeles pocket mice may be subject to
mortality and injury from being struck by construction vehicles and equipment traveling along access dirt roads
and staging areas. Although construction is temporary, the effects can be long-term disruptions to the species
because Los Angeles pocket mice have short lives and are very sensitive to disturbances in their environment.
Therefore, the Project could have long-term impacts on Los Angeles pocket mouse breeding, foraging, movement,
hibernation/sleeping patterns, dispersal, and predator-avoidance behavior.
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Because the Los Angeles pocket mouse is small and has very specific metabolic requirements, this species is only
able to be active in a very narrow range of temperatures. While active, they require a relatively high intake of
calories to maintain their body temperature and activity patterns and avoid going into torpor. Construction could
disrupt foraging, which would lower calorie intake. Vibration and noise from construction could also disrupt
sleeping and aestivating (lying dormant in warm temperatures) patterns. Some individuals might leave the
immediate Project area during the construction process because of noise and vibration. Los Angeles pocket mouse
survival often depends on using their acute hearing to detect approaching predators in the dark, and this ability
could be affected by construction noise. In addition, trash and food discarded by construction contractors could
attract predators of the Los Angeles pocket mouse.

Burrowing Owls and Nesting Raptors

Temporary impacts to burrowing owls and nesting raptors may include construction noise, night lighting, and
increased human presence (construction personnel). Temporary construction noise may affect burrowing owls and
raptors because birds primarily communicate with one another through vocalizations and auditory cues. Increased
noise levels can interfere with normal communication. Therefore, background noise and isolated, impulsive noise
(e.g., drilling, excavation) can interfere with contact between mated birds, warning and distress calls that signify
predators and other threats, feeding behavior, and protection of the young. In addition, high noise levels may
prevent an area that is otherwise appropriate for nesting from being suitable.

The same 75-m (246-ft) and 150-m (500-ft) buffers used in the permanent impacts analysis were used to analyze
temporary indirect impacts to burrowing owls and nesting raptors from construction noise, night lighting, and

increased human presence.

Night lighting and increased human presence during construction can affect normal foraging patterns for
burrowing owls and raptors. Although construction activities would be located entirely within the PIA and would
not extend into the indirect impact area for burrowing owls or nesting raptors, the sheer amount of construction
activity, equipment, and increased human presence for the 3-year construction period could still affect daily
behavior for these species. The potential for impacts would vary throughout the construction period, but the
beginning and middle stages, when construction activities and numbers of personnel would peak, would be most
likely to have the most effect. The potential for impacts would decrease as construction winds down, and activities

and personnel would be minimal.

Construction of the Project could be phased (see Section 2.2.1.3 [Volume 1, page 2-20]), so temporary impacts
from construction noise would vary depending on the phase the Project is in. The two construction activities that
would generate the highest noise levels are roadway excavation, which would require blasting, and construction of
roadway overpasses and bridges, which would require pile driving. Both of these activities create impulsive noises
that occur in isolated events, which can result in startle effects.

Roadway excavation would take place in the West Hemet Hills for all Build alternatives and design options.
However, the low frequency impulsive noise from blasting has the potential to affect species within a 1.6-km
(1.0-mi) radius, so the potential for startle effects could extend into the valley.
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Roadway overpasses and bridges would be required with all Build alternatives and design options, but not all of
these structures would require pile driving. However, the structures that would require pile driving will not be
determined until final design, so to include all potential impacts to burrowing owls and nesting raptors, this

construction noise impact analysis assumes that every roadway overpass and bridge would require pile driving.

Construction noise levels were based on the distance of the resource from the PIA. Existing ambient noise levels
were taken from monitoring locations and were compared to projected peak-hour noise levels. Reference noise
levels of 98 decibels (dB) were used for general roadway and 105 dB for structure construction. To take a
conservative approach and account for the loudest possible construction activity, both reference noise levels
represent the loudest noise level for that activity (e.g., noises associated with dump trucks and pile driving).
Construction noise calculations were based on the reference numbers and a standard attenuation formula. The
reference number for excavation (e.g., blasting) has been left blank because this number depends on variables,
such as amount of detonation material and blasting method, that cannot be determined until construction.
Therefore, it is assumed that all resources within a 1.6-km (1.0-mi) radius of blasting will be temporarily impacted
by excavation activities and that the radius includes all Build alternatives and design options. Construction noise
for burrowing owls and nesting raptors is shown in Tables 3.3-16 and 3.3-17 (page 3-621), respectively.

Construction is scheduled to take place in two 12-hour timeframes over a 24-hour period, in a 5-day work week,
Monday through Friday. Although excessive noise levels would occur from roadway excavation and bridge
superstructure construction, this would be only during daylight, Monday through Friday. Project construction is
estimated to take 39 to 40 months, depending on which Build alternative is selected.

Table 3.3-16 Construction Noise Levels for Burrowing Owls

Construction
Existing Activity
Burrowing Ambient Wildlife Reference Resulting
Oowl Noise Noise Noise Type of Noise Level Construction
Build Distance Receiver Range® Threshold Construction (dBA at 15.2 m Noise Level
Alternative | Burrowing Owl from PIA Location (dB) (dBA) Activity [50 ft]) (dBA)
1 RIV-BUO-053 147 m 1A-A3 45-53 60 General Roadway 98 78.3
a
(481 ft)
RIV-BUO-053 147 m 1A-A3 45-53 60 Structure 105 85.3
(481 ft) Construction
RIV-BUO-053 147 m 1A-A3 45-53 60 Substantial 95 N/A
(481 ft) Excavation
RIV-BUO-023 173 m 1A-E2 40-47 60 General Roadway 98 76.9
(2005 nest) (568 ft)
RIV-BUO-023 173 m 1A-E2 40-47 60 Structure 105 83.9
(2005 nest) (568 ft) Construction
RIV-BUO-023 173 m (568 1A-E2 40-47 60 Substantial 95 N/A
(2005 nest) ft) Excavation
RIV-BUO-024 32m 1A-E2 40-47 60 General Roadway 98 91.6
(104 ft)
RIV-BUO-024 32m 1A-E2 40-47 60 Structure 105 98.6
(104 ft) Construction
RIV-BUO-024 32m 1A-E2 40-47 60 Substantial 95 N/A
(104 ft) Excavation
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Table 3.3-16 Construction Noise Levels for Burrowing Owls

Construction

Existing Activity
Burrowing Ambient Wwildlife Reference Resulting
Owl Noise Noise Noise Type of Noise Level Construction
Build Distance Receiver Range® | Threshold Construction | (dBA at15.2m Noise Level
Alternative | Burrowing Owl from PIA Location (dB) (dBA) Activity [50 ft]) (dBA)
RIV-BUO-005 138 m 1A-G2 42-48 60 General Roadway 98 78.8
(454 ft)
RIV-BUO-005 138 m 1A-G2 42-48 60 Structure 105 85.8
(454 ft) Construction
RIV-BUO-005 138 m 1A-G2 42-48 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
(454 ft) Excavation
RIV-BUO-006 118 m 1A-G2 42-48 60 General Roadway 98 80.2
(387 ft)
RIV-BUO-006 118 m 1A-G2 42-48 60 Structure 105 87.2
(387 ft) Construction
RIV-BUO-006 118 m 1A-G2 42-48 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
(387 ft) Excavation
RIV-BUO-052 14 m 1A-G2 42-48 60 General Roadway 98 98.5
(47 ft)
RIV-BUO-052 14 m 1A-G2 42-48 60 Structure 105 105.5
(47 ft) Construction
RIV-BUO-052 14 m 1A-G2 42-48 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
(47 ft) Excavation
1b (including | RIV-BUO-023 173 m 1A-E2 40-47 60 General Roadway 98 76.9
Design (2005 nest) (568 ft)
Option 1b1)°
RIV-BUO-023 173 m 1A-E2 40-47 60 Structure 105 83.9
(2005 nest) (568 ft) Construction
RIV-BUO-023 173 m 1A-E2 40-47 60 Substantial 95 N/A
(2005 nest) (568 ft) Excavation
RIV-BUO-024 32m 1A-E2 40-47 60 General Roadway 98 91.6
(104 ft)
RIV-BUO-024 32m 1A-E2 40-47 60 Structure 105 98.6
(104 ft) Construction
RIV-BUO-024 32m 1A-E2 40-47 60 Substantial 95 N/A
(104 ft) Excavation
RIV-BUO-005 138 m (454 1A-G2 42-48 60 General Roadway 98 78.8
ft)
RIV-BUO-005 138 m (454 1A-G2 42-48 60 Structure 105 85.8
ft) Construction
RIV-BUO-005 138 m (454 1A-G2 42-48 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
ft) Excavation
RIV-BUO-006 118 m (387 1A-G2 42-48 60 General Roadway 98 80.2
ft)
RIV-BUO-006 118 m (387 1A-G2 42-48 60 Structure 105 87.2
ft) Construction
RIV-BUO-006 118 m (387 1A-G2 42-48 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
ft) Excavation
RIV-BUO-052 14 m 1A-G2 42-48 60 General Roadway 98 98.5
(47 ft)
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Table 3.3-16 Construction Noise Levels for Burrowing Owls

Construction
Existing Activity
Burrowing Ambient Wwildlife Reference Resulting
Owl Noise Noise Noise Type of Noise Level Construction
Build Distance Receiver Range® | Threshold Construction | (dBA at15.2m Noise Level
Alternative | Burrowing Owl from PIA Location (dB) (dBA) Activity [50 ft]) (dBA)
RIV-BUO-052 14 m 1A-G2 42-48 60 Structure 105 105.5
(47 ft) Construction
RIV-BUO-052 14 m 1A-G2 42-48 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
(47 ft) Excavation
RIV-BUO-042 176 m (577 1A-L14 53-51 60 General Roadway 98 76.8
ft)
RIV-BUO-042 176 m (577 1A-L14 53-51 60 Structure 105 83.8
ft) Construction
RIV-BUO-042 176 m (577 1A-L14 53-51 60 Substantial 95 N/A
ft) Excavation
2a RIV-BUO-053 147 m (481 1A-A3 45-53 60 General Roadway 98 78.3
ft)
RIV-BUO-053 147 m (481 1A-A3 45-53 60 Structure 105 85.3
ft) Construction
RIV-BUO-053 147 m (481 1A-A3 45-53 60 Substantial 95 N/A
ft) Excavation
RIV-BUO-023 173 m 1A-E2 40-47 60 General Roadway 98 88.6
(568ft)
RIV-BUO-023 173 m (568 1A-E2 40-47 60 Structure 105 95.6
ft) Construction
RIV-BUO-023 173 m (568 1A-E2 40-47 60 Substantial 95 N/A
ft) Excavation
RIV-BUO-004 129 m (424 1A-G2 42-48 60 General Roadway 98 79.7
ft)
RIV-BUO-004 129 m (424 1A-G2 42-48 60 Structure 105 86.7
ft) Construction
RIV-BUO-004 129 m (424 1A-G2 42-48 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
ft) Excavation
RIV-BUO-005 138 m (454 1A-G2 42-48 60 General Roadway 98 84.2
ft)
RIV-BUO-005 138 m (454 1A-G2 42-48 60 Structure 105 91.2
ft) Construction
RIV-BUO-005 138 m (454 1A-G2 42-48 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
ft) Excavation
RIV-BUO-052 14 m 1A-G2 42-48 60 General Roadway 98 83.0
(47 ft)
RIV-BUO-052 14 m 1A-G2 42-48 60 Structure 105 90.0
(47 ft) Construction
RIV-BUO-052 14 m 1A-G2 42-48 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
(47 ft) Excavation
RIV-BUO-023 173 m (568 1A-E2 40-47 60 General Roadway 98 88.6
ft)
RIV-BUO-023 173 m (568 1A-E2 40-47 60 Structure 105 95.6
ft) Construction
RIV-BUO-023 173 m (568 1A-E2 40-47 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
ft) Excavation
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Table 3.3-16 Construction Noise Levels for Burrowing Owls

Construction

Existing Activity
Burrowing Ambient Wwildlife Reference Resulting
Owl Noise Noise Noise Type of Noise Level Construction
Build Distance Receiver Range® | Threshold Construction | (dBA at15.2m Noise Level
Alternative | Burrowing Owl from PIA Location (dB) (dBA) Activity [50 ft]) (dBA)
RIV-BUO-004 129 m (424 1A-G2 42-48 60 General Roadway 98 79.7
ft)
RIV-BUO-004 129 m (424 1A-G2 42-48 60 Structure 105 86.7
ft) Construction
RIV-BUO-004 129 m (424 1A-G2 42-48 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
ft) Excavation
RIV-BUO-005 138 m (454 1A-G2 42-48 60 General Roadway 98 84.2
ft)
RIV-BUO-005 138 m (454 1A-G2 42-48 60 Structure 105 91.2
ft) Construction
RIV-BUO-005 138 m (454 1A-G2 42-48 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
ft) Excavation
RIV-BUO-052 14 m 1A-G2 42-48 60 General Roadway 98 83.0
(47 ft)
RIV-BUO-052 14 m 1A-G2 42-48 60 Structure 105 90.0
(47 ft) Construction
RIV-BUO-052 14 m 1A-G2 42-48 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
(47 ft) Excavation
RIV-BUO-042 176 m (577 1A-L14 53-51 60 General Roadway 98 76.8
ft)
RIV-BUO-042 176 m (577 1A-L14 53-51 60 Structure 105 83.8
ft) Construction
RIV-BUO-042 176 m (577 1A-L14 53-51 60 Substantial 95 N/A
ft) Excavation
2b (including | RIV-BUO-023 45 m 1A-E2 40-47 60 General Roadway 98 88.6
Design (147 ft)
Option 2b1)°
RIV-BUO-023 45 m 1A-E2 40-47 60 Structure 105 95.6
(147 ft) Construction
RIV-BUO-023 45 m 1A-E2 40-47 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
(147 ft) Excavation
RIV-BUO-004 129 m 1A-G2 42-48 60 General Roadway 98 79.7
(424 ft)
RIV-BUO-004 129 m 1A-G2 42-48 60 Structure 105 86.7
(424 ft) Construction
RIV-BUO-004 129 m 1A-G2 42-48 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
(424 ft) Excavation
RIV-BUO-005 65 m 1A-G2 42-48 60 General Roadway 98 84.2
(213 ft)
RIV-BUO-005 65 m 1A-G2 42-48 60 Structure 105 91.2
(213 ft) Construction
RIV-BUO-005 65 m 1A-G2 42-48 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
(213 ft) Excavation
RIV-BUO-052 85m 1A-G2 42-48 60 General Roadway 98 83.0
(280 ft)
RIV-BUO-052 85 m 1A-G2 42-48 60 Structure 105 90.0
(280 ft) Construction
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Table 3.3-16 Construction Noise Levels for Burrowing Owls

Construction

Existing Activity
Burrowing Ambient Wwildlife Reference Resulting
Owl Noise Noise Noise Type of Noise Level Construction
Build Distance Receiver Range® | Threshold Construction | (dBA at15.2m Noise Level
Alternative | Burrowing Owl from PIA Location (dB) (dBA) Activity [50 ft]) (dBA)
RIV-BUO-052 85m 1A-G2 42-48 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
(280 ft) Excavation
RIV-BUO-042 176 m 1A-L14 53-51 60 General Roadway 98 76.8
(577 ft)
RIV-BUO-042 176 m 1A-L14 53-51 60 Structure 105 83.8
(577 ft) Construction
RIV-BUO-042 176 m 1A-L14 53-51 60 Substantial 95 N/A
(577 ft) Excavation

Source: Natural Environment Study, April 2010; NES Technical Report Addendum Memorandum, August 2010

“Represents existing noise at monitoring location and projected peak hour noise level.

®|nformation is the same for the design options as the base condition of Build Alternatives 1b and 2b. Because there is no variation between the
base condition and the design option, the information is given only once.

Table 3.3-17 Construction Noise Levels for Nesting Raptors

Construction
Existing Activity
Ambient Wildlife Reference Resulting
Nesting Nesting Raptor Noise Noise Noise Type of Noise Level Construction
Build Raptor Distance from | Receiver Range® Threshold Construction | (dBA at15.2m Noise Level
Alternative Species PIA Location (dB) (dBA) Activity [50 ft]) (dBA)
1a Red-tailed 84 m 1A-A2 45-58 60 General 98 83.2
hawk 3 (275 ft) Roadway
Red-tailed 84 m 1A-A2 45-58 60 Structure 105 90.2
hawk 3 (275 ft) Construction
Red-tailed 84 m 1A-A2 45-58 60 Substantial 95 N/A
hawk 3 (275 ft) Excavation
Red-tailed 95 m 1A-A2 45-58 60 General 98 82.1
hawk 4 (313 ft) Roadway
Red-tailed 95 m 1A-A2 45-58 60 Structure 105 89.1
hawk 4 (313 ft) Construction
Red-tailed 95 m 1A-A2 45-58 60 Substantial 95 N/A
hawk 4 (313 ft) Excavation
White-tailed 75m 1A-E31 44-47 60 General 98 84.2
kite 1 (245 ft) Roadway
White-tailed 75m 1A-E31 44-47 60 Structure 105 91.2
kite 1 (245 ft) Construction
White-tailed 75m 1A-E31 44-47 60 General 98 N/A
kite 1 (245 ft) Roadway
Red-tailed 34 m 1A-G11 39-40 60 General 98 91.0
hawk 5 (112 ft) Roadway
Red-tailed 34 m 1A-G11 39-40 60 Structure 105 98.0
hawk 5 (112 ft) Construction
Red-tailed 34 m 1A-G11 39-40 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
hawk 5 (112 ft) Excavation
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Table 3.3-17 Construction Noise Levels for Nesting Raptors

Construction

Existing Activity
Ambient Wildlife Reference Resulting
Nesting Nesting Raptor Noise Noise Noise Type of Noise Level Construction
Build Raptor Distance from | Receiver Range® Threshold Construction | (dBA at15.2m Noise Level
Alternative Species PIA Location (dB) (dBA) Activity [50 ft]) (dBA)
White-tailed 11m 1A-G11 39-40 60 General 98 100.9
kite 2 (36 ft) Roadway
White-tailed 11m 1A-G11 39-40 60 Structure 105 107.9
kite 2 (36 ft) Construction
White-tailed 11m 1A-G11 39-40 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
kite 2 (36 ft) Excavation
White-tailed 146 m 1A-G4 45-51 60 General 98 78.4
kite 3 (478 ft) Roadway
White-tailed 146 m 1A-G4 45-51 60 Structure 105 85.4
kite 3 (478 ft) Construction
White-tailed 146 m 1A-G4 45-51 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
kite 3 (478 ft) Excavation
Barn owl 1 63 m 1A-11 45-39 60 General 98 85.7
(207 ft) Roadway
Barn owl 1 63 m 1A-11 45-39 60 Structure 105 92.7
(207 ft) Construction
Barn owl 1 63 m 1A-11 45-39 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
(207 ft) Excavation
Red-tailed 18 m 1A-16 56-54 60 General 98 96.4
hawk 6 (60 ft) Roadway
Red-tailed 18 m 1A-16 56-54 60 Structure 105 103.4
hawk 6 (60 ft) Construction
Red-tailed 18 m 1A-16 56-54 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
hawk 6 (60 ft) Excavation
Barn owl 2 Om 1A-L2 50-47 60 General 98 Assume Impact
(0 ft) Roadway
Barn owl 2 Om 1A-L2 50-47 60 Structure 105 Assume Impact
(0 ft) Construction
Barn owl 2 Om 1A-L2 50-47 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
(0 ft) Excavation
Barn owl 3 46 m 1A-L4 43-38 60 General 98 88.4
(151 ft) Roadway
Barn owl 3 46 m 1A-L4 43-38 60 Structure 105 95.4
(151 ft) Construction
Barn owl 3 46 m 1A-L4 43-38 60 Substantial 95 N/A
(151 ft) Excavation
Red-tailed Om 1A-LS 55-48 60 General 98 Assume Impact
hawk 7 (0 ft) Roadway
Red-tailed Om 1A-L5 55-48 60 Structure 105 Assume Impact
hawk 7 (0 ft) Construction
Red-tailed 0Om 1A-L5 55-48 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
hawk 7 (0 ft) Excavation
Red-tailed 4m _° 49-57 60 General 98 110.4
hawk 8 (13 ft) Roadway
Red-tailed 4m _° 49-57 60 Structure 105 117.4
hawk 8 (13 ft) Construction
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Table 3.3-17 Construction Noise Levels for Nesting Raptors

Construction

Existing Activity
Ambient Wildlife Reference Resulting
Nesting Nesting Raptor Noise Noise Noise Type of Noise Level Construction
Build Raptor Distance from | Receiver Range® Threshold Construction | (dBA at15.2m Noise Level
Alternative Species PIA Location (dB) (dBA) Activity [50 ft]) (dBA)
Red-tailed 4m - 49-57 60 Substantial 95 N/A
hawk 8 (13 ft) Excavation
1b (including Red-tailed 84 m 1A-A2 45-58 60 General 98 83.2
Design Option hawk 3 (275 ft) Roadway
1b1)°
) Red-tailed 84 m 1A-A2 45-58 60 Structure 105 90.2
hawk 3 (275 ft) Construction
Red-tailed 84 m 1A-A2 45-58 60 Substantial 95 N/A
hawk 3 (275 ft) Excavation
Red-tailed 95 m 1A-A2 45-58 60 General 98 82.1
hawk 4 (313 ft) Roadway
Red-tailed 95 m 1A-A2 45-58 60 Structure 105 89.1
hawk 4 (313 ft) Construction
Red-tailed 95 m 1A-A2 45-58 60 Substantial 95 N/A
hawk 4 (313 ft) Excavation
Red-tailed 34 m 1A-G11 39-40 60 General 98 91.0
hawk 5 (112 ft) Roadway
Red-tailed 34 m 1A-G11 39-40 60 Structure 105 98.0
hawk 5 (112 ft) Construction
Red-tailed 34 m 1A-G11 39-40 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
hawk 5 (112 ft) Excavation
White-tailed 11m 1A-G11 39-40 60 General 98 100.9
kite 1 (36 ft) Roadway
White-tailed 11m 1A-G11 39-40 60 Structure 105 107.9
kite 1 (36 ft) Construction
White-tailed 11m 1A-G11 39-40 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
kite 1 (36 ft) Excavation
White-tailed 146 m 1A-G4 45-51 60 General 98 78.4
kite 2 (478 ft) Roadway
White-tailed 146 m 1A-G4 45-51 60 Structure 105 85.4
kite 2 (478 ft) Construction
White-tailed 146 m 1A-G4 45-51 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
kite 2 (478 ft) Excavation
Barn owl 1 63 m 1A-11 45-39 60 General 98 85.7
(207 ft) Roadway
Barn owl 1 63 m 1A-11 45-39 60 Structure 105 92.7
(207 ft) Construction
Barn owl 1 63 m 1A-11 45-39 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
(207 ft) Excavation
Red-tailed 18 m 1A-16 56-54 60 General 98 96.4
hawk 6 (60 ft) Roadway
Red-tailed 18 m 1A-16 56-54 60 Structure 105 103.4
hawk 6 (60 ft) Construction
Red-tailed 18 m 1A-16 56-54 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
hawk 6 (60 ft) Excavation
Red-tailed 4m _° 49-57 60 General 98 109.7
hawk 8 (13 ft) Roadway
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 3-623 STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

FEBRUARY 2013




Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Table 3.3-17 Construction Noise Levels for Nesting Raptors

Construction

Existing Activity
Ambient Wildlife Reference Resulting
Nesting Nesting Raptor Noise Noise Noise Type of Noise Level Construction
Build Raptor Distance from | Receiver Range® Threshold Construction | (dBA at15.2m Noise Level
Alternative Species PIA Location (dB) (dBA) Activity [50 ft]) (dBA)
Red-tailed 4m - 49-57 60 Structure 105 116.7
hawk 8 (13 ft) Construction
Red-tailed 4m - 49-57 60 Substantial 95 N/A
hawk 8 (13 ft) Excavation
Red-tailed 45m 1A-L14 53-51 60 General 98 88.6
hawk 9 (148 ft) Roadway
Red-tailed 45m 1A-L14 53-51 60 Structure 105 95.6
hawk 9 (148 ft) Construction
Red-tailed 45m 1A-L14 53-51 60 Substantial 95 N/A
hawk 9 (148 ft) Excavation
2a Red-tailed 84 m 1A-A2 45-58 60 General 98 83.2
hawk 3 (275 ft) Roadway
Red-tailed 84 m 1A-A2 45-58 60 Structure 105 90.2
hawk 3 (275 ft) Construction
Red-tailed 84 m 1A-A2 45-58 60 Substantial 95 N/A
hawk 3 (275 ft) Excavation
Red-tailed 95 m 1A-A2 45-58 60 General 98 82.1
hawk 4 (313 ft) Roadway
Red-tailed 95 m 1A-A2 45-58 60 Structure 105 89.1
hawk 4 (313 ft) Construction
Red-tailed 95 m 1A-A2 45-58 60 Substantial 95 N/A
hawk 4 (313 ft) Excavation
White-tailed 44 m 1A-E26 45-50 60 General 98 88.8
kite 1 (144 ft) Roadway
White-tailed 44 m 1A-E26 45-50 60 Structure 105 95.8
kite 1 (144 ft) Construction
White-tailed 44 m 1A-E26 45-50 60 Substantial 95 N/A
kite 1 (144 ft) Excavation
White-tailed 54 m 1A-E31 44-47 60 General 98 87.1
kite 2 (176 ft) Roadway
White-tailed 54 m 1A-E31 44-47 60 Structure 105 94.1
kite 2 (176 ft) Construction
White-tailed 54 m 1A-E31 44-47 60 Substantial 95 N/A
kite 2 (176 ft) Excavation
White-tailed 11m 1A-G11 39-40 60 General 98 100.9
kite 3 (36 ft) Roadway
White-tailed 11m 1A-G11 39-40 60 Structure 105 107.9
kite 3 (36 ft) Construction
White-tailed 11m 1A-G11 39-40 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
kite 3 (36 ft) Excavation
White-tailed 125 m 1A-G4 45-51 60 General 98 79.7
kite 4 (411 ft) Roadway
White-tailed 125 m 1A-G4 45-51 60 Structure 105 86.7
kite 4 (411 ft) Construction
White-tailed 125 m 1A-G4 45-51 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
kite 4 (411 ft) Excavation
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Table 3.3-17 Construction Noise Levels for Nesting Raptors

Construction

Existing Activity
Ambient Wildlife Reference Resulting
Nesting Nesting Raptor Noise Noise Noise Type of Noise Level Construction
Build Raptor Distance from | Receiver Range® Threshold Construction | (dBA at15.2m Noise Level
Alternative Species PIA Location (dB) (dBA) Activity [50 ft]) (dBA)
Red-tailed 34 m 1A-G11 39-40 60 General 98 91.0
hawk 5 (112 ft) Roadway
Red-tailed 34 m 1A-G11 39-40 60 Structure 105 98.0
hawk 5 (112 ft) Construction
Red-tailed 34 m 1A-G11 39-40 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
hawk 5 (112 ft) Excavation
Cooper's 131 m 1A-G2 42-48 60 General 98 79.3
hawk (430 ft) Roadway
Cooper's 131 m 1A-G2 42-48 60 Structure 105 86.3
hawk (430 ft) Construction
Cooper's 131 m 1A-G2 42-48 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
hawk (430 ft) Excavation
Barn owl 1 63 m 1A-11 45-39 60 General 98 85.7
(207 ft) Roadway
Barn owl 1 63 m 1A-11 45-39 60 Structure 105 92.7
(207 ft) Construction
Barn owl 1 63 m 1A-11 45-39 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
(207 ft) Excavation
Red-tailed 18 m 1A-16 56-54 60 General 98 96.4
hawk 6 (60 ft) Roadway
Red-tailed 18 m 1A-16 56-54 60 Structure 105 103.4
hawk 6 (60 ft) Construction
Red-tailed 18 m 1A-16 56-54 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
hawk 6 (60 ft) Excavation
Barn owl 3 46 m 1A-L4 43-38 60 General 98 88.4
(151 ft) Roadway
Barn owl 3 46 m 1A-L4 43-38 60 Structure 105 95.4
(151 ft) Construction
Barn owl 3 46 m 1A-L4 43-38 60 Substantial 95 N/A
(151 ft) Excavation
Red-tailed 4m _° 49-57 60 General 98 110.4
hawk 8 (13 ft) Roadway
Red-tailed 4m _° 49-57 60 Structure 105 117.4
hawk 8 (13 ft) Construction
Red-tailed 4m - 49-57 60 Substantial 95 N/A
hawk 8 (13 ft) Excavation
2b (including Red-tailed 84 m 1A-A2 45-58 60 General 98 83.2
Design Option hawk 3 (275 ft) Roadway
2b1)°
Red-tailed 84 m 1A-A2 45-58 60 Structure 105 90.2
hawk 3 (275 ft) Construction
Red-tailed 84 m 1A-A2 45-58 60 Substantial 95 N/A
hawk 3 (275 ft) Excavation
Red-tailed 95 m 1A-A2 45-58 60 General 98 82.1
hawk 4 (313 ft) Roadway
Red-tailed 95 m 1A-A2 45-58 60 Structure 105 89.1
hawk 4 (313 ft) Construction
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Table 3.3-17 Construction Noise Levels for Nesting Raptors

Construction

Existing Activity
Ambient Wildlife Reference Resulting
Nesting Nesting Raptor Noise Noise Noise Type of Noise Level Construction
Build Raptor Distance from | Receiver Range® Threshold Construction | (dBA at15.2m Noise Level
Alternative Species PIA Location (dB) (dBA) Activity [50 ft]) (dBA)
Red-tailed 95 m 1A-A2 45-58 60 Substantial 95 N/A
hawk 4 (313 ft) Excavation
White-tailed 11m 1A-G11 39-40 60 General 98 100.9
kite 1 (36 ft) Roadway
White-tailed 11m 1A-G11 39-40 60 Structure 105 107.9
kite 1 (36 ft) Construction
White-tailed 11m 1A-G11 39-40 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
kite 1 (36 ft) Excavation
White-tailed 125m 1A-G4 45-51 60 General 98 79.7
kite 2 (411 ft) Roadway
White-tailed 125 m 1A-G4 45-51 60 Structure 105 86.7
kite 2 (411 ft) Construction
White-tailed 125 m 1A-G4 45-51 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
kite 2 (411 ft) Excavation
Red-tailed 34 m 1A-G11 39-40 60 General 98 91.0
hawk 5 (112 ft) Roadway
Red-tailed 34 m 1A-G11 39-40 60 Structure 105 98.0
hawk 5 (112 ft) Construction
Red-tailed 34 m 1A-G11 39-40 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
hawk 5 (112 ft) Excavation
Cooper's 131 m 1A-G2 42-48 60 General 98 79.3
hawk (430 ft) Roadway
Cooper's 131 m 1A-G2 42-48 60 Structure 105 86.3
hawk (430 ft) Construction
Cooper's 131 m 1A-G2 42-48 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
hawk (430 ft) Excavation
Barn owl 1 63 m 1A-11 45-39 60 General 98 85.7
(207 ft) Roadway
Barn owl 1 63 m 1A-11 45-39 60 Structure 105 92.7
(207 ft) Construction
Barn owl 1 63 m 1A-11 45-39 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
(207 ft) Excavation
Red-tailed 18 m 1A-16 56-54 60 General 98 96.4
hawk 6 (60 ft) Roadway
Red-tailed 18 m 1A-16 56-54 60 Structure 105 103.4
hawk 6 (60 ft) Construction
Red-tailed 18 m 1A-16 56-54 60 Substantial 95 Assume Impact
hawk 6 (60 ft) Excavation
Red-tailed 4m =P 49-57 60 General 98 109.7
hawk 8 (13 ft) Roadway
Red-tailed 4m _° 49-57 60 Structure 105 116.7
hawk 8 (13 ft) Construction
Red-tailed 4m _° 49-57 60 Substantial 95 N/A
hawk 8 (13 ft) Excavation
Red-tailed 45m 1A-L14 53-51 60 General 98 88.6
hawk 9 (148 ft) Roadway
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Table 3.3-17 Construction Noise Levels for Nesting Raptors

Construction
Existing Activity
Ambient Wildlife Reference Resulting
Nesting Nesting Raptor Noise Noise Noise Type of Noise Level Construction
Build Raptor Distance from | Receiver Range® Threshold Construction | (dBA at15.2m Noise Level
Alternative Species PIA Location (dB) (dBA) Activity [50 ft]) (dBA)
Red-tailed 45 m 1A-L14 53-51 60 Structure 105 95.6
hawk 9 (148 ft) Construction
Red-tailed 45m 1A-L14 53-51 60 Substantial 95 N/A
hawk 9 (148 ft) Excavation

Source: Natural Environment Study, April 2010; NES Technical Report Addendum Memorandum, August 2010
“Represents existing noise at monitoring location and projected peak hour noise level.
®Noise receiver location not available adjacent to resource. Ambient noise range was extrapolated.

°Information the same for the design options as the base condition of Build Alternatives 1b and 2b. Because there is no variation between the
base condition and the design option, the information is given only once.

Temporary Impacts to Animal Species from the Project Alternatives and Design Options

No Build Alternative

No Project-related impacts would occur with this alternative. The existing conditions would remain, and the
roadway would be unchanged.

All Build Alternatives and Design Options

MSHCP Covered Species and/or Planning Species
Los Angeles Pocket Mouse

Although construction-related activities would be limited to the PIA and the utility relocation areas, the Los
Angeles pocket mice in the indirect impact areas are expected to be temporarily impacted by increased noise, dust,
vibration, and lights during construction. The Project would temporarily impact 1.7 ha (4.1 ac) of habitat occupied
by the Los Angeles pocket mouse just east of the existing SR 79 alignment, north of Ramona Expressway and
south of the San Jacinto River. This Los Angeles pocket mouse population is part of the regionally important core
population within and near the San Jacinto River and Massacre Canyon wash.

Animal Species Not Covered by the MSHCP
Bats

Temporary impacts to bats from construction of any of the Build alternatives or design options could include
disturbances to roost sites and disruptions of foraging areas due to increased vehicular traffic, night illumination,
pile driving for bridges, tree cutting, building demolition, grubbing, and other construction noise, as well as
blasting, drilling, rock hammering, and grading in areas that have rock outcrops or hills. Bats could abandon roost
sites as a result of local disturbances and could alter their foraging behavior near lights, which could benefit them
by attracting insects or repel them from an area to avoid predators.
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Build Alternative 1a

MSHCP Covered Species and/or Planning Species

Burrowing Owl

Five pairs of burrowing owls and a single male, RIV-BUO-005, 138 m (454 ft) from the PIA, RIV-BUO-006,

118 m (387 ft) from the PIA, RIV-BUO-023, 173 m (568 ft) from the PIA, RIV-BUO-024, 32 m (104 ft) from the
PIA, RIV-BUO-052, 14 m (47 ft) from the PIA, and RIV-BUO-053 (single male), 147 m (481 ft) from the PIA,
could be temporarily impacted by construction of Build Alternative 1a. Temporary impacts to these five pairs of

burrowing owls and single male could include construction noise, night lighting, or increased human presence.

Nesting and Foraging Raptors

Three pairs of white-tailed kites were found 11m (36 ft), 75 m (245 ft), and 146 m (478 ft) from the PIA of Build
Alternative la. Although these raptors would be outside the PIA, they could still be impacted by construction
activities. Therefore, this Build alternative could result in temporary impacts to three pairs of white-tailed kites

from construction noise, night lighting, or increased human presence.

Animal Species Not Covered by the MSHCP

Nesting and Foraging Raptors

Two pairs of barn owls were found 63 m (207 ft) and 46 m (151 ft) from the PIA of Build Alternative la. In
addition, five pairs of red-tailed hawks were found 84 m (275 ft), 95 m (313 ft), 34 m (112 ft), 18 m (60 ft), and

4 m (13 ft) from the PIA of Build Alternative 1a. Although these raptors would be outside the PIA, they could still
be impacted by construction activities. Therefore, this Build alternative could result in temporary impacts to seven
pairs of nesting raptors from construction noise, night lighting, or increased human presence.

Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 1b1l

Any temporary impacts from Design Option 1b1 would be the same as those from Build Alternative 1b, so the
following discussion applies to both.

MSHCP Covered Species and/or Planning Species

Burrowing Owl

Six pairs of burrowing owls, RIV-BUO-005, 138 m (454 ft) from the PIA, RIV-BUO-006, 118 m (387 ft) from the
PIA, RIV-BUO-023, 173 m (568 ft) from the PIA, RIV-BUO-024, 32 m (104 ft) from the PIA, RIV-BUO-042,
176 m (577 ft) from the PIA, and RIV-BUO-052, 14 m (47 ft) from the PIA, could be temporarily impacted by
construction of Build Alternative 1b. Temporary impacts to these six pairs of burrowing owls could include

construction noise, night lighting, or increased human presence.

Nesting and Foraging Raptors
Two pairs of white-tailed kites were found 11 m (36 ft) and 146 m (478 ft) from the Build Alternative 1b PIA.
Although these raptors would be outside the PIA, they could still be impacted by construction activities. Impacts
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to these two pairs of white-tailed kites could include construction noise, night lighting, or increased human
presence.

Animal Species Not Covered by the MSHCP
Nesting and Foraging Raptors

One pair of barn owls and six pairs of red-tailed hawks would be in the indirect impact area of Build

Alternative 1b. Although these raptors would be outside the PIA, they could still be impacted by construction
activities. The barn owls were 63 m (207 ft) from the PIA, and the red-tailed hawks were 84 m (275 ft), 95 m
(313 ft), 34 m (112 ft), 18 m (60 ft), and 4 m (13 ft), and 45 m (148 ft) from the PIA. Temporary impacts to these
raptors could include construction noise, night lighting, or increased human presence.

Build Alternative 2a

MSHCP Covered Species and/or Planning Species

Burrowing Owl

Four pairs of burrowing owls and a single male, including RIV-BUO-004, 129 m (424 ft) from the PIA,
RIV-BUO-005, 138 m (454 ft) from the PIA, RIV-BUO-023, 173 m (568 ft) from the PIA, RIV-BUO-052, 14 m
(47 ft) from the PIA, and RIV-BUO-053 (single male), 147 m (481 ft) from the PIA, could be temporarily
impacted by Build Alternative 2a. Impacts could include construction noise, night lighting, or increased human

presence.

Nesting and Foraging Raptors

One pair of Cooper’s hawks and four pairs of white-tailed kites would be in the indirect impact area of Build
Alternative 2a. Although these raptors would be outside the PIA, they could still be impacted by construction
activities. The Cooper’s hawks were found 131 m (430 ft) from the PIA, and the white-tailed kites were found
54 m (176 ft), 44 m (144 ft), 125 m (411 ft), and 11 m (36 ft) from the PIA. Temporary impacts could include
construction noise, night lighting, or increased human presence.

Animal Species Not Covered by the MSHCP
Nesting and Foraging Raptors

Two pairs of barn owls and five pairs of red-tailed hawks were found in the indirect impact area of Build
Alternative 2a. Although these raptors would be outside the PIA, they could still be impacted by construction
activities. The barn owls were 63 m (207 ft) and 46 m (151 ft) from the PIA, and the red-tailed hawks were 84 m
(275 ft), 95 m (313 ft), 34 m (112 ft), 18 m (60 ft), and 4 m (13 ft) from the PIA. Temporary impacts to these
raptors could include construction noise, night lighting, or increased human presence.

Build Alternative 2b and Design Option 2b1

Any temporary impacts from Design Option 2b1 would be the same as those from Build Alternative 2b, so the
following discussion applies to both.
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MSHCP Covered Species and/or Planning Species

Burrowing Owl

Five pairs of burrowing owls, RIV-BUO-004, 129 m (424 ft) from the PIA, RIV-BUO-005, 138 m (454 ft) from
the PIA, RIV-BUO-023, 173 m (568 ft) from the PIA, RIV-BUO-042, 176 m (577 ft) from the PIA, and
RIV-BUO-052, 14 m (47 ft) from the PIA, could be temporarily impacted by construction of Build Alternative 2b.
These impacts could include construction noise, night lighting, or increased human presence.

Nesting and Foraging Raptors

One pair of Cooper’s hawks and two pairs of white-tailed kites were found in the indirect impact area of Build
Alternative 2b. Although these raptors would be outside the PIA, they could still be impacted by construction
activities. The Cooper’s hawks were 131 m (430 ft) from the PIA, and the white-tailed kites were 125 m (411 ft)
and 11 m (36 ft) from the PIA. Temporary impacts could include construction noise, night lighting, or increased
human presence.

Animal Species Not Covered by the MSHCP
Nesting and Foraging Raptors

One pair of barn owls and six pairs of red-tailed hawks were found in the indirect impact area of Build Alternative
2b. Although these raptors would be outside the PIA, they could still be impacted by construction activities. The
barn owls were 63 m (207 ft) from the PIA, and the red-tailed hawks were 84 m (275 ft), 95 m (313 ft), 34 m

(112 ft), 18 m (60 ft), and 4 m (13 ft), and 45 m (148 ft) from the PIA. Temporary impacts could include

construction noise, night lighting, or increased human presence.

3.3.4.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

No Build Alternative

No impacts would occur with this alternative. The existing conditions would remain, and the roadway would be
unchanged. No Project avoidance, minimization, or mitigation would be required.

Minimization Measures
All Build Alternatives and Design Options

The following avoidance measures will apply regardless of the Build alternative or design option identified for
construction.

MSHCP Additional Survey Areas

Burrowing Owl

The following measures will be implemented for all Build alternatives to minimize impacts to burrowing owls.

BIO-40 Conduct Presence/Absence Surveys Immediately Prior to Construction Each Year.

Preconstruction presence/absence surveys will be conducted for burrowing owls in each year of
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BIO-41

construction during the spring immediately prior to ground disturbance and construction activities.
Surveys will be conducted within the PIA and 75-m (225-ft) buffer or additional areas based on

construction and operations noise impacts, if warranted.

Relocation of Burrowing Owls. All burrowing owls found in the PIA will be actively relocated
away from the Project to translocation sites. Burrowing owls found 75 m (225 ft) or less from the
PIA will be considered for relocation based on the adjacent construction activities and consultation
with the wildlife agencies. Burrowing owls found more than 75 m (225 ft) from the PIA will only be
considered for active relocation if CDFG deems appropriate based on construction noise impacts.

Noncontiguous Habitat Blocks 6 and 7

BIO-42

Maintenance of Hydrology to Existing Vernal Pool/Alkali Playa Habitat. The planning species
for Noncontiguous Habitat Blocks 6 and 7 are as follows.

e Vernal pool fairy shrimp

e Riverside fairy shrimp

¢ Burrowing owl

e Mountain plover

e Loggerhead shrike

e Davidson’s saltscale

e Thread-leaved brodiaca

e Vernal barley

o Little mousetail

e Spreading navarretia

e California Orcutt grass

e Munz’s onion

e Los Angeles pocket mouse
e San Jacinto Valley crownscale
e Parish’s brittlescale

e Coulter’s goldfields

e Wright’s trichocoronis

The Project will maintain hydrology to existing vernal pool/alkali playa habitat to provide for the
conservation of the Planning Species listed above. This will be accomplished by maintaining natural
hydrologic processes or designing and implementing an engineered solution that has the same effect.

Urban/Wildlands Interface, Sting and Design Criteria, Construction Guidelines and Best Management

Practices (Appendix C of the MSHCP)

Although BIO-14 was presented in the Natural Communities discussion in Section 3.3.1.4 (page 3-497), it is

specific to animal species and is therefore presented again.
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BIO-14

BIO-43

Night Lighting. Lighting used during nighttime construction activities shall be directed away from
the MSHCP Conservation Area. If lighting can not be directed away from the MSHCP Conservation
Area, shielding will be incorporated into the Project to ensure that ambient light in the MSHCP

Conservation Area is not increased.

Conducting Vegetation Clearanceto Avoid Active Breeding Season (March 1 through June 30).
For each year of construction, vegetation clearing will avoid the active breeding season (March 1
through June 30) in designated upland habitats. If avoiding the active breeding season is not possible
and ground disturbance and construction activities must occur during this period, a
contractor-supplied biologist who is experienced in bird identification will conduct preconstruction
surveys to determine the presence of nesting birds protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act
(MBTA). If birds that are protected by the MBTA are observed nesting within 152 m (500 ft) of
proposed construction activities, the biologist will determine whether or not construction activities
could disturb nesting birds. If necessary, the biologist will coordinate with the wildlife agencies and
implement appropriate measures (e.g., onsite monitor, timing restriction, chick relocation) to
adequately protect the nesting birds.

Nesting Raptors

BIO-44

Bats

Nesting Raptor Surveysand I mplementation of Nest Exclusion. To ascertain the presence of
nesting raptors, preconstruction surveys will be conducted by a contractor-supplied biologist who is
experienced in raptor identification. The surveys will be conducted in the PIA and within 152.4 m
(500 ft) of the PIA between January 15 and August 15 for each year of construction, 1 year prior to

ground disturbance and construction activities.

If raptor nests are found in the preconstruction survey, nest exclusion will be coordinated with the
wildlife agencies and implemented during the nonbreeding season by a contractor-supplied biologist
who is experienced in raptor ecology.

Bat minimization measures for impacts associated with all Build alternatives will include the following.

BIO-45

Inspectionsfor Roosting Bats before Demoalition. Buildings, structures, and trees identified for
demolition or removal will be inspected prior to construction activities to determine if roosting bats
are present or are likely to be seasonally present. Before beginning the inspections, the inspectors

will be trained by a contractor-supplied biologist who is experienced in bat identification.

If roosting bats are present or are likely to be seasonally present in trees with palm fronds or other
hollows suitable for bats, removal of the trees will be scheduled at an appropriate time. A contractor-
supplied biologist who is experienced in bat ecology will supervise the removal.

If roosting bats are present in a building slated for demolition, bats will be removed using approved
bat exclusion techniques. Such techniques may include bat exclusion devices, which are designed to
allow one-way exits for bats from the structure, that are installed under the direction of a contractor-
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supplied biologist who is experienced in bat ecology. Installation of new exclusion devices, and the
repair of failed or incomplete exclusion devices, will be conducted between September and March to
avoid entrapping nonvolant (nonflying) young bats inside structures during the maternity season, as
feasible.

Mitigation Measures

All Build Alternatives and Design Options

The following mitigation measures are applicable regardless of the Build alternative or design option that is
identified as the Preferred Alternative. All Build alternatives would provide mitigation for bat species.

Bats
BIO-46

BIO-47

Installation of Bat-Friendly Gate on Mine Adit Adjacent to Roadway Segments A, B, and C. To
mitigate impacts to rock roosting bats, RCTC will provide funding to install a bat-friendly gate on a
mine adit (entrance) located on the Southwestern Riverside County Multi-Species Reserve (Reserve)
adjacent to Roadway Segments A, B, and C. The gate would deter human disturbance and restore the
roost-site quality of the mine for sensitive bat species. Reserve staff will install and maintain the

gate.

Provision of Suitable Habitat for Vegetation-Roosting Bats. During final design, areas proposed
for mature plantings will be determined as part of the development of the landscaping plan for the
Project. In these areas, mature specimens of native deciduous trees, such as Fremont cottonwood,
black willow, and western sycamore, and ornamental fan palms, particularly the California native
Washington, or Mexican, fan palm, will be considered for planting because these species would

provide suitable habitat for vegetation-roosting bats.

Burrowing Owl

BIO-40,41 Minimization measures BIO-40 and BIO-41, which are described earlier in this section, will provide

consistency with species conservation objectives identified in the MSHCP, Volume II-B, Species
Accounts, Burrowing Owl. No additional mitigation is proposed.

Los Angeles Pocket Mouse

BIO-48 Los Angeles Pocket Mouse Conservation Objectives | dentified in the MSHCP, Volume 1 -B,
Species Accounts. A DBESP will be prepared for impacts to Los Angeles pocket mouse for review
by the wildlife agencies to ensure that species conservation objectives are attained, as identified in the
MSHCP, Volume II-B, Species Accounts, Los Angeles Pocket Mouse.
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3.3.5 Threatened and Endangered Species
3.3.5.1 Regulatory Setting

The primary federal law protecting threatened and endangered species is the Federal Endangered Species Act
(FESA): 16 United States Code (USC), Section 1531, et seq. See also 50 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
Part 402. This act and subsequent amendments provide for the conservation of endangered and threatened species
and the ecosystems upon which they depend. Under Section 7 of this act, federal agencies, such as the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA), are required to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries
Service) to ensure that they are not undertaking, funding, permitting or authorizing actions likely to jeopardize the
continued existence of listed species or destroy or adversely modify designated critical habitat. Critical habitat is
defined as geographic locations critical to the existence of a threatened or endangered species. The outcome of
consultation under Section 7 may include a Biological Opinion with an Incidental Take statement, a Letter of
Concurrence and/or documentation of a no effect finding. Section 3 of FESA defines take as “harass, harm,
pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, Kkill, trap, capture or collect or any attempt at such conduct.”

California has enacted a similar law at the state level, the California Endangered Species Act (CESA), California
Fish and Game Code, Section 2050, et seq. CESA emphasizes early consultation to avoid potential impacts to
rare, endangered, and threatened species and to develop appropriate planning to offset project caused losses of
listed species populations and their essential habitats. The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) is the
agency responsible for implementing CESA. Section 2081 of the Fish and Game Code prohibits "take" of any
species determined to be an endangered species or a threatened species. Take is defined in Section 86 of the Fish
and Game Code as "hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill.” CESA
allows for take incidental to otherwise lawful development projects; for these actions an incidental take permit is
issued by CDFG. For species listed under both FESA and CESA requiring a Biological Opinion under Section 7
of the FESA, CDFG may also authorize impacts to CESA species by issuing a Consistency Determination under
Section 2080.1 of the Fish and Game Code.

Another federal law, the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976, was established
to conserve and manage fishery resources found off the coast, as well as anadromous species and Continental Shelf
fishery resources of the United States, by exercising (A) sovereign rights for the purposes of exploring, exploiting,
conserving, and managing all fish within the exclusive economic zone established by Presidential Proclamation
5030, dated March 10, 1983, and (B) exclusive fishery management authority beyond the exclusive economic zone
over such anadromous species, Continental Shelf fishery resources, and fishery resources in special areas.

Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Habitat Conservation Plan

The Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency prepared a long-term HCP (SKR HCP) under Section
10(a)(1)(B) (incidental take authorization) of FESA and under Section 2081 of the California Fish and Game Code
(Endangered Species Permit) for the Stephens’ kangaroo rat (federally listed as endangered), in western Riverside
County. The preparation of the SKR HCP included a combined NEPA/CEQA document (EIS/EIR) (Volume III of
the HCP) which analyzed the potential effects of the actions from USFWS and CDFG in providing this federal and
state authorization/approval, subsequently issued in 1996.
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The SKR HCP established a “core reserve” system consisting of seven reserves managed to maintain the long-term
survival of SKR. As part of the approval of the SKR HCP, incidental take would be authorized for projects within
the SKR HCP plan area (Figure S-1 of HCP Plan), which would be outside of the core reserve. Conditions were
provided for approval of projects within the core reserve. The proposed Project is within the SKR HCP plan area
and not within any of the seven core reserves. Additionally, the Department does not anticipate that the Project
would result in any adverse effects to the SKR that were not previously evaluated in the EIS/EIR for the SKR HCP
and so the mitigation required in the EIS/EIR for the HCP, and further clarified in Riverside County Ordinance
No. 663.10, is sufficient.

Riverside County Ordinance No. 663.10 was established to implement the mitigation provisions of the HCP,
which included a mitigation fee for new development in western Riverside County, but outside the limits of the
proposed HCP core reserve areas. The fee program is considered adequate to implement the mitigation provisions
of the HCP despite specifically exempting public works projects from the fee. Therefore, so long as the Project
receives a Consistency Determination from the Wildlife Agencies, no fee would be required for the proposed
Project, but the Project’s effects would still be addressed by the HCP.

3.3.5.2 Affected Environment
This section is based on the findings in the following survey reports, which were approved in December 2007 and

used to complete the Natural Environment Study of April 2010 and the NES Technical Report Addendum
Memorandum of August 2010.

¢ Final Sensitive Wildlife Survey Report

¢ Final Riparian Bird Survey Report

¢ Final Burrowing Owl Survey Report

e Final Vernal Pool Branchiopod Survey Report

¢ Final Sensitive Small Mammal Focused Survey Report

A summary of threatened and endangered plant and animal species in the study area is presented first, followed by
specific information for each Project alternative. A summary of resource agency coordination on the Project is

provided as well.

Study Area

The study area for threatened and endangered species encompassed both the Rare Plant Aquatic Resource Study
Area (RPARSA) and the Terrestrial Wildlife Study Area (TWSA). This section presents information on
threatened and endangered plant and animal species located within the study area. A summary of listed plants and
animals is presented first. Following the summary, specific discussions about listed plant and animal species
within the study area are presented for each Project alternative and design option.

Study Methods
Plants

The study methods for threatened and endangered plants are described in Section 3.3.3.2 (page 3-522). The target
list of potential threatened and/or endangered plants and species observed during plant surveys is in Table 3.3-18
(page 3-636).
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Table 3.3-18 Potential Threatened or Endangered Plants for which Suitable Habitat is Present in the Study Area

MSHCP Status
Scientific Name/Common | Federal/State/CNPS and Special Blooming Species Observed
Name Status Codes?® Conditions® Habitat Description Period Occurrence in Project Vicinity during Surveys
Allium munzii FE/ST/ 1B.1 NE Upland clay soils, generally in clay grasslands and | April—May | North Domenigoni Hills and Bachelor No
Munz’s onion shrublands and juniper woodlands; endemic to Mountain
western Riverside County. Elevation 305 to 1,065
m (1,000 to 3,500 ft).
Atriplex coronata var. FE/-/1B.1 CA, PS, RRVP | Alkali grasslands, playas, vernal pools, saltbush April — May | Upper Salt Creek area, west of Hemet, Yes
notatior scrub and alkaline sinks; silty-clay soils; endemic and the San Jacinto River, from Mystic
. to Perris and Elsinore basins, western Riverside Lake to the Perris area
Sanc‘r’;fv':;zgl/:"ey County. Elevation 365 to 520 m (1,200 to 1,700 ft).
Brodiaea filifolia FT/SE/1B.1 CA, PS, RRVP | Clay grasslands, alkali grasslands, alkaline seeps, | April —June |Upper Salt Creek area, west of Hemet Yes
i ; needlegrass grasslands, vernal pools and riparian
Thread-leaved brodiaea herb; scattered localities in foothills and valleys
(Los Angeles County east to San Bernardino
County, south to San Diego County). Elevation
below 610 m (2,000 ft).
Deinandra mohavensis -/SE/1B.3 CO, RRVP Riparian scrub, meadows and mesic ephemeral July — Gibbel Flat area of the Santa Rosa No
[Hemizonia mohavensis] washes in sandy, eroded granitic landscapes; San October Hills, about 8 km (5 mi) southeast of
. Jacinto Mountains and foothills, mountains of Hemet; San Jacinto River, 1.6 km
Mojave tarplant
San Diego County; one historic location in Mojave (1 mi) south of the State Street bridge
River wash north of San Bernardino Mountains,
2 locations in eastern Kern County. Elevation
610 to 1,830 m (2,000 to 6,000 ft).
Dodecahema leptoceras FE/SE/1B.1 NE, RRVP Open alluvial fan sage scrub found on upper sandy | April — June | San Jacinto River 2.4 km (1.5 mi) east No
g . alluvial benches in valleys and canyons, of Valle Vista; Bautista Canyon 9.7 km
Slender-homned spineflower sometimes with cryptogramic crusts; San (6 mi) southeast of Valle Vista
Fernando, San Bernardino, Santa Clarita valleys,
western Riverside County. Elevation 200 to 760 m
(650 to 2,500 ft).
Navarretia fossalis FT/-/1B.A1 NE, PS, RRVP | Vernal pools and margins and playas on saline- April — June | Stowe Road Vernal Pool Complex Yes
; : alkaline soils; northwestern Los Angeles County, (located north of Stowe Road and west
Spreading navarretia western Riverside and San Diego counties to Baja of California Avenue), Upper Salt Creek
California, Mexico. Elevation sea level to 1,280 m area, west of Hemet
(4,200 ft).
Orcuttia californica FE/SE/1B.1 NE, PS, RRVP | Vernal pools; Simi Hills south to San Diego County | April —August | Stowe Road Vernal Pool Complex, Yes
California Orcutt grass and northern Baja California, Mexico, and inland to Upper Salt Creek area, west of Hemet
western Riverside County. Elevation below 670 m
(2,200 ft).
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Table 3.3-18 Potential Threatened or Endangered Plants for which Suitable Habitat is Present in the Study Area

MSHCP Status
Scientific Name/Common | Federal/State/CNPS and Special Blooming Species Observed
Name Status Codes® Conditions” Habitat Description Period Occurrence in Project Vicinity during Surveys

Source: Source: Natural Environment Study, April 2010; NES Technical Report Addendum Memorandum, August 2010

Note: The following USGS 7.5-minute quadrangles were queried, and they include the study area and a 12.9-km (8-mi) buffer adjacent to the study area: Bachelor Mountain, Beaumont, Cabazon,
El Casco, Hemet, Lake Fulmor, Lakeview, Murrieta, Perris, Romoland, Sage, San Jacinto, Sunnymead, and Winchester.

Status Codes:
Federal Status
FE — Federally listed as endangered
FT — Federally listed as threatened
State Status
SE - State listed as endangered
ST - State listed as threatened
California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Status (CNPS 2007)
1A — Plants Presumed Extinct in California
1B — Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California and Elsewhere
2 — Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California, but More Common Elsewhere
3 — Plants About Which We Need More Information - A Review List
4 — Plants of Limited Distribution - A Watch List
CNPS Threat Rank (Suffixes to CNPS List Status Codes):
1 —Seriously endangered in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened/high degree and immediacy of threat)
2 — Fairly endangered in California (20-80% occurrences threatened)
3 — Not very endangered in California (<20% of occurrences threatened or no current threats known)
Other Designations:
®Western Riverside MSHCP Definitions (RCIP 2003).
Special Conditions of MSHCP Covered Species:

CA — Surveys may be required for these species within locations shown on survey maps as described in Section 6.3.2 of the MSHCP. This includes the list of additional survey needs and procedures
species and the Criteria Area Species (see MSHCP pp. 6-63 to 6-65) and the MSHCP Errata Letter, dated August 9, 2004.

CO - These species will be considered to be Covered Species Adequately Conserved when conservation requirements identified in species-specific conservation objectives have been met.
Species-specific conservation objectives for these species are presented in Section 9.0 of the MSHCP. Refer to Table 9-3 of the MSHCP for specific conservation objectives that must be met for
these species prior to including them on the list of Covered Species Adequately Conserved.

Covered — Species addressed in the MSHCP and included in the 10(a)(1)(B) permit. Also includes species that will be considered to be Covered Species Adequately Conserved when conservation
requirements identified in species-specific conservation objectives have been met.
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Table 3.3-18 Potential Threatened or Endangered Plants for which Suitable Habitat is Present in the Study Area

MSHCP Status

Scientific Name/Common | Federal/State/CNPS and Special
Name Status Codes® Conditions” Habitat Description

NE — Surveys may be required for these species within Narrow Endemic Plant Species survey areas as described in Section 6.1.3 of the MSHCP and the MSHCP Errata Letter, dated August 9, 2004.

Blooming Species Observed
Period Occurrence in Project Vicinity during Surveys

PS — Planning Species - Subsets of Covered Species that are identified to provide guidance for Reserve Assembly in Cores and Linkages and/or Area Plans per Volume |, Section 3, of the MSHCP

(RCIP 2003) and the MSHCP Errata Letter, dated August 9, 2004.
RRVP — These species should be protected as they are associated with riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools as described in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP and the MSHCP Errata Letter, dated

August 9, 2004.
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Animals

This section describes the species-specific methods and procedures used to conduct surveys for threatened and/or

endangered animal species potentially located within the study area.

Database Queries

Prior to initiating field surveys, a target list of potential threatened and/or endangered wildlife species was
compiled for the study area using the following sources: CNDDB (CDFG 2006b); Special Animal list (CDFG
2006a); MSHCP (RCIP 2003); USFWS, Carlsbad Field Office species list for Riverside County (USFWS 2012);
and focused surveys conducted in 2005 and 2006. The reference information is based on known occurrences,
historical records, or the presence of suitable habitat for any life stage of a particular species. The special-status
species reference search for CNDDB records within 8.05 km (5 mi) of the Project included the El Casco,
Beaumont, Perris, Lakeview, San Jacinto, Romoland, Winchester, Hemet, Murrieta, and Bachelor, California,
7.5-minute United States Geological Survey (USGS) quadrangles.

The target list of potential threatened and/or endangered wildlife species in the study area that resulted from these
queries is provided in Table 3.3-19 (page 3-640). The table also includes listed wildlife species that were either
observed onsite or had the potential to occur.

Vernal Pool Branchiopods

Two listed branchiopod species have the potential to occur in the study area.

e Riverside fairy shrimp (Streptocephal us woottoni), which is federally listed as endangered
e Vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi), which is federally listed as threatened

The Santa Rosa Plateau fairy shrimp is not expected to be present in the study area because it is restricted to the
basalt flow vernal pools located on the Santa Rosa Plateau about 40 km (25 mi) southwest of the study area.

Focused Surveys

Vernal pool branchiopod surveys were conducted by permitted biologists from 2000 through 2007 in accordance
with both MSHCP requirements (RCIP 2003) and the USFWS wet season and dry season survey guidelines
(USFWS 1996) to determine the presence or absence of listed vernal pool branchiopods in the study area.
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Table 3.3-19 Potential Threatened and/or Endangered Wildlife in the Project Study Area

Species
Observed
Federal/State/ in the
Scientific Name/ CDFG Status MSHCP Status and Habitat Study
Common Name Codes? Special Conditions” Habitat Requirements Comments Present/Absent Area
Invertebrates
Branchinecta lynchi FT/-/- RRVP Vernal pools and seasonally wet areas that Vernal pools and seasonally wet areas are P Yes
: : are often short lived. Prefers cool-water present in the study area. CNDDB
Vernal pool fairy shrimp pools and often requires a frost before occurrences have been documented in the
emerging. special-status species search area
(CDFG 2006a). This species was observed
during focused surveys.
Euphydryas editha quino FE/-/- CO Open-canopy habitats such as sparsely Suitable open-canopy sage scrub, grassland, P No
Quino checkerspot vegetated hilltops, ridgelines, and rocky and vernal pool habitats are present in the
butterfly outcrops. Often associated with sage scrub, study area. CNDDB occurrences have been
chaparral, vernal pools, juniper and oak documented in the special-status species
woodlands, and grasslands with moderate to | search area (CDFG 2006a).
high amounts of clay. Topographically
diverse areas with host plants and nectar
sources are also required.
Streptocephalus woottoni FE/-/- RRVP Deep vernal pools, seasonally wet areas, Vernal pools, seasonally wet areas, and stock P No
. : : : and stock ponds that remain ponded for ponds are present within the study area.
Riverside fairy shrimp extended periods of time. Prefers warm- CNDDB occurrences have been documented
water pools most often associated with in the special-status species search area
annual grassland, sage scrub, and chaparral | (CDFG 2006a). This species was not
habitats. Species distribution in Riverside detected during focused surveys.
County includes Skunk Hollow and the
Pechanga Indian Reservation in Rancho
California (RCIP 2003).
Fish
Catostomus santaanae FT/-/CSC Covered Permanent flowing streams with shallow The study area does not include Temescal A No
Santa Ana sucker cobble, gravel riffle, or other coarse Wash or San Timoteo Creek. It has no
substrate. Prefers cool, clean, and clear shallow, permanent streams. Therefore,
waters. Species distribution in Riverside suitable habitat is not present in the study
County includes the lower reaches of the area.
Santa Ana River and associated tributaries
such as Temescal Wash and San Timoteo
Creek (RCIP 2003).
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Table 3.3-19 Potential Threatened and/or Endangered Wildlife in the Project Study Area

Species
Observed
Federal/State/ in the
Scientific Name/ CDFG Status MSHCP Status and Habitat Study
Common Name Codes? Special Conditions” Habitat Requirements Comments Present/Absent Area
Amphibians
Ambystoma californiense FE/-/CSC - A lowland species restricted to grasslands Although suitable habitat is present, the study P No
California tiger and low foothill regions. Requires seasonally | area is outside the current distribution. This
salamander ponded areas for breeding and adjacent species was not detected during amphibian
upland habitat for refuge sites and surveys in the study area.
overwintering.
Bufo californicus FE/-/CSC CA Found in semi-arid regions, often near Suitable habitat does not exist in the study A No
Arroyo toad washes or intermittent streams with sandy area, so focused surveys were not conducted.
banks, flood terraces, and riparian This species was not detected during
vegetation. Occasionally found in ephemeral | amphibian surveys in the study area.
drainages. Key population areas in
Riverside County include Temecula Creek,
Arroyo Seca, San Mateo Creek, Tenaja
Creek, and Dripping Springs (RCIP 2003).
Rana aurora draytonii FT/-/CSC CA Highly aquatic. Requires dense, shrubby Stock ponds and treatment wetlands P No
California red-legged riparian vegetation associated with deep, represent the only suitable habitat in the study
frog still, or slow-moving water. Species is very area. Focused surveys were not conducted.
rare in Riverside County and is only known This species was not detected during
from the Santa Rosa Plateau (RCIP 2003). amphibian surveys within the study area.
Rana muscosa FE/-/CSC CA Highly aquatic. Inhabits high-elevation The study area is not in the elevation range. A No
: g streams that are typically steep with rocky Suitable habitat does not occur in the study
;\f:;ntam yellow-legged canyons, usually above 122 m (4,000 ft). area, so focused surveys were not conducted.
Found in the upper reaches and tributaries of | This species was not detected during
the San Jacinto River: South Fork, Middle amphibian surveys in the study area.
Fork, and North Fork San Jacinto River, However, CNDDB occurrences have been
Poppet Creek, Bautista Creek, and Potrero documented in the special-status species
Creek (RCIP 2003). search area (CDFG 2006b).
Birds
Buteo swainsoni -/ STI- Covered Found in open desert habitat, sparse shrub Suitable nesting habitat does exist in the study Nesting — P No
Swainson’s hawk habitat, grasslands, agricultural fields, or area, but the study area is not in the current Wintering — P

croplands containing isolated or scattered,
large trees or small groves. Within the
MSHCP area, it would be expected in the
agricultural areas with rural and low-density

nesting range for this species. This species
was observed outside the study area during
nesting raptor surveys.
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Table 3.3-19 Potential Threatened and/or Endangered Wildlife in the Project Study Area

Species
Observed
Federal/State/ in the
Scientific Name/ CDFG Status MSHCP Status and Habitat Study
Common Name Codes? Special Conditions” Habitat Requirements Comments Present/Absent Area
residential land use and would be present for
short periods of time during its migration
from wintering to breeding areas
(RCIP 2003).
Coccyzus americanus FC/ SE /- RRVP Requires extensive riparian woodlands with Suitable nesting habitat is not located in the A No
occidentalis dense vegetation and a well-developed study area. This species was not observed
Western yellow-billed understory for nesting. _Restr@cted to river during riparian bird surveys.
cuckoo bottoms and other mesic habitats where
humidity is high and where the dense
understory abuts slow-moving watercourses,
backwaters or seeps. In the western
Riverside County area, it is only known from
Prado Basin and the adjacent, Riverside
County reach of the Santa Ana River
(RCIP 2003).
Empidonax traillii FE/-/- RRVP Restricted to riparian woodlands along Suitable nesting and foraging habitat includes P Yes
extimus streams and rivers with mature, dense several areas of willow woodlands and dense
Southwestern willow stands of willows, cottonwoods, or smaller riparian vegetation in the study area. A
flycatcher spring-fed or boggy areas with willows or migrant was observed during focused surveys.
alders, often with a dense understory.
Sparsely located throughout the region and
plan area.
Falco peregrinus anatum | Delisted/SE/FP Covered Found in a variety of habitats such as The study area does not have nesting habitat, Nesting — A No
Peregrine falcon tundras, marshes, savannahs, wetlands, and this species was not observed. Wintering — P

(nesting)

forests, and other coastal habitats, but is
scarce throughout its range. Typically nests
high in cliffs and rocky outcrops, but is also
known to nest in man-made structures in
urban areas. Wintering and transient
individuals are known in Prado Basin,

Santa Ana River basin, San Jacinto Wildlife
Area, Lake Perris, Lake Skinner, and Hemet
Lake, all of which would concentrate
waterfowl or shorebirds and constitute
foraging areas (RCIP 2003).
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Table 3.3-19 Potential Threatened and/or Endangered Wildlife in the Project Study Area

Species
Observed
Federal/State/ in the
Scientific Name/ CDFG Status MSHCP Status and Habitat Study
Common Name Codes? Special Conditions” Habitat Requirements Comments Present/Absent Area
Haliaeetus Delisted/SE/- Covered Found along sea coasts, rivers, swamps, Generally a migrant and wintering species in A No
leucocephalus and large lakes. Locally, also found near western Riverside county. Suitable breeding
: large, deep inland bodies of water. and foraging habitat is present near Diamond
\?/?r:(tjeﬁigl)e (nesting and Occurrences in western Riverside County Valley Reservoir, just south of the study area.
include Santa Ana River/Prado Basin, Lake
Elsinore, Vail Lake, Lake Hemet, Lake
Mathews, Lake Perris, and Lake Skinner
(RCIP 2003).
Polioptila californica FT/-ICSC Covered Associated with coastal sage scrub Suitable nesting and foraging habitat in P Yes
californica vegetation on mesas, hillsides, and in Riversidian sage scrub is present in the study
Coastal California washes. Often forages in chaparral, area. Known occurrences in the special-
gnatcatcher grassland, and riparian habitats located status species search area (CDFG 2006c).
adjacent to sage scrub. Occurrences Although this species is known to nest in the
throughout western Riverside County, with area, only individuals were documented in the
key population areas in the city of study area.
Lake Elsinore, the Temecula area, and the
southern portion of Lake Skinner west to
Winchester Road (RCIP 2003).
Vireo bellii pusillus FE/SE/- RRVP Moist thickets and dense riparian areas, Suitable nesting and foraging habitat includes P No

Least Bell’'s vireo
(nesting)

primarily dominated by willow and mule fat.
Requires a stratified canopy in the vicinity of
a water source. Occurs throughout western
Riverside County, with key population areas
in Prado Basin and contiguous reaches of
the Santa Ana River, Chino Creek, Temescal
Wash, San Timoteo Creek, Alberhill Creek,
Tucalota Creek, Murrieta and Temecula
Creeks, Wilson Creek, March Air Force
Base, in the vicinity of De Luz, Santa
Margarita River, and Potrero Creek

(RCIP 2003).

several areas of willow woodlands and dense
riparian vegetation in the study area. A lone
male was observed outside the study area
during focused surveys.
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Table 3.3-19 Potential Threatened and/or Endangered Wildlife in the Project Study Area

Species
Observed
Federal/State/ in the
Scientific Name/ CDFG Status MSHCP Status and Habitat Study
Common Name Codes? Special Conditions” Habitat Requirements Comments Present/Absent Area
Mammals
Dipodomys merriami FE/-/CSC CA Prefers open habitats where it can excavate Marginally suitable alluvial fan sage scrub P No
parvus shallow burrows in sandy and loamy sand vegetation is located in the northern portion of
San Bernardino substrates. the study area along the San Jacinto River,
kangaroo rat and there are known occurrences within the
area (Verne 2007). However, this species
was not captured during small mammal
trapping.
Dipodomys stephensi FE/STI/- Covered Occurs primarily in annual and perennial Suitable open habitat is present in the study P No
Stephens’ kangaroo rat grassland habitats with firm soil, but may area, and this species has been documented
also occur in coastal scrub or sagebrush in many locations in the special-status species
habitat with sparse canopy cover, or in search area (CDFG 2006c¢). Remnant
disturbed areas (CDFG 2005). populations were captured outside the study
area during small mammal trapping, but none
were observed in the study area.

Source: Natural Environment Study, April 2010; NES Technical Report Addendum Memorandum, August 2010
Note: The following USGS 7.5-minute quadrangles were queried, and they include the PIA and an 8-km (5-mile) buffer adjacent to the PIA: Bachelor Mountain, Beaumont, EI Casco, Hemet, Lakeview,
Murrieta, Perris, Romoland, San Jacinto, and Winchester.
®Status Codes:
Federal Status

FE — Federally listed as endangered

FT — Federally listed as threatened

FC — Federal candidate species

Delisted — Delisted species are monitored for 5 years
State Status

SE — State listed as endangered

ST — State listed as threatened
California Department of Fish and Game

CSC - California Species of Concern
FP — Fully protected
N/A — not applicable

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 3-644 STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FEBRUARY 2013



Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Table 3.3-19 Potential Threatened and/or Endangered Wildlife in the Project Study Area

Species

Observed
Federal/State/ in the
Scientific Name/ CDFG Status MSHCP Status and Habitat Study
Common Name Codes? Special Conditions” Habitat Requirements Comments Present/Absent Area

Other Designations:
®Western Riverside Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) Definitions (RCIP 2003).
Special Conditions of MSHCP Covered Species:

CA — Surveys may be required for these species within locations shown on survey maps as described in Section 6.3.2 of the MSHCP. This includes the list of additional survey needs and procedures
species and the Criteria Area Species (see MSHCP pages 6-63 to 6-65) and the MSHCP Errata Letter, dated August 9, 2004.

CO - These Covered Species will be considered to be Covered Species Adequately Conserved when conservation requirements identified in species-specific conservation objectives have been met.
Species-specific conservation objectives for these species are presented in Section 9.0 of the MSHCP. Refer to Table 9-3 of the MSHCP for specific conservation objectives that must be met for these
species prior to including them on the list of Covered Species Adequately Conserved.

Covered — Species addressed in the MSHCP and included in the 10(a)(1)(B) permit. Also includes species that will be considered to be Covered Species Adequately Conserved when conservation
requirements identified in species-specific conservation objectives have been met.

NE — Surveys may be required for these species within Narrow Endemic Plant Species survey areas as described in Section 6.1.3 of the MSHCP and the MSHCP Errata Letter, dated August 9, 2004.

PS — Planning Species — Subsets of Covered Species that are identified to provide guidance for Reserve Assembly in Cores and Linkages and/or Area Plans per Volume |, Section 3, of the MSHCP
and the MSHCP Errata Letter, dated August 9, 2004.

RRVP - These species should be protected as they are associated with riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools as described in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP and the MSHCP Errata Letter, dated
August 9, 2004.
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Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan Survey Requirements

The Riverside fairy shrimp, vernal pool fairy shrimp, and Santa Rosa plateau fairy shrimp are Covered Species in
the MSHCP. Although no survey area has been designated for these species, Section 6.0 of the MSHCP requires
mapping of any vernal pools, stock ponds, ephemeral pools, or other water features to identify potential habitat
areas. If potential habitat is identified, focused surveys for these species are required.

Areas of vernal pools, playas, open water, and wetlands within and adjacent to the study area that could provide
suitable habitat for these listed vernal pool branchiopods are identified in the MSHCP map of wetland resources
(Figure 2-3, MSHCP [RCIP 2003]). This map and Project-specific vegetation mapping were used to determine
suitable branchiopod habitat in the study area. In addition, the study area was monitored during each wet season to
identify suitable ponded water habitat. Suitable pools were measured in the field by mapping the perimeters with a
Trimble GPS unit.

United Sates Fish and Wildlife Service Survey Requirements

The vernal pool wet season and dry season branchiopod surveys complied with the USFWS Interim Survey
Guidelines to Permittees for Recovery Permits under Section 10(a)(1)(A) of the Endangered Species Act for the
Listed Vernal Pool Branchiopods (USFWS 1996).

Wet Season Survey Methodology

Between 2000 and 2007, wet season surveys were conducted by permitted biologists in suitable ponded areas in
the Project study area. Suitable areas were monitored for ponding during each winter rainy season (October
through April), and surveys began within 2 weeks after inundation was observed. A pool was considered
inundated if it held 3 centimeters (cm) (1.2 inches) of standing water 24 hours after a rain. The pools were visited
once every 2 weeks while they were inundated or until 120 days of inundation had occurred.

Samples were collected using a 1-millimeter (mm) (0.04-inch) dip net. Specimens were identified to species using
a 14x-t0-90x stereo zoom microscope and dichotomous key from Fairy Shrimps of California’'s Puddles, Pools,
and Playas (Eriksen 1999).

Dry Season Survey Methodology

Dry season surveys were conducted in the Project study area by permitted biologists during September and
October 2006 in accordance with USFWS guidelines (USFWS 1996). Ten soil samples were collected from the
top 1 to 3 cm (0.4 to 1.2 inches) in the bottom of each pool. The soil samples were approximately 100 milliliters
(mL) (6.10 cubic inches) each, for a total soil volume of 1,000 mL (61.0 cubic inches) from each pool. If the pool
had a diameter of less than 3 m (9.8 ft), the total soil volume collected did not exceed 500 mL (30.5 cubic inches),
and the soil samples were approximately 50 mL (3.05 cubic inches) each.

Soil samples were examined in the laboratory to identify branchiopod cysts to the lowest identifiable taxon. Cysts
from the genus Branchinecta could not be identified to the species (only to genus) due to the similarity in the
surface morphology of cysts. Within the genus Branchinecta, two species, Branchinecta lynchi and Branchinecta
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lindahli, are known to occur in this region. Because the results of this dry season study required the determination
to species for the Branchinecta genus, the cysts were hydrated and reared for identification.

Adult shrimp were reared from the recovered cysts following USEPA protocol (USEPA 1985, Rogers 2006).
Reared adult shrimp were examined under a stereo dissection microscope and identified to species based upon
comparisons with specimens in collections, the original species descriptions, and professional experience.

Quino Checkerspot Butterfly

The Quino checkerspot butterfly (QCB) (Euphydryas editha quino) is federally listed as an endangered species and
is a Covered Species Adequately Conserved in the MSHCP. Because it has been adequately conserved, focused
protocol-level QCB surveys are not required for projects in the MSHCP Conservation Area, so a qualitative
discussion is not provided in this section. However, because of the estimated amount and extent of take covered
under the Take Permit for the Project, the potentially suitable habitat that would be lost must be quantified. The
potentially suitable QCB habitat in the study area is provided in Table 3.3-1 (page 3-443), and the suitable habitat
that would be permanently impacted by each Build alternative is provided in Table 3.3-3 (page 3-471). Potentially
suitable QCB habitat in the PIA was based on the following vegetation communities: alkali grassland, alkali playa,
annual grassland, annual grassland/Riversidian sage scrub, Riversidian sage scrub, ruderal, ruderal alkali flats, and
vernal pool.

The QCB is narrowly distributed in suitable habitat at relatively few locations in the MSHCP Conservation Area
(RCIP 2003). Observations of QCB clusters have been categorized into 22 occurrence complexes. Large or
strategically located occurrence complexes are considered core populations. The MSHCP identifies seven core
population areas. Conservation of QCB will be achieved through an adaptive management program limited to the
designated Core Areas. Core Area reserve managers are responsible for implementing the species-specific
conservation goals set forth in the MSHCP.

Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat

The Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephensi), which is federally listed as endangered and state listed as a
threatened species, is considered adequately conserved under the MSHCP. Therefore, no Stephens’ kangaroo rat
(SKR) protocol surveys are required for projects in the MSHCP Conservation Area, but suitable habitat should be
documented. The amount of potentially suitable SKR habitat in the study area is provided in Table 3.3-1 (page 3-
443) and the amount of suitable habitat permanently and temporarily that would be impacted by the Build
alternatives is provided in Table 3.3-3 (page 3-471).

The long-term Stephens’ kangaroo rat habitat conservation plan (HCP) includes mitigation for impacts and
provides take authorization for Stephens’ kangaroo rat within its boundaries. In accordance with Section 10 of the
Endangered Species Act, which authorizes incidental take under an approved HCP, the implementation agreement
and Section 10 Permit associated with the MSHCP will provide take authorization for Stephens’ kangaroo rat
outside the boundaries of the Stephens’ kangaroo rat HCP, but inside the MSHCP area boundaries. The core
reserves established by the Stephens’ kangaroo rat HCP will be managed as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area
consistent with the Stephens’ kangaroo rat HCP (RCIP 2003).
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Stephens’ kangaroo rat is relatively widespread throughout the MSHCP area, but the main blocks of occupied
habitat are concentrated in several core areas that must be conserved. Stephens’ kangaroo rat also requires
species-specific monitoring and management to ensure its long-term viability in the MSHCP area, including

tracking population densities and maintaining sparse, open grassland habitats.

Although not a target species for focused surveys, small isolated remnant populations of Stephens’ kangaroo rat
were expected to be present in the Project area. Eight captures of four individuals were made in two small areas of
grassland and sparse sage scrub outside the study area. One individual was captured north of Domenigoni
Parkway and west of Winchester Road, about 30 m (98 ft) northeast of the study area for Build Alternatives la

and 2a. The other seven captures (repeated captures of three individuals) occurred west of the existing SR 79
alignment, south of Gilman Springs Road and north of the San Jacinto wash. This was about 1 km (0.6 mile) north
of the Project study area. The largest population of Stephens’ kangaroo rat in the region is on the Potrero Unit of
the CDFG San Jacinto Wildlife Area, about 1.2 km (0.7 mi) northeast of the Project, where about 809.4 ha

(2,000 ac) of Stephens’ kangaroo rat habitat have been documented.

San Bernardino Kangaroo Rat

The San Bernardino kangaroo rat is federally listed as endangered, is a California Species of Concern (CSC), and
is a Covered Species under the MSHCP, for which focused surveys are required. See Section 3.3.4.2 (page 3-588)
for the study methodology used for San Bernardino Kangaroo Rat trapping.

Coastal California Gnatcatcher

The coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica) is federally listed as a threatened species and
is a Covered Species Adequately Conserved in the MSHCP. Because it has been adequately conserved, focused
protocol-level coastal California gnatcatcher surveys are not required for projects in the MSHCP Conservation
Area. Projects are required to disclose and calculate the area of critical habitat impacted for the species and to
disclose this in the Consistency Analysis to attain a Consistency Determination from the RCA for the Project to
confirm that it is a Covered Activity. The potentially suitable coastal California gnatcatcher habitat in the study
area is in Table 3.3-1 (page 3-443), and the suitable habitat that could be permanently impacted is in Table 3.3-3
(page 3-471). Potentially suitable coastal California gnatcatcher habitat in the PIA was based on the following
vegetation communities: annual grassland/Riversidian sage scrub and Riversidian sage scrub. Coastal California
gnatcatchers were incidentally observed during field surveys.

Per the MSHCP, this species will be managed at the habitat level with site-specific requirements in Core Areas and
Linkages. Core Area reserve managers are responsible for implementing the species-specific conservation goals
set forth in the MSHCP.

Least Bell's Vireo, Southwestern Willow Flycatcher, and Western Yellow-Billed Cuckoo

Least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus), southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus), and western
yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus occidentalis) are all MSHCP Covered Species, for which focused
surveys are required. These species are included in MSHCP Section 6.1.2 (RCIP 2003). Because of this, habitat
assessments and focused surveys for these species were conducted in the study area during 2005.
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Least Bell's Vireo

A habitat assessment for least Bell’s vireo took place on March 17 and 18, 2005. Focused surveys were
subsequently conducted in areas with potentially suitable riparian habitat. The least Bell’s vireo survey guidelines
established by USFWS (2001) require eight surveys in each survey area between April 10 and July 31. These
surveys are to be conducted at least 10 days apart to determine the presence or absence of nesting least Bell’s
vireos. Surveys were conducted between April 12 and July 25, 2005. A summary of surveys by date, time, and
survey site is in the Final Riparian Bird Survey Report of December 2007.

The eight focused surveys were conducted by biologists who were experienced with the songs, whisper songs,
calls, scolds, and plumage characteristics of adult and juvenile vireos. Surveys took place between 5:30 a.m. and
11:00 a.m. during suitable weather conditions. No more than 50 ha (123.5 ac) of suitable riparian habitat were
surveyed per day. The biologists walked all suitable riparian habitats and positioned themselves in the best
locations to listen and look for vireos. If a least Bell’s vireo was detected, it was observed until territory
information or a positive location could be obtained. All vireo detection, including number of individuals, sex,
age, and leg bands, was recorded on standardized data sheets. In addition to the least Bell’s vireo, any detections
of the parasitic brown-headed cowbird (Molothrus ater) or other bird species were also recorded.

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher

A habitat assessment for southwestern willow flycatcher took place on March 17 and 18, 2005. Focused surveys
were subsequently conducted in areas with potentially suitable riparian habitat. The southwestern willow
flycatcher survey protocol, established by Sogge (1997) and modified by the USFWS, consists of five surveys in
each survey site between May 15 and July 17 (USFWS 2000). The five surveys are to be conducted in three
survey periods, one between May 15 and May 31, one between June 1 and June 21, and three between June 22 and
July 17. The three surveys needed in the third survey period are to be at least 5 days apart.

Surveys for southwestern willow flycatchers took place in the study area between May 16 and July 6, 2005. Four
of the surveys were conducted under federal endangered species permit TE-092622-0. One was under federal
permit TE-787376-9. Surveys began between 5:30 a.m. and 6:00 a.m., lasted 4 to 4.5 hours, and ended no later
than 10:00 a.m. Surveys only took place in appropriate weather; mornings with rain or excessive wind were
avoided.

Tape playbacks were used during the surveys, as outlined in Sogge (1997). Tape playbacks are a reliable method
of determining southwestern willow flycatcher presence or absence and breeding status (territorial residents versus
migrants). This survey technique involved playing tape-recorded southwestern willow flycatcher songs at 30 m
(98.4 ft) intervals along the survey routes to elicit a response from individuals, if present. A southwestern willow
flycatcher survey tape, distributed by the Arizona Game and Fish Department, was played at natural volume and
included a mixture of “fitz bew” songs and “whit” calls.

A period of 1 or 2 minutes was taken at the beginning of each day’s survey route to listen for southwestern willow
flycatchers and to acclimate the surveyor to background noise and the sounds of other birds singing and calling in
the area. After the initial listening period, the taped southwestern willow flycatcher song was played for 15 to

30 seconds, followed by a 1- or 2-minute listening period. If no southwestern willow flycatchers were detected,
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the surveyors walked 30 m (98.4 ft) to the next survey station and repeated this process. A 10- to 20-second
listening period took place at each survey station before playing the tape.

Several Empidonax flycatchers look very similar and may pass through the San Jacinto Valley during migration.
Therefore, positive identification of a southwestern willow flycatcher can only be made by hearing the “fitz-bew”
song. Once a southwestern willow flycatcher was detected, the tape was no longer played or was played again
only very briefly to avoid harassing the birds or attracting the attention of potential predators and brood parasites.
Any southwestern willow flycatchers that were heard were visually monitored for a few minutes to determine the
exact location and territory information. After viewing the legs of the willow flycatchers to ascertain banding
information, surveyors continued on to the next calling station, 30 m (98.4 ft) away. All detections were mapped
and recorded on standardized data sheets. Negative survey data were recorded in the same manner. These data
sheets were filled out daily and submitted to CDFG and USFWS as part of the 90-day report, as required by the
federal endangered species permits. Other information recorded on the data sheets included vegetation
characteristics of the study area, dominant tree species and canopy height, presence of cowbirds, evidence of cattle

grazing, and presence of surface water.

Western Yellow-Billed Cuckoo

Although surveys were conducted for western yellow-billed cuckoo concurrently with the southwestern willow
flycatcher and least Bell’s vireo surveys, the habitat in the study area is poor quality and is essentially unsuitable
for the western yellow-billed cuckoo. Because the western yellow-billed cuckoo was not detected and is not
expected to be present in the study area, this species is not discussed or evaluated further.

Additional Information

In addition, the USFWS Critical Habitat Portal website was used to identify proposed and final published critical
habitat for threatened and endangered species that may be present in the study area (USFWS 2011). The USFWS
and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) are responsible for administering all facets of
protecting federally listed threatened and endangered species, including critical habitat. The NOAA’s definition of
critical habitat (shown below) would also apply to areas regulated by the USFWS:

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) requires the federal government to designate “ critical habitat” for any
speciesit lists under the ESA. Critical habitat is defined as. (1) specific areas within the geographical
area occupied by the species at the time of listing, if they contain physical or biological features essential
to conservation, and those features may require special management considerations or protection; and

(2) specific areas outside the geographical area occupied by the speciesif the agency determines that the
area itself is essential for conservation (NOAA 2011).

The information from the Critical Habitat Portal was used to prepare figures and assess potential impacts to areas
designated as critical habitat.
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Overview of Critical Habitat, Plant Species, and Animal Species within the Study Area

Critical Habitat

One critical habitat designation is present in the study area, spreading navarretia (Navarretia fossalis). Final
revised critical habitat for spreading navarretia was issued on November 8, 2010 (75 FR 19575, pp 19575 —
19590). This critical habitat, a part of USFWS Unit 6: Riverside Management Area, Subunit 6B. Salt Creek
Seasonally Flooded Alkali Plain, is present in the study area, as shown in Figure 3.3-50. Primary constituent
elements (PCEs) used to determine critical habitat, as defined in the Federal Register listing, include: 1) ephemeral
wetlands such as vernal pools and seasonally flooded alkali vernal plains, 2) intermixed wetland and upland
habitats that act as the local watershed, and 3) clay soils that support ponding during winter and spring, which
create an impermeable surface layer. Critical habitat for spreading navarretia in the Project study area contains
these PCEs, particularly Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1 near the Stowe Road Vernal Pool Complex. The
amount of critical habitat that could be impacted by the Project is shown in Table 3.3-3 (page 3-471).

No other critical habitat designations are present in the study area or expected to be affected by any of the Build
alternatives or design options. However, final revised critical habitat for the coastal California gnatcatcher is
within the scale of Figure 3.3-50 and is therefore shown in the figure. This final revised critical habitat is outside
the study area, so it is not discussed further in this section.

Plant Species

Seven federally or state-listed threatened or endangered plants could be present in the study area (Table 3.3-18
[page 3-636]), and four federally and/or state-listed plant species were identified during the rare plant surveys
(Table 3.3-1 [page 3-443] and Table 3.3-3 [page 3-471]). These are San Jacinto Valley crownscale, spreading
navarretia, California Orcutt grass, and thread-leaved brodiaeca. All are federally listed as threatened or
endangered, and California Orcutt grass and thread-leaved brodiaea are also state listed as endangered. All four of
these plants are included in the MSHCP. Federal, state, CNPS, and MSHCP conservation status codes for each
species are provided in Table 3.3-18 (page 3-636).

San Jacinto Valley crownscale was found in the PIA and the indirect impact area, while spreading navarretia,
California Orcutt grass, and thread-leaved brodiaca were found only in the indirect impact area. As outlined
below, these four listed plants were observed in the study area for Roadway Segment I and the extensive alkali
grassland, playa, and vernal pool habitats located within Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2.

Long-term conservation value (LTCV) populations are Criteria Area and Narrow Endemic plants in Criteria Area
Cells or required survey areas that contribute toward MSHCP Covered Species conservation objectives and reserve
assembly. Table 3.3-20 (page 3-653) presents assessments of LTCV for the four listed plant species discussed in
this section. The LTCV populations are all in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1.

Animal Species

The only listed animal species observed in the study area is vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi), which
are federally listed as threatened. Vernal pool fairy shrimp were observed in one pool in Additional Indirect
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Impact Study Area 1 during the 2004 to 2005 wet season survey (Figure 3.3-43). The USFWS Listed Species
Verification and Notification is in Appendix G of the Final Vernal Pool Branchiopod Survey Report of
December 2007.

No other animal species that are federally or state listed as threatened or endangered were observed in the study
area of the Project; however, suitable habitat for the following listed species was identified.!4

e Stephens’ kangaroo rat (FE, ST)

e San Bernardino kangaroo rat (marginal habitat) (FE)
e Quino checkerspot butterfly (FE)

e Coastal California gnatcatcher (FT)

e Southwestern willow flycatcher (FE)

e Least Bell’s vireo (FE, SE)

The Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat (SKR), Quino checkerspot butterfly (QCB), and coastal California gnatcatcher are all
considered Covered Species Adequately Conserved per the MSHCP. This means the conservation objectives for
these species have been achieved, and these species are provided Take Authorization through the NCCP permit
and through the Section 10(a) permit issued in conjunction with the MSHCP Implementing Agreement (RCIP
2003). The MSHCP defines Covered Species Adequately Conserved as follows:

Theinitial 118 Covered Species and any of the remaining 28 Covered Species where the species
objectives, set forth in Section 9.2 of the MSHCP, Volume 1 and Table 9-3, are met, and which are
provided Take Authorization through the NCCP Permit and for animals through the Section 10(a)
Permit issued in conjunction with the 1A.

Although focused surveys are not required for these species per the MSHCP, because of the estimated amount and
extent of take covered under the Take Permit for the Project, the amount of potentially suitable habitat that could
be lost must be quantified. The amount of potentially suitable habitat for SKR, QCB, and coastal California
gnatcatcher in the study area is provided in Table 3.3-1 (page 3-443), and the suitable habitat that could be
permanently or temporarily impacted is in Table 3.3-3 (page 3-471).

14FE — federally endangered
FT — federally threatened
SE — state endangered
ST — state threatened
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Table 3.3-20 Assessment of Long-Term Conservation Value Threatened and Endangered Species Populations in the Study Area

Scientific Name

Common Name

Criteria Area
Cell(s)

Build Alternative

Location of
Population by
Project Element

Population(s)
Present in the
PIA

Population(s)
Present in the 30.5-m
(100-ft) Indirect
Impact Area

Population(s)
Present in Additional
Indirect Impact
Study Area 1

Population(s)
Present in Additional
Indirect Impact
Study Area 2

Do Populations
Have Long-Term
Conservation
Value?

Rationale®

Atriplex coronata
var. notatior

San Jacinto
Valley
crownscale

3683, 3684, 3791,
3887, 3891, 4007

Build Alternatives 2a
and 2b (including
Design Option 2b1)

Additional Indirect
Impact Study
Area 1

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

A total of 224 San Jacinto Valley crownscale populations (with a little
more than 58,000 plants) occur in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1.
These populations are part of the Upper Salt Creek core population,
which may now contain half, or possibly more, of the known individuals of
San Jacinto Valley crownscale. Because these populations are important
to the continued existence of this species, these populations have very
high LTCV. Adverse impacts to the populations within this area (including
the supporting vernal pool hydrology) could result in the loss of
populations, degradation of the vernal pool habitat, could affect the long-
term sustainability of these localities, and could possibly make it more
difficult to attain the MSHCP species conservation goals and objectives.

Brodiaea filifolia

thread-leaved
brodiaea

4007

Build Alternatives 2a
and 2b (including
Design Option 2b1)

Additional Indirect
Impact Study
Area 1

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

Nine populations of thread-leaved brodiaea with 231 plants were
observed within Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1. All of these
populations occurred in the alkali grasslands and wetland habitat north of
the San Jacinto Branch Line and east of California Avenue and are the
only known locality to occur in the study area. These populations have
LTCV because these populations are the eastern known locality of this
species, they are one of only six localities known from the Perris Basin
region, and the habitat quality is high compared to other areas. Adverse
impacts to these populations or to the supporting hydrology could result in
the loss of this locality, a decrease in population size, or degradation of
the habitat, could adversely affect the long-term sustainability of these
localities, and could make it more difficult to attain the MSHCP species
conservation goals and objectives.

Navarretia fossalis

spreading
navarretia

3791, 3887, 3891

Build Alternatives 2a
and 2b (including
Design Option 2b1)

Additional Indirect
Impact Study
Area 1

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

Thirty-two populations of spreading navarretia with 30,326 plants were
identified between the San Jacinto Branch Line to just north of Stetson
Avenue. The largest single concentration of plants (about 80 percent of
all the plants observed in the study area) was identified at the Stowe
Road Vernal Pool Complex. These populations have high to very high
LTCV, depending on site-specific habitat variables. Adverse impacts to
these populations or to the supporting hydrology could result in the loss of
this locality, a decrease in population size, or degradation of the habitat,
could adversely affect the long-term sustainability of these localities, and
could make it more difficult to attain the MSHCP species conservation
goals and objectives.

Orcuttia californica

Callifornia Orcultt
grass

3887

Build Alternatives 2a
and 2b (including
Design Option 2b1)

Additional Indirect
Impact Study
Area 1

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

Two populations of California Orcutt grass with 4,266 plants were
identified within the Stowe Road Vernal Pool Complex, north of Stowe
Road within Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1. The populations at
the Stowe Road Vernal Pool Complex are considered one of three core
population complexes in Riverside County. Although this area has been
disturbed, the Stowe Road Vernal Pool Complex has very high LTCV due
to: (1) the endangered status of the species, (2) fairly high population
size, (3) geographic distribution of this locality, and (4) relatively high
habitat quality. Adverse impacts to these populations or to the supporting
hydrology could result in the loss of this locality, a decrease in population
size, or degradation of the habitat, could adversely affect the long-term
sustainability of these localities, and could make it more difficult to attain
the MSHCP species conservation goals and objectives.

Source: Natural Environment Study, April 2010; NES Technical Report Addendum Memorandum, August 2010

®Information about the MSHCP Planning Species and Biological Issues and Considerations included for Subunits 2 and 4, along with the Planning Species for Noncontiguous Habitat Blocks 6 and 7 and Existing Constrained Linkage B, and the overall goals for each of the Covered species as noted in
Appendix E of the MSHCP (Species Survey Requirements, Plants), and the habitat goals noted for each Criteria Area Cell in Table 3.3-2 of this document (page 3-464).
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San Bernardino kangaroo rat was not observed in the study area. Marginally suitable habitat for this species was
found in the alluvial fan scrub habitat east of the existing SR 79 alignment, north of the San Jacinto River and
south of Gilman Springs Road, but suitable habitat was not found in the study area. Although this species was
observed about 580 m (1,900 ft) west of the study area along the San Jacinto River in 2005 (P. Vergne, pers. com),
no San Bernardino kangaroo rat sign was evident in the study area, and no San Bernardino kangaroo rats were
captured in any of the trap-lines set during the focused surveys. Because San Bernardino kangaroo rat was not
detected in the study area, this species is not discussed further. However, see the brief discussion at the beginning
of this section (page 3-648).

The amount of riparian habitat in the study area that is suitable for southwestern willow flycatchers is summarized
in Table 3.3-1 (page 3-443). One migrant willow flycatcher was detected (by both observation and vocalization)
in the study area during the first protocol survey, about 135 m (442 ft) east of the PIA of Roadway Segment M.
The individual was not with a mate, and no nesting behavior was observed (Figure 3.3-45). Because the willow
flycatcher was a migrant and did not nest, the surveyor concluded that this was not the federally endangered
southwestern sub-species. Therefore, impacts to the southwestern willow flycatcher are not expected.

A solitary male least Bell’s vireo was detected (by both observation and vocalization) 95 m (317 ft) outside the
study area near Utility Relocation Area 2. This location is shown in Figure 3.3-46. The solitary male was heard
vocalizing and was observed foraging along the San Jacinto River in a dense area of mule fat scrub surrounded by
cottonwood willow riparian woodland. This was the only detection. No nesting least Bell’s vireos were found.
Because it was not detected in the study area, impacts to least Bell’s vireo are not expected.

Federal/California Endangered Species Act Consultation Summary

As discussed in Section 2.2 (page 2-1 [Volume 1]) and in more detail in Section 5.2 (page 5-2), NEPA/404
Integration Process coordination with state and federal agencies has been ongoing throughout project development.

The NEPA/404 Integration Process has provided an effective means of conducting preconsultation per Section 7 of
the Endangered Species Act with USFWS. In addition, RCTC and the Department integrated state agencies into
the discussion and coordination of the NEPA/404 activities. These agencies included the RWQCB and CDFG. As
such, preconsultation for the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) has also taken place with CDFG.

Formal Section 7 consultation will be initiated by the Department once a Preferred Alternative is identified. A
USFWS species list dated November 14, 2012, is attached at the end of Chapter 5. Section 7 consultation will be
conducted based on the MSHCP. The MSHCP is an HCP pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the Federal
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as well as a Natural Community Conservation Planning program under the
NCCP Act of 1991. The Section 10 Permit associated with the MSHCP allows the participating jurisdictions to
“take” plant and wildlife species identified in the Plan Area. The USFWS and CDFG have authority to regulate
the take of Threatened, Endangered, and Rare Species. Under the MSHCP, the wildlife agencies will grant “Take
Authorization” for otherwise lawful actions, such as public and private development, that may incidentally take or
harm individual species or their habitat outside the MSHCP Conservation Area in exchange for the assembly and
management of a coordinated MSHCP Conservation Area (RCIP 2003). More information about the MSHCP is in
Section 3.3.1.3 (page 3-459).
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Listed Plant and Animal Species in the Study Area of the Project Alternatives

This section provides information on listed plants and animals and critical habitat in the study area of the Project.

Permanent and temporary impacts are provided in Section 3.3.5.3 (page 3-662).

All Build Alternatives and Design Options
MSHCP Covered Species and/or Planning Species

San Jacinto Valley Crownscale

The same 13 San Jacinto Valley crownscale populations (with 6,749 plants) are present in the study areas of all
Build alternatives and design options (Tables 3.3-5 [page 3-533] and 3.3-6 [page 3-537]). Twelve populations
with 6,727 plants were found in the study area for Roadway Segment I, north of Devonshire Avenue, and one
small population (22 plants) was found west of Warren Road in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2, west of
the Stoney Mountain Preserve (Figure 3.3-23). Roadway Segment I is a component of all Build alternatives and
design options. These populations are not in an MSHCP Criteria Area Cell and do not have LTCV (Table 3.3-5
[page 3-533)).

The study areas for Build Alternatives 2a and 2b also include Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and,
therefore, contain other listed plant species as described in their respective sections.

No Build Alternative

No impacts would occur with this alternative. The existing conditions would remain, and the roadway would be
unchanged.

Build Alternative 1a
MSHCP Covered Species and/or Planning Species

Animal Species

Vernal Pool Branchiopods

No listed vernal pool branchiopods were observed in the study area for Build Alternative 1a, but 27 pools were
identified as potential habitat. The pools include tire ruts and roadside drainages, man-made depressions,
depressions in active agricultural fields, and vernal pools. All 27 pools received two surveys, either two wet
season surveys or both a wet and a dry season survey. The only vernal pool branchiopod species observed in the
study area for Build Alternative 1a was the nonlisted versatile fairy shrimp. The nonlisted versatile fairy shrimp

was observed in 16 pools. No vernal pool branchiopods were observed in the other 11 pools.

Least Bell's Vireo

Least Bell’s vireo was not observed in the study area for Build Alternative 1a, but 10.99 ha (27.16 ac) of suitable
habitat were identified.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 3-656 STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FEBRUARY 2013



Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher

Southwestern willow flycatchers were not observed in the study area for Build Alternative 1a, but 10.99 ha
(27.16 ac) of suitable habitat were identified.

Sephens’ Kangaroo Rat
About 235.1 ha (581.0 ac) of suitable Stephens’ kangaroo rat habitat are present in Build Alternative 1a.

Quino Checkerspot Butterfly

About 554.1 ha (1,369.3 ac) of suitable Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat are present in the study area for Build
Alternative la.

Coastal California Gnatcatcher

About 135.3 ha (334.3 ac) of suitable coastal California gnatcatcher habitat are present in the study area for Build
Alternative 1la.

Critical Habitat

The study area for Build Alternative 1a contains 1.9 ha (4.8 ac) of spreading navarretia critical habitat.

Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 1b1l

The study area for Build Alternative 1b did not change when Design Option 1b1 was added in 2009, so species
counts and habitat determinations are the same for both.

MSHCP Covered Species and/or Planning Species

Animal Species

Vernal Pool Branchiopods

The results of the vernal pool branchiopod focused surveys in Build Alternative 1b were the same as Build
Alternative 1a, except that the nonlisted versatile fairy shrimp was observed in 15 pools. No vernal pool
branchiopods were observed in the other 12 pools.

Least Bell's Vireo

Least Bell’s vireo were not observed in the study area for Build Alternative 1b, but 16.93 ha (41.84 ac) of suitable
habitat were identified.

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher

A migrant willow flycatcher was detected 135 m (442 ft) east of the PIA for Build Alternative 1b (Roadway
Segment M). However, no mate was seen, and no nesting behavior was observed, so this individual was
determined to be a migrant. About 16.93 ha (41.84 ac) of potential habitat were identified.
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Sephens Kangaroo Rat

About 232.3 ha (573.9 ac) of suitable Stephens’ kangaroo rat habitat are present in the study area for Build
Alternative 1b.

Quino Checkerspot Butterfly

About 584.4 ha (1,444.1 ac) of suitable Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat are present in the study area for Build
Alternative 1b.

Coastal California Gnatcatcher

About 127.9 ha (316.1 ac) of suitable coastal California gnatcatcher habitat are present in the study area for Build
Alternative 1b.

Critical Habitat

The study area for Build Alternative 1b contains 1.9 ha (4.8 ac) of spreading navarretia critical habitat.

Build Alternative 2a
MSHCP Covered Species and/or Planning Species

Plant Species

A total of 280 populations of listed plants were observed in the study area for Build Alternative 2a—San Jacinto
Valley crownscale (237 populations), spreading navarretia (32 populations), California Orcutt grass

(2 populations), and thread-leaved brodiaea (9 populations). Thirteen San Jacinto Valley crownscale populations
were found in the study area of Roadway Segment I (see page 3-656), one population of San Jacinto Valley
crownscale was identified in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2 at the Stoney Mountain Preserve, and all
remaining populations of listed plants were observed in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1 (Tables 3.3-5
[page 3-533] and 3.3-6 [page 3-537)).

San Jacinto Valley Crownscale

A total of 237 populations of San Jacinto Valley crownscale were found scattered throughout the alkali grasslands,
alkali playa, and wetland habitats between the San Jacinto Branch Line and SR 74/Florida Avenue, west of the San
Diego Canal. As presented in Tables 3.3-5 (page 3-533) and 3.3-6 (page 3-537), the San Jacinto Valley
crownscale in this area is considered part of the Upper Salt Creek core population, one of two population cores for
this species. Because of declines in the populations near the San Jacinto River, the Upper Salt Creek area may
now contain half, or possibly more, of the known individuals of San Jacinto Valley crownscale. Because these
populations are important to the continued existence of this species, those in Additional Indirect Impact Study
Area 1 have very high LTCV.
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Thread-Leaved Brodiaea

Nine small populations of thread-leaved brodiaea (231 plants) were found in Additional Indirect Impact Study
Area 1 (Figure 3.3-35). All of these populations were in the alkali grassland and wetland habitat north of the

San Jacinto Branch Line and east of California Avenue. These nine populations are the only ones known in the
study area, and they are the easternmost locality known for this species. Only six occurrences are known from the
Perris Basin (Table 3.3-6 [page 3-537]). The habitat quality where they were found is relatively high, and these
populations have LTCV (Tables 3.3-5 [page 3-533] and 3.3-6 [page 3-537]).

Soreading Navarretia

Thirty-two populations of spreading navarretia (30,326 plants) were identified in Additional Indirect Impact Study
Area 1 (Figure 3.3-38). Several populations of spreading navarretia were observed east of California Avenue,
between the San Jacinto Branch Line and just north of Stetson Avenue. The populations in the study area are part
of the Upper Salt Creek population complex, which supports one of the largest known concentrations of individual
plants. The total number of spreading navarretia plants in the Upper Salt Creek complex greatly surpasses the San
Jacinto River complex, the other Riverside County population complex (Table 3.3-6 [page 3-537]). The
populations in the study area have very high LTCV (Table 3.3-5 [page 3-533]).

California Orcutt Grass

Two populations of California Orcutt grass with 4,266 plants were identified in the Stowe Road Vernal Pool
Complex, north of Stowe Road in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1 (Figure 3.3-39). California Orcutt
grass is an MSHCP Narrow Endemic species that is limited to vernal pool habitats, and it is extremely rare. The
populations at the Stowe Road Vernal Pool Complex are one of three core population complexes in Riverside
County, and they have very high LTCV (Tables 3.3-5 [page 3-533] and 3.3-6 [page 3-537]). Although this area
has recently been disturbed, the Stowe Road Vernal Pool Complex has very high conservation value because of
(1) the endangered status of the species, (2) fairly high population size, (3) geographic distribution of the
populations, and (4) relatively high habitat quality (Table 3.3-6 [page 3-537]).

Animal Species

Vernal Pool Branchiopods

The study area for Build Alternative 2a contains Criteria Area Cell 3887. Conservation in this Cell will contribute

to the assembly of Proposed Noncontiguous Block 7, where vernal pool fairy shrimp is a Planning Species.

Although no listed vernal pool branchiopods were found in the PIA of Build Alternative 2a, this Build alternative
could affect the hydrology of a 0.72-ha (1.79-ac) vernal pool complex in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1.
That complex contains vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi), a species that is federally listed as
threatened.

Forty-four pools were identified as potential habitat for vernal pool branchiopods in the study area for Build
Alternative 2a. The pools include tire ruts and roadside drainages, man-made depressions, depressions in active
agricultural fields, vernal pools, and vernal pool complexes. All 44 pools were surveyed. Forty of the pools were
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surveyed twice, either two wet season surveys or both a wet and a dry season survey. The remaining four pools
received only one full survey.

The four vernal pools that received one full survey included one in a cattle-grazed field that received one wet
season survey, one in a cattle-grazed field that received a partial wet season survey and a full dry season survey,
one in a cattle-grazed field that received one dry season survey, and an excavated depression that received one dry
season survey. The vernal pool and depression that each received one dry season survey were both identified as
potential vernal pool branchiopod habitat in the dry season because they contained cracked soils, but inundation or
ponding was never observed. Therefore, only a dry season survey could be completed. Only the nonlisted
versatile fairy shrimp was identified at both of these locations based on branchiopods cultivated in the laboratory.

Vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi), which are federally listed as threatened, were identified in the
vernal pool complex in the grassland just northwest of the intersection of Stowe Road and California Avenue. The
nonlisted versatile fairy shrimp was found in 33 of the pools in the study area for Build Alternative 2a, including
the same vernal pool complex as the federally listed vernal pool fairy shrimp and the four pools that received only
one full survey. No vernal pool branchiopods were found in the other 11 pools.

Least Bell's Vireo

Survey results and the suitable habitat determination for the Build Alternative 2a study area are the same as Build
Alternative 1la.

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher

Survey results and the suitable habitat determination for the Build Alternative 2a study area are the same as Build
Alternative la.

Sephens Kangaroo Rat

About 231.8 ha (572.9 ac) of suitable Stephens’ kangaroo rat habitat are present in the Build Alternative 2a study
area.

Quino Checkerspot Butterfly
About 524.0 ha (1,294.8 ac) of suitable Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat are present in the Build Alternative 2a

study area.

Coastal California Gnatcatcher

About 132.5 ha (327.5 ac) of suitable coastal California gnatcatcher habitat are present in the Build Alternative 2a
study area.

Critical Habitat

The study area for Build Alternative 2a contains 135.1 ha (333.7 ac) of spreading navarretia critical habitat.
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Build Alternative 2b and Design Option 2b1l

The study area for Build Alternative 2b did not change when Design Option 2b1 was added in 2009, so species
counts and habitat determinations are the same for both.

MSHCP Covered Species and/or Planning Species

Plant Species

Similar to Build Alternative 2a, 280 populations of listed plants were found in the study area for Build
Alternative 2b. The affected environment and number of populations of San Jacinto Valley crownscale, thread-
leaved brodiaea, spreading navarretia, and California Orcutt grass in the Build Alternative 2b study area are the
same as Build Alternative 2a (page 3-658).

Animal Species

Vernal Pool Branchiopods

The affected environment for vernal pool branchiopods in the study area for Build Alternative 2b is essentially the
same as Build Alternative 2a (page 3-658) except that the nonlisted versatile fairy shrimp was observed in 32 of
the pools in the study area for Build Alternative 2b, versus 33 in Build Alternative 2a. No vernal pool
branchiopods were observed in the other 12 pools.

Least Bell's Vireo

Least Bell’s vireo was not observed in the study area for Build Alternative 2b, but 16.93 ha (41.84 ac) of suitable
habitat is present.

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher

The same migrant willow flycatcher discussed in Build Alternative 1b (page 3-657) was found in the study area for
Build Alternative 2b. Roadway Segment M is common to both Build alternatives. Additionally, 16.93 ha
(41.84 ac) of suitable habitat is present.

Sephens Kangaroo Rat
About 227.7 ha (562.6 ac) of suitable Stephens’ kangaroo rat habitat are present in the Build Alternative 2b study

arca.

Quino Checkerspot Butterfly

About 566.4 ha (1,399.7 ac) of suitable Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat are present in the Build Alternative 2b
study area.

Coastal California Gnatcatcher

About 125.2 ha (309.4 ac) of suitable coastal California gnatcatcher habitat are present in the Build Alternative 2b
study area.
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Critical Habitat
The study area of Build Alternative 2b contains 135.1 ha (333.7 ac) of spreading navarretia critical habitat.

3.3.5.3 Environmental Consequences
Permanent Impacts

MSHCP and Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act

Permanent impacts to threatened and endangered species will be handled through a joint MSHCP Consistency
Determination/Biological Opinion for the proposed Project. The USFWS will review the Project impacts and
proposed avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures to verify that the Project meets the criteria in the
MSHCP. The following excerpt was taken from Section 14.9 of the Implementing Agreement for the MSHCP and
explains Section 7 consultations in relation to the MSHCP:

14.9 Section 7 Consultations. The USFWSwill evaluate the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the
Covered Activitiesin itsinternal FESA biological opinion issued in connection with the MSHCP and
issuance of the Section 10(a) Permit. Asa result, and to the maximum extent allowable, in any
consultation under Section 7 of FESA subsequent to the Effective Date involving the Permittee(s) or entity
with Third Party Take Authorization with regard to Covered Species Adequately Conserved and Covered
Activities, the USFWS shall ensure that the FESA biological opinion issued in connection with the
proposed project that is the subject of the consultation is consistent with the internal FESA biological
opinion. Such project must be consistent with the terms and conditions of the MSHCP and this Agreement.
Any reasonable and prudent measures included under the terms and conditions of a FESA biological
opinion issued subsequent to the Effective Date with regard to the Covered Species Adequately Conserved
and Covered Activities shall, to the maximum extent appropriate, be consistent with the implementation
measures of the MSHCP and this Agreement. The USFWS shall not impose measures in excess of those
that have been or will be required by the Permittee(s) or entity with Third Party Take Authorization
pursuant to the MSHCP and this Agreement. The USFWS shall process subsequent FESA consultations
for Covered Activities in accordance with the process and time periods set forth in 50 Code of Federal
Regulations, section 402.14. The Parties agree that this section does not create an independent cause of
action.

Plant Species

Three threatened or endangered plant species could be impacted by construction of the proposed Project—San
Jacinto Valley crownscale (federally listed as endangered), spreading navarretia (federally listed as threatened),
and California Orcutt grass (federally listed as endangered and state listed as endangered). All three of these
federally listed and/or state-listed plants are included in the MSHCP. The only species that would be directly
impacted by construction would be the San Jacinto Valley crownscale. All other populations would be outside the
PIA in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1. Although one population of San Jacinto Valley crownscale was
observed in Additional Indirect Impact Area 2, indirect impacts would not occur to this population because
Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2 and the Stoney Mountain Preserve are located upgradient from the PIA
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and work areas. Site drainage is from the south to the north; therefore, construction activities immediately to the
north are not expected to affect the local hydrology for this population.

Although nine populations of the federally listed as threatened and state listed as endangered thread-leaved
brodiaea were also observed in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1, the hydrology in the area where these
populations were found had already been altered by the construction of roads and drainage ditches. The proposed
Project would not change these existing conditions. As a result, a Section 7 determination of may affect, not likely
to adversely affect is made for thread-leaved brodiaca. This species is not discussed further in this section.

Potential impacts in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1 would be limited to the unaltered area of the
watershed north of Stowe Road and west of California Avenue, where San Jacinto Valley crownscale, spreading
navarretia and California Orcutt grass were observed (Figures 3.3-23, 3.3-38, and 3.3-39).

Surveys were conducted for Munz’s onion (federally listed as endangered and state listed as threatened) and
slender-horned spineflower (federally and state listed as endangered), but neither of these species was found. A
Section 7 determination of no effect is made for these two species, so they are not discussed further in this section.

The impact analysis below assumes that all threatened and endangered plant species present in the PIA, unique
design features, and indirect impact areas would be permanently impacted because of construction or operation of
the proposed Project and that temporary impacts would not occur. Permanent direct impacts would include the
direct removal of habitat in the PIA and unique design features. Permanent indirect impacts would include
potential degradation to habitat and alteration of hydrology in the 30.5-m (100-ft) indirect impact area and in
Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2.

Animal Species

One threatened or endangered animal species was identified in the Project study area. Vernal pool fairy shrimp,
federally listed as threatened, were identified in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1 in the Stowe Road Vernal
Pool Complex. Permanent indirect impacts to this species are expected from the construction of Build
Alternatives 2a or 2b or Design Option 2b1 (Roadway Segments D, F, and H).

No other threatened or endangered animal species were identified in the Project study area. However, suitable
habitat throughout the study area was identified for the following listed species:

e San Bernardino kangaroo rat (marginal habitat) (FE)
e Stephens’ kangaroo rat (FE, ST)

e Quino checkerspot butterfly (FE)

e Coastal California gnatcatcher (FT)

e Least Bell’s vireo (SE, FE)

e Southwestern willow flycatcher (FE, SE)

Surveys were performed for the San Bernardino kangaroo rat in marginally suitable habitat in the study area, but
none were found. A Section 7 determination of no effect is made for the San Bernardino kangaroo rat. This
species is not discussed further in this section.
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Surveys were not conducted for Stephens’ kangaroo rat, quino checkerspot butterfly, or coastal California
gnatcatcher because they are considered adequately conserved in the MSHCP and surveys are not required by the
wildlife agencies. However, the impacts analysis for the Project assumes that these three species are present in the
study area, so the suitable habitats for these species in the direct and indirect impact areas are quantified as

permanent impacts. Section 7 determinations for these species are presented below for each Build alternative.

Although quantified suitable habitat in the PIA and indirect impact area are presented in this section for least
Bell’s vireo and southwestern willow flycatcher, these species were not detected during protocol surveys, and take
is not expected. Section 7 determinations for these species are presented below for each Build alternative.

As stated for plants, the permanent impact analysis assumes that all threatened and endangered animal species
present in the PIA, unique design features, and indirect impact areas would be permanently impacted by
construction or operation of the proposed Project. Permanent direct impacts would include the direct removal of
habitat in the PIA and unique design features. Permanent indirect impacts would include increased noise, light,
dust, potential degradation to habitat, habitat fragmentation, increased mortality from collisions with vehicles,
reduced prey and foraging availability and abundance, and alteration of the hydrology in the indirect impact area
and Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1.

Critical Habitat

Final revised critical habitat for spreading navarretia (Navarretia fossalis) was issued by the USFWS on
November 8, 2010. The boundary of the critical habitat encompasses portions of the Project. This impact analysis
assumes that all critical habitat present in the PIA, unique design features, and indirect impact area would be
permanently impacted because of construction or operation of the proposed Project. Permanent direct impacts
would include the direct removal of habitat. Permanent indirect impacts would include potential degradation to
habitat in the 30.5-m (100-ft) indirect impact area. Temporary impacts to critical habitat could occur in the
indirect impact area and could include increased dust from construction activities and an increase in invasive plant
species. However, temporarily affected areas are accounted for in the permanent impact analysis because the areas
that would be temporarily impacted are the same as the areas that would be permanently, indirectly impacted.

Permanent direct and indirect impacts to threatened and endangered plant and animal species and critical habitat
from each Build alternative and design option are presented in the following sections.

No Build Alternative

No Project-related impacts would occur with this alternative. The existing conditions would remain, and the
roadway would be unchanged.

All Build Alternatives and Design Options

Plants

Four federally listed as endangered San Jacinto Valley crownscale populations (589 plants) would be permanently
and directly impacted, and eleven populations (6,138 plants) would be permanently and indirectly impacted by all
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of the Build alternatives and design options. Three of the four directly impacted populations span the PIA and
indirect impact area. All of these populations are located in the PIA and indirect impact area for Roadway
Segment I. These impacts, therefore, would occur regardless of which Build alternative is identified as the
Preferred Alternative. These populations do not have LTCV and would not contribute to the overall objectives and
goals of creating the MSHCP Conservation Area. Impacts to this species have been evaluated as part of the
MSHCP, and the Project would comply with the criteria in the MSHCP for this species. Therefore, no mitigation
for permanent direct or indirect impacts to these populations is proposed.

Animals

All of the threatened and/or endangered animals in this section are MSHCP Covered Species. All of the Build
alternatives and design options would comply with the criteria in the MSHCP for each of the Covered Species (as
described in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP and the MSHCP Errata Letter, dated August 9, 2004), which include the
minimization measures in Section 3.3.5.4 (page 3-673).

Build Alternative la

Plants

Build Alternative 1a would impact the federally listed as endangered San Jacinto Valley crownscale, for which an
anticipated Section 7 determination of may affect, likely to adversely affect is made. Impacts are presented above
in All Build Alternatives and Design Options.

Animal Species

Vernal Pool Branchiopods

No listed vernal pool branchiopods were observed in the PIA or indirect impact areas of Build Alternative 1a.
Therefore, a Section 7 determination of no effect is made for the federally listed as threatened vernal pool
branchiopod for Build Alternative 1a.

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher

No southwestern willow flycatchers were observed in the direct or indirect impact areas of Build Alternative 1a,
but 10.99 ha (27.16 ac) of suitable habitat could be impacted. Because southwestern willow flycatchers were not
observed during protocol surveys, no take is anticipated for this species. Therefore, a Section 7 determination of
may affect, but not likely to adversely affect is made for the southwestern willow flycatcher in Build

Alternative 1la.

Least Bell's Vireo

Least Bell’s vireo was not observed in the direct or indirect impact areas of Build Alternative 1a, but 10.99 ha
(27.16 ac) of suitable habitat could be affected. Because least Bell’s vireo was not observed during protocol
surveys, no take is anticipated for this species. Therefore, a Section 7 determination of may affect, but not likely
to adversely affect is made for least Bell’s vireo in Build Alternative 1a.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 3-665 STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FEBRUARY 2013



Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Sephens Kangaroo Rat

About 101.3 ha (250.4 ac) of suitable Stephens’ kangaroo rat habitat would be directly impacted by Build
Alternative la, and about 133.8 ha (330.6 ac) could be indirectly impacted. Stephens’ kangaroo rat is an MSHCP
Covered Species Adequately Conserved. A Section 7 determination of may affect, likely to adversely affect is
made for Stephens’ kangaroo rat in Build Alternative 1a.

Quino Checker spot Butterfly

About 169.7 ha (419.5 ac) of suitable Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat would be directly impacted by Build
Alternative 1a, and about 79.33 ha (196.02 ac) could be indirectly impacted. Quino checkerspot butterfly is an
MSHCP Covered Species Adequately Conserved. A Section 7 determination of may affect, likely to adversely
affect is made for the Quino checkerspot butterfly in Build Alternative 1a.

Coastal California Gnatcatcher

About 58.5 ha (144.7 ac) of suitable coastal California gnatcatcher habitat would be directly impacted by Build
Alternative 1a, and about 11.29 ha (27.90 ac) could be indirectly impacted. The coastal California gnatcatcher is
an MSHCP Covered Species Adequately Conserved. A Section 7 determination of may affect, likely to adversely

affect is made for the coastal California gnatcatcher in Build Alternative 1a.

Critical Habitat

Build Alternative 1a would directly impact 0.9 ha (2.3 ac) of spreading navarretia critical habitat in Subunit 6B.
Salt Creek Seasonally Flooded Alkali Plain. Indirect impacts would equal 1.0 ha (2.4 ac). As described in
Section 3.3.5.2 (page 3-635), the spreading navarretia critical habitat located within the impact area of Build
Alternative 1a does contain primary constituent elements as defined in the Federal Register. However, the portion
of critical habitat in Build Alternative 1a is unoccupied. Based on the absence of spreading navarretia, the
functions and values of this portion of critical habitat is determined to be low; therefore, Build Alternative 1a

would not adversely modify spreading navarretia critical habitat.

Build Alternative 1b

Plants

Impacts to the federally listed as endangered San Jacinto Valley crownscale from Build Alternative 1b would be
the same as Build Alternative 1a (page 3-665). The Section 7 determination of may affect, likely to adversely
affect is also the same.

Animal Species

Vernal Pool Branchiopods

Impacts and Section 7 determination for Build Alternative 1b would be the same as Build Alternative 1a (page 3-
665).
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Southwestern Willow Flycatcher
A migrant willow flycatcher was observed 135 m (442 ft) east of the PIA of Build Alternative 1b, but it was not

with a mate. No nesting behavior was observed, so this individual was determined to be a migrant.

Suitable habitat totaling 16.93 ha (41.84 ac) could be impacted by Build Alternative 1b. Because southwestern
willow flycatchers were not observed in the study area during protocol surveys, no take is expected for this
species. Therefore, a Section 7 determination of may affect, but not likely to adversely affect is made for the
southwestern willow flycatcher in Build Alternative 1b.

Least Bell's Vireo

Least Bell’s vireo was not observed in the study area for Build Alternative 1b. However, 16.93 ha (41.84 ac) of
suitable habitat are located in the indirect impact area of Build Alternative 1b. Because least Bell’s vireo was not
observed during protocol surveys, no take is anticipated for this species. Therefore, a Section 7 determination of
may affect, but not likely to adversely affect is made for the least Bell’s vireo in Build Alternative 1b.

Sephens’ Kangaroo Rat

About 100.0 ha (247.1 ac) of suitable Stephens’ kangaroo rat habitat would be directly impacted by Build
Alternative 1b, and about 132.3 ha (326.8 ac) could be indirectly impacted. Stephens’ kangaroo rat is an MSHCP
Covered Species Adequately Conserved. A Section 7 determination of may affect, likely to adversely affect is
made for Stephens’ kangaroo rat in Build Alternative 1b.

Quino Checkerspot Butterfly

About 175.1 ha (432.7 ac) of suitable Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat would be directly impacted by Build
Alternative 1b, and about 85.08 ha (210.25 ac) could be indirectly impacted. Quino checkerspot butterfly is an
MSHCP Covered Species Adequately Conserved. A Section 7 determination of may affect, likely to adversely
affect is made for the Quino checkerspot butterfly in Build Alternative 1b.

Coastal California Gnatcatcher

About 56.2 ha (138.9 ac) of suitable coastal California gnatcatcher habitat would be directly impacted by Build
Alternative 1b, and about 11.58 ha (28.62 ac) could be indirectly impacted. The coastal California gnatcatcher is
an MSHCP Covered Species Adequately Conserved. A Section 7 determination of may affect, likely to adversely
affect is made for the coastal California gnatcatcher in Build Alternative 1b.

Critical Habitat

Impacts to and the Section 7 determination for spreading navarretia critical habitat in Build Alternative 1b would
be the same as Build Alternative 1a (page 3-665).

Design Option 1bl

Design Option 1bl would directly impact slightly more Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat than Build
Alternative 1b, 175.3 ha (433.2 ac) versus 175.1 ha (432.7 ac), respectively. Indirect impacts would be almost the
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same, about 85.13 ha (210.37 ac) for the design option versus 85.08 ha (210.25 ac) for the Build alternative. A
Section 7 determination of may affect, likely to adversely affect is made for the Quino checkerspot butterfly for
Design Option 1bl.

Design Option 1b1 would cause no other changes in impacts to or Section 7 determinations for threatened and
endangered species or critical habitat than those presented for Build Alternative 1b.

Build Alternative 2a

Plants

Three threatened and endangered plant species could be impacted by Build Alternative 2a. These three species are
San Jacinto Valley crownscale (federally listed as endangered), spreading navarretia (federally listed as
threatened), and California Orcutt grass (federally listed as endangered and state listed as endangered). The only
species that would be directly impacted would be the San Jacinto Valley crownscale. The other two listed plant
species were found outside the PIA in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1.

San Jacinto Valley Crownscale

Build Alternative 2a would permanently impact the San Jacinto Valley crownscale. A Section 7 determination of
may affect, likely to adversely affect is made for this species because direct take of the San Jacinto Valley
crownscale would occur. In addition to the impacts described for all Build alternatives (page 3-664), permanent
indirect impacts to 21 San Jacinto Valley crownscale populations (410 plants) located in the alkali grassland,
vernal pool, and alkali playa habitats in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1 could be indirectly impacted by
Build Alternative 2a. In the context of the MSHCP, these populations have LTCV.

Soreading Navarretia

Fifteen populations of spreading navarretia (28,533 plants) could be indirectly impacted by Build Alternative 2a.
The largest concentration of plants was found in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1, at the Stowe Road
Vernal Pool Complex, north of Stowe Road. In the context of the MSHCP, all of these populations have very high
LTCV. A Section 7 determination of may affect, likely to adversely affect is made for spreading navarretia in
Build Alternative 2a. However, with the implementation of measures BIO-28 (page 3-517), BIO-33 (page 3-518),
and BIO-42 (page 3-631), impacts would be minimized.

California Orcutt Grass

Indirect impacts to two populations of California Orcutt grass (4,366 plants) identified in Additional Indirect
Impact Study Area 1 in the Stowe Road Vernal Pool Complex, north of Stowe Road, could occur because of Build
Alternative 2a. In the context of the MSHCP, both of these populations have very high LTCV. A Section 7
determination of may affect, likely to adversely affect is made for California Orcutt grass in Build Alternative 2a.
However, with the implementation of measures BIO-28 (page 3-517), BIO-33 (page 3-518), and BIO-42 (page 3-
631), impacts would be minimized.
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90 Percent Avoidance Threshold
With the implementation of BIO-28 (page 3-517), BIO-33 (page 3-518), and BIO-42 (page 3-631), permanent

indirect impacts to the San Jacinto Valley crownscale, spreading navarretia, and California Orcutt grass in
Additional Indirect Impact Area 1 can be minimized to the extent that the 90 percent LTCV population avoidance
threshold specified in the MSHCP can be attained. An MSHCP consistency analysis would be conducted with the
wildlife agencies to document consistency with the 90 percent avoidance requirement.

Animal Species

Vernal Pool Branchiopods

Build Alternative 2a may affect, and is likely to adversely affect the federally threatened vernal pool fairy shrimp
(Branchinecta lynchi) through indirect impacts to hydrology. Although no listed vernal pool branchiopods were
observed in the PIA of Build Alternative 2a, this Build alternative could affect the hydrology of a vernal pool
complex totaling 0.72 ha (1.79 ac) in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1, in the grassland just northwest of
the intersection of Stowe Road and California Avenue. This impact would occur in the southeastern portion of

Criteria Area Cell 3887; however, Build Alternative 2a will not preclude the goals of this Criteria Area Cell.

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher

Impacts to and the Section 7 determination for the southwestern willow flycatcher in Build Alternative 2a would
be the same as Build Alternative 1a (page 3-665).

Least Bell's Vireo

Impacts to and the Section 7 determination for least Bell’s vireo in Build Alternative 2a would be the same as
Build Alternative 1a (page 3-665).

Sephens’ Kangaroo Rat

About 87.5 ha (216.1 ac) of suitable Stephens’ kangaroo rat habitat would be directly impacted by Build
Alternative 2a, and about 144.4 ha (356.8 ac) would be indirectly impacted. Stephens’ kangaroo rat is an MSHCP
Covered Species Adequately Conserved. A Section 7 determination of may affect, likely to adversely affect is

made for Stephens’ kangaroo rat in Build Alternative 2a.

Quino Checkerspot Butterfly

About 150.2 ha (371.0 ac) of suitable Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat would be directly impacted by Build
Alternative 2a, and about 235.39 ha (581.67 ac) could be indirectly impacted. Quino checkerspot butterfly is an
MSHCP Covered Species Adequately Conserved. A Section 7 determination of may affect, likely to adversely
affect is made for the Quino checkerspot butterfly in Build Alternative 2a.

Coastal California Gnatcatcher

About 46.1 ha (114.0 ac) of suitable coastal California gnatcatcher habitat would be directly impacted by Build
Alternative 2a, and about 40.74 ac (100.68 ha) could be indirectly impacted. The coastal California gnatcatcher is
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an MSHCP Covered Species Adequately Conserved. A Section 7 determination of may affect, likely to adversely
affect is made for the coastal California gnatcatcher in Build Alternative 2a.

Critical Habitat

Build Alternative 2a would directly impact 1.0 ha (2.4 ac) of spreading navarretia critical habitat Subunit 6B. Salt
Creek Seasonally Flooded Alkali Plain. Indirect impacts could be as much as 134.1 ha (331.2 ac). As described in
Section 3.3.5.2 (page 3-635), the spreading navarretia critical habitat located in the PIA of Build Alternative 2a
does contain primary constituent elements as defined in the Federal Register. The critical habitat in Additional
Indirect Impact Area 1 is occupied (see Figure 3.3-38) and, therefore, is considered to have high value. However,
these indirect impacts to the spreading navarretia populations would be mitigated by measure BIO-34, which
would maintain hydrology in the critical habitat area. Consequently, Build Alternative 2a is not likely to adversely
modify or destroy this spreading navarretia critical habitat through indirect impacts to existing hydrology.

Build Alternative 2b

Plant Species

Impacts to and the Section 7 determinations for threatened and endangered plant species in Build Alternative 2b

would be the same as Build Alternative 2a (page 3-668).

Animal Species

Vernal Pool Branchiopods

Impacts to and Section 7 determination for the federally threatened vernal pool fairy shrimp would be the same for
Build Alternative 2b as Build Alternative 2a (page 3-668).

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher

Impacts to and the Section 7 determination for the southwestern willow flycatcher in Build Alternative 2b would
be the same as Build Alternative 1b (page 3-666).

Least Bell's Vireo

Impacts to and the Section 7 determination for the least Bell’s vireo in Build Alternative 2b would be the same as
Build Alternative 1b (page 3-666).

Sephens' Kangaroo Rat

About 86.0 ha (212.5 ac) of suitable Stephens’ kangaroo rat habitat would be directly impacted by Build
Alternative 2b, and about 141.7 ha (350.1 ac) could be indirectly impacted. Stephens’ kangaroo rat is an MSHCP
Covered Species Adequately Conserved. A Section 7 determination of may affect, likely to adversely affect is

made for Stephens’ kangaroo rat in Build Alternative 2b.
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Quino Checkerspot Butterfly

About 162.7 ha (401.9 ac) of suitable Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat would be directly impacted by Build
Alternative 2b, and about 239.94 ha (592.91 ac) could be indirectly impacted. Quino checkerspot butterfly is an
MSHCP Covered Species Adequately Conserved. A Section 7 determination of may affect, likely to adversely
affect is made for the Quino checkerspot butterfly in Build Alternative 2b.

Coastal California Gnatcatcher

About 43.8 ha (108.3 ac) of suitable coastal California gnatcatcher habitat would be directly impacted by Build
Alternative 2b, and about 41.04 ha (101.41 ac) could be indirectly impacted. The coastal California gnatcatcher is
an MSHCP Covered Species Adequately Conserved. A Section 7 determination of may affect, likely to adversely
affect is made for the coastal California gnatcatcher in Build Alternative 2b.

Critical Habitat

Impacts to spreading navarretia critical habitat from Build Alternative 2b would be the same as Build
Alternative 2a (page 3-668).

Design Option 2b1

Design Option 2b1l would directly impact slightly more Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat than Build
Alternative 2b, 162.9 ha (402.4 ac) versus 162.7 ha (401.9 ac), respectively. Indirect impacts would be almost the
same, about 239.99 ha (593.03 ac) for the design option versus 239.94 ha (592.91 ac) for the Build alternative. A
Section 7 determination of may affect, likely to adversely affect is made for the Quino checkerspot butterfly for
Design Option 2bl.

Design Option 2b1 would cause no other changes in impacts to or Section 7 determinations for threatened and
endangered species or critical habitat than those presented for Build Alternative 2b.

Temporary Impacts

The Project would not have any temporary construction easement areas that would result in temporary removal of
threatened and endangered species habitat. However, suitable habitat for Stephens’ kangaroo rat, quino
checkerspot butterfly, and the coastal California gnatcatcher is present in the indirect impact area. As stated in
Permanent Impacts (page 3-662), these three species are Covered Species Adequately Conserved in the MSHCP,
and surveys are not required by the wildlife agencies. For determinations per Section 7 of the Endangered Species
Act, these species are assumed to be present in areas containing suitable habitat.

Temporary impacts to these three species could include construction noise, lights, dust, or vibration. Increased
mortality and injury from being struck by construction vehicles could also occur. In addition, increased trash and
discarded food from construction personnel could attract predators of the Stephens’ kangaroo rat.

The analysis presented in this section overlaps with the permanent indirect impact analysis for these three species
because the same individuals or pairs located in the indirect impact area may not only be impacted during
construction, but could also be impacted after construction when the new roadway is in full operation.
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This section presents temporary impacts to threatened and endangered animal species in the Project alternatives.
All impacts to critical habitat are considered permanent and, therefore, are not presented in this section.

No Build Alternative

No impacts would occur with this alternative. The existing conditions would remain, and the roadway would be
unchanged.

Build Alternative 1a

MSHCP Covered Species and/or Planning Species

Sephens Kangaroo Rat
Build Alternative 1a could temporarily impact 133.8 ha (330.6 ac) of Stephens’ kangaroo rat habitat.

Quino Checkerspot Butterfly
Build Alternative 1a could temporarily impact 79.33 ha (196.02 ac) of Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat.

Coastal California Gnatcatcher
Build Alternative 1a could temporarily impact 11.29 ha (27.90 ac) of coastal California gnatcatcher habitat.

Build Alternative 1b

MSHCP Covered Species and/or Planning Species

Sephens’ Kangaroo Rat
Build Alternative 1b could temporarily impact 132.3 ha (326.8 ac) of Stephens’ kangaroo rat habitat.

Quino Checkerspot Butterfly
Build Alternative 1b could temporarily impact 85.08 ha (210.25 ac) of Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat.

Coastal California Gnatcatcher
Build Alternative 1b could temporarily impact 11.58 ha (28.62 ac) of coastal California gnatcatcher habitat.

Design Option 1bl

Design option 1b1 would cause one minor change in temporary impacts to quino checkerspot butterfly habitat
compared to Build Alternative 1b. Design option 1b1 would temporarily impact 85.13 ha (210.37 ac) of quino
checkerspot butterfly habitat, instead of 85.08 ha (210.25 ac) under Build Alternative 1b. No other changes in
temporary impacts to threatened and endangered species from Build Alternative 1b would occur from Design
Option 1b1.
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Build Alternative 2a

MSHCP Covered Species and/or Planning Species

Sephens’ Kangaroo Rat
Build Alternative 2a could temporarily impact 144.4 ha (356.8 ac) of Stephens’ kangaroo rat habitat.

Quino Checkerspot Butterfly
Build Alternative 2a could temporarily impact 235.39 ha (581.69 ac) of Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat.

Coastal California Gnatcatcher
Build Alternative 2a could temporarily impact 40.74 ha (100.68 ac) of coastal California gnatcatcher habitat.

Build Alternative 2b

MSHCP Covered Species and/or Planning Species

Sephens Kangaroo Rat
Build Alternative 2b could temporarily impact 141.7 ha (350.1 ac) of Stephens’ kangaroo rat habitat.

Quino Checkerspot Butterfly
Build Alternative 2b could temporarily impact 239.94 ha (592.91 ac) of Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat.

Coastal California Gnatcatcher
Build Alternative 2b could temporarily impact 41.04 ha (101.41 ac) of coastal California gnatcatcher habitat.

Design Option 2bl

Design option 2b1 could cause one minor change in temporary impacts to Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat
compared to Build Alternative 2b. Design Option 2b1 could temporarily impact 239.99 ha (593.03 ac) of Quino
checkerspot butterfly habitat, instead of 239.94 ha (592.91 ac) with Build Alternative 2b. No other changes in
temporary impacts to threatened and endangered species from Build Alternative 2b would occur from Design
Option 2bl.

3.3.5.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Avoidance Measures

BIO-28 BI0O-28, which is described in Section 3.3.2.4 (page 3-516), would protect the federally listed
vernal pool branchiopods in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1 in the Stowe Road Vernal
Pool Complex. An ESA fence will be installed for Build Alternatives 2a and 2b and Design
Option 2bl along the edge of the PIA for Roadway Segments D and H.
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Minimization Measures

BIO-49 Conducting Clearance of Riparian Habitat Outside Riparian Bird Active Breeding Season
(Generally March 1 through June 30). Clearing of riparian habitat should be conducted outside
the active breeding season (generally March 1 through June 30). For each year of construction, if
vegetation removal occurs in riparian habitats during the nonbreeding season for riparian birds,
then preconstruction surveys are not required. However, if vegetation removal must occur in
riparian habitats during the breeding season for least Bell’s vireos or southwestern willow
flycatchers during any construction year, then preconstruction surveys will be required to comply
with the MSHCP. If least Bell’s vireos or southwestern willow flycatchers are detected, the
appropriate resource manager will be contacted to determine if vegetation removal activities can
proceed under specific conditions.

Mitigation Measures

Stephens' Kangaroo Rat

The Stephens’ kangaroo rat is an MSHCP Covered Species Adequately Conserved. As such, according to
Section 14.2 of the MSCHP Implementing Agreement:

The USFWS has found, following opportunity for public comment, that: 1) the taking of Covered Species
Adequately Conserved within the MSHCP Plan Area in accordance with the MSHCP as implemented will
be incidental to the carrying out of otherwise lawful activities; 2) the MSHCP as implemented will, to the
maxi mum extent practicable, minimize and mitigate the impacts of such incidental taking; 3) the funding
sources identified and provided for herein will ensure that adequate funding for the MSHCP will be
provided; 4) the requested taking of Covered Species Adequately Conserved will not appreciably reduce
the likelihood of survival and recovery of such speciesin the wild; and 5) the MSHCP, as implemented,
will satisfy and fulfill all measures agreed upon by the parties for the purposes of the MSHCP (including
procedures determined by the USFWSto be necessary to address Unforeseen Circumstances).

Additionally, according to Section 14.9, Section 7 Consultations, of the MSHCP Implementing Agreement:

The USFWSwill evaluate the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the Covered Activitiesin its
internal FESA biological opinion issued in connection with the MSHCP and issuance of the Section 10(a)
Permit. Asaresult, and to the maximum extent allowable, in any consultation under Section 7 of FESA
subsequent to the Effective Date involving the Permittee(s) or entity with Third Party Take Authorization
with regard to Covered Species Adequately Conserved and Covered Activities, the USFWS shall ensure
that the FESA biological opinion issued in connection with the proposed project that is the subject of the
consultation is consistent with the internal FESA biological opinion. Such project must be consistent with
the terms and conditions of the MSHCP and this Agreement. Any reasonable and prudent measures
included under the terms and conditions of a FESA biological opinion issued subsequent to the Effective
Date with regard to the Covered Species Adequately Conserved and Covered Activities shall, to the
maximum extent appropriate, be consistent with the implementation measures of the MSHCP and this
Agreement. The USFWS shall not impose measures in excess of those that have been or will be required
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by the Permittee(s) or entity with Third Party Take Authorization pursuant to the MSHCP and this
Agreement. The USFWSshall process subsequent FESA consultations for Covered Activitiesin
accordance with the process and time periods set forth in 50 Code of Federal Regulations, section 402.14.
The Parties agree that this section does not create an independent cause of action.

Therefore, no mitigation is proposed for impacts to the Stephens’ kangaroo rat.

Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp

BIO-28, 33 BIO-28 and BIO-33a-c, which were presented in Section 3.3.2.4 (page 3-516), are mitigation
measures for vernal pool fairy shrimp that will provide consistency with the species conservation
objectives identified in the MSHCP, Volume II-B, Species Accounts, Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp.

3.3.6 Invasive Species

3.3.6.1 Regulatory Setting

On February 3, 1999, President Clinton signed Executive Order (EO) 13112 requiring federal agencies to combat
the introduction or spread of invasive species in the United States. The order defines invasive species as “any
species, including its seeds, eggs, spores, or other biological material capable of propagating that species, that is
not native to that ecosystem whose introduction does or is likely to cause economic or environmental harm or
harm to human health." Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) guidance issued August 10, 1999 directs the

use of the State’s invasive species list, currently maintained by the California Invasive Species Council to define

the invasive plants that must be considered as part of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis for a
proposed project.

3.3.6.2 Affected Environment

The following information about invasive species was taken from the analysis in the NES of April 2010.

The California Invasive Plant Council (Cal-IPC) 2006 Invasive Plant Inventory (Inventory), with 2007 updates
(Cal-IPC 2007), has been developed using information obtained from a variety of sources. The Inventory
highlights non-native plants that are serious problems in wildland areas. The Inventory categorizes plants as
highly invasive, moderately invasive, or limited invasive based on the species’ negative ecological impact in
California. Plants categorized as “High” have severe ecological impacts. Plants categorized as “Moderate” have
substantial and apparent, but not severe, ecological impacts. Plants categorized as “Limited” are invasive, but their
ecological impacts are minor on a statewide level. Some of these plants may have a more significant impact on
local ecosystems.

The California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) maintains a separate list of invasive plants

(CDFA 2005). Plants on the CDFA list are often weeds that may have economic importance to the state or a
particular region and may be subject to state-sponsored eradication efforts. Finally, the MSHCP contains a list of
species (Table 6-2 of the MSHCP [RCIP 2003]) that should not be planted adjacent to MSHCP reserve areas.
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Invasive plant species are defined as species of plants included on lists prepared by the CDFA and invasive plants

identified by the Cal-IPC. Cal-IPC focuses on plant species that impact natural areas, sometimes called “wildland
weeds” (Cal-IPC 2007). The state laws implemented by the CDFA are found in the CDFA Code, which defines a

“noxious weed” to be any species of plant that is, or is liable to be, troublesome, aggressive, intrusive, detrimental,
or destructive (to agriculture, silviculture, or important native species), and difficult to control or eradicate, or

which the director, by regulation, designates to be a noxious weed.

Information about invasive plant species is tracked by these agencies because invasive plants can significantly
degrade wildlife and plant habitats. According to the Cal-IPC, nationally, invasive species are the second greatest
threat to endangered species, after habitat destruction (Cal-IPC 2007).

Study Methods

Invasive Plant Species Survey Methods

Presence-absence surveys for invasive plant species were conducted as part of floristic-level plant surveys of the
study area. However, specific locations of invasive plants were not obtained. Therefore, the specific locations of
invasive plant species are not available for each Project feature or Build alternative. Two sources were consulted
to determine the invasiveness of observed plant species, the Cal-IPC Invasive Plant Inventory (Cal-IPC 2006,
2007, and 2008) and the CDFA Noxious Weed Information Project (CDFA 2008).

Cal-IPC describes invasive plant species as plants that evolved in a different location and adversely affect (crowd
out or displace) native vegetation (Cal-IPC 2008). Some invasive plants can result in large-scale changes in
ecosystem processes such as hydrology, fire regimes, and soil chemistry (Cal-IPC 2008).

The CDFA maintains a list of “noxious weeds” that are subject to regulation or quarantine by county agricultural
departments (CDFA 2008). These weeds are typically agricultural pests that may have economic importance to
the state or a particular region and may be subject to state-sponsored eradication efforts, although many also have
impacts on natural areas (Cal-IPC 2008, CDFA 2008).

The MSHCP (RCIP 2003) was also consulted to identify invasive plant species documented or believed to be
present in the study area that could threaten the long-term sustainability of Covered Species in the MSHCP

Conservation Area.

Invasive Animal Species Survey Methods

The presence of invasive animal species was documented as part of focused wildlife surveys in the study area.
However, the locations of invasive animal species were not mapped during the focused surveys, so the specific
locations of invasive animal species are not available for each Project feature or Build alternative.

Invasive Plant Species within the RPARSA

Floristic studies previously conducted in western Riverside County estimated that 30 percent of the flora is non-
native (Roberts 2004). It is unknown how many of the non-native species known to be in western Riverside
County are considered invasive, but numerous non-native plants are known to be present in the Project region. A
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list of invasive plant species identified during the surveys, along with their Cal-IPC and CDFA invasiveness ranks,

is provided in Table 3.3-21.

Table 3.3-21 Invasive Plant Species Observed during
the 2005 and 2006 Rare Plant Surveys of the Study Area

Scientific Name Common Name MSHCP?® Cal-IPC® CDFA°
Acacia longifolia wild golden wattle Yes Nominated None
Alianthus altissima tree of heaven Yes Moderate None
Aptenia cordifolia baby sun rose Yes Nominated None
Anthemis cotula dog mayweed No Evaluation None
Arundo donax giant reed Yes High None
Atriplex glauca glaucus-leaved saltbush Yes None None
Atriplex semibaccata Australian saltbush Yes Moderate None
Avena barbata slender wild oat No Moderate None
Avena fatua wild oat No Moderate None
Bassia hyssopifolia five-hook bassia No Limited None
Brassica nigra black mustard No Moderate None
Brassica tournefortii Sahara mustard No High None
Bromus diandrus rip-gut brome No Moderate None
Bromus hordeaceus soft chess No Limited None
Bromus madritensis ssp. rubens red brome No High None
Bromus tectorum cheat grass No High None
Cardaria draba hoary cress No Moderate B
Chorispora tenella Chorispora No Evaluation B
Cirsium vulgare bull thistle No Moderate None
Convolvulus arvensis field bindweed No Evaluation C
Cortaderia jubata pampas grass Yes High None
Crypsis schoenoides* swamp timothy No No No
Cynodon dactylon Bermuda grass Yes Moderate C
Cyperus difformis rice flat sedge Yes None None
Cyperus eragrostis tall umbrella sedge Yes None None
Cyperus esculentus yellow umbrella sedge Yes None B
Cyperus niger brown umbrella sedge Yes None None
Cyperus odoratus fragrant umbrella sedge Yes None None
Cyperus rotundus purple nut grass Yes None B
Dimorphotheca sinuate blue-eyed cape marigold Yes Evaluation None
Drosanthemum floribundum rosea ice plant Yes None None
Erodium botrys long-beaked filaree No Evaluation None
Erodium brachycarpum short-fruited filaree No Evaluation None
Erodium cicutarium red-stemmed filaree No Limited None
Erodium moschatum white-stemmed filaree No Evaluation None
Eucalyptus camaldulensis red river gum Yes Limited None
Eucalyptus globulus blue gum Yes Moderate None
Eucalyptus polyanthemos silver dollar gum Yes None None
Eucalyptus rhodantha dollar gum Yes None None
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Table 3.3-21 Invasive Plant Species Observed during
the 2005 and 2006 Rare Plant Surveys of the Study Area

Scientific Name Common Name MSHCP? cal-IPC" CDFA°
Festuca arundinacea fescue Yes Moderate None
Festuca rubra red fescue Yes None None
Foeniculum vulgare fennel Yes High None
Fraxinus uhdei shamel ash Yes Evaluation None
Hirschfeldia incana [Brassica summer mustard No Moderate None
geniculata]
Hordeum marinum ssp. Mediterranean barley No Moderate None
gussoneanum
Hordeum murinum ssp. leporinum | foxtail barley No Moderate None
Hypochaeris glabra smooth cat’s ear No Limited None
Kochia scoparia summer cypress No Moderate None
Lactuca serriola prickly lettuce No Evaluation None
Lantana camara lantana Yes None None
Lepidium latifolium broad-leaved peppergrass No High B
Lobularia maritima sweet alyssum No Limited None
Lolium perenne perennial ryegrass Yes None None
Lythrum hyssopifolia grass poly No Limited None
Malvella leprosa [Sida leprosa alkali mallow No None C
var. hederacea]
Marrubium vulgare horehound No Limited None
Medicago polymorpha bur clover No Limited None
Malephora crocea croceum iceplant Yes Evaluation None
Melilotus indicus sour clover No Nominated None
Mesembryanthemum nodiflorum small-flowered ice plant Yes Nominated None
Nerium oleander oleander No Evaluation None
Nicotiana glauca tree tobacco No Moderate None
Olea europea olive No Limited None
Opuntia ficus-indica Indian fig Yes None None
Parkinsonia aculeatea Mexican palo verde Yes Evaluation None
Picris echioides bristly ox-tongue No Limited None
Piptatherum miliaceum smilo grass No Limited None
Plumbago auriculata cape plumbago Yes None None
Plantago lanceolata rib grass No Limited None
Polygonum arenastrum common knotweed Yes None None
Polygonum argyrocoleon Persian knotweed Yes None None
Polygonum lapathifolium willow smartweed Yes None None
Polypogon monspeliensis rabbit’s foot grass No Limited None
Populus nigra Lombardy poplar Yes None None
Pyracantha coccinea firethorn No Limited None
Raphanus sativus wild radish No Limited None
Ricinus communis castor bean Yes Limited None
Robinia pseudoacacia black locust Yes Limited None
Rumex crispus curly dock No Limited None
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Table 3.3-21 Invasive Plant Species Observed during
the 2005 and 2006 Rare Plant Surveys of the Study Area

Scientific Name Common Name MSHCP? cal-IPC" CDFA°
Salsola tragus Russian thistle No Limited C
Schinus molle Peruvian pepper tree Yes Limited None
Schinus terebinthifolius Brazilian pepper tree Yes Limited None
Schismus barbatus Mediterranean schismus No Limited None
Sinapis arvensis [Brassica kaber] charlock No Limited None
Solanum elaeagnifolium silver-leaf horse nettle No Evaluation B
Sonchus asper prickly sow thistle No Evaluation None
Tamarix aphylla athel Yes Limited None
Tamarix ramosissima Mediterranean tamarisk Yes High None
Tribulus terrestris puncture vine No None C
Trifolium hirtum rose clover No Moderate None
Vinca major blue periwinkle Yes Moderate None
Vulpia myuros rattail fescue or zorro fescue No Moderate None
Washingtonia robusta Mexican fan palm No Moderate (Alert) None

Sources: California Invasive Plant Council (Cal-IPC). California Invasive Plant Inventory. California Invasive Plant Council: Berkeley, CA.
California Invasive Plant Inventory (2006), 2007 Updates, and Online Inventory at http://www.cal-ipc.org/ip/inventory/index.php#inventory.

California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) Encycloweedia: Notes on Identification, Biology, and Management of Plants Defined as
Noxious Weeds by California Law. Available online at http://www.cdfa.ca.gov/phpps/ipc/encycloweedia/encycloweedia_hp.htm.

Note: *Swamp timothy (Crypsis schoenoides) is a non-native, mat-forming grass species that can be invasive in vernal pools, where it can
displace special-status plants. It is not included in either the Cal-IPC Inventory or CDFA list of noxious weeds.

®Included in MSHCP Table 6-2, Plants That Should Be Avoided Adjacent To The MSHCP Conservation Area (RCIP 2003).
®Cal-IPC Rankings:

High — These species have severe ecological impacts on physical processes, plant and animal communities, and vegetation structure. Their
reproductive biology and other attributes are conducive to moderate to high rates of dispersal and establishment. Most are widely distributed
ecologically.

Moderate — These species have substantial and apparent — but generally not severe — ecological impacts on physical processes, plant and
animal communities, and vegetation structure. Their reproductive biology and other attributes are conducive to moderate to high rates of
dispersal, though establishment is generally dependent upon ecological disturbance. Ecological amplitude and distribution may range from
limited to widespread.

Limited — These species are invasive but their ecological impacts are minor on a statewide level or there was not enough information to
justify a higher score. Their reproductive biology and other attributes result in low to moderate rates of invasiveness. Ecological amplitude
and distribution are generally limited, but these species may be locally persistent and problematic.

Evaluation — Evaluation List Species
Nominated — Species Nominated but not yet reviewed

Alert — The alert designation within the Invasive Plant Inventory refers to plants with High or Moderate ratings that have the potential to
increase their ranges in California.

°CDFA Ranks:

“A” — An organism of known economic importance subject to state (or commissioner when acting as a state agent) enforced action involving:
eradication, quarantine, containment, rejection, or other holding action.

“B” — An organism of known economic importance subject to: eradication, containment, control or other holding action at the discretion of the
individual county agricultural commissioner; or an organism of known economic importance subject to state endorsed holding action and
eradication only when found in a nursery.

“C” — An organism subject to no state enforced action outside of nurseries except to retard spread. At the discretion of the commissioner: or
an organism subject to no state enforced action except to provide for pest cleanliness in nurseries.

The MSHCEP states that habitat alteration and native species displacement by invasive plants are serious threats to
many covered plant and animal species. Specifically, the MSHCP identified several species that were considered
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invasive and that should be avoided in landscaping adjacent to MSHCP Conservation Areas (Table 6-2, Plants
That Should Be Avoided Adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation Area, of the MSHCP) (RCIP 2003). Invasive
species included in Table 6-2 of the MSHCP that were observed in the study area during the 2005 and 2006
surveys are also identified in Table 3.3-21 (page 3-677). A general overview of the most important weeds

observed in the study area is presented in the following sections.

A total of 93 invasive plants were identified in the study area during the 2005 and 2006 botanical surveys

(Table 3.3-21 [page 3-677]). No CDFA “A” ranked (eradication or quarantine) species were observed during the
surveys. Six CDFA “B” ranked species and five “C” ranked species were noted. These B and C species are not of
immediate concern to CDFA.

Eight Cal-IPC “High” ranked, 25 “Limited” ranked, and 20 “Moderate” ranked species were identified in the study
area (Table 3.3-21 [page 3-677]). Eighteen species in Table 3.3-21 have either been nominated for inclusion in the
Cal-IPC inventory or are being evaluated. Twenty-one plants listed in Table 3.3-21 are not included in the
Cal-IPC inventory. Forty-two plant species identified in the study area are included in MSHCP Table 6-2, Plants
That Should Be Avoided Adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation Area. Some of these plants may have a more
significant impact on local ecosystems. One non-native species, swamp timothy (Crypsis schoenoides), that was
not included in either the Cal-IPC inventory or the CDFA list of noxious weeds, was also included in Table 3.3-21.

Only one of the Cal-IPC “High” ranked invasive plants presented in Table 3.3-21 (page 3-677), broad-leaved
peppergrass (Lepidium latifolium), is widespread in the study area. Broad-leaved peppergrass is a very aggressive
habitat invader, particularly in disturbed areas, and it was abundant in the northern part of the study area, north of
Cottonwood Avenue. A second Cal-IPC “High” ranked invasive plant is Sahara mustard (Brassica tour nefortii),
which was identified in the West Hemet Hills. Sahara mustard was much more abundant in 2005 than in 2006
because of the heavy rains that occurred in 2005. Sahara mustard is extremely invasive and is known to spread

into sensitive Riversidian sage scrub habitats.

A third “High” ranked plant, Mediterranean tamarisk (Tamarix ramossisma), was observed in most of the riparian
areas in the study area. Most of the other invasive weeds in the Cal-IPC “High” ranked category in the study area
are less abundant and are localized.

Twenty “Moderate” ranked invasive species were encountered in fairly high numbers, including ripgut grass
(Bromus diandrus), summer mustard (Hirscheldia incana), Mediterranean barley (Hordeum marinum ssp.
gussoneanum), hare barley (Hordeum murinum ssp. leporinum), and Italian ryegrass (Lolium multiflorum).
Mediterranean barley has the most significant ecological impact of all these grasses because Mediterranean barley
displaces the native grass species in alkali grasslands habitat. This is of particular concern in the central part of the
study area, where high densities of special-status plant species are present.

Three “Moderate” or “Limited” ranked plant species are invasive on a smaller ecological scale in disturbed alkali
habitats: five-hook bassia (Bassia hyssopifolia), Russian thistle (Salsola tragus), and summer cypress (Kochia
scoparia).
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Dog mayweed (Anthemis cotula), an “Evaluation” species of increasing concern, was identified in areas with moist
soils (including some seasonal wetlands) in the study area. Small-flowered iceplant (Mesembryanthemum
nodiflorum), a species nominated but not yet reviewed for the Cal-IPC inventory, was abundant in some alkali
playa habitat areas, especially south of Esplanade Avenue.

Swamp timothy (Crypsis schoenoides) is a non-native, mat-forming grass species that can be invasive in vernal
pools where it can displace special-status plants. It is not included in either the Cal-IPC inventory or CDFA list of

noxious weeds.

Invasive Animal Species within the TWSA

The combination of rural and urban land uses and ongoing site disturbance in the study area support a variety of
non-native animal species, including brown-headed cowbirds (Molothrus ater), common peafowl (Pavo cristatus),
European starlings (Sturnus vulgaris), house sparrows (Passer domesticus), rock doves (Columba livia), and house
mice (Mus musculus). Of the non-native wildlife species that were observed, only brown-headed cowbirds and
European starlings are considered to be invasive. A list of the invasive animal species that were documented in the

study area is included in Appendix H of the NES.

The urban areas support large populations of European starlings, house sparrows, rock doves, and house mice.
Common peafowl are also present at some ranches and rural residences. Bullfrogs (Rana catesbeiana), an
invasive amphibian predator, were expected to be present in the stock ponds and other natural and man-made

water features throughout the study area, but they were not observed during amphibian surveys.

The rural agricultural areas, dairies, and horse stables support abundant brown-headed cowbird and rock dove
populations. Brown-headed cowbirds are brood parasites that do not raise their own young. Instead, the females
lay eggs in the nests of host bird species. This negatively impacts the nest success of the host birds because the
host birds either abandon their nests or raise the cowbird chicks at the expense of their own chicks. Large flocks
of approximately 15 to 25 brown-headed cowbirds (including males, females, and juveniles) were observed
foraging and displaying in several survey sites in the northern portion of the study area. Brown-headed cowbirds
were also observed in all of the southwestern willow flycatcher survey sites. Brown-headed cowbirds are known
to have a detrimental impact on southwestern willow flycatcher and least Bell’s vireo nesting success. Although
brown-headed cowbird eggs were not observed during these surveys, the presence of juvenile cowbirds indicates
that nest parasitism had occurred.

3.3.6.3 Environmental Consequences

The following sections describe how potential permanent (direct and indirect) and temporary impacts could
promote the spread of invasive species. Because specific location information on invasive plant and animal
species is not available, a qualitative discussion is presented. The potential impacts due to invasive species
associated with the Project would be similar regardless of the Build alternative or design option that is identified as
the Preferred Alternative. Therefore, the discussion below is presented for the collective Project, as opposed to a

specific Build alternative or design option.
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No Build Alternative

The impacts from invasive plant species with the No Build Alternative would be lower levels of encroachment or
establishment of invasive plants that could degrade special-status plant or other sensitive habitat or displace
special-status plant individuals or populations than would occur with any of the Build alternatives or design
options. Because no direct impacts on animal species from invasive species are expected, there would be no
difference in impacts between the No Build Alternative and the Build alternatives or design options.

All Build Alternatives and Design Options
Permanent Impacts

Plants

Ninety-three invasive plants were identified in the study area during the 2005 and 2006 botanical surveys.
Invasive plant species are recognized as a substantial threat to many special-status plants and their associated or
required habitat. For this reason, invasive species detection and evaluation is an important aspect of the MSHCP
Biological Monitoring Program (RCIP 2003). Prevention, control, and eradication of invasive plants are key
management actions for many Covered Species in MSHCP Conservation Areas.

Potential permanent direct and/or permanent indirect impacts to special-status plants or their habitats include the
establishment and/or encroachment of invasive plant species. The encroachment or establishment of invasive
plants could result in the degradation of special-status plant or other sensitive habitat or displacement of special-
status plant individuals or populations. These impacts, depending on the extent of infestation and magnitude of
habitat degradation, could be substantial. Measures during construction will be implemented to monitor and
prevent the establishment or encroachment of invasive plant species.

Animal Species

Presence of invasive animal species was documented as part of focused wildlife surveys in the study area. Of the
non-native wildlife species that were observed, only brown-headed cowbirds and European starlings are
considered invasive. Potential permanent direct and indirect impacts, including habitat loss and operational
roadway noise, could be exacerbated due to encroachment by invasive animal species. Because cowbirds are a
parasitic species that thrive in human-altered landscapes, it is not expected that the Project would cause a
displacement of individuals outside the Project area. Specifically, brown-headed cowbirds are nest parasites
known to have a detrimental impact on southwestern willow flycatcher and least Bell’s vireo nesting success.
However, nesting southwestern willow flycatcher and least Bell’s vireo were not observed within the study area.
Therefore, no impacts are expected.

Temporary Impacts

Plant Species

Invasive plant species could establish in the construction area and spread into sensitive areas outside the ROW.
Best management practices (BMPs) will be implemented during construction to minimize the potential temporary
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impacts to offsite natural plant communities. Best management practices would include monitoring during

construction by qualified biologists, as described in Section 3.3.6.4 (page 3-683).

Animal Species

Temporary impacts such as habitat fragmentation can encourage the establishment and spread of invasive animal
species that degrade habitat quality and availability. Brown-headed cowbirds could have a detrimental impact on
southwestern willow flycatcher and least Bell’s vireo nesting success. Because cowbirds are a parasitic species
that thrive in human-altered landscapes, it is not expected that the Project would cause a displacement of
individuals outside the Project area. In addition, nesting southwestern willow flycatcher and least Bell’s vireo
were not observed in the study area, so no impacts to these species are expected.

3.3.6.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

No Build Alternative

No Project-related impacts would occur with this alternative. The existing conditions would remain, and the
roadway would be unchanged.

Minimization Measures

All Build Alternatives and Design Options
The following minimization measures are applicable regardless of the Build alternative or design option that is

identified as the Preferred Alternative. Therefore, the discussion below is presented for the collective Project, as
opposed to a specific Build alternative or design option.

Urban/Wildlands Interface, Siting and Design Criteria, Construction Guidelines and Best
Management Practices (Appendix C of the MSHCP)

Although the following MSHCP guidelines and BMPs were presented in the Natural Communities discussion in
Section 3.3.1.3 (page 3-459) and Section 3.3.1.4 (page 3-497), the following items are specific to invasive species
and are, therefore, presented again.

BIO-1 Landscaping Plans. Landscaping plans will include native seed for erosion control in areas near
the MSHCP Conservation Area.

BIO-2 Avoid the Use of Invasive and Non-Native Plants. The landscaping plans will avoid the use of
invasive and non-native plants listed in MSHCP Table 6-2, Plants that Should be Avoided
Adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation Area, where applicable.

Invasive Plant Species Monitoring and Control

BIO-36 Avoid the Spread of Invasive Plant Species. The Project will incorporate specifications in the
landscape plans to avoid the spread of invasive plant species.
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B10-36a. Cleaning of Equipment. All construction equipment shall be cleaned, with a
broom or other appropriate method, of potential invasive plant seeds before entering sensitive
habitat areas.

B10-36b. Monitoring. Periodic invasive plant species monitoring of the ROW and adjacent
sensitive areas will be conducted during construction by contractor-supplied plant biologists
who have knowledge about and experience with the local flora and invasive species of the
region. Key monitoring objectives are to identify and eradicate any invasive weed infestations
that establish or spread within the ROW during construction to prevent them from extending
into adjacent sensitive areas. Monitoring will be conducted quarterly, at a minimum, and will
focus on the portions of the ROW that are adjacent to Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas
1 and 2, in particular, the Stowe Road Vernal Pool Complex and the Stoney Mountain
Preserve. Qualified biologists will demark the location of noxious weeds in the field, on
construction and engineering drawings, and with GPS units.

BIO-36¢. Eradication. A variety of methods, including mechanical control or herbicides,
will be used to eradicate invasive plant species identified during monitoring.

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 3-684 STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

FEBRUARY 2013



2253 2258 2259 2261 VY2266 2067 2268 2269 2270 2271 2272
2355 2356 2357 2358 2264 2363 2365 2366 2367 2368 2369
S5, 2462
o
2451 2452 2453 2454 @ 2461 0/,,,° ) 2463 2464 2465
RAMONA EXPY e, c
X S 2570
2554 2555 2556 2557 2558 2559 2560 Colorado River Aqueduct ?"@o 2568 oe%w
% 0
4 9,
. 2666 %, S, 2569
2658 2659 2660 2661 2662 2663 2664 4 0447 2674
z &
& @ N
< 2774
2753 2767 2771 2773 2772 2768 2769 2770 = 2775 @
2849 2845 2879 2880 2883 2876 2873 2874 2875 2878 o
Lo ? ’
@ n Jacinto
2965 2967 2974 2980 2989 2083 2978 2979 2981 c? Sa
COTTONWOOD AVE
3078 3082 3088 3092 3093 3084 3079 3080 MAIN ST
SEVENTH ST
3186 3188 3192 3187 3180 @
g ® ESPLANADE AVE
= w
3295 3292 ® 3799 z &
P ] g
= w o1 % %
. 2 °
Lakeview / Nuevo Area Plan San Jacinto Valley Tres Cerritos é z
Area Plan Hills 2 E  MENLORD <
z o z
Harvest Valley / Winchester Area Plan g % OAKLAND AVE 3
I
DEVONSHIRE AVE % 5
?
3584 SR 74/FLORIDA AVE
SR 74/FLORIDA AVE
3683 3684 Hemet
© 3
. H) §
Winchester 3791 é’ 3792 Hemet-Ryan Airport
[
2
5 5 STETSON AVE . \,‘“e
3887 3 & 3891 | g
4 i\
£ o g
MILAN RD g z
w 4007 g
< <
2 ¢z = \
< 0 (4
Esie© o o
@ F SIMPSON RD ()
$EET (B o
HADDOCKST 2 3
\3
% OLIVE AVE ‘5”\
B & DOMENIGON! PKWY I Existing Constrained Linkage B
@ I Existing Constrained Linkage c™®
- Proposed Core 5%
Proposed Noncontiguous
NEWPORT RD E NEWPORT RD Habltat BIOCk 5CR
Proposed Noncontiguous
Habitat Block 6°°
Proposed Noncontiguous
Habitat Block 7°%

Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

\GALT\PROJRCTC\171146\2012\MAPFILES\EIS\NES_MSHCP_AP_A.MXD NES_MSHCP_AP_A.PDF 01/16/2012

LEGEND
Roadway Segment Connection to Hemet
Match Line -Channel Outside the

Project Right-of-Way
Criteria Cells™
DArea Plan BoundaryCR

== == | ong-Term Traffic Detour

|:| Project Impact Area
Utility Relocation Area

rce: CR- nty of Riversi

Figure 3.3-1

Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan

Area Plans, Criteria Cells,

®

0 7,500
reet | and Cores and Linkages
0 1,500 Draft Environmental Impact Report/
(S oters Environmental Impact Statement

1:90,000 State Route 79 Realignment Project




Connection to Hemet Channel
Outside the Project Right-of-Way

®

Winchester
vVest
Hemet/

RAN
D
E GRAND AVE g;\

a w N an Diego Canal el
g z 00
§ ch
ooou e
= SIMPSON RD @
5 =

HADDOCK ST 2\ =
2 N\
R OLIVE AVE o°
& DOMENIGONI PKWY

S0,
o,olo .
™ Ve,
RAMONA EXPY N
0,
c : o
olorado RlVe"Aqueduct 4:74, 84
g ", %’«
E: CE
a 3 % e
()
3 g 4,1
z 3 ',
3 O] %
g
H
EMWD Regional Water @
Reclamation Facility K
\
ce™®
Lo
cas? San Jacinto
COTTONWOOD AVE
\ SEVENTH ST
E s
. . Z S ESPLANADE AVE
Additional Indirect § & w
Impact Study Area2 2\ 5 z &
N é_Stoney Mountain Z E
HIDDEN SPRINGS RD= 3 Preserve % &
— < “51
Tres Cerritos w é
TRES CERRITOS AVE( 1) Hils z 2 MENLORD
g ¢
= s OAKLAND AVE
z
o

DEVONSHIRE AVE \

SR 74/FLORIDA AVE

[ . SR 74/FLORIDA AVE
Additional Indirect

Impact Study Area 1
Unnamed Flood

/ Control Channel

Hemet-Ryan Airport
ol

MWD Upper

Salt Creek
N 9

Hemet

Reserve

Hills \ L

STOWE RD

x>

(<)

o

[}

9" STETSON AVE =g
Q X “
<
I
%

MILAN RD

/ k
n
ZWARREN RD

N\

E NEWPORT RD

Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

\GALT\PROJ\RCTC\171146\2012\MAPFILES\EIS\NES_RPARSA_A.MXD NES_RPARSA_A.PDF 01/16/2012

LEGEND
Roadway Segment
Match Line

=== | ong-Term Traffic Detour - Channel Outside the

|:| Project Impact Area

|:| Rare Plants and Aquatic
Resources Study Area

Figure 3.3-2

Rare Plant Aquatic
Resource Study Area

Draft Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project

|:| Utility Relocation Area
Connection to Hemet

0 7,000

[

0 1,000

= Meters

1:84,000

Project Right-of-Way




ne
Connection to Hemet Channel o i
Outside the Project Right-of-Way B(a\" STETSON AVE
{0
\ ‘)ac‘“{
_ so?
2 STOWE RD 2
& i
w 4
2 g
w
E GRAND AVE g ou O \ =
. S San Diego Canal
Winchester £ & o
2
é E ®Q} @ SIMPSON RD © Chant
H & F o(e
HADDOCK ST ! N\
\0‘0 <
&o OLIVE AVE
Qg; DOMENIGONI PKWY

%,
7 % -
™ b
.
c RAMONA EXPY
Olorago p;.
Rive, £
r A que duce ‘?4,0
%
8, S,
Y,
2 0,1{?
z &
Z © %
g
=
San Jacinto
COTTONWOOD AVE
5
w
z
o \
e
[}
w
P
=Q
® ESPLANADE AVE
-
[
\__ Stoney Mountain E
- Preserve w 17
<
Tres Cerritos z
]
TRES CERRITOS AVE @ Hills © MENLO RD
£
<
2

DEVONSHIRE AVE\

SR 74/FLORIDA AVE

SR 74/FLORIDA AVE

Hemet
©

Hemet-Ryan Airport

®

E NEWPORT RD

Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

\GALT\PROJ\RCTC\171146\2012\MAPFILES\EIS\WNES_TWSA_A.MXD NES_TWSA_A.PDF 01/16/2012

LEGEND
Roadway Segment
Match Line

==== | ong-Term Traffic Detour

:] Project Impact Area
:] Terrestrial Wildlife Study Area

Figure 3.3-3
|| Utility Relocation Area Terrestrial Wildlife
Connection to Hemet Study Area

Draft Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project

- Channel Outside the

Project Right-of-Way 0 7,000

[

0 1,000

= Meters

1:84,000




ODELL AVE

&
RS

WARREN RD

ca®
ot
\0 i
cas® San Jacinto
COTTONWOOD AVE
SEVENTH ST
.
w a
z 2 ESPLANADE AVE
.9 w w =
17} [ Z 17
] < z =
£ 3 5 5
7| = é w % &
2
Tres Cerritos w 3
Hill. 2
TRES CERRITOS AVE@ ils z & MENLO RD
z =]
o
= E OAKLAND AVE
s
DEVONSHIRE AVE g

SR 74/FLORIDA AVE

SR 74/FLORIDA AVE

Hemet
© ¥
) Q) s
Winchester ;’ Hemet-Ryan Airport
[~
Q2
Izl Q\ STETSON AVE \,‘\“e
IZ| g5 a\"c“
2 int® B
s P
x S@ ©
MILAN RD & z
@ b3
2 ¢z = \
x < @ ““e
E b ﬁ @ @ SIMPSON RD o¥ e’
bz (2] ® o®
HADDOCK ST 2 H
§ OLIVE AVE 53\‘
g
B
% DOMENIGONI PKWY Local Corridor
1 - Newport Road Hills to Patton Road
@ 2 - Hemet Channel
m 3 - San Jacinto Branch Line
4 - Double Butte to West Hemet Hills
NEWPORT RD E NEWPORT RD 5 - West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport
6 - West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains
7 - Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills|
8 - Colorado River Aqueduct
Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images \GALT\PROJRCTC\171146\2012\MAPFILES\EIS\NES_WC_OVRVW_A.MXD NES_WC_OVRVW_A.MXD 01/16/2012
LEGEND Connection to Hemet Channel .
Roadway Segment o e Project Right-of-Way Figure 3.3-4
= Match Line [ ] Bridge Existing Wildlife Movement
- Long_Term Traffic Detour <=—— Proposed Culvert @ Features and
[ ]Project Impact Area Barrier to Wildlife Movement .s00 | Habitat Regions
Terrestrial Wildlife MSHCP Linkage™® . | Draft Environmental Impact Report/
|:|Study Area I Existing Constrained Linkage B 0 1,500 g?"t'rogmi”t?glgpaft State?wpent. .
. . . ate Route ealignment Projec
| |Uutility Relocation Area Il Existing Constrained Linkage C 0000 Meters 9 )
Source: CR - C (R Local Corridor o




Project Overview Map
Angr

Ral\
Angr- Angr  angr Angr

R \
Rh Nrh Raf Raf

Ru

Angr—
Angr

‘Ag,

“A?Pas ¥, ’
(Ru}

Rss—, Ag/Rss Dev \—Angr
Rss—_ Angr  Ag/Rss ~ s
R Rss—_ —sw
ss_\ Ag df Dis Ru Angr
9 i Dev Vegetation Types m Ornamental (Orn)
A ¢ Angr MAgricultural - Developed (Ag Dev) D Cottonwood-Willow
ngr o
- Agricultural - Dryland Farming (Ag df) Riparian Forest (Cwrf)
. Orn C] Agricultural - Pasture (Ag Pas) - Mulefat Scrub (Ms)
— -
|:| Agricultural — Irrigated Crops (Ag Ic) E Riparian Herb (Rh)
R, \sw Alkali Grassland (Akg) I Tamarisk Scrub (Tms)
- Annual Grassland (Angr) - Willow Riparian Scrub & Forest (Wr)
_ Annual Grassland/Riversidian I:I Alkali Playa (Ap)
Ag/Rss (| Sage Scrub (Ag/Rss) [ | Emergent Wetland (EmW)
- Riversidian Sage Scrub (Rss) - Open Water (Ow)
[ Ruderal (Ru) [ Ruderal Alkali Flat (Raf)
I Developed (Dev) - Seasonal Wetland (Sw)
- Disturbed (Dis) | |Verna| Pool (Vp)
- Eucalyptus Woodland (EuW) - Watercourse (Wc)
Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images \GALT\PROJ\RCTC\171146\2012\MAPFILES\EIS\NES_VEG_PLTS_A.MXD NES_VEG_PLTS_A.PDF 01/16/2012
LEGEND Figure 3.3-5
Roadway Segment Utility Relocation Area Location of
Match Line Connection to Hemet Channel Vegetation Types
=== | ong-Term Traffic Detour Outside the Project Right-of-Way Draft Environmental Impact Report/
Project 0 1500 Environmental Impact Statement
D Impact Area _Feet State Route 79 Realignment Project
Rare Plant and Aquatic 0 300
Resources Study Area [E—
Y Note: Vegetation types are representative of field Meters
conditions observed during the 2005 and 2006 rare plant 1:18,000
surveys, .




Project Overview Map

Aglc—/

—Ru
Angr ¥ Vo Angr
Dev vp
Dev
sw—
Ru \
Ru Ag df
Ag df

Ru

® e

Ru
Angr
Ru
Ru /
Angr
Dev Dev  Angr P&\

Vegetation Types

MAgricultural - Developed (Ag Dev)
- Agricultural - Dryland Farming (Ag df)
C] Agricultural - Pasture (Ag Pas)
|:| Agricultural — Irrigated Crops (Ag Ic)
Alkali Grassland (Akg)

- Annual Grassland (Angr)

Annual Grassland/Riversidian
- Sage Scrub (Ag/Rss)

- Riversidian Sage Scrub (Rss)
B Ruderal (Ru)

- Developed (Dev)

[ pisturbed (Dis)

[ Eucalyptus Woodland (Euw)

m Ornamental (Orn)

Cottonwood-Willow
D Riparian Forest (Cwrf)

I Vulefat Scrub (Ms)

E Riparian Herb (Rh)

- Tamarisk Scrub (Tms)
- Willow Riparian Scrub & Forest (Wr)
[ Alkali Playa (Ap)

|:| Emergent Wetland (EmW)
- Open Water (Ow)

I Ruderal Alkali Flat (Raf)
- Seasonal Wetland (Sw)
I:l Vernal Pool (Vp)

- Watercourse (Wc)

Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

\GALT\PROJ\RCTC\171146\2012\MAPFILES\EIS\NES_VEG_PLTS_A.MXD NES_VEG_PLTS_A.PDF 01/16/2012

LEGEND
Roadway Segment
Match Line

== == | ong-Term Traffic Detour
D Project
Impact Area
Rare Plant and Aquatic
Resources Study Area

Utility Relocation Area
Connection to Hemet Channel
Outside the Project Right-of-Way

Note: Vegetation types are representative of field
conditions observed during the 2005 and 2006 rare plant

Survevs,

®

1,500
Feet

0 30

1:18,000

0
Meters

Figure 3.3-6

Location of

Vegetation Types

Draft Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project




=

Project Overview Map

Dev—

Angr

I we
Ru Ag Pas

"
om—/

—o0m

Orn:

Sw

Ap

\angr

Ru—\

Aglc

"N\

/—Akg

Angr

Dev 4 _—AgRss
Agpas—_ Ag Pas e
Euw.
sw
Ag Pas—— w e
Dev =~ \_fuw Ag/Rss
/ _—Rss
Akg
RuJ
Ru
Ru Akg
\ —sw
J \Ak
R Ru g
N
/ \_D"" Angr—_ w

Dev

Angr

Vegetation Types
MAgricultural - Developed (Ag Dev)

C] Agricultural - Pasture (Ag Pas)
|:| Agricultural — Irrigated Crops (Ag
Alkali Grassland (Akg)

- Annual Grassland (Angr)

Annual Grassland/Riversidian
- Sage Scrub (Ag/Rss)

- Riversidian Sage Scrub (Rss)
B Ruderal (Ru)

- Developed (Dev)

[ pisturbed (Dis)

[ Eucalyptus Woodland (Euw)

|:| Agricultural - Dryland Farming (Ag df)

m Ornamental (Orn)

Cottonwood-Willow
I:I Riparian Forest (Cwrf)

I Vulefat Scrub (Ms)

Ic) E Riparian Herb (Rh)
- Tamarisk Scrub (Tms)
- Willow Riparian Scrub & Forest (Wr)
[ Alkali Playa (Ap)
:] Emergent Wetland (EmW)
- Open Water (Ow)
I Ruderal Alkali Flat (Raf)
- Seasonal Wetland (Sw)
I:l Vernal Pool (Vp)
- Watercourse (Wc)

Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

\GALT\PROJ\RCTC\171146\2012\MAPFILES\EIS\NES_VEG_PLTS_A.MXD NES_VEG_PLTS_A.PDF 01/16/2012

LEGEND
Roadway Segment
Match Line

== == | ong-Term Traffic Detour
D Project
Impact Area
Rare Plant and Aquatic
Resources Study Area

Utility Relocation Area
Connection to Hemet Channel
Outside the Project Right-of-Way

Note: Vegetation types are representative of field

conditions observed during the 2005 and 2006 rare plant

Surveys,

®

0 1,500
Feet
0 300
= Meters
1:18,000

Figure 3.3-7

Location of

Vegetation Types

Draft Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project




Ag Dev

m Ornamental (Orn)

= sors
Ow—\
Ag pev—"
. . ow ow
Project Overview Map Angr I;_R,,
Angr——__ Tms -
% \x_‘w’ Tms
Ru
Ag df
/—Angr
Angr
Angr _\
Tms_\ _\ 0w @
Akg _—FRu
Ve
orn fnar —Sw
Angr
s L,
TN Ag P
Akg Ag Pas /_ oFas
Ag pas—" Dev@ Ap 4
ow—" ve \ v
Vp—\ Ve
Angr Vo— \_V\Akg
P
APJ \—Vp
Aglc
Vegetation Types
X&Agricultural - Developed (Ag Dev)
Ag Dev [ ] Agricultural - Dryland Farming (Ag df)
|:| Agricultural - Pasture (Ag Pas)
|:| Agricultural — Irrigated Crops (Ag Ic)
e Alkali Grassland (Akg)
|:| Annual Grassland (Angr)
Annual Grassland/Riversidian
- Sage Scrub (Ag/Rss)
Ru
N - Riversidian Sage Scrub (Rss)
Agle e B Ruderal (Ru)
- Developed (Dev)
o [ pisturbed (Dis)
@ \ Angr |:| Eucalyptus Woodland (EuW)

Cottonwood-Willow
:] Riparian Forest (Cwrf)

I Vulefat Scrub (Ms)

=] Riparian Herb (Rh)

|:| Tamarisk Scrub (Tms)

- Willow Riparian Scrub & Forest (Wr)
Alkali Playa (Ap)

|:| Emergent Wetland (EmW)

- Open Water (Ow)

I Ruderal Alkali Flat (Raf)

- Seasonal Wetland (Sw)

:] Vernal Pool (Vp)

- Watercourse (Wc)

Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

\GALT\PROJ\RCTC\171146\2012\MAPFILES\EIS\NES_VEG_PLTS __

A.MXD NES_VEG_PLTS_A.PDF 01/16/2012

Figure 3.3-8
Location of

LEGEND
Roadway Segment Utility Relocation Area
Match Line Connection to Hemet Channel

== == Long-Term Traffic Detour Outside the Project Right-of-Way

D Project 0
Impact Area

®

Rare Plant and Aquatic
Resources Study Area

1,500
Feet
0 300
Note: Vegetation types are representative of field =Meters
conditions observed during the 2005 and 2006 rare plant 1:18.000

Surveys,

Vegetation Types

Draft Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project




Agle

Project Overview Map

/—EmW

Ru

Vegetation Types

MAgricultural - Developed (Ag Dev)
I:l Agricultural - Dryland Farming (Ag df)

C] Agricultural - Pasture (Ag Pas) - Mulefat Scrub (Ms)
Angr— |:| Agricultural — Irrigated Crops (Ag Ic) E Riparian Herb (Rh)
o Ag Dev - Tamarisk Scrub (Tms)
e Alkali Grassland (Akg) sreser
- SW,J' \—Angr @ Dev =] Annual Grassland (Angr) I Willow Riparian Scrub & Forest (Wr)
. Annual Grassland/Riversidian :] Alkali Playa (Ap)
Sage Scrub (Ag/Rss) [ | Emergent Wetland (EmW)
Ag Dev I Riversidian Sage Scrub (Rss) I open Water (Ow)
BN Ruderal (Ru) [ Ruderal Alkali Flat (Raf)
I Developed (Dev) [l scasonal Wetland (Sw)
o [ Disturbed (Dis) [T Vernal Pool (vp)
- Eucalyptus Woodland (EuW) - Watercourse (Wc)
Qw:

Ru

Ru Angr

Angr

m Ornamental (Orn)

Cottonwood-Willow
I:I Riparian Forest (Cwrf)

Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

\GALT\PROJ\RCTC\171146\2012\MAPFILES\EIS\NES_VEG_PLTS_A.MXD NES_VEG_PLTS_A.PDF 01/16/2012

LEGEND
Roadway Segment
Match Line

== == | ong-Term Traffic Detour
D Project
Impact Area
Rare Plant and Aquatic
Resources Study Area

Utility Relocation Area
Connection to Hemet Channel
Outside the Project Right-of-Way

Note: Vegetation types are representative of field

conditions observed during the 2005 and 2006 rare plant

Surveys,

®

0 1,500

| —
0

0 30
= Meters

1:18,000

Figure 3.3-9

Location of

Vegetation Types

Draft Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project




=

Ag Dev—

Project Overview Map

Ag df

Ag Dev Akg

Ag df

Aglc

N oy (TN

Ag df

Ag df

Dev

Vegetation Types
MAgricultural - Developed (Ag Dev)

C] Agricultural - Pasture (Ag Pas)

Alkali Grassland (Akg)
- Annual Grassland (Angr)

Annual Grassland/Riversidian
- Sage Scrub (Ag/Rss)

- Riversidian Sage Scrub (Rss)
B Ruderal (Ru)

- Developed (Dev)

[ pisturbed (Dis)

[ Eucalyptus Woodland (Euw)

EmW.

|:| Agricultural - Dryland Farming (Ag df)

|:| Agricultural — Irrigated Crops (Ag Ic) E Riparian Herb (Rh)

m Ornamental (Orn)

Cottonwood-Willow
I:I Riparian Forest (Cwrf)

I Vulefat Scrub (Ms)

- Tamarisk Scrub (Tms)

- Willow Riparian Scrub & Forest (Wr)
[ Alkali Playa (Ap)

:] Emergent Wetland (EmW)

- Open Water (Ow)

I Ruderal Alkali Flat (Raf)

- Seasonal Wetland (Sw)

I:l Vernal Pool (Vp)

- Watercourse (Wc)

Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

\GALT\PROJ\RCTC\171146\2012\MAPFILES\EIS\NES_VEG_PLTS_A.MXD NES_VEG_PLTS_A.PDF 01/16/2012

LEGEND
Roadway Segment
Match Line
== == | ong-Term Traffic Detour
D Project
Impact Area
Rare Plant and Aquatic
Resources Study Area

Utility Relocation Area
Connection to Hemet Channel
Outside the Project Right-of-Way

®

0 1,500
Feet
0 300
Note: Vegetation types are representative of field =Meters
conditions observed during the 2005 and 2006 rare plant 1:18.000

Surveys,

Figure 3.3-10

Location of

Vegetation Types

Draft Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project




WARREN RD

ODELL AVE

(d
02 ©
\0 .
cas® San Jacinto
COTTONWOOD AVE
SEVENTH ST
.
°> @ ©
z S ESPLANADE AVE
[ w
@ &
w <
N o
3 .
< z
Tres Cerritos w 3
TRES CERRITOS AVE@ Hills ES 2
z a
o z
1y <
2 )
DEVONSHIRE AVE g
SR 74/FLORIDA AVE
©
Winghester é’ Hemet-Ryan Ajsffort
S
(]
|z| %: & STETSONAVE A e
< r§ 5 (6“0
zZ 9 B
& o
LT g
MILAN RD =0 z
L 3] g
< <
Q w =z 2
e 2 9 @
0
g i ﬁ E SIMPSON RD ¥ o’
=
: EE g o
HADDOCK gT 2 H
|— N\
%:l OLIVE AVE ?
['4
| ! DOMENIGONI PKWY Local Corridor
1 - Newport Road Hills to Patton Road
@ 2 - Hemet Channel
3 - San Jacinto Branch Line
4 - Double Butte to West Hemet Hills
NEWPORT RD E NEWPORT RD 5 - West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport
] 6 - West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains
7 - Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills
8 - Colorado River Aqueduct

Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

\GALT\PROJ\RCTC\171146\2012\MAPFILES\EIS\NES_WC_1A_A.MXD NES_WC_1A_A.PDF 01/16/2012

LEGEND
Roadway Segment
Match Line
=m == | ong-Term Traffic Detour
|:| Project Impact Area
I:l Terrestrial Wildlife
Study Area
|:| Utility Relocation Area

: LCR. (Ricrs

- Connection to Hemet Channel
Outside the Project Right-of-Way

|:| Bridge

=== Proposed Culvert

Barrier to Wildlife Movement 0

®

Figure 3.3-11

Build Alternative 1a
Existing Wildlife Corridor
Features with Proposed

MSHCP Linkage™®

- Existing Constrained Linkage B

- Existing Constrained Linkage C
Local Corridor

0

1:90,000

ms | Bridge and Culvert
1,500 Locations
Meters Draft Environmental Impact Report/

Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project




M-11

NEWPORT RD

HADDOCK ST

7]

TRES CERRITOS AVE @

DEVONSHIRE AVE

Iil SR 74/FLORIDA AVE

SIMPSON RD

WHITTIER AVE
PATTERSON AVE

OLIVE AVE
DOMENIGONI PKWY

SR 79/WINCHESTER 3#

E NEWPORT RD

w K
E: 4’431 %
- 2, N
g z %,
z a ) S,
g ° <,
E 0
] )
na!
Lor? “
cas® San Jacinto
COTTONWOOD AVE
SEVENTH ST
® ESPLANADE AVE

MAZE STONE CT
ALABASTER DR

Tres Cerritos
Hills

SANDERSON AVE

CAWSTON AVE

WARREN RD

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

8

Local Corridor

- Newport Road Hills to Patton Road

- Hemet Channel

- San Jacinto Branch Line

- Double Butte to West Hemet Hills

- West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport
- West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains
- Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills|
- Colorado River Aqueduct

Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

\GALT\PROJ\RCTC\171146\2011\MAPFILES\EIS\NES_WC_1B_A.MXD NES_WC_1B_A.PDF 01/16/2012

LEGEND
Roadway Segment
Match Line
=== | ong-Term Traffic Detour
|:| Project Impact Area
I:l Terrestrial Wildlife
Study Area
|:| Utility Relocation Area

: LCR. (Ricrs

Connection to Hemet Channel

(-
|:| Bridge

=== Proposed Culvert

Barrier to Wildlife Movement
MSHCP Linkage™"

- Existing Constrained Linkage B
- Existing Constrained Linkage C
=== Local Corridor

Outside the Project Right-of-Way

®

1,500
Meters

0 7,500

Feet

0

1:90,000

Figure 3.3-12

Build Alternative 1b
Existing Wildlife Corridor
Features with Proposed
Bridge and Culvert

Locations

Draft Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project




M-11

MAZE STONE CT

7]

NEWPORT RD

HADDOCK ST

DEVONSHIRE AVE

Iil SR 74/FLORIDA AVE

SIMPSON RD

WHITTIER AVE
PATTERSON AVE

OLIVE AVE
DOMENIGONI PKWY

SR 79/WINCHESTER 3#

E NEWPORT RD

TRES CERRITOS AVE @

WARREN RD

®

ALABASTER DR

Tres Cerritos

WARREN RD

g %
2 %,
o %
a ) S
o (b
0
na!
0o &
\0 .
cas® San Jacinto
COTTONWOOD AVE
SEVENTH ST
ESPLANADE AVE

Hills

SANDERSON AVE

CAWSTON AVE

Local Corridor

- Newport Road Hills to Patton Road

- Hemet Channel

- San Jacinto Branch Line

- Double Butte to West Hemet Hills

- West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport

- West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains
- Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills|
- Colorado River Aqueduct

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

\GALT\PROJ\RCTC\171146\2012\MAPFILES\EIS\NES_WC_1B1_A.MXD NES_WC_1B1_A.PDF 01/16/2012

LEGEND
Roadway Segment
Match Line
=== | ong-Term Traffic Detour
|:| Project Impact Area
I:l Terrestrial Wildlife
Study Area
|:| Utility Relocation Area

: LCR. (Ricrs

- Connection to Hemet Channel
Outside the Project Right-of-Way

|:| Bridge

=== Proposed Culvert

Barrier to Wildlife Movement

0
MSHCP Linkage™"

®

Figure 3.3-13

Design Option 1b1
Existing Wildlife Corridor
Features with Proposed

- Existing Constrained Linkage B
- Existing Constrained Linkage C
=== Local Corridor

0

1:90,000

7’5‘;0 . Bridge and Culvert
ee .
1500 Locations
Meters Draft Environmental Impact Report/

Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project




MAZE STONE CT

RES CERRITOS AVE @

DEVONSHIRE AVE

SR 74/FJORIDA AVE
3
() §
Vinchester N
&
&4 STETSON
w o
—
; ? .\a""‘n‘o
3 an
MILAN RD =
Y 3
o <
w z
[4
A"
w o
B oow
ﬁ E ® SIMPSON RD
I
HADDOCK T% H
g OLIVE AVE N
2
% DOMENIGONI PKWY

®

NEWPORT RD | E NEWPORT RD

ODELL AVE

WARREN RD

ca™®
Lo®
cas® San Jacinto
COTTONWOOD AVE
SEVENTH ST
o
S ESPLANADE AVE
w
= e [
2 \ti
o - -
3 w 1 -
v -
< 2
Tres Cerritos 3 |
. w
Hills > 2 -
; w i |
o % i 1
[ z . -
H @ e
Z !
g e ol
b, <
LS
Hemet-Ryan ort
AVE
e
Tan®
[=]
[4
z
w
4
]
H
e
" o
(e®

Local Corridor

1 - Newport Road Hills to Patton Road

2 - Hemet Channel

3 - San Jacinto Branch Line

4 - Double Butte to West Hemet Hills

5 - West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport
6 - West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains
7 - Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills|
8 - Colorado River Aqueduct

Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

\GALT\PROJ\RCTC\171146\2012\MAPFILES\EIS\NES_WC_2A_A.MXD NES_WC_2A_A.PDF 01/16/2012

LEGEND

Roadway Segment

Match Line

=== | ong-Term Traffic Detour

|:| Project Impact Area
I:l Terrestrial Wildlife

Study Area

|:| Utility Relocation Area
S LCR.C { Riversi

- Connection to Hemet Channel
Outside the Project Right-of-Way

|:| Bridge

=== Proposed Culvert

Barrier to Wildlife Movement

0
MSHCP Linkage™®

®

7,500
Feet

- Existing Constrained Linkage B
- Existing Constrained Linkage C
=== Local Corridor

0

1:90,000

1,500

Meters

Figure 3.3-14

Build Alternative 2a
Existing Wildlife Corridor
Features with Proposed
Bridge and Culvert

Locations

Draft Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project




M-12

M-11
(o)
u K
E: 4’431 %
2 o 0,
z Q -ye
& ° X,
n<: 0
; )
na!
Lor? “
cas® San Jacinto
COTTONWOOD AVE
SEVENTH ST
ESPLANADE AVE

MAZE STONE CT
ALABASTER DR

Tres Cerritos
RES CERRITOS AVE@ Hills

SANDERSON AVE

CAWSTON AVE

DEVONSHIRE AVE

SR 74/FLORIDA AVE

Winchester

(@]

\VE,

MILAN RD

CALIRORNIA

STERRD!

SIMPSON RD

WHITTIER/AVE
PATTERSON/A

¥

HADDOCK ST

g OLIVE AVE 9”\\
% . DOMENIGONI PKWY Local Corridor
1 - Newport Road Hills to Patton Road
n 2 - Hemet Channel
e E 3 - San Jacinto Branch Line
— 4 - Double Butte to West Hemet Hills
NEWPORT RD E NEWPORT RD 5 - West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport
6 - West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains
7 - Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills
8 - Colorado River Aqueduct
Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images \GALT\PROJ\RCTC\171146\2012\MAPFILES\EIS\NES_WC_2B_A.MXD NES_WC_2B_A.PDF 01/16/2012
LEGEND - Connection to Hemet Channel Figure 3.3-15
Roadway Segment Outside the Project Right-of-Way Build Alternative 2b
; Bridge . er - .
t/latchTLmeT - 1 Pmsosed cuver @ Existing Wildlife Corridor
=== | ong-Term Traffic Detour < .
9 : o Features with Proposed
|:| Projectimpact Area Barrier to \{:V;Idllfe Movement 7.500 Bridae and Culvert
] Terrestrial Wildlife MSHCP Linkage e [ g€
Study Area - Existing Constrained Linkage B 0 1,500 Locations
o . - L . . Meters Draft Environmental Impact Report/
|:| Utility Relocation Area Existing Constrained Linkage C 1:90,000 Environmental Impact Statement
S _CR.C (Riversi «=p Local Corridor State Route 79 Realignment Project




M-12

MAZE STONE CT

7]

RES CERRITOS AVE @

DEVONSHIRE AVE

SR 74/F|

ORIDA AVE

Winchester

(@]

\VE,

MILAN RD

CALIRORNIA

STERIRD!

SIMPSON RD

WHITTIER/AVE
PATTERSON A

¥

HADDOCK ST

3 A
2 . OLIVE AVE C
x DOMENIGONI PKWY
GF
NEWPORT RD E NEWPORT RD

WARREN RD

©

ALABASTER DR

(o)
w K
: ",
o %
8 e
%
na!
0o &
\0 .
cas® San Jacinto
COTTONWOOD AVE
SEVENTH ST
ESPLANADE AVE

Tres Cerritos

Hills

SANDERSON AVE

CAWSTON AVE

Local Corridor

1 - Newport Road Hills to Patton Road

2 - Hemet Channel

3 - San Jacinto Branch Line

4 - Double Butte to West Hemet Hills

5 - West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport
6 - West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains
7 - Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills|
8 - Colorado River Aqueduct

Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

\GALT\PROJ\RCTC\171146\2012\MAPFILES\EIS\NES_WC_2B1_A.MXD NES_WC_2B1_A.PDF 01/16/2012

LEGEND

Roadway Segment

Match Line

=m == | ong-Term Traffic Detour

|:| Project Impact Area
I:l Terrestrial Wildlife

Study Area

|:| Utility Relocation Area
S LCR.C { Riversi

- Connection to Hemet Channel
Outside the Project Right-of-Way

|:| Bridge

=== Proposed Culvert

Barrier to Wildlife Movement 0
MSHCP Linkage™"

®

Figure 3.3-16

Design Option 2b1
Existing Wildlife Corridor
Features with Proposed

- Existing Constrained Linkage B
- Existing Constrained Linkage C
=== Local Corridor

0

1:90,000

w . | Bridge and Culvert
1,500 Locations
Meters Draft Environmental Impact Report/

Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project




E GRAND AVE

HADDOCK ST

SR 79/WINCHESTER RD

MILAN RD

RANCHLAND RD

PATTERSON AVE

WHITTIER AVE

STOWE RD

SIMPSON RD

OLIVE AVE

DOMENIGONI PKWY

NEWPORT
RD

E NEWPORT RD

Agricultural Seasonal
Wetland (RWQCB)
Agricultural Seasonal
I Wetland (USACE, RWQCB)
- Constructed Pond (None)
Constructed Pond
(RWQCB, CDFG)

Constructed Pond
(USACE, RWQCB, CDFG)

Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

\GALT\PROJRCTC\171146\2012\MAPFILES\EIS\NES_WDR_VP_SW_RW_A.MXD NES_WDR_VP_SW_RW_A PDF 11/15/2012

LEGEND
Roadway Segment
Match Line

Long-Term
Traffic Detour

[ Project Impact Area

I Rare Plants and Aquatic
Resources Study Area
Connection to Hemet

B Channel Outside the
Project Right-of-Way

| Utility Relocation Area

1:28,800

Figure 3.3-17a
Potential Jurisdictional
Wetlands and Waters,
Agricultural Wetlands,

and Constructed Ponds
Draft Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment




DEVONSHIRE AVE

MAZE STONE CT

HIDDEN
SPRINGS RD

/

TRES CERRITOS AVE

e S e g

|

']
| |
1 ‘\
i A
| \Y
i A Y
| “
i 1
1 |
[ ]

SR 74/FLORIDA AVE e ——

Additional Indirect
Impact Study Area 1

MWD Upper Salt
Creek Reserve Unnamed Flood

Control Channel

S 'AW0009
< s
= ~
2 35
oy XS
[re %
-
<
o

SEVENTH
ST

Stoney Mountain
Preserve

ALABASTER DR

Additional Indirect
Impact Study Area 2

Tres
Cerritos
Hills

Agricultural Seasonal
Wetland (RWQCB)

Agricultural Seasonal
Wetland (USACE, RWQCB)
- Constructed Pond (None)
Constructed Pond
(RWQCB, CDFG)

Constructed Pond
(USACE, RWQCB, CDFG)

Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

WGALT\PROJ\RCTC\171146\2012\MAPFILES\EIS\NES_WDR_VP_SW_RW_A.MXD NES_WDR_VP_SW_RW_A.PDF 11/15/2012

LEGEND
Roadway Segment
Match Line

Long-Term
"= Traffic Detour

[ Project Impact Area

Rare Plants and Aquatic
Resources Study Area
Connection to Hemet

=

- Channel Outside the 0 2,400
[
Project Right-of-Way 0 600 Feet
[ \ioters

Utility Relocation Area 1:28 800

Figure 3.3-17b
Potential Jurisdictional
Wetlands and Waters,
Agricultural Wetlands,

and Constructed Ponds
Draft Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment




WARREN RD

LN

Colorado River A queduct

AW0022 \

é‘e 2
AW0021 sy
x o4, e
___——— cPoo10
RAMONA EXPY
AW0018
T T— AW0019
AW0017 /
¥ 1,74’0
CP006 ",
4
< .
Z *,
o 04,«?
CP008 %

___—— CPO05

EMWD Regional Water
Reclamation Facility

2l
ca®
Lor?
a
cas

COTTONWOOD AVE

Agricultural Seasonal
Wetland (RWQCB)

Agricultural Seasonal
Wetland (USACE, RWQCB)
- Constructed Pond (None)
Constructed Pond
(RWQCB, CDFQG)
Constructed Pond

(USACE, RWQCB, CDFG)

Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

WGALT\PROJ\RCTC\171146\2012\MAPFILES\EIS\NES_WDR_VP_SW_RW_A.MXD NES_WDR_VP_SW_RW_A.PDF 11/15/2012

LEGEND
Roadway Segment
Match Line ]

Long-Term
"= Traffic Detour

[ Project Impact Area

Rare Plants and Aquatic
Resources Study Area
Connection to Hemet

@

- Channel Outside the 0 2,400
[
Project Right-of-Way 0 600 Feet
[ \ioters

Utility Relocation Area 1:28 800

Figure 3.3-17c
Potential Jurisdictional
Wetlands and Waters,
Agricultural Wetlands,

and Constructed Ponds
Draft Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment




E GRAND AVE

WHITTIER AVE

HADDOCK ST

SR 79/WINCHESTER RD

sTowe RD VP0010 /% % 'VP0009
'VP0008 w
E 'VP0006
'VP0002 z
2 \— SW0005
MILAN RD 3
o

RANCHLAND RD

PATTERSON AVE

SIMPSON RD

OLIVE AVE

DOMENIGONI PKWY

NEWPORT
RD

E NEWPORT RD

|| Riparian (USACE, RWQCB, CDFG)

[ | Seasonal Wetland (RWQCB)

Seasonal Wetland
| (USACE, RWQCB)

B Vernal Pool (USACE, RWQCB)

Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

WGALT\PROJ\RCTC\171146\2012\MAPFILES\EIS\NES_WDR_VP_SW_RW_A.MXD NES_WDR_VP_SW_RW_A.PDF 11/15/2012

LEGEND
Roadway Segment

Match Line ]

Figure 3.3-18a
Potential Jurisdictional
Wetlands, Vernal Pools,

Rare Plants and Aquatic
Resources Study Area

Long-Term
Traffic Detour

[ Project Impact Area

Connection to Hemet
[ Channel Outside the

Project Right-of-Way
| Utility Relocation Area

0

0 2,400

[
0 600
[ \cters

1:28,800

Seasonal Wetlands,

and Riparian Wetlands
Draft Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment




SEVENTH
ST

HIDDEN
SPRINGS RD

TRES CERRITOS AVE

DEVONSHIRE AVE T .

SN N N N N N .

SR 74/FLORIDA AVE

SWo0019
A

MWD Upper Salt _SW0018

= g

Stoney Mountain

MAZE STORE CT

© Preserve
a
\ ©
w
I3
<
o
3
<
Additional Indirect
\ Impact Study Area 2
Tres
Cerritos
Hills
/ SW0031
-~ _— SW0030

Swoo027 1

x SW0026

SwWo0024

Additional Indirect
Impact Study Area 1

Creek Reserve Un e—
VPesss _— swoots cof[ | Riparian (USACE, RWQCB, CDFG)
weooso | |~ yeoues ] Seasonal Wetland (RWQCB)
VPOOS6 —\ VP0059
vPoossa— N\ L ypooss S | Wetland
rus— — uwm || (USACE. RWQCB
VP0052
| (USACE, RWACE)
. — A= B Vernal Pool (USACE, RWQCB)
Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images \\GALT\PROJ\RCTC\171146\2012\MAPFILES\EIS\NES_WDR_VP_SW_RW_A.MXD NES_WDR_VP_SW_RW_A.PDF 11/15/2012
LEGEND Figure 3.3-18b
Roadway Segment - Rare Plants and Aquatic Potential Jurisdictional
Match Line Resources Study Area Wetlands, Vernal Pools,
Long-Term Connection to Hemet Seasonal Wetlands,

"™ Traffic Detour

and Riparian Wetlands

. - Channel OUtSide the H?:Zet Draft Environmental Impact Report/
:] Project Impact Area Project Right-of-Way 0 500 Environmental Impact Statement
—— | State Route 79 Realignment

| Utility Relocation Area

1:28,800




/— RP0001
RP0q03
— SWO0039 2
&soJ
RP0004 % T qwooss ot
RP0003 i,
SW0038 l
SWop37
RAMONA EXPY \
SW003! /
Colorado RiverA‘IUeduct
SW0036 SWo0037 RP0002 — %
Y,
7N ———— sWo0035 %,
e
)
z S
o K
<
%
4
S
_——RP0001
EMWD Regional Water
Reclamation Facility
nd
Lor? ¢
ce%®
SW0033 —__ COTTONWOOD AVE
[ | Riparian (USACE, RWQCB, CDFG)
[ | Seasonal Wetland (RWQCB)
— Seasonal Wetland
(USACE, RWQCB)
B Vernal Pool (USACE, RWQCB)
Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images \\GALT\PROJ\RCTC\171146\2012\MAPFILES\EIS\NES_WDR_VP_SW_RW_A.MXD NES_WDR_VP_SW_RW_A.PDF 11/15/2012
LEGEND Figure 3.3-18¢c
Roadway Segment Rare Plants and Aquatic Potential Jurisdictional
Match Line Resources Study Area \éVetIandsl,v\\;erlnaldPools,
Long-Term Connection to Hemet asgsgigzria:tvsgtlasﬁ ds
Trafﬂc Detour - Channel Outside the Hi‘iet Draft Environmental Impact Report/
[ Project Impact Area Project Right-of-Way 5 = Environmental Impact Statement
Utility Relocation Area [— o] State Route 79 Realignment
1:28,800




WHITTIER AVE

HADDOCKIST:
¥

. :SRI79/WINCHESTER RD

NEWPORT
RD

PATTERSON AVE

Hemet _—

Channel

eme¢
aNnnes

He
Ch,

E NEWPORT RD

=== Erosional Drainage (None)

Drainage Ditch
(USACE, RWQCB, CDFG)

=== Drainage Ditch (None)

Salt Creek Channel
I (USACE, RWQCB, CDFG)

- Hemet Channel

(USACE, RWQCB, CDFG)

(USACE, RWQCB, CDFG)

Drainage Ditch
- Drainage Ditch (None)

Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

WGALT\PROJ\RCTC\171146\2012\MAPFILES\EIS\NES_WDR_C_DF_A.MXD NES_WDR_C_DF_A.PDF 12/06/2012

LEGEND
Roadway Segment - Rare Plants and Aquatic
Match Line Resources Study Area
Long-Term Connection to Hemet

"= Traffic Detour

[ Channel Outside the
[] Project Impact Area

Project Right-of-Way
| Utility Relocation Area

@

0 1,500

| e—— N
0 300
[ \cters

1:18,000

Figure 3.3-19a
Potential Jurisdictional
Wetlands and Waters
Channels, Drainage Ditches,

and Erosional Drainages
Draft Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment




Additional Indirect
ImpactiStudy/Area}l

]
MWD Upper Salt
Creek Reserve

o
&
q
3
%

STOWE RD

MILAN RD

RANCHLAND RD

CALIFORNIA AVE

=== Erosional Drainage (None)
Drainage Ditch
(USACE, RWQCB, CDFG)
=== Drainage Ditch (None)

Salt Creek Channel
I (USACE, RWQCB, CDFG)

. Hemet Channel
| (USACE, RWQCB, CDFG)

Drainage Ditch
- (USACE, RWQCB, CDFG)

< SIMPSON RD - Drainage Ditch (None)

Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images \\GALT\PROJ\RCTC\171146\2012\MAPFILES\EIS\NES_WDR_C_DF_A.MXD NES_WDR_C_DF_A.PDF 12/06/2012
LEGEND Figure 3.3-19b

Roadway Segment mm 