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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. 

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

• The nature and locations of existing and predicted wildlife movement corridors 
• The nature and locations of existing barriers to wildlife movement 
• The expected effects of the Project on identified corridors/zones 
• 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 2003c, 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: 

• Alkali grassland 
• Alkali playa 
• Cottonwood willow riparian forest 
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• Emergent wetland 
• Mulefat scrub 
• Riversidian sage scrub 
• Seasonal wetland 
• Vernal pool 
• 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 

No Build 
Alternative Build Alternative 1a Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 1b1 Build Alternative 2a Build Alternative 2b and Design Option 2b1 

Affected 
Environment  

Roadway Segments A, E, G, I, J, L, N 
Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 

Connections 1 and 2 to Hemet Channel Outside 
Project ROW 

Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 
Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2 

Roadway Segments B, C, G, I, K, M, N 
Utility Relocations Areas 1 and 2 

Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 
Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2 

Roadway Segments A, F, H, I, K, L, N 
Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 

Connection 3 to Hemet Channel Outside 
Project ROW 

Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 
Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2 

Roadway Segments B, D, H, I, J, M, N 
Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 

Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 
Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2 

Natural Communities 

Grasslands and Ruderal 
Alkali Grassland (Akg)a 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)a 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 
(Ag/Rss) 

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) 

Riparian Vegetation 

Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest (Cwrf)a 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)a 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 0.5 ha (1.2 ac) 0.5 ha (1.3 ac) 0.5 ha (1.3 ac) 0.5 ha (1.2 ac) 

Willow Riparian Scrub and Forest (Wr)a 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)a 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)a, b 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)a, g 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)a, b 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) 3.5 ha (8.6 ac) 

Eucalyptus Woodland (EuW) NA 2.1 ha (5.3 ac) 4.7 ha (11.6 ac) 2.2 ha (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) 0.5 ha (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 

Affected 
Environment  

Roadway Segments A, E, G, I, J, L, N 
Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 

Connections 1 and 2 to Hemet Channel Outside 
Project ROW 

Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 
Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2 

Roadway Segments B, C, G, I, K, M, N 
Utility Relocations Areas 1 and 2 

Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 
Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2 

Roadway Segments A, F, H, I, K, L, N 
Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 

Connection 3 to Hemet Channel Outside 
Project ROW 

Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 
Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2 

Roadway Segments B, D, H, I, J, M, N 
Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 

Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 
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)  0.5 ha (1.3 ac) 1.4 ha (3.6 ac) 0.9 ha (2.3 ac) 

Vernal Poolsg 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 0.5 ha (1.3 ac) 0.5 ha (1.3 ac) 2.5 ha (6.3ac) 2.5 ha (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) 2.5 ha (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/Individualsd 

Scientific 
Name 

Common Name Federal/ 
State/ 
CNPS 
Status 
Codese 

MSHCP 
Status and 

Special 
Conditionsf 

     

Atriplex parishii Parish’s 
Brittlescale 

-/-/1B.1 CA, PS NA NA NA 13/1,320 13/1,320 

Atriplex 
serenana var. 
davidsonii 

Davidson’s 
Saltscale 

-/-/1B.2 CA, PS NA 1/6 1/6 60/12,142 60/12,142 

Calochortus 
plummerae 

Plummer’s 
Mariposa Lily 

-/-/1B.2 CO NA 1/2 1/2 NA NA 

Centromadia 
pungens ssp. 
Laevis 

Smooth Tarplant -/-/1B.1 CA, PS, 
RRVP 

NA 270/110,101 269/424,895 354/288,288 346/613,336 

Chorizanthe 
parryi var. 
parryi 

Parry’s 
Spineflower 

-/-/3.2 CO NA 27/112,536 26/111,996 37/16,971 36/16,431 

Chorizanthe 
polygonoides 
var. longispina 

Long-Spined 
Spineflower 

-/-/1B.2 Covered NA 4/4,465 4/4,465 27/15,564 27/15,564 

Deinandra 
paniculata 

Paniculate 
Tarplant 

-/-/4.2 Not Included 
in MSHCP 

NA 29/21,012 27/7,827 41/46,758 39/33,495 

Harpagonella 
palmeri 

Palmer’s 
Grapplinghook 

-/-/4.2 Covered NA NA NA 1/375 1/375 

Hordeum 
intercedens 

Vernal Barley -/-/3.2 PS, RRVP NA 16/1,249,380 20/1,248,680 29/10,840,492 32/10,839,292 
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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 

Affected 
Environment  

Roadway Segments A, E, G, I, J, L, N 
Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 

Connections 1 and 2 to Hemet Channel Outside 
Project ROW 

Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 
Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2 

Roadway Segments B, C, G, I, K, M, N 
Utility Relocations Areas 1 and 2 

Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 
Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2 

Roadway Segments A, F, H, I, K, L, N 
Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 

Connection 3 to Hemet Channel Outside 
Project ROW 

Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 
Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2 

Roadway Segments B, D, H, I, J, M, N 
Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 

Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 
Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2 

Lasthenia 
glabrata ssp. 
Coulteri 

Coulter’s 
Goldfields 

-/-/1B.1 CA, PS NA 22/5,380 3/29,331 42/568,725 23/592,676 

Lepidium 
virginicum var. 
robinsonii 

Robinson’s 
Peppergrass 

-/-/1B.2 Not Included 
in MSHCP 

NA 16/79,124 16/79,124 19/7,872 19/7,872 

Microseris 
douglasii ssp. 
Platycarpha 

Small-Flowered 
Microseris 

-/-/4.2 CO NA NA NA 1/15 1/15 

Myosurus 
minimus ssp. 
apus 

Little Mousetail -/-/3.1 CA, PS NA 31/64,001 31/64,001 122/446,887 122/445,590 

TOTAL NUMBER SPECIES OBSERVED 0 11 11 16 16 
TOTAL NUMBER OF POPULATIONS OBSERVED 0 431 412 1,026 999 
TOTAL NUMBER OF INDIVIDUALS OBSERVED 0 1,651,954 1,976,274 12,339,404 12,673,400 
Animal Species 

Burrowing Owl NA 5 pairs and a single male 
RIV-BUO-005 
RIV-BUO-006 
RIV-BUO-023 
RIV-BUO-024 
RIV-BUO-052 

RIV-BUO-053 (single male) 

7 pairs 
RIV-BUO-005 
RIV-BUO-006 
RIV-BUO-023 
RIV-BUO-024 
RIV-BUO-041 
RIV-BUO-042 
RIV-BUO-052 

7 pairs 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) 
RIV-BUO-056 

8 pairs 
RIV-BUO-004 
RIV-BUO-005 
RIV-BUO-023 
RIV-BUO-031 
RIV-BUO-041 
RIV-BUO-042 
RIV-BUO-052 
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 
2 pairs barn owls 

10 pairs red-tailed hawks 

13 pairs 
4 pairs barn owls 

9 pairs red-tailed hawks 

12 pairs 
2 pairs barn owls 

10 pairs red-tailed hawks 

MSHCP Nesting Raptors NA 3 pairs white-tailed kites 2 pairs white-tailed kites 6 pairs 
1 pair Cooper’s hawks 

5 pairs white-tailed kites 

3 pairs 
1 pair Cooper’s hawks 

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 

No Build 
Alternative Build Alternative 1a Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 1b1 Build Alternative 2a Build Alternative 2b and Design Option 2b1 

Affected 
Environment  

Roadway Segments A, E, G, I, J, L, N 
Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 

Connections 1 and 2 to Hemet Channel Outside 
Project ROW 

Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 
Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2 

Roadway Segments B, C, G, I, K, M, N 
Utility Relocations Areas 1 and 2 

Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 
Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2 

Roadway Segments A, F, H, I, K, L, N 
Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 

Connection 3 to Hemet Channel Outside 
Project ROW 

Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 
Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2 

Roadway Segments B, D, H, I, J, M, N 
Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 

Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 
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 Branchiopodsg 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 
Avian  

Large Mammal  
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian  

Insects  
Passive Dispersers 

5 Categories of Wildlife Movement 
Avian  

Large Mammal  
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian  

Insects  
Passive Dispersers 

5 Categories of Wildlife Movement 
Avian  

Large Mammal  
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian  

Insects;  
Passive Dispersers 

5 Categories of Wildlife Movement 
Avian  

Large Mammal  
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian  

Insects  
Passive Dispersers 

Existing Constrained Linkage C (San Jacinto River) NA 5 Categories of Wildlife Movement 
Avian  

Large Mammal  
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian  

Insects  
Passive Dispersers 

5 Categories of Wildlife Movement 
Avian  

Large Mammal  
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian  

Insects  
Passive Dispersers 

5 Categories of Wildlife Movement 
Avian  

Large Mammal  
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian  

Insects  
Passive Dispersers 

5 Categories of Wildlife Movement 
Avian  

Large Mammal  
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian  

Insects  
Passive Dispersers 

Local Corridors 

Newport Road Hills to Patton Road Corridor NA 4 Categories of Wildlife Movement  
Avian  

Large Mammal  
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian  

Insects 

4 Categories of Wildlife Movement  
Avian  

Large Mammal  
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian  

Insects 

4 Categories of Wildlife Movement  
Avian  

Large Mammal  
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian  

Insects 

4 Categories of Wildlife Movement  
Avian  

Large Mammal  
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian  

Insects 

Hemet Channel Corridor NA 5 Categories of Wildlife Movement 
Avian  

Large Mammal  
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian  

Insects  
Passive Dispersers 

5 Categories of Wildlife Movement 
Avian  

Large Mammal  
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian  

Insects  
Passive Dispersers 

5 Categories of Wildlife Movement 
Avian  

Large Mammal  
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian  

Insects  
Passive Dispersers 

5 Categories of Wildlife Movement 
Avian  

Large Mammal  
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian  

Insects  
Passive Dispersers 

San Jacinto Branch Line Corridor NA 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement 
Avian  

Large Mammal  
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

3 Categories of Wildlife Movement 
Avian  

Large Mammal  
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

3 Categories of Wildlife Movement 
Avian  

Large Mammal  
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

3 Categories of Wildlife Movement 
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 

Affected 
Environment  

Roadway Segments A, E, G, I, J, L, N 
Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 

Connections 1 and 2 to Hemet Channel Outside 
Project ROW 

Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 
Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2 

Roadway Segments B, C, G, I, K, M, N 
Utility Relocations Areas 1 and 2 

Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 
Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2 

Roadway Segments A, F, H, I, K, L, N 
Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 

Connection 3 to Hemet Channel Outside 
Project ROW 

Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 
Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2 

Roadway Segments B, D, H, I, J, M, N 
Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 

Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 
Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2 

Double Butte to West Hemet Hills Corridor NA 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement 
Avian  

Large Mammal  
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

3 Categories of Wildlife Movement 
Avian  

Large Mammal  
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

3 Categories of Wildlife Movement 
Avian  

Large Mammal  
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

3 Categories of Wildlife Movement 
Avian  

Large Mammal  
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport Corridor NA 4 Categories of Wildlife Movement 
Avian  

Large Mammal  
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

Insects 

4 Categories of Wildlife Movement 
Avian  

Large Mammal  
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

Insects 

4 Categories of Wildlife Movement 
Avian  

Large Mammal  
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

Insects 

4 Categories of Wildlife Movement 
Avian  

Large Mammal  
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

Insects 

West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains Corridor NA 2 Categories of Wildlife Movement 
Avian  

Large Mammal 

2 Categories of Wildlife Movement 
Avian  

Large Mammal 

2 Categories of Wildlife Movement 
Avian  

Large Mammal 

2 Categories of Wildlife Movement 
Avian  

Large Mammal 

Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills Corridor NA 2 Categories of Wildlife Movement 
Avian  

Large Mammal 

2 Categories of Wildlife Movement 
Avian  

Large Mammal 

2 Categories of Wildlife Movement 
Avian  

Large Mammal 

2 Categories of Wildlife Movement 
Avian  

Large Mammal 

Colorado River Aqueduct Corridor NA 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement 
Avian  

Large Mammal  
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

3 Categories of Wildlife Movement 
Avian  

Large Mammal  
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

3 Categories of Wildlife Movement 
Avian  

Large Mammal  
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

3 Categories of Wildlife Movement 
Avian  

Large Mammal  
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

Wildlife Movement Summary 

MSHCP Cores and Linkages NA 2 Linkages 
Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek) 

Existing Constrained Linkage C 

2 Linkages 
Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek) 

Existing Constrained Linkage C 

2 Linkages 
Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek) 

Existing Constrained Linkage C 

2 Linkages 
Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek) 

Existing Constrained Linkage C 

Local Corridors NA 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 

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 

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 

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 

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 

Affected 
Environment  

Roadway Segments A, E, G, I, J, L, N 
Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 

Connections 1 and 2 to Hemet Channel Outside 
Project ROW 

Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 
Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2 

Roadway Segments B, C, G, I, K, M, N 
Utility Relocations Areas 1 and 2 

Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 
Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2 

Roadway Segments A, F, H, I, K, L, N 
Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 

Connection 3 to Hemet Channel Outside 
Project ROW 

Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 
Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2 

Roadway Segments B, D, H, I, J, M, N 
Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 

Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 
Additional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2 

ac = acre(s) 
ha = hectare(s) 
m2 = square meter(s) 
aVegetation 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). 
bCommunity present only in the indirect impact study area. 
cThe 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. 
dAll numbers are presented by the number of plant populations/number of individuals for each Build alternative. 
eStatus 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) 

fWestern 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 I, 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. 

gCalculations 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). 



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

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT STATEMENT   
FEBRUARY 2013 

3-450 STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT 

 

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: 

• Newport Road Hills to Patton Road Corridor (1) 
• Hemet Channel Corridor (2) 
• San Jacinto Branch Line Corridor (3) 
• Double Butte to West Hemet Hills Corridor (4) 
• West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport Corridor (5) 
• West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains Corridor (6) 
• Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills Corridor (7) 
• 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 



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

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT STATEMENT   
FEBRUARY 2013 

3-456 STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT 

 

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 1b1 
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 2b1 
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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• Newport Road Hills to Patton Road 
– Avian Wildlife, Large Mammalian Wildlife, Small Mammalian, Reptile, and Amphibian Wildlife, and 

Insects 

• Hemet Channel 
– Avian Wildlife, Large Mammalian Wildlife, Small Mammalian, Reptile, and Amphibian Wildlife, Insects, 

and Passive Dispersers 

• San Jacinto Branch Line 
– Avian Wildlife, Large Mammalian Wildlife, and Small Mammalian, Reptile, and Amphibian Wildlife 

• Double Butte to West Hemet Hills 
– Avian Wildlife, Large Mammalian Wildlife, and Small Mammalian, Reptile, and Amphibian Wildlife 

• West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport 
– Avian Wildlife, Large Mammalian Wildlife, Small Mammalian, Reptile, and Amphibian Wildlife, and 

Insects 

• West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains 
– Avian Wildlife and Large Mammalian Wildlife 

• Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills 
– Avian Wildlife and Large Mammalian Wildlife 

• 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.e., 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 HVWAP, 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 HVWAP 
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. 

• Burrowing owl 
• Mountain plover 
• Riverside fairy shrimp 
• Vernal pool fairy shrimp 
• California Orcutt grass 
• Davidson’s saltscale 
• Little mousetail 
• Spreading navarretia 
• Thread-leaved brodiaea 
• 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. 

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

• Conserve existing vernal pool complexes 
• Maintain vernal pool hydrology 
• Maintain Core Area12 for vernal pool fairy shrimp and Riverside fairy shrimp 
• Conserve grassland habitat for wintering mountain plover and burrowing owl 

Subunit 1 of SJVAP 
A list of Planning Species for this subunit is provided below. 

• Arroyo toad 
• Bell’s sage sparrow 
• Burrowing owl 
• Cactus wren 
• Loggerhead shrike 
• Mountain plover 
• Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow 
• White-faced ibis 
• Bobcat 
• Los Angeles pocket mouse 
• Mountain lion 
• San Bernardino kangaroo rat 
• Stephens’ kangaroo rat 
• Coulter’s goldfields 
• Davidson’s saltscale 
• San Jacinto Valley crownscale 
• Spreading navarretia 
• Vernal barley 
• Wright’s trichocoronis 

A list of Biological Issues and Considerations for this subunit is provided below. 

• 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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• Conserve intact upland Habitat in the southern Badlands for the benefit of burrowing owl, Bell’s sage sparrow, 
raptors, and other species 

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

• Maintain Core Area for bobcat 

• Maintain Core and Linkage Habitat for mountain lion 

• Maintain Core Area for the San Bernardino kangaroo rat 

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

Subunit 4 of SJVAP 
A list of Planning Species for this subunit is provided below. 

• Burrowing owl 
• Mountain plover 
• Vernal pool fairy shrimp 
• California Orcutt grass 
• Davidson’s saltscale 
• Little mousetail 
• Spreading navarretia 
• Thread-leaved brodiaea 
• Vernal barley 
• San Jacinto Valley crownscale 

A list of Biological Issues and Considerations for this subunit is provided below. 

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

• Conserve existing vernal pool complexes 

• Maintain vernal pool hydrology 

• Maintain Core Area for vernal pool fairy shrimp and Riverside fairy shrimp 

• 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. 

• Vernal pool fairy shrimp 
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• Riverside fairy shrimp 

• Los Angeles pocket mouse  

• San Jacinto Valley crownscale  
• Parish’s brittlescale  

• Davidson’s saltscale 
• Thread-leaved brodiaea 
• Smooth tarplant  
• Vernal barley 
• Coulter’s goldfields  

• Little mousetail 
• Spreading navarretia 
• California Orcutt grass 
• Wright’s trichocoronis 

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

• Arroyo toad 
• Los Angeles pocket mouse 

• Mountain plover 
• White-faced ibis  

• San Jacinto Valley crownscale  
• Parish’s brittlescale  

• Davidson’s saltscale 
• Thread-leaved brodiaea 
• Coulter’s goldfields  

• Spreading navarretia 

Noncontiguous Habitat Block 6 
A list of Planning Species for this block is provided below. 

• Vernal pool fairy shrimp 
• Burrowing owl 
• Mountain plover 
• Loggerhead shrike 
• Davidson’s saltscale 
• Thread-leaved brodiaea  
• Vernal barley 
• Little mousetail 
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• Spreading navarretia 
• California Orcutt grass 

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

• Vernal pool fairy shrimp  
• Burrowing owl 
• Mountain plover 
• Loggerhead shrike  
• Munz’s onion 
• Spreading navarretia 
• California Orcutt grass 
• 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 ID Subunit 
Cell 

Group 
USGS 

Section 
Quarter 
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 4 V 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 4 V 19 SW 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 4 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 4 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 4 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 4 D 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 2 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 4 D 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 SW 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 2 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 4 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 4 N/A 24 SW 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. 

• Underpass/Undercrossing – 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. 

• 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. 

• 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. 

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

• Spacing and mixture of crossing types 

• Walls and features to direct small wildlife toward crossings 

• Regular small culvert installation for small wildlife 

• Placement at known travel routes or natural pinch points 

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

• Measures to minimize human disturbance near crossings 

• Vegetative or fence windrows to direct insects to crossings 

• Size dimensions for large mammal crossings 

• Wildlife overpass dimensions 

• Wire fencing to guide large wildlife to crossings 

• 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 Developments in 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 developed and paved areas into the MSHCP Conservation Area. 
Stormwater 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 adversely affect wildlife species, Habitat or water quality shall 
incorporate 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 walls to 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 species listed 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. 
Considerations in reviewing the applicability of this list 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 barriers to 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. 

• Planned roads will 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. 

• Planned roads will 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. 

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

• Narrow Endemic Plant Species13 will be avoided; if avoidance is not Feasible, then mitigation as described in 
the Narrow Endemics Plant Policy will be implemented. 

• 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). 

• Prior to design and construction of transportation facilities, biological surveys will 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:  

• Alkali grassland 
• Alkali playa 
• Cottonwood-willow riparian forest 
• Emergent wetland 
• Mulefat scrub 
• Riversidian sage scrub 
• Seasonal wetland 
• Vernal pool 
• 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 1a 
Build Alternative 1b  

and Design Option 1b1 Build Alternative 2a 
Build Alternative 2b  

and Design Option 2b1 

Impacts 
No Build 

Alternative 

Roadway Segments A, E, G, I, J, L, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 2, 

Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 
Connections 1 and 2 to Hemet Channel Outside 

the Project ROW 
Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 

Roadway Segments B, C, G, I, K, M, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 2, 

Utility Relocations Areas 1 and 2 
Short-term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 

Roadway Segments A, F, H, I, K, L, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2, 

Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 
Connection 3 to Hemet Channel Outside the 

Project ROW 
Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 

Roadway Segments B, D, H, I, J, M, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2, 

Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 
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) 0.5 ha (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 2.9 ha (7.2 ac) 3.3 ha (8.2 ac) 3.0 ha (7.3 ac) 3.4 ha (8.4 ac) 

Vernal Pool (Vp)a 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 Poolsa 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 Habitata 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/ Individualsb 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Federal/ 
State/ CNPS 

Status 
Codesc 

MSHCP Status 
and Special 
Conditionsd 

     

Atriplex parishii Parish’s Brittlescale -/-/1B.1 CA, PS NI NI NI NI NI 

Atriplex serenana 
var. davidsonii 

Davidson’s 
Saltscale 

-/-/1B.2 CA, PS NI 1/6 1/6 1/6 1/6 

Calochortus 
plummerae 

Plummer’s 
Mariposa Lily 

-/-/1B.2 CO NI 1/2 1/2 NI NI 

Centromadia 
pungens ssp. 
laevis 

Smooth Tarplant -/-/1B.1 CA, PS, RRVP NI 168/73,072 149/373,322 163/71,715 155/374,837 

Chorizanthe parryi 
var. parryi 

Parry’s Spineflower -/-/3.2 CO NI 24/110,966 23/110,426 32/13,629 31/13,089 

Chorizanthe 
polygonoides var. 
longispina 

Long-Spined 
Spineflower 

-/-/1B.2 Covered NI 2/815 2/815 24/14,651 24/14,651 
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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 1a 
Build Alternative 1b  

and Design Option 1b1 Build Alternative 2a 
Build Alternative 2b  

and Design Option 2b1 

Impacts 
No Build 

Alternative 

Roadway Segments A, E, G, I, J, L, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 2, 

Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 
Connections 1 and 2 to Hemet Channel Outside 

the Project ROW 
Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 

Roadway Segments B, C, G, I, K, M, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 2, 

Utility Relocations Areas 1 and 2 
Short-term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 

Roadway Segments A, F, H, I, K, L, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2, 

Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 
Connection 3 to Hemet Channel Outside the 

Project ROW 
Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 

Roadway Segments B, D, H, I, J, M, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2, 

Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 
Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 

Deinandra 
paniculata 

Paniculate Tarplant -/-/4.2 Not Included in 
MSHCP 

NI 20/8,729 14/1,288 20/29,629 14/22,188 

Harpagonella 
palmeri 

Palmer’s 
Grapplinghook 

-/-/4.2 Covered NI NI NI NI NI 

Hordeum 
intercedens 

Vernal Barley -/-/3.2 PS, RRVP NI 6/8,425 5/5,425 3/3,925 6/8,425 

Lasthenia glabrata 
ssp. coulteri 

Coulter’s Goldfields -/-/1B.1 CA, PS NI 20/4,785 2/28,079 20/4,785 3/28,081 

Lepidium 
virginicum var. 
robinsonii 

Robinson’s 
Peppergrass 

-/-/1B.2 Not Included in 
MSHCP 

NI 14/79,074 14/79,074 16/7,700 16/7,700 

Microseris 
douglasii ssp. 
platycarpha 

Small-Flowered 
Microseris 

-/-/4.2 CO NI NI NI 1/15 1/15 

Myosurus 
minimus ssp. 
apus 

Little Mousetail -/-/3.1 CA, PS NI 1/10,000 1/10,000 1/10,000 1/10,000 

Animal Species 
Burrowing Owl NI 1 pair: 

RIV-BUO-023 (2006 nest) 
1 pair: 

RIV-BUO-023 (2006 nest) 
2 pairs: 

RIV-BUO-031 
RIV-BUO-056 

2 pairs: 
RIV-BUO-031 
RIV-BUO-056 

Excellent Quality Burrowing Owl Habitat NI 4.03 ha 
(9.95 ac) 

9.52 ha 
(23.54 ac) 

31.13 ha 
(76.92 ac) 

33.07 ha 
(81.72 ac) 

Suitable Quality Burrowing Owl Habitat NI 49.38 ha 
(122.02 ac) 

58.26 ha 
(143.96 ac) 

52.95 ha 
(130.84 ac) 

61.01 ha 
(150.77 ac) 

Non-MSHCP Nesting Raptors NI 5 pairs: 
1 pair barn owls 

4 pairs red-tailed hawks 

5 pairs: 
1 pair barn owls 

4 pairs red-tailed hawks 

5 pairs: 
1 pair barn owls 

4 pairs red-tailed hawks 

5 pairs: 
1 pair barn owls 

4 pairs red-tailed hawks 

MSHCP Nesting Raptors NI 0 pairs 0 pairs 0 pairs 0 pairs 

Raptor Foraging Habitat NI 142.33 ha 
(351.70 ac) 

107.01 ha 
(264.42 ac) 

OR 107.35 ha (265.25 ac)e 

142.33 ha 
(351.70 ac) 

107.01 ha 
(264.42 ac) 

OR 107.35 ha (265.25 ac)e 

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 Branchiopodsa 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) 
OR 175.3 ha (433.2 ac)e 

150.2 ha (371.0 ac) 162.7 ha (401.9 ac) 
OR 162.9 ha (402.4 ac)e 

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 1a 
Build Alternative 1b  

and Design Option 1b1 Build Alternative 2a 
Build Alternative 2b  

and Design Option 2b1 

Impacts 
No Build 

Alternative 

Roadway Segments A, E, G, I, J, L, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 2, 

Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 
Connections 1 and 2 to Hemet Channel Outside 

the Project ROW 
Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 

Roadway Segments B, C, G, I, K, M, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 2, 

Utility Relocations Areas 1 and 2 
Short-term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 

Roadway Segments A, F, H, I, K, L, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2, 

Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 
Connection 3 to Hemet Channel Outside the 

Project ROW 
Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 

Roadway Segments B, D, H, I, J, M, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2, 

Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 
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: 

Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian; 
Insects 

NI 
 

2 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian; 

Insects 

NI 
 

Hemet Channel Corridor NI NI NI NI NI 
 

San Jacinto Branch Line Corridor NI NI NI 
OR 

2 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Large Mammal;  

Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibiane 

NI NI 
OR 

2 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Large Mammal;  

Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibiane 

Double Butte to West Hemet Hills Corridor NI 2 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Large Mammal; 

Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

2 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Large Mammal; 

Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

NI NI 

West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport Corridor NI NI NI 1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 
Large Mammal 

1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 
Large Mammal 

West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains Corridor NI 1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 
Large Mammal 

1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 
Large Mammal 

NI NI 

Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills Corridor NI 1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 
Large Mammal 

1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 
Large Mammal 

1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 
Large Mammal 

1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 
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: 
Newport Road Hills to Patton Road Hills 

Double Butte to West Hemet Hills 
West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains Area 

Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills 

3 Corridors: 
Double Butte to West Hemet Hills 

West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains Area 
Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills 

OR 
4 Corridors: 

San Jacinto Branch Line 
Double Butte to West Hemet Hills 

West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains Area 
Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hillse 

3 Corridors: 
Newport Road Hills to Patton Road Hills 
West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport 
Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills 

2 Corridors: 
West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport 
Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills 

OR 
4 Corridors: 

Hemet Channel 
San Jacinto Branch Line 

West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport 
Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hillse 



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

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT   
FEBRUARY 2013 

3-474 STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT 

 

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 1a 
Build Alternative 1b  

and Design Option 1b1 Build Alternative 2a 
Build Alternative 2b  

and Design Option 2b1 

Impacts 
No Build 

Alternative 

Roadway Segments A, E, G, I, J, L, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 2, 

Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 
Connections 1 and 2 to Hemet Channel Outside 

the Project ROW 
Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 

Roadway Segments B, C, G, I, K, M, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 2, 

Utility Relocations Areas 1 and 2 
Short-term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 

Roadway Segments A, F, H, I, K, L, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2, 

Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 
Connection 3 to Hemet Channel Outside the 

Project ROW 
Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 

Roadway Segments B, D, H, I, J, M, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2, 

Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 
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 2.1 ha (5.2 ac) 1.9 ha (4.8 ac) 2.0 ha (5.0 ac) 2.0 ha (5.0 ac) 

Vernal Pool (Vp)a 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 Poolsa NI NI NI 0.98 ha (2.43 ac)  0.98 ha (2.43 ac)  

MSHCP Habitats 
Vernal Pool Habitata NI NI NI 0.98 ha (2.43 ac) 0.98 ha (2.43 ac) 

Rare Plant Populations/ Individualsb 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Federal/ State/ 
CNPS Status 

Codesc 

MSHCP Status 
and Special 
Conditionsd 

     

Atriplex parishii Parish’s 
Brittlescale 

-/-/1B.1 CA, PS NI NI NI NI NI 

Atriplex serenana 
var. davidsonii 

Davidson’s 
Saltscale 

-/-/1B.2 CA, PS NI NI NI NI NI 

Calochortus 
plummerae 

Plummer’s 
Mariposa Lily 

-/-/1B.2 CO NI NI NI NI NI 

Centromadia 
pungens ssp. 
laevis 

Smooth Tarplant -/-/1B.1 CA, PS, RRVP NI 80/26,512 102/156,666 94/31,841 97/152,589 

Chorizanthe parryi 
var. parryi 

Parry’s 
Spineflower 

-/-/3.2 CO NI 3/1,570 3/1,570 4/264 4/264 

Chorizanthe 
polygonoides var. 
longispina 

Long-Spined 
Spineflower 

-/-/1B.2 Covered NI 2/3,801 2/3,801 3/913 3/913 

Deinandra 
paniculata 

Paniculate 
Tarplant 

-/-/4.2 Not Included in 
MSHCP 

NI 17/12,645 15/5,706 19/12,795 17/5,856 

Harpagonella 
palmeri 

Palmer’s 
Grapplinghook 

-/-/4.2 Covered NI NI NI 1/500 1/500 

Hordeum 
intercedens 

Vernal Barley -/-/3.2 PS, RRVP NI 6/10,496 11/12,796 11/5,022,997 11/5,017,297 

Lasthenia glabrata 
ssp. coulteri 

Coulter’s 
Goldfields 

-/-/1B.1 CA, PS NI 3/650 2/1,046 3/650 1/1,044 
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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 1a 
Build Alternative 1b  

and Design Option 1b1 Build Alternative 2a 
Build Alternative 2b  

and Design Option 2b1 

Impacts 
No Build 

Alternative 

Roadway Segments A, E, G, I, J, L, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 2, 

Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 
Connections 1 and 2 to Hemet Channel Outside 

the Project ROW 
Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 

Roadway Segments B, C, G, I, K, M, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 2, 

Utility Relocations Areas 1 and 2 
Short-term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 

Roadway Segments A, F, H, I, K, L, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2, 

Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 
Connection 3 to Hemet Channel Outside the 

Project ROW 
Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 

Roadway Segments B, D, H, I, J, M, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2, 

Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 
Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 

Lepidium 
virginicum var. 
robinsonii 

Robinson’s 
Peppergrass 

-/-/1B.2 Not Included in 
MSHCP 

NI 2/50 2/50 3/172 3/172 

Microseris 
douglasii ssp. 
platycarpha 

Small-Flowered 
Microseris 

-/-/4.2 CO NI NI NI NI NI 

Myosurus 
minimus ssp. 
apus 

Little Mousetail -/-/3.1 CA, PS NI 1/8,589 1/9,886 14/12,750 14/11,395 

Animal Speciesf 
Burrowing Owl NI 5 pairs and a single male: 

RIV-BUO-005 
RIV-BUO-006 

RIV-BUO-023 (2005 nest) 
RIV-BUO-024 
RIV-BUO-052 

RIV-BUO-053 (single male) 

6 pairs: 
RIV-BUO-005 
RIV-BUO-006 

RIV-BUO-023 (2005 nest) 
RIV-BUO-024 
RIV-BUO-042 
RIV-BUO-052 

4 pairs and a single male: 
RIV-BUO-004 
RIV-BUO-005 
RIV-BUO-023 
RIV-BUO-052 

RIV-BUO-053 (single male) 

5 pairs: 
RIV-BUO-004 
RIV-BUO-005 
RIV-BUO-023 
RIV-BUO-042 
RIV-BUO-052 

Non-MSHCP Nesting Raptors NI 7 pairs: 
2 pairs barn owls 

5 pairs red-tailed hawks 

7 pairs: 
1 pair barn owls 

6 pairs red-tailed hawks 

7 pairs: 
2 pairs barn owls 

5 pairs red-tailed hawks 

7 pairs: 
1 pair barn owls 

6 pairs red-tailed hawks 

MSHCP Nesting Raptors NI 2 pairs white-tailed kites 1 pair white-tailed kites 4 pairs: 
1 pair Cooper’s hawks 

3 pairs white-tailed kites 

3 pairs: 
1 pair Cooper’s hawks 

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 Speciesf 
Vernal Pool Branchiopodsa 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)  
OR 85.13 ha (210.37 ac)e 

235.39 ha (581.69 ac)  239.94 ha (592.91 ac)  
OR 239.99 ha (593.03 ac)e 

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) 
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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 1a 
Build Alternative 1b  

and Design Option 1b1 Build Alternative 2a 
Build Alternative 2b  

and Design Option 2b1 

Impacts 
No Build 

Alternative 

Roadway Segments A, E, G, I, J, L, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 2, 

Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 
Connections 1 and 2 to Hemet Channel Outside 

the Project ROW 
Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 

Roadway Segments B, C, G, I, K, M, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 2, 

Utility Relocations Areas 1 and 2 
Short-term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 

Roadway Segments A, F, H, I, K, L, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2, 

Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 
Connection 3 to Hemet Channel Outside the 

Project ROW 
Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 

Roadway Segments B, D, H, I, J, M, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2, 

Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 
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: 

Avian 
Large Mammal 

Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 
Insects 

4 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

Insects 

4 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

Insects 

4 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

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: 

Avian 
Large Mammal 

4 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

Insects 

2 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 

4 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

Insects 

Hemet Channel Corridor NI 4 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

Insects 

5 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

Insects 
Passive Dispersers 

5 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

Insects 
Passive Dispersers 

4 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

Insects 

San Jacinto Branch Line Corridor NI 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

3 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

OR 
1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 

Aviane 

3 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

3 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

OR 
1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 

Aviane 

Double Butte to West Hemet Hills Corridor NI 1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

NI NI 

West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport Corridor NI NI NI 2 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

2 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains Corridor NI 1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

NI NI 

Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills Corridor NI 1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Colorado River Aqueduct Corridor NI 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

3 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

3 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

3 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 



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

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT   
FEBRUARY 2013 

3-477 STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT 

 

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 1a 
Build Alternative 1b  

and Design Option 1b1 Build Alternative 2a 
Build Alternative 2b  

and Design Option 2b1 

Impacts 
No Build 

Alternative 

Roadway Segments A, E, G, I, J, L, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 2, 

Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 
Connections 1 and 2 to Hemet Channel Outside 

the Project ROW 
Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 

Roadway Segments B, C, G, I, K, M, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 2, 

Utility Relocations Areas 1 and 2 
Short-term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 

Roadway Segments A, F, H, I, K, L, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2, 

Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 
Connection 3 to Hemet Channel Outside the 

Project ROW 
Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 

Roadway Segments B, D, H, I, J, M, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2, 

Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 
Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 

Wildlife Movement Summary 
MSHCP Cores and Linkages NI 1 Linkage: 

Existing Constrained Linkage B 
1 Linkage: 

Existing Constrained Linkage B 
1 Linkage: 

Existing Constrained Linkage B 
1 Linkage: 

Existing Constrained Linkage B 

Local Corridors NI 7 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 

7 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 

6 Corridors: 
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 

6 Corridors: 
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 

Temporary 
Wetlands and Other Waters 
Salt Creek Channela 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 Channela NI NI 0.29 ha (0.72 ac) 0.75 ha (1.85 ac) 0.53 ha (1.32 ac) 

MSHCP Habitats 
Riparian/ Riverine Habitata 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 Speciesf 
Burrowing Owl NI 5 pairs and a single male: 

RIV-BUO-005 
RIV-BUO-006 
RIV-BUO-023 
RIV-BUO-024 
RIV-BUO-052 

RIV-BUO-053 (single male) 

6 pairs: 
RIV-BUO-005 
RIV-BUO-006 
RIV-BUO-023 
RIV-BUO-024 
RIV-BUO-042 
RIV-BUO-052 

4 pairs and a single male: 
RIV-BUO-004 
RIV-BUO-005 
RIV-BUO-023 
RIV-BUO-052 

RIV-BUO-053 (single male) 

5 pairs: 
RIV-BUO-004 
RIV-BUO-005 
RIV-BUO-023 
RIV-BUO-042 
RIV-BUO-052 

Non-MSHCP Nesting Raptors NI 7 pairs: 
2 pairs barn owls 

5 pairs red-tailed hawks 

7 pairs: 
1 pair barn owls 

6 pairs red-tailed hawks 

7 pairs: 
2 pairs barn owls 

5 pairs red-tailed hawks 

7 pairs: 
1 pair barn owls 

6 pairs red-tailed hawks 

MSHCP Nesting Raptors NI 3 pairs white-tailed kites 2 pairs white-tailed kites 5 pairs: 
1 pair Cooper’s hawks 

4 pairs white-tailed kites 

3 pairs: 
1 pair Cooper’s hawks 

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 Speciesf 
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)  
OR 85.13 ha (210.37 ac)e 

235.39 ha (581.69 ac) 239.94 ha (592.91 ac) 
OR 239.99 ha (593.03 ac)e 

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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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 1a 
Build Alternative 1b  

and Design Option 1b1 Build Alternative 2a 
Build Alternative 2b  

and Design Option 2b1 

Impacts 
No Build 

Alternative 

Roadway Segments A, E, G, I, J, L, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 2, 

Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 
Connections 1 and 2 to Hemet Channel Outside 

the Project ROW 
Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 

Roadway Segments B, C, G, I, K, M, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 2, 

Utility Relocations Areas 1 and 2 
Short-term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 

Roadway Segments A, F, H, I, K, L, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2, 

Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 
Connection 3 to Hemet Channel Outside the 

Project ROW 
Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 

Roadway Segments B, D, H, I, J, M, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2, 

Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 
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: 

Avian 
Large Mammal 

Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 
Insects 

Passive Dispersers 

5 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

Insects 
Passive Dispersers 

5 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

Insects 
Passive Dispersers 

5 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

Insects 
Passive Dispersers 

Existing Constrained Linkage C (San Jacinto River) NI 5 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

Insects 
Passive Dispersers 

5 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

Insects 
Passive Dispersers 

5 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

Insects 
Passive Dispersers 

5 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

Insects 
Passive Dispersers 

Local Corridors 
Newport Road Hills to Patton Road Corridor NI 2 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 

Avian 
Large Mammal 

4 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

Insects 

2 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 

4 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

Insects 

Hemet Channel Corridor NI 5 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

Insects 
Passive Dispersers 

5 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

Insects 
Passive Dispersers 

5 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

Insects 
Passive Dispersers 

5 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

Insects 
Passive Dispersers 

San Jacinto Branch Line Corridor NI 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

3 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

3 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

3 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

Double Butte to West Hemet Hills Corridor NI 1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

NI NI 

West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport Corridor NI NI NI 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 
Insects 

3 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 
Insects 

West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains Corridor NI 1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

NI NI 

Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills Corridor NI 1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

1 Category of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Colorado River Aqueduct Corridor NI 3 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

3 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

3 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 

3 Categories of Wildlife Movement: 
Avian 

Large Mammal 
Small Mammal, Reptile, and Amphibian 
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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 1a 
Build Alternative 1b  

and Design Option 1b1 Build Alternative 2a 
Build Alternative 2b  

and Design Option 2b1 

Impacts 
No Build 

Alternative 

Roadway Segments A, E, G, I, J, L, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 2, 

Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 
Connections 1 and 2 to Hemet Channel Outside 

the Project ROW 
Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 

Roadway Segments B, C, G, I, K, M, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 2, 

Utility Relocations Areas 1 and 2 
Short-term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 

Roadway Segments A, F, H, I, K, L, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2, 

Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 
Connection 3 to Hemet Channel Outside the 

Project ROW 
Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 

Roadway Segments B, D, H, I, J, M, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2, 

Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 
Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 

Wildlife Movement Summary 
MSHCP Cores and Linkages NI 2 Linkages: 

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

2 Linkages: 
Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek) 

Existing Constrained Linkage C 

2 Linkages: 
Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek) 

Existing Constrained Linkage C 

2 Linkages: 
Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek) 

Existing Constrained Linkage C 

Local Corridors NI 7 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 

7 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 

6 Corridors: 
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 

6 Corridors: 
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. 
aCalculations for vernal pool vegetation, vernal pool features, and vernal pool branchiopods may be different due to resource-specific requirements and definitions. 
bAll numbers are presented by the number of plant populations/number of individuals for each Build alternative. 
cStatus 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 1a 
Build Alternative 1b  

and Design Option 1b1 Build Alternative 2a 
Build Alternative 2b  

and Design Option 2b1 

Impacts 
No Build 

Alternative 

Roadway Segments A, E, G, I, J, L, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 2, 

Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 
Connections 1 and 2 to Hemet Channel Outside 

the Project ROW 
Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 

Roadway Segments B, C, G, I, K, M, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 2, 

Utility Relocations Areas 1 and 2 
Short-term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 

Roadway Segments A, F, H, I, K, L, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2, 

Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 
Connection 3 to Hemet Channel Outside the 

Project ROW 
Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 

Roadway Segments B, D, H, I, J, M, N, Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 1 and 2, 

Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2 
Short-Term and Long-Term Traffic Detours 

dWestern 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 I, 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. 

eProject 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. 
fThe 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 1a.  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 1b1) 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 area.  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 2b1) 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). 



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

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT   
FEBRUARY 2013 

3-484 STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT 

 

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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• Figure 3.3-11, Build Alternative 1a 
• Figure 3.3-12, Build Alternative 1b 
• Figure 3.3-13, Design Option 1b1 
• Figure 3.3-14, Build Alternative 2a 
• Figure 3.3-15, Build Alternative 2b 
• Figure 3.3-16, Design Option 2b1 

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: 

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

• 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) 

• 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: 

• MSHCP Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek) 
• Newport Road Hills to Patton Road (1) 
• Hemet Channel (2) 
• San Jacinto Branch Line (3) 
• Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills (7) 
• Colorado River Aqueduct (8) 

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

• Double Butte to West Hemet Hills (4) 
• 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 1b1 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 1b1 
Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 1b1 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 1b1 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 2b1 
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 1a 
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 
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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 1b1 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 1b1 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 1a. 

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 1a. 

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 1b1. 

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 2b1 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, 
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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 2b1, 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 1a 
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 1b1 
Impacts to this corridor from Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 1b1 would be the same as Build 
Alternative 1a. 

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 1a 
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 1b1 would generally be the same as Build 
Alternative 1a.  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 1a.  Culvert designs would also be 
the same. 

Build Alternative 2b and Design Option 2b1 
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: 

• MSHCP Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek) 
• Existing Constrained Linkage C 
• Newport Road Hills to Patton Road 
• Hemet Channel 
• San Jacinto Branch Line 
• West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains 
• Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills 
• 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 Aqueduct 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 1b1. 

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 2b1. 

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 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. 

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 Areas for 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:  

• Vernal pool fairy shrimp 
• Riverside fairy shrimp 
• Los Angeles pocket mouse  
• San Jacinto Valley crownscale 
• Parish’s brittlescale 
• Davidson’s saltscale 
• Thread-leaved brodiaea 
• Smooth tarplant  
• Vernal barley 
• Coulter’s goldfields 
• Little mousetail 
• Spreading navarretia 
• California Orcutt grass 
• 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.  

Specific 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 Structures and Spacing Intervals for 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 Openings in K-Rails for Small Animals.  Openings in concrete “K-rail” barriers will be provided 
at regular intervals to allow small wildlife to cross or escape roadways. 

BIO-17 Wildlife Crossings Intended 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). 

BIO-18 Use of Tree and Shrub Buffers around 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. 

BIO-19 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. 

BIO-20 Use of Natural Objects in 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. 

BIO-21 Installation of Vegetative Cover near the Entrances to Culverts.  Vegetative cover will be 
placed near the entrances to culverts to increase their effectiveness for carnivores and smaller 
wildlife. 

BIO-22 Installation of Dirt, Rock, or Concrete Benches on 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. 

BIO-23 Welded Wire Fencing to Guide Wildlife to Appropriate Crossing Locations.  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. 
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BIO-24 Fences Continue at Least 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 Enhancements to 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 (km2) (765 square miles [mi2]) 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 RWQCB, 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 1a 
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 SW0019 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 
SW0030 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.  CP007 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 1b1 
Wetland resources in the Build Alternative 1b/Design Option 1b1 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 AW0001 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 AW0016 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 1b1.  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 1a. 

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 1a 
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 1b1 
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 2b1 
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 2b1 
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 1b1, 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. 

• 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. 

WQ-1 Construction Best Management Practices in 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). 

WQ-4 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). 

WQ-5 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). 

BIO-29 Onsite and Offsite Drainage Facilities in 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. 

BIO-30 Maintenance of Constructed Storm Water Systems.  Regular maintenance of constructed storm 
water systems will take place to ensure effective operation of these systems. 

BIO-31 No Erodible Materials Deposited in Watercourses.  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. 

BIO-32 Ongoing Monitoring and Reporting.  Ongoing monitoring and reporting will occur for the 
duration of the construction activity to ensure implementation of BMPs. 

BIO-33 Modification 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. 

• BIO-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. 

• 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 Impacts to 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. 

• 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. 

• 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 

Scientific Name/ Common 
Name 

CNPS Status 
Codesa 

MSHCP Status 
and Special 
Conditionsb Habitat Description 

Blooming 
Period Occurrence in Project Vicinity 

Species Observed 
during Surveys 

Abronia villosa var. aurita 

Chaparral sand-verbena 
1B.1 Not included in 

MSHCP  
Fine sand, mostly alluvial fans and benches; San 
Jacinto Mountains, Inland Empire, Orange and San 
Diego counties.  Elevation below 1,525 m (5,000 
ft). 

January –
September 

East side of Hemet (eastern end of 
Diamond Valley); Winchester; along the 
San Jacinto River near San Jacinto; 
and in the Bernasconi Hills area 

Yes, but species 
observed outside 

the study area 

Atriplex parishii 
Parish’s brittlescale 

1B.1 CA, PS Alkali grasslands, alkali playas, sinks, and pools, 
generally in saltbush scrub; western Riverside 
County (extant), Palm Springs and Cushenbury 
(historical); Baja California, Mexico.  Elevation sea 
level to 1,890 m (6,200 ft). 

June – 
October 

MWD Upper Salt Creek Reserve, 
historical occurrences along the 
San Jacinto River floodplain 

Yes 

Atriplex serenana var. 
davidsonii [A. davidsonii] 

Davidson’s saltscale 

1B.2 CA, PS Alkali grasslands and alkali playas; often confused 
with other species; local reports of A. coulteri and 
A. pacifica are based on A. serenana davidsonii.  
Elevation sea level to 520 m (1,700 ft). 

April – 
October 

Alkaline playas and vernal pools of San 
Jacinto River floodplain and upper Salt 
Creek watershed area 

Yes 

Calochortus plummerae 
Plummer’s mariposa lily 

1B.2 CO Shrublands, woodlands, lower pine forest, 
mountains, foothills, and valleys; Ventura to 
Orange counties, inland to Riverside and San 
Bernardino counties.  Elevation 90 to 1,705 m (300 
to 5,600 ft). 

N/A Reported from the Tucalota Hills, 
foothills of the San Jacinto Mountains, 
Laborde Canyon (Badlands), 
San Timoteo Canyon, Jurupa Hills, 
Beaumont area 

Yes 

Calochortus weedii var. 
intermedius 

Intermediate mariposa lily 

1B.2 CO Shrublands, grasslands, various soil; coastal 
southern and central California, inland to western 
Riverside County.  Elevation 180 to 850 m (600 to 
2,800 ft). 

May – July Shipley reserve (Crown Valley) No 

Centromadia pungens ssp. 
laevis [Hemizonia laevis] 

Smooth tarplant 

1B.1 CA, PS, RRVP Generally alkaline, seasonally wet, low-elevation 
grassland, scrub, and playas; also fallow fields, 
drainage ditches; primarily in southwestern 
Riverside County, but a few sites in interior valleys 
of Los Angeles, San Bernardino, San Diego 
counties.  Elevation sea level to 480 m (1,575 ft). 

April – 
September 

Moist alkali soils in the Perris Basin.  In 
the region, reported from the 
San Jacinto area, Upper Salt Creek, 
Winchester, Domenigoni-Diamond 
Valleys 

Yes 

Chorizanthe parryi var. 
parryi 

Parry’s spineflower 

3.2 CO San Bernardino, Riverside, Los Angeles counties; 
dry sandy or loamy alluvial or upland soils, open 
sites in coastal sage scrub or chaparral.  Elevation 
sea level to 1,700 m (5,600 ft). 

April – June Lakeview Mountains, North Domenigoni 
Hills, Diamond Valley, Shipley Reserve, 
Badlands, Double Butte 

Yes 

Chorizanthe polygonoides 
var. longispina 

Long-spined spineflower 

1B.2 Covered Clay soils in chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and 
grasslands (clay); western Riverside County, San 
Diego County, and northern Baja California, 
Mexico.  Elevation 30 to 1,460 m (100 to 4,800 ft). 

April – June Shipley Reserve-Lake Skinner Area Yes 
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Table 3.3-4 Special-Status Plants for which Suitable Habitat Is Present in the Project Study Area 

Scientific Name/ Common 
Name 

CNPS Status 
Codesa 

MSHCP Status 
and Special 
Conditionsb Habitat Description 

Blooming 
Period Occurrence in Project Vicinity 

Species Observed 
during Surveys 

Convolvulus simulans 
Small-flowered morning-

glory 

4.2 Covered Clay grasslands or open clay soil areas in 
shrublands; western central and southwestern 
California.  Elevation 30 to 700 m (100 to 2,300 ft). 

March – May Bachelor Mountain No 

Deinandra paniculata 
[Hemizonia paniculata] 

Paniculate tarplant 

4.2 Not Included in 
MSHCP 

Grasslands, open shrublands, roadsides, etc.; 
often common in San Diego, Orange, and 
Riverside counties.  Elevation sea level to 950 m 
(3,100 ft). 

April – 
November 

Common throughout much of 
southwestern Riverside county (e.g., 
around Murrieta and Menifee north and 
east to the Hemet area) 

Yes 

Harpagonella palmeri 
Palmer’s grapplinghook 

4.2 Covered Clay grasslands, openings in shrublands.  Dry 
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). 

March – May Shipley Reserve/Lake Skinner area Yes 

Hordeum intercedens 

Vernal barley 

3.2 PS, RRVP Alkali grasslands, playas.  In coastal areas this 
species is found in clay grasslands; central and 
southern California to Baja California, Mexico.  
Elevation sea level to 1,000 m (3,300 ft). 

March – June Alkali vernal plains west of Hemet and 
along the San Jacinto River 

Yes 

Lasthenia glabrata ssp. 
coulteri 

Coulter’s goldfields 

1B.1 CA, PS Coastal salt marsh or inland alkali playas, vernal 
pools; coastal sites from San Luis Obispo to Baja 
California, Mexico; inland on valley floors in south 
Great Valley, Coast Ranges, Mojave Desert 
(historical) and western Riverside County.  
Elevation sea level to 1,220 m (4,000 ft). 

February – 
June 

Upper Salt Creek, west of Hemet, San 
Jacinto Wildlife Area (San Jacinto 
River) 

Yes 

Lepidium virginicum var. 
robinsonii 

Robinson’s peppergrass 

1B.2 Not included in 
MSHCP 

Dry areas, chaparral, and coastal sage scrub; Los 
Angeles County, most Channel Islands, inland to 
Riverside and San Bernardino counties, south to 
Baja California, Mexico.  Elevation sea level to 
880 m (2,900 ft). 

January – 
April  

Near the Shipley Reserve/Lake Skinner 
area, North Domenigoni Hills, and east 
Diamond Valley 

Yes 

Microseris douglasii ssp. 
platycarpha 

Small-flowered microseris 

4.2 CO Clay soils on plains, hillsides, and foothill slopes, 
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). 

March – May Bachelor Mountain-Lake Skinner area Yes 
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Table 3.3-4 Special-Status Plants for which Suitable Habitat Is Present in the Project Study Area 

Scientific Name/ Common 
Name 

CNPS Status 
Codesa 

MSHCP Status 
and Special 
Conditionsb Habitat Description 

Blooming 
Period Occurrence in Project Vicinity 

Species Observed 
during Surveys 

Myosurus minimus ssp. 
apus 

Little mousetail 

3.1 CA, PS Vernal pools, alkali playas, alkaline grasslands; 
valley floors; Baja California, Mexico north through 
western Riverside County and southern Great 
Valley.  Elevation sea level to 640 m (2,100 ft). 

March – May Upper Salt Creek area west of Hemet Yes 
 

Nama stenocarpum 
Mud nama 

2.2 CA, RRVP Saline or alkaline mud flats of lakes, playas, 
marshes, swamps, river banks, drying lakebeds, 
and intermittent wetlands; Los Angeles County to 
Texas and northern Mexico.  Elevation below 
460 m (1,500 ft). 

May – June; 
September – 
November 

Locally known only from Mystic Lake No 

Pentachaeta aurea 
Golden-rayed pentachaeta 

4.2 Not included in 
MSHCP 

Open places, generally grassland but also 
shrublands, woodlands, lower montane forests; 
valleys and mountains, cismontane Southern 
California to Baja California, Mexico.  Elevation 80 
to 1,830 m (260 to 6,000 ft). 

March – July Only recent reports are from Temecula 
and Pechanga, about 25.7 km (16 mi) 
southwest of the study area, but 
suitable habitat occurs throughout the 
study area; other records are from the 
San Jacinto Mountains 

No 

Pseudognaphalium 
leucocephalum 
[Gnaphalium l.] 

Sonora everlasting 

2.2 Not included in 
MSHCP 

Perennial herb; shrublands and woodlands, sea; 
open sand, usually on alluvium; San Luis Obispo 
through San Diego counties, inland to Riverside 
and San Bernardino counties; disjunct (and may be 
a different species) from occurrences in Arizona, 
Texas, Sonora.  Elevation sea level to 2,130 m 
(7,000 ft). 

July – 
September 

San Timoteo Canyon, Santa Ana 
Mountains, suitable habitat occurs 
along the San Jacinto River within the 
study area 

No 

Sidalcea neomexicana 

Salt Spring checkerbloom 
2.2 Not included in 

MSHCP 
Alkaline playas, grasslands, brackish marshes 
within shrublands or forests; southwestern 
California, Baja California, Mexico, southwestern 
United States to mainland Mexico.  Elevation 
below 1,525 m (5,000 ft). 

March – June Historical record from the 1960s for 4.8 
km (3 mi) west of San Jacinto 

No 

Trichocoronis wrightii var. 
wrightii 

Wright’s trichocoronis 

2.1 NE, PS Seasonally inundated alkali playas, muddy alkaline 
meadows, marshes; San Joaquin Valley, San 
Jacinto Valley, disjunct to Texas.  Elevation sea 
level to 490 m (1,600 ft). 

May – 
September 

San Jacinto River floodplain at 
San Jacinto Wildlife Area.  Not known 
from the Salt Creek watershed. 

No 
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Table 3.3-4 Special-Status Plants for which Suitable Habitat Is Present in the Project Study Area 

Scientific Name/ Common 
Name 

CNPS Status 
Codesa 

MSHCP Status 
and Special 
Conditionsb Habitat Description 

Blooming 
Period Occurrence in Project Vicinity 

Species Observed 
during Surveys 

Local Concern Species (No CNPS Status)c 

Amaranthus californicus 
California pigweed 

Local Concern Not included in 
MSHCP 

Matting herb; drying mud flats of seasonal pools 
playas and lakes; most of California to southern 
Canada and Texas; regionally rare in Riverside 
County interior valleys, mountains, Coachella 
Valley.  Elevation sea level to 2,800 m (9,200 ft). 

July – 
October 

Mystic Lake, California.  6.4 km (4 mi) 
from the study area. 

No 

Calycoseris parryi 
Yellow tack-stem 

Local Concern Not included in 
MSHCP 

Annual; common on Sonoran and Mojave deserts, 
east to Utah and Arizona; locally rare west of the 
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). 

March – May Known from the North Domenigoni Hills 
and the Sedco Hills 

No 

Camissonia graciliflora 
Slender-flowered primrose 

Local Concern Not included in 
MSHCP 

Annual of upland clay soils; grasslands or grassy 
openings in woodlands or shrublands; Liebre 
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). 

March – May Recorded from the east end of 
Diamond Valley 

No 

Caulanthus heterophyllus 
var. pseudosimulans 

San Diego wild cabbage, 
Slender pod jewelflower 

Local Concern Not included in 
MSHCP 

Coastal sage scrub and chaparral, on granitic 
substrates, often following fire or other disturbance.  
A Southern California endemic, C. h. 
pseudosimulans has not been properly published 
in botanical literature.  Elevation below 1,070 m 
(3,500 ft). 

March – May Lakeview Mountains, Gibbel Flat (East 
Hemet), North Domenigoni Hills, East 
Diamond Valley, Bachelor Mountain, 
and the San Jacinto Mountains 

No 

Lepidium latipes var. latipes 

Dwarf peppergrass 

Local Concern Not included in 
MSHCP 

Alkaline playas and vernal pools; northern Baja 
California, Mexico, through the Great Valley to 
northwestern California; scarce locally, limited to 
vernal pools.  Elevation below 790 m (2,600 ft). 

March – May Upper Salt Creek area, west of Hemet, 
San Jacinto River 

Yes 

Petunia parviflora 
Small-flowered wild petunia 

Local Concern Not included in 
MSHCP 

Open, wet, or moist sandy or silty areas, usually 
riverbanks, ephemeral lakes, and creeks; Southern 
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). 

April – 
August 

San Jacinto, Mystic Lake, San Jacinto 
River 

Yes 
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Table 3.3-4 Special-Status Plants for which Suitable Habitat Is Present in the Project Study Area 

Scientific Name/ Common 
Name 

CNPS Status 
Codesa 

MSHCP Status 
and Special 
Conditionsb Habitat Description 

Blooming 
Period Occurrence in Project Vicinity 

Species Observed 
during Surveys 

Pilularia americana 
American pillwort 

Local Concern Not included in 
MSHCP 

Vernal pools and seasonal wetlands, coastal and 
interior Southern California to Oregon, Midwest, 
and southern United States; Chile.  Elevation 
below 1,520 m (5,000 ft). 

N/A Upper Salt Creek, west of Hemet Yes 

Plantago elongata 
California alkali plantain 

Local Concern Not included in 
MSHCP 

Coastal and interior saline or alkaline wetlands; 
Baja California, Mexico, to southern Canada; 
locally common in alkaline vernal pools, but strictly 
limited to these habitats.  Elevation sea level to 
490 m (1,600 ft). 

April – June Vernal pools near Hemet and along the 
San Jacinto River 

Yes 

Psilocarphus tenellus var. 
globiferus 

Round woolly marbles 

Local Concern Not included in 
MSHCP 

Vernal pools and coastal dune systems; central 
California and disjunct to central Chile; locally 
scarce, strictly limited to vernal pools, usually on 
hardened substrates.  Elevation sea level to 700 m 
(2,300 ft). 

April – June Known in Southern California only from 
the Domenigoni Valley 

Yes 

Sibara virginica 
Virginia rock-cress 

Local Concern Not included in 
MSHCP 

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

March – May Skunk Hollow vernal pool Yes 

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. 
aStatus 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 

Scientific Name/ Common 
Name 

CNPS Status 
Codesa 

MSHCP Status 
and Special 
Conditionsb Habitat Description 

Blooming 
Period Occurrence in Project Vicinity 

Species Observed 
during Surveys 

Other Designations: 
b 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. 

cLocal 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 (m2) 
(3.2-square-foot [ft2]) 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: 

• Davidson’s saltscale – 1 population (6 plants) 
• Plummer’s mariposa lily – 1 population (2 plants) 
• Smooth tarplant – 270 populations (110,101 plants) 
• Parry’s spineflower – 27 populations (112,536 plants) 
• Long-spined spineflower – 4 populations (4,465 plants) 
• Vernal barley – 16 populations (1,249,380 plants) 
• Coulter’s goldfields – 22 populations (5,380 plants) 
• 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 1a (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 1a 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.  
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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 
MSHCP Criteria Area Cells 3683, 3584, 3291, 2774, 2775, and 2778 through 2878 are in the Build Alternative 1a 
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 

Scientific Name Common Name Criteria Area Cell(s) Build Alternativea 
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 1 

 Population(s) 
Present in Additional 
Indirect Impact Study 

Area 2 

Do Populations 
Have Long-Term 

Conservation 
Value? Rationaleb 

Centromadia 
pungens ssp. laveis 

smooth tarplant 3683 Study Area for Build 
Alternatives 1a and 1b 
(including Design 
Option 1b1) 

Roadway Segment G Yes Yes No No No Conservation within this cell group will contribute to assembly of Proposed 
Noncontiguous Habitat Block 7 and will focus on playas, vernal pools, and a 
variety of upland habitats.  Conservation will focus on the eastern portion of 
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 
pungens ssp. laveis 

smooth tarplant 3683 Study Area for Build 
Alternatives 2a and 2b 
(including Design 
Option 2b1) 

Roadway Segment H Yes Yes No No No Conservation within this cell group will contribute to assembly of Proposed 
Noncontiguous Habitat Block 7 and will focus on playas, vernal pools, and a 
variety of upland habitats.  Conservation will focus on the eastern portion of 
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 
pungens ssp. laveis 

smooth tarplant 3584 Study Area for Build 
Alternatives 1a, 1b 
(including Design 
Option 1b1), 2a, and 
2b (including Design 
Option 2b1) 

Roadway Segment I Yes Yes No No No 

 
 

 

Conservation within this cell group will contribute to assembly of Proposed 
Noncontiguous Habitat Block 7 and will focus on playas/vernal pool habitat and 
agricultural land in the central part of the cell and areas to the south and east 
(RCIP 2003).  Seven smooth tarplant populations with 1,794 plants are located 
in the very northern part of the cell.  Localities are generally isolated localities 
in disturbed habitats or small fragments of larger polygons  These populations 
do not have LTCV. 

Centromadia 
pungens ssp. laveis 

smooth tarplant 3291 Study Area for Build 
Alternatives 1a and 2b 
(including Design 
Option 2b1) 

Roadway Segment J No Yes No Yes No Conservation goals of this subunit are to conserve vernal pools and vernal 
pool hydrology.  Conservation within this cell will contribute to assembly of 
Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 7, and will focus on grassland habitat.  
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 
ssp. apus 

little mousetail 3291 Study Area for Build 
Alternatives 1a and 2b 
(including Design 
Option 2b1) 

Roadway Segment J No Yes No Yes Yes Conservation goals of this subunit are to conserve vernal pools and vernal 
pool hydrology.  Conservation of this cell is to focus on grassland habitat and 
is to occur in the western part of the cell.  One large population complex with 
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 
pungens ssp. laveis 

smooth tarplant 3291 Study Area for Build 
Alternatives 1b 
(including Design 
Option 1b1) and 2a 

Roadway Segment K No Yes No Yes No Conservation goals of this subunit are to conserve vernal pools and vernal 
pool hydrology.  Conservation within this cell will contribute to assembly of 
Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 7 and will focus on grassland habitat.  
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 
ssp. apus 

little mousetail 3291 Study Area for Build 
Alternatives 1b 
(including Design 
Option 1b1) and 2a 

Roadway Segment K No Yes No Yes Yes Conservation goals of this subunit are to conserve vernal pools and vernal 
pool hydrology.  Conservation of this cell is to focus on grassland habitat and 
is to occur in the western part of the cell.  One large population complex with 
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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Table 3.3-5 Assessment of Long-Term Conservation Value Populations in the Study Area 

Scientific Name Common Name Criteria Area Cell(s) Build Alternativea 
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 1 

 Population(s) 
Present in Additional 
Indirect Impact Study 

Area 2 

Do Populations 
Have Long-Term 

Conservation 
Value? Rationaleb 

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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Table 3.3-5 Assessment of Long-Term Conservation Value Populations in the Study Area 

Scientific Name Common Name Criteria Area Cell(s) Build Alternativea 
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 1 

 Population(s) 
Present in Additional 
Indirect Impact Study 

Area 2 

Do Populations 
Have Long-Term 

Conservation 
Value? Rationaleb 

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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Table 3.3-5 Assessment of Long-Term Conservation Value Populations in the Study Area 

Scientific Name Common Name Criteria Area Cell(s) Build Alternativea 
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 1 

 Population(s) 
Present in Additional 
Indirect Impact Study 

Area 2 

Do Populations 
Have Long-Term 

Conservation 
Value? Rationaleb 

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 
aAdditional Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2, which are part of the Build alternatives, are addressed separately in this table. 
bInformation 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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Table 3.3-6 Distribution, Status, and Conservation Value of Special-Status Plants Observed in the Study Area 

Scientific Name/ 
Common Name/ 

Conservation Status Codea 
and MSHCP Status and 

Special Conditionsb 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 
-/-/1B.1 
CA, PS 

Parish’s brittlescale is endemic to 
southwestern California.  Its 
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 
-/-/1B.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 
-/-/1B.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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Table 3.3-6 Distribution, Status, and Conservation Value of Special-Status Plants Observed in the Study Area 

Scientific Name/ 
Common Name/ 

Conservation Status Codea 
and MSHCP Status and 

Special Conditionsb 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 
-/-/1B.1 
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 
-/-/3.2  
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 
-/-/1B.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 Codea 
and MSHCP Status and 

Special Conditionsb 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 
-/-/3.2 
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 
/-/1B.1 
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 Codea 
and MSHCP Status and 

Special Conditionsb 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 
-/-/1B.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 
-/-/3.1 
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 
little 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 
aStatus 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 
 



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

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT   
FEBRUARY 2013 

3-541 STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT 

 

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

Scientific Name/ 
Common Name/ 

Conservation Status Codea 
and MSHCP Status and 

Special Conditionsb 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 
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) 
bWestern 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 I, 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:   

• Criteria Area Cell 3683:  1 population, Roadway Segment G 
• Criteria Area Cell 3584:  7 populations, Roadway Segment I 
• Criteria Area Cell 3291:  2 populations, Roadway Segment J 
• Criteria Area Cells 2774, 2775, and 2878:  20 populations, Roadway Segment L 
• Criteria Area Cell 2364:  5 populations, Roadway Segment N 
• Criteria 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 
MSHCP 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 
area. 

• Paniculate tarplant – 29 populations (21,012 plants) 
• 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 1b1 
Adding Design Option 1b1 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: 

• Davidson’s saltscale – 1 population (6 plants) 
• Plummer’s mariposa lily – 1 population (2 plants) 
• Smooth tarplant – 269 populations (424,895 plants) 
• Parry’s spineflower – 26 populations (111,996 plants) 
• Long-spined spineflower – 4 populations (4,465 plants) 
• Vernal barley – 20 populations (1,248,680 plants) 
• Coulter’s goldfields – 3 populations (29,331 plants) 
• 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 1a 
(page 3-532).   

Assessment of LTCV Populations in the Build Alternative 1b Study Area 
MSHCP 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: 

• Criteria Area Cell 3683:  1 population, Roadway Segment G 
• Criteria Area Cell 3584:  7 populations, Roadway Segment I 
• Criteria Area Cell 3291:  2 populations, Roadway Segment K 
• Criteria Area Cell 2364:  5 populations, Roadway Segment N 
• Criteria 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 1a, 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 
area. 

• Paniculate tarplant – 27 populations (7,827 plants) 
• 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. 

• Parish’s brittlescale – 13 populations (1,320 plants) 
• Davidson’s saltscale – 60 populations (12,142 plants) 
• Smooth tarplant – 354 populations (288,288 plants) 
• Parry’s spineflower – 37 populations (16,971 plants) 
• Long-spined spineflower – 27 populations (15,564 plants) 
• Palmer’s grapplinghook – 1 population (375 plants) 
• Vernal barley – 29 populations (10,840,492 plants) 
• Coulter’s goldfields – 42 populations (568,725 plants) 
• Small-flowered microseris – 1 population (15 plants) 
• 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 1a (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 
MSHCP 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. 

• Parish’s brittlescale 
• Davidson’s saltscale 
• Smooth tarplant 
• Coulter’s goldfields 
• 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: 

• Criteria Area Cell 3683:  1 population, Roadway Segment H 
• Criteria Area Cell 3584:  7 populations, Roadway Segment I 
• Criteria Area Cell 3291:  2 populations, Roadway Segment K 
• Criteria Area Cells 2774, 2775, and 2878:  20 populations, Roadway Segment L 
• Criteria Area Cell 2364:  5 populations, Roadway Segment N 
• Criteria Area Cells 3683, 3684, 3791, 3887, and 4007:  80 populations, Additional Indirect Impact Study 

Area 1 
• 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. 

• Paniculate tarplant – 41 populations (46,758 plants) 
• 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 1a (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 1a (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 2b1 
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. 

• Parish’s brittlescale – 13 populations (1,320 plants) 
• Davidson’s saltscale – 60 populations (12,142 plants) 
• Smooth tarplant – 346 populations (613,336 plants) 
• Parry’s spineflower –36 populations (16,431 plants) 
• Long-spined spineflower – 27 populations (15,564 plants) 
• Palmer’s grapplinghook – 1 population (375 plants) 
• Vernal barley – 32 populations (10,839,292 plants) 
• Coulter’s goldfields – 23 populations (592,676 plants)  
• Small-flowered microseris – 1 population (15 plants) 
• 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. 

• Parish’s brittlescale 
• Davidson’s saltscale 
• Smooth tarplant 
• Coulter’s goldfields 
• 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: 

• Criteria Area Cell 3683:  1 population, Roadway Segment G 
• Criteria Area Cell 3584:  7 populations, Roadway Segment I 
• Criteria Area Cell 2364:  5 populations, Roadway Segment N 
• Criteria Area Cells 3683, 3684, 3791, 3887, 4007:  80 populations, Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1 
• Criteria 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. 

• Paniculate tarplant – 39 populations (33,495 plants) 
• 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 1a 
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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:  

• Davidson’s saltscale  
• Plummer’s mariposa lily  
• Smooth tarplant  
• Parry’s spineflower  
• Long-spined spineflower  
• Vernal barley  
• Coulter’s goldfields  
• 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: 

• Davidson’s saltscale  
• Plummer’s mariposa lily  
• Smooth tarplant  
• Parry’s spineflower  
• Long-spined spineflower  
• Vernal barley  
• Coulter’s goldfields  
• 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. 

• Davidson’s saltscale  
• Smooth tarplant  
• Parry’s spineflower   
• Long-spined spineflower  
• Palmer’s grapplinghook  
• Vernal barley  
• Coulter’s goldfields  
• Parish’s brittlescale 
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• Small-flowered microseris  
• 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 1a 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: 

• Davidson’s saltscale  
• Smooth tarplant  
• Parry’s spineflower  
• Long-spined spineflower  
• Palmer’s grapplinghook  
• Vernal barley  
• Coulter’s goldfields  
• Parish’s brittlescale 
• Small-flowered microseris  
• 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). 
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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 1a 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 I 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 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. 

BIO-2 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. 

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. 

• 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. 

• 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. 

• BIO-36c.  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 Modification 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). 

BIO-37 Mitigation for Robinson’s Peppergrass 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. 

• BIO-37a.  Onsite conservation of existing Robinson’s peppergrass populations. 

• 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. 

BIO-38 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. 

• 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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• BIO-38b.  Onsite conservation of existing smooth tarplant and Coulter’s goldfields 
populations. 

• 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 Tarplant 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: 

• National Environmental Policy Act 
• Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
• Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 

State laws and regulations pertaining to wildlife include the following: 

• California Environmental Quality Act 
• Sections 1600 – 1603 of the California Fish and Game Code 
• 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. 
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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: 

• CNDDB (CDFG 2006b) 
• Special animal list (CDFG 2006a) 
• MSHCP (RCIP 2003) 
• USFWS, Carlsbad Field Office species list for Riverside County (USFWS 2007) 
• 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 

Scientific Name/ 
Common Name 

CDFG Status 
Codesa 

MSHCP Status 
and Special 
Conditionsb Habitat Requirements Comments 

Habitat 
Present/ 
Absent 

Species 
Observed 
in Study 

Area 
Fish 
Gila orcutti 
Arroyo chub 

CSC Covered Slow moving, fluctuating streams with warm to cool 
water.  Prefers a sandy or muddy bottom.  Often found 
in intermittent streams.  Species distribution in 
Riverside County is limited to the Santa Ana River, 
Santa Margarita River, Temecula Creek, and 
Temescal Wash (RCIP 2003). 

The Project study area is outside the current 
distribution in Riverside County.  
Additionally, slow moving, permanent 
streams do not occur.  Therefore, suitable 
habitat is not present within the study area. 

A No 

Rhinichthys osculus ssp. 3 

Santa Ana speckled dace 
CSC - Permanent, flowing streams with cool water and 

gravel bottom.  Prefers shallow cobble with runs and 
riffles.  Species distribution in Riverside County 
includes: Santa Clara River, Cuyama River, south fork 
of the San Jacinto River and associated tributaries, 
Strawberry Creek, Cajon Creek, and the west fork of 
City Creek. 

The San Jacinto River is in the northern 
portion of the Project study area.  However, 
this portion of the river does not support 
permanent flow.  Therefore, suitable habitat 
is not present in the study area. 

A No 

Amphibians 
Spea hammondii 
Western spadefoot toad 

CSC Covered Primarily in grassland and valley-foothill hardwood 
communities.  Requires vernal pools and ephemeral 
ponds for breeding.  Found in numerous scattered 
locations and is widely distributed throughout western 
Riverside County, east of the San Jacinto Mountains, 
and desert regions. 

Suitable vernal pool breeding habitat is 
present, and there are known occurrences 
within the special-status species search area 
(CDFG 2006b).  This species was observed 
outside the Project study area during 
amphibian surveys. 

P Yes 

Taricha torosa torosa 
Coast Range newt 

CSC Covered Breeds in low-elevation streams and ponds, primarily 
near the coast.  Upland habitat includes rocky 
canyons with streams and well-developed pools.  
Occurs in coastal drainages of the westernmost 
portions of Riverside County (RCIP 2003). 

No suitable habitat along ponds and streams 
located adjacent to grassland habitat.  This 
species was not detected during amphibian 
surveys in the Project study area. 

A No 

Reptiles 
Anniella pulchra pulchra 
Silvery legless lizard 

CSC - Requires moist soil consisting of sandy or loose loam.  
Often burrows under logs, rocks, or leaf litter.  
Associated with chaparral, pine-oak woodland, 
sycamores, cottonwoods, oaks, dunes, and desert 
scrub. 

Potentially suitable sandy soils and habitat 
located along ponds and drainages adjacent 
to riparian and scrub habitat. 

P No 
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Table 3.3-7 Potential Special-Status Wildlife in the Project Study Area 

Scientific Name/ 
Common Name 

CDFG Status 
Codesa 

MSHCP Status 
and Special 
Conditionsb Habitat Requirements Comments 

Habitat 
Present/ 
Absent 

Species 
Observed 
in Study 

Area 
Aspidoscelis hyperythra 
beldingi 
Belding’s orange-throated 
whiptail 

CSC Covered Sandy washes, rocky hillsides, chaparral, and sage 
scrub habitats that support adequate prey species.  
Located throughout western Riverside County up to 
1,040 m (3,400 ft) elevation (RCIP 2003). 

Suitable scrub habitat in the Project study 
area.  Known occurrences in the special-
status species search area (CDFG 2006b), 
and this species was observed in the study 
area. 

P Yes 

Aspidoscelis tigris 
stejnegeri 
Coastal western whiptail 

– Covered Open, rocky areas associated with shrub or grassland 
habitats from sea level to 2,130 m (7,000 ft). 

Suitable rocky, scrub, and grassland habitat 
in the Project study area.  Known 
occurrences in the special-status species 
search area (CDFG 2006b), and this species 
was observed in the study area. 

P Yes 

Charina trivirgata 
Rosy boa 

– - Rocky habitat in scrub and chaparral.  Scattered 
throughout western Riverside County with 
aggregations present east of Riverside and east of 
Lake Mathews.  Additional locations include Chino 
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). 

Suitable rocky scrub habitat is present in the 
Project study area.  CNDDB occurrences 
have been in the special-status species 
search area (CDFG 2006b). 

P Yes 

Actinemys  marmorata 
pallida 
Southwestern pond turtle 

CSC Covered Permanent or nearly permanent water.  Found along 
slow-moving streams with deep pools and 
microhabitats such as partially submerged vegetation, 
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). 

Stock ponds and treatment wetlands 
represent the only suitable habitat in the 
Project study area. 

P No 

Coleonyx variegatus 
abbotti 
San Diego banded gecko 

– Covered Granite or rocky outcrops in coastal sage scrub and 
chaparral habitats.  Distributed throughout suitable 
habitat in western Riverside County. 

Suitable rocky outcrops are present in the 
Project study area.  CNDDB occurrences are 
located in the special-status species search 
area (CDFG 2006b). 

P No 
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Table 3.3-7 Potential Special-Status Wildlife in the Project Study Area 

Scientific Name/ 
Common Name 

CDFG Status 
Codesa 

MSHCP Status 
and Special 
Conditionsb Habitat Requirements Comments 

Habitat 
Present/ 
Absent 

Species 
Observed 
in Study 

Area 
Crotalus ruber ruber 
Northern red-diamond 
rattlesnake 

CSC Covered Chaparral, woodland, grassland, and desert 
communities.  Often found in rocky areas with dense 
vegetation and is well distributed throughout western 
Riverside County. 

Suitable rocky scrub and grassland habitat in 
the Project study area.  Known occurrences 
in the special-status species search area 
(CDFG 2006b), and this species was 
observed in the study area. 

P Yes 

Lampropeltis zonata 
pulchra 
San Diego mountain 
kingsnake  

CSC CO Variety of moist habitats, including mixed coniferous 
habitat, riparian woodlands, coastal sage scrub, and 
chaparral.  Often found in rock outcrops or rock 
fractures.  Found in suitable habitat in the Santa Ana 
and Santa Rosa Mountains. 

Project study area is outside the species’ 
elevation range. 

A No 

Phrynosoma coronatum 
blainvillii 
San Diego horned lizard 

CSC Covered Shrub-dominated habitats with friable, rocky, or sandy 
soils that support adequate prey species.  Seeks 
refuge in areas with low, dense shrubs and basks in 
open areas with limited overstory.  Found throughout 
western Riverside County in suitable habitats up to 
2,100 m (6,890 ft) in elevation. 

Suitable scrub and grassland habitat in the 
Project study area.  Known occurrences in 
the special-status species search area 
(CDFG 2006b), and this species was 
observed in the study area. 

P Yes 

Birds 
Accipiter cooperii 
Cooper’s hawk  (nesting) 

CSC Covered Wooded areas associated with riparian vegetation and 
oak woodlands, usually near a water source.  
Typically nests in dense stands of medium-sized to 
large trees.  Can also be found in suburban settings.  
Located throughout western Riverside County, with 
key populations in Prado Basin, Santa Ana River, 
Lake Elsinore/Canyon Lake, Temecula Creek, 
Murrieta Creek, and the Santa Margarita River 
(RCIP 2003). 

Although oak woodlands do not exist in the 
Project study area, suitable nesting habitat is 
present in riparian vegetation and other 
wooded areas.  Individuals and nesting 
locations were documented in the study area 
during nesting raptor surveys. 

P Yes 

Accipiter striatus 
Sharp-shinned hawk 
(nesting) 

CSC Covered Nests in dense stands of high- and mid-elevation 
coniferous forests and woodlands.  A fairly common 
migrant and wintering species in Southern California 
and much of the MSHCP Plan Area (RCIP 2003). 

This species does not breed in the Project 
study area; however, suitable wintering 
habitat is present. 

Nesting – 
A 

Wintering 
– P 

No 

Agelaius tricolor 
Tricolored blackbird 
(nesting colony) 

CSC Covered A colonial nester that breeds near fresh water, 
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. 

Suitable emergent wetland habitat is present 
in the Project study area.  A nesting colony 
has been documented in the northern 
portion of the special-status species search 
area. 

P No 
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Table 3.3-7 Potential Special-Status Wildlife in the Project Study Area 

Scientific Name/ 
Common Name 

CDFG Status 
Codesa 

MSHCP Status 
and Special 
Conditionsb Habitat Requirements Comments 

Habitat 
Present/ 
Absent 

Species 
Observed 
in Study 

Area 
Aimophila ruficeps 
canescens 
Southern California 
rufous-crowned sparrow  

CSC Covered Associated with coastal sage scrub and sparse, mixed 
chaparral.  Frequents relatively steep, often rocky 
hillsides that have patches of grass and forbs.  Found 
in the MSHCP Plan Area near Lake Mathews, Lake 
Elsinore/Canyon Lake area, Santa Rosa Plateau, 
Wildomar, Murrieta, Temecula, Lake Skinner, Sage, 
Lakeview Mountains, Diamond Valley Reservoir, Lake 
Perris, Badlands, and east of the city of Riverside 
(RCIP 2003). 

Suitable scrub habitat is present in the 
Project study area.  Known occurrences in 
the special-status species search area 
(CDFG 2006c).  Although this species is 
known to nest in the study area, only 
sightings of individuals were documented.  
No nests were found. 

P Yes 

Amphispiza belli belli 
Bell’s sage sparrow  

CSC Covered Fairly dense stands of sagebrush, chaparral, and 
other dry scrub habitats.  Occurrences in western 
Riverside County include Lake Mathews, Gavilan 
Hills, Lake Elsinore/Canyon Lake, Santa Rosa 
Plateau, Wildomar, Murrieta, Temecula, Lake Skinner, 
Sage, Lakeview Mountains, Diamond Valley 
Reservoir, Lake Perris, Badlands, and east of the city 
of Riverside (RCIP 2003). 

Riversidian sage scrub is present in the 
Project study area.  Known occurrences in 
the special-status species search area 
(CDFG 2006c).  Although this species is 
known to nest in the study area, only 
sightings of individuals were documented.  
No nests were found. 

P Yes 

Aquila chrysaetos 
Golden eagle (nesting and 
wintering) 

FP Covered Open terrain such as grasslands, deserts, oak 
savannahs, rolling foothills, and wide arid plateaus.  
Nests in rugged, mountainous country (Garrett 1981).  
Located throughout the central and foothill portions of 
western Riverside County, with key population areas 
in the Badlands, Lake Perris, Lake Mathews, Steele 
Peak, Menifee, Temecula, at the western escarpment 
of the San Jacinto Mountains, Prado Basin, Potrero 
Valley, Hemet, Banning, and Santa Rosa Plateau 
(RCIP 2003). 

This species is not expected to breed in the 
Project study area.  However, suitable 
foraging, shelter areas, and roost sites 
include open grasslands, fields, and rocky 
outcrops and are present in the study area.  
Known occurrences in the special-status 
species search area (CDFG 2006c).  
Foraging and wintering sightings were 
documented in the study area. 

P Yes 

Ardea herodias 
Great blue heron (rookery) 

– Covered A colonial nester found in aquatic environments such 
as brackish and freshwater marshes, swamps, lakes, 
and rivers. 

Suitable open water habitat is present in the 
Project study area.  No rookery sites were 
found in the study area; only sightings of 
individuals were documented during focused 
surveys. 

P Yes 

Asio flammeus 
Short-eared owl (nesting) 

CSC N/A A ground-nester found in open habitats such as 
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). 

Potentially suitable habitat is present in the 
Project study area.  However, this species 
was not observed during nesting raptor 
surveys. 

P No 
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Table 3.3-7 Potential Special-Status Wildlife in the Project Study Area 

Scientific Name/ 
Common Name 

CDFG Status 
Codesa 

MSHCP Status 
and Special 
Conditionsb Habitat Requirements Comments 

Habitat 
Present/ 
Absent 

Species 
Observed 
in Study 

Area 
Asio otus 
Long-eared owl (nesting) 

CSC N/A Nests in dense, closed-canopy stands of oak or 
riparian woodlands or single trees adjacent to open 
habitats such as grassland, meadow, or open scrub. 

Potentially suitable habitat is present in the 
Project study area.  However, this species 
was not observed during nesting raptor 
surveys. 

P No 

Athene cunicularia  
Burrowing owl 

CSC CA Nests and forages in dry, open areas such as 
shortgrass prairies, pastures, hayfields, and fallow 
fields (Dechant et al. 1999).  Urban habitats include 
road and railway right-of-ways, irrigation ditches, 
airports, university campuses, and vacant dirt lots 
(Haug et al. 1993).  Low vegetation cover and 
mammal burrows are essential.  Occurrences in 
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). 

Suitable nesting and foraging habitat located 
within grassland, scrub, agricultural, and 
urban areas throughout the Project study 
area.  Known occurrences in the special-
status species search area (CDFG 2006c).  
This species was observed in the study area 
during focused surveys. 

P Yes 

Buteo regalis 
Ferruginous hawk 
(wintering) 

CSC Covered Large tracts of dry, open terrain such as grasslands 
and foothills.  Wintering habitat includes open fields, 
grasslands, and agricultural fields (Garrett 1981).  
Western Riverside County is an important wintering 
area for this species.  Occurrences throughout the 
western portion of the county, with key population 
areas in the Lakeview-Perris area, Prado Basin, the 
Murrieta area, Domenigoni Valley, and Rawson 
Canyon (RCIP 2003). 

This species does not breed in the Project 
study area, but suitable wintering habitat in 
the study area includes open fields, 
grasslands, and agricultural fields.  Known 
occurrences in the special-status species 
search area (CDFG 2006c).  Wintering 
individuals were documented in the study 
area. 

Nesting – 
A 

Wintering 
– P 

Yes 

Campylorhynchus 
brunneicapillus couesi 
Coastal cactus wren 

CSC Covered Nests in thickets of cholla and pricklypear associated 
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). 

Although suitable foraging habitat in 
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 2006c). 

A No 
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Table 3.3-7 Potential Special-Status Wildlife in the Project Study Area 

Scientific Name/ 
Common Name 

CDFG Status 
Codesa 

MSHCP Status 
and Special 
Conditionsb Habitat Requirements Comments 

Habitat 
Present/ 
Absent 

Species 
Observed 
in Study 

Area 
Charadrius montanus 
Mountain plover 
(wintering) 

CSC Covered A winter resident found in short grasslands, 
agricultural areas, plowed fields, and alkali playa.  
Occurrences in western Riverside County include 
Perris, the Mystic Lake area, Nuevo, the Domenigoni 
Valley, and in the vicinity of Winchester (RCIP 2003). 

Suitable wintering habitat is present. P No 

Circus cyaneus 
Northern harrier (nesting) 

CSC Covered Associated with saltwater marshes, fresh and 
saltwater wetlands, and grasslands.  Also forages in 
agricultural fields and pastures.  Widespread 
distribution throughout suitable habitat in the MSHCP 
Plan Area (RCIP 2003). 

Suitable grassland and marsh habitat is 
present in the Project study area.  Observed 
foraging in the study area.  Although a nest 
site was not confirmed, breeding behavior 
was observed during nesting raptor surveys, 
species was assumed to be nesting adjacent 
to the study area.   

P Yes 

Dendroica petechia 
brewsteri 
Yellow warbler (nesting) 

CSC Covered Associated with open-canopy riparian habitats, and 
prefers willows, cottonwoods, aspens, and alders for 
nesting and foraging.  Found scattered throughout 
much of western Riverside County in appropriate 
woodland habitats (RCIP 2003). 

Suitable nesting habitat is present.  
Observed in the Project study area during 
riparian bird surveys.  Although no nest sites 
were confirmed, pairs were observed 
regularly.  Males were heard singing 
throughout suitable riparian habitat in the 
study area. 

P Yes 

Elanus leucurus 
White-tailed kite  (nesting) 

FP Covered Nests mainly in scattered tall trees in open 
grasslands, oak woodlands, wetlands, savannah-like 
areas, orchards, and agricultural areas.  Found 
scattered throughout western Riverside County as a 
year-round resident (RCIP 2003). 

Suitable woodlands are present in the 
Project study area.  Individual sightings and 
nesting locations were documented in the 
study area during nesting raptor surveys. 

P Yes 

Eremophila alpestris actia 
California horned lark  

CSC Covered Found in open habitats such as short-grass prairie, 
open coastal plains, fallow agricultural fields, and 
alkali flats.  Occurs throughout much of western 
Riverside County in suitable habitat and is broadly 
scattered throughout the central portion of the MSHCP 
Area. 

Suitable grassland and open habitat is 
present throughout the Project study area.  
Known occurrences in the special-status 
species search area (CDFG 2006c).  
Although this species is known to nest in the 
area, only individuals were sighted during 
surveys.  No nests were found. 

P Yes 

Falco columbarius 
Merlin (wintering) 
 

CSC Covered Sparse and widespread distribution throughout 
suitable habitat in the MSHCP Plan Area.  Is a 
transient in the spring and fall and may occasionally 
winter in the area. 

Nesting habitat is not present in the Project 
study area, but suitable grassland and open 
wintering habitat is available throughout the 
study area. 

P No 
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Table 3.3-7 Potential Special-Status Wildlife in the Project Study Area 

Scientific Name/ 
Common Name 

CDFG Status 
Codesa 

MSHCP Status 
and Special 
Conditionsb Habitat Requirements Comments 

Habitat 
Present/ 
Absent 

Species 
Observed 
in Study 

Area 
Falco mexicanus 
Prairie falcon (nesting) 

CSC Covered Nests in cliffs and bluffs in open habitats such as 
grasslands, savannahs, rangeland, agricultural fields, 
and desert scrub.  Occurs in the Santa Ana Mountains 
during the winter and as a year-round resident 
throughout the rest of western Riverside County from 
the central portion to the eastern boundary 
(Zeiner 1990). 

Nesting habitat is not present in the Project 
study area, wintering habitat is.  Wintering 
individuals were sighted outside the study 
area. 

Nesting – 
A 

Wintering 
– P 

No 

Icteria virens 
Yellow-breasted chat 
(nesting) 

CSC Covered Inhabits riparian thickets of willow with a brushy 
understory near water.  Nests in low, dense 
vegetation, often consisting of willow, blackberry, and 
wild grape.  Found scattered throughout much of 
western Riverside County in appropriate woodland 
habitats, often in habitats occupied by yellow warblers 
(RCIP 2003). 

Suitable riparian habitat is present in the 
Project study area, but this species was not 
observed during riparian bird surveys. 

P No 

Lanius ludovicianus 
Loggerhead shrike 
(nesting) 

CSC Covered Prefers open country for hunting, perches for 
scanning, and fairly dense shrubs and brush for 
nesting.  Occurs throughout areas of suitable habitat 
as a year-long resident, breeding and wintering in 
western Riverside County (Zeiner 1990).  Frequently 
found in the central portion of the MSHCP Plan Area, 
with a few recorded in the mountains (RCIP 2003). 

Suitable grassland and open habitat is 
present throughout the Project study area.  
Known occurrences in the special-status 
species search area (CDFG 2006c).  
Regularly observed throughout the study 
area, and several nest locations were 
documented. 

P Yes 

Nycticorax nycticorax 
Black-crowned night heron 
(rookery) 

– Covered Various wetland areas, including marshes, ponds, and 
man-made areas such as canals and reservoirs.  
Nests in dense trees and wetlands.  Although the only 
known rookery is in Prado Basin, individual sightings 
in western Riverside County include Santa Ana River, 
Temescal Wash, Cajalco Creek, Woodcrest, San 
Jacinto Wildlife Area, San Jacinto, Winchester, Lake 
Elsinore, Canyon Lake, Temecula Creek, and Lake 
Skinner (RCIP 2003). 

Several areas with suitable nesting and 
foraging habitat in emergent vegetation are 
present in the Project study area.  No 
rookery sites were found, only individuals 
were sighted. 

P Yes 

Pandion haliaetus 
Osprey (nesting) 

CSC Covered Restricted to large water bodies that support fish.  
Often use rivers, lakes, and reservoirs for foraging and 
rocky pinnacles, large trees, and snags for cover and 
nesting (Zeiner 1990; Call 1978).  An uncommon 
winter visitor along the coast of California, including 
the western Riverside County area. 

Suitable nesting habitat is not present in the 
Project study area.  However, this species 
was observed adjacent to and could be 
expected to forage in the study area. 

A No 
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Table 3.3-7 Potential Special-Status Wildlife in the Project Study Area 

Scientific Name/ 
Common Name 

CDFG Status 
Codesa 

MSHCP Status 
and Special 
Conditionsb Habitat Requirements Comments 

Habitat 
Present/ 
Absent 

Species 
Observed 
in Study 

Area 
Phalacrocorax auritus 
Double-crested cormorant 
(rookery site) 

CSC Covered Aquatic environments such as lakes, reservoirs, 
estuaries, and oceans for foraging.  Nests on the 
mainland in tall trees, rock ledges, or rugged slopes 
near a water source (Zeiner 1990).  Although the only 
known rookery is in Prado Basin, other occurrences in 
western Riverside County include Lake Mathews, 
Lake Perris, Lake Skinner, and Lake Elsinore 
(RCIP 2003). 

Limited suitable aquatic environments are 
present in and immediately adjacent to the 
Project study area.  Known occurrences in 
the special-status species search area 
(CDFG 2006c).  Individuals were observed in 
the study area.  No rookery sites were found. 

P Yes 

Plegadis chihi 
White-faced ibis (rookery) 

CSC Covered Rookery sites consist of freshwater marsh habitat.  
Requires dense tule thickets for nesting.  Wintering 
habitats include marshy pasture lands, managed or 
natural freshwater marsh, pond edges, lake shores, 
and margins of brackish lagoons and estuaries 
(Shuford et al. 1996).  Migrants or wintering birds can 
be found in appropriate habitat throughout most of the 
MSHCP Plan Area (RCIP 2003). 

Wetland and open-water habitat is present in 
the Project study area.  Observed primarily 
in the northern portion of the study area near 
agricultural areas with standing water.  A 
rookery site was documented in the EMWD 
treatment wetlands. 

P Yes 

Mammals 
Antrozous pallidus 
Pallid bat 

CSC N/A Prefers to roost in rock and boulder outcrops, rocky 
cliff faces, and bridges. 

Suitable rocky outcrop and bridges are 
present in the Project study area, but this 
species was not observed during bat 
surveys. 

P No 

Chaetodipus californicus 
femoralis 
Dulzura pocket mouse 

CSC N/A Variety of habitats, including coastal sage scrub, 
chaparral, and grasslands primarily in San Diego 
County.  Microhabitat includes grassland-chaparral 
edges. 

Suitable scrub habitat is limited and 
grassland habitat is present in the Project 
study area.  Known to occur in the special-
status species search area (CDFG 2006c).  
This species was not captured during small 
mammal trapping. 

P No 

Chaetodipus fallax fallax 
Northwestern San Diego 
pocket mouse  

CSC Covered Sandy herbaceous areas in a variety of habitats, 
including coastal scrub, chaparral, grasslands, and 
sagebrush, primarily in western San Diego County.  
Often associated with rocks or coarse gravel. 

Suitable open, sandy scrub and grassland 
habitat is present in the Project study area.  
Known to occur in the special-status search 
area (CDFG 2006c).  This species was 
captured during small mammal trapping. 

P Yes 

Corynorhinus townsendii  
Townsend’s big-eared bat  

CSC N/A Variety of roost habitats that include rock and boulder 
outcrops, trees, buildings, and bridges. 

Suitable roost habitats are in the Project 
study area, but this species was not 
observed during bat surveys. 

P No 
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Table 3.3-7 Potential Special-Status Wildlife in the Project Study Area 

Scientific Name/ 
Common Name 

CDFG Status 
Codesa 

MSHCP Status 
and Special 
Conditionsb Habitat Requirements Comments 

Habitat 
Present/ 
Absent 

Species 
Observed 
in Study 

Area 
Dipodomys merriami 
collinus 
Aguanga kangaroo rat 
(Earthquake Merriam’s 
kangaroo rat) 

– Covered Associated with Riversidian sage scrub, chaparral, 
and non-native grassland.  Known only in San Diego 
and Riverside counties.  Requires sandy loam 
substrates for digging burrows. 

Suitable habitat is not located in the Project 
study area.  This species was not captured 
during small mammal trapping. 

A No 

Euderma maculatum 
Spotted bat  

CSC N/A Cliffs and rock, boulder outcrops. Suitable roost habitats are in the Project 
study area, but this species was not 
observed during bat surveys. 

P No 

Eumops perotis 
Western mastiff bat 

CSC N/A Rock cliffs and buildings. Suitable rock cliffs and buildings are present 
in the Project study area.  This species was 
observed during bat surveys. 

P Yes 

Lasiurus blossevillii 
Western red bat 

– N/A External foliage rooster that prefers deciduous trees, 
especially Fremont cottonwood and western 
sycamore. 

Suitable trees are present in the Project 
study area.  This species was observed 
during bat surveys. 

P Yes 

Lasiurus xanthinus 
Western yellow bat 

– N/A External foliage rooster that prefers dead palm frond 
skirts in unmanicured Washington fan palms and other 
broad-leaved palms. 

Suitable palm trees are present in the 
Project study area.  This species was 
observed during bat surveys.  Known to 
occur in the special-status search area 
(CDFG 2006c). 

P Yes 

Lepus californicus 
bennettii 
San Diego black-tailed 
jackrabbit 

CSC Covered Coastal sage scrub habitats in Southern California.  
Prefers intermediate canopy stages of shrub habitats 
and open shrub with herbaceous and tree layers. 

Suitable grassland, scrub, and open habitat 
is in the Project study area.  Known 
occurrences in the special-status species 
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. 

P Yes 

Neotoma lepida 
intermedia 
San Diego desert woodrat  

CSC Covered Coastal scrub habitat in Southern California from San 
Luis Obispo to San Diego County.  Prefers 
moderate-to-dense canopy scrub and rock 
outcrops/cliffs and slopes. 

Suitable scrub and rocky habitat is present in 
the Project study area.  Known to occur in 
the special-status search area (CDFG 
2006c).  Observed in the study area and 
captured during small mammal trapping. 

P Yes 
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Table 3.3-7 Potential Special-Status Wildlife in the Project Study Area 

Scientific Name/ 
Common Name 

CDFG Status 
Codesa 

MSHCP Status 
and Special 
Conditionsb Habitat Requirements Comments 

Habitat 
Present/ 
Absent 

Species 
Observed 
in Study 

Area 
Nyctinomops 
femorosaccus 
Pocketed free-tailed bat  

CSC N/A Rock and boulder outcrops and bridges. Suitable rock cliffs (limited) and buildings are 
present in the Project study area, but this 
species was not observed during bat 
surveys. 

P No 

Nyctinomops macrotis 
Big free-tailed bat 

CSC N/A Rock and boulder outcrops and bridges. Suitable rock cliffs (limited) and buildings are 
present in the Project study area, but this 
species was not observed during bat 
surveys. 

P No 

Onychomys torridus 
ramona 
Southern grasshopper 
mouse 

CSC N/A Desert areas with moderate shrub cover, especially in 
scrub habitats with friable soils for digging.  Adequate 
prey base is critical and consists almost exclusively of 
arthropods. 

Suitable open scrub habitat is present in the 
Project study area.  Known to occur in the 
special-status search area (CDFG 2006c), 
but this species was not captured during 
small mammal trapping. 

P No 

Perognathus 
longimembris brevinasus 
Los Angeles pocket 
mouse 

CSC CA Alluvial systems or areas with wind-blown deposition 
that exhibit fine sandy soils.  Found in a variety of 
habitats with relatively open substrate and limited 
vegetative cover, including alluvial fan sage scrub, 
sage scrub, grassland, and chaparral. 

Suitable open, sandy habitat is present in 
the northern portion of the Project study 
area.  Known to occur fairly regularly in the 
special-status species search area 
(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. 

P Yes 

Taxidea taxus 
American badger 

CSC Covered Variety of arid habitats, including grasslands, 
savannahs, mountain meadows, and desert scrub.  
Requires a sufficient prey base, friable soils, and 
relatively open habitat in areas of low to moderate 
slope. 

Suitable open grassland habitat is present in 
the Project study area, but scrub habitat is 
limited.  Known to occur in the special-status 
search area (CDFG 2006c). 

P No 

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. 
aStatus 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 

Scientific Name/ 
Common Name 

CDFG Status 
Codesa 

MSHCP Status 
and Special 
Conditionsb Habitat Requirements Comments 

Habitat 
Present/ 
Absent 

Species 
Observed 
in Study 

Area 
Other Designations: 
bWestern 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 I, 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 90ºF, 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 II 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 

Territory Number 
Activity 

Status 2005 
Activity 

Status 2006 

Alternate 
Nest Site 

2006 
Habitat 

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/Aa Yes N/A Excellent Man-Made – Water Canal 

RIV-BUO-042 N/Aa Yes N/A Excellent Man-Made – Developed 

RIV-BUO-052 N/Aa Yes N/A Excellent Annual Grassland 

RIV-BUO-053 N/Aa Yes N/A Excellent Ruderal 

RIV-BUO-056 N/Aa 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 
aTerritory 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 

Territory Number 
Activity 
Status Nest Success 

Minimum 
Number of 

Young 
Activity 
Status Nest Success 

Minimum 
Number of 

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 

Territory Number 
Activity 
Status Nest Success 

Minimum 
Number of 

Young 
Activity 
Status Nest Success 

Minimum 
Number of 

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 NDa N/A N/A Yes Successful 5 
RIV-BUO-042 NDa N/A N/A Yes Successful 4 
RIV-BUO-052 NDa N/A N/A Yes Successful 5 
RIV-BUO-053 NDa N/A N/A Yes Failed 0 
RIV-BUO-056 NDa 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. 
BUO = burrowing owl  001 = territory number 
RIV = Riverside  aTerritory was not detected until 2006. 
 

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.  
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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  
(Accipiter cooperii) 

Covered Species – CSC  
Nesting 

Individual and nesting locations in the 
study area were documented. 

Ferruginous hawk  
(Buteo regalis) 

Covered Species – CSC  
Wintering 

Only wintering observations were 
documented. 

Northern harrier  
(Circus cyaneus) 

Covered Species – CSC  
Nesting 

Although the nest site was not 
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 
(Elanus leucurus) 

Covered Species – CSC  
Nesting  
Fully Protected 

Individual and nesting locations in the 
study area were documented. 

Barn owl 
(Tyto alba) 

Noncovered 
Species 

– – Four barn owl nests were observed in a 
man-made nest (boxes and hay bales) 
in the study area.   

Red-tailed hawk 
(Buteo jamaicensis) 

Noncovered 
Species 

– – A total of 11 pairs nested in eucalyptus, 
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 (Corynorhinus 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 
2006). 

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 2006). 

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 

Family/ Scientific Name Common Name 
Legal 
Status 

WBWG 
Priority Presence 

Roost 
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, 

MSHCP 
High R Multiple 

Myotis volans long-legged myotis CSC*, FSC, BLM, 
MSHCP 

High R Multiple 

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, 

MSHCP 
High R Cliffs 

Corynorhinus townsendii Townsend’s big-eared bat CSC, FSC, FSS, 
BLM, MSHCP 

High LP Multiple 

Antrozous pallidus pallid bat CSC, FSS, BLM, 
MSHCP 

High LP Multiple 
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Table 3.3-11 Potential Bat Species in the Study Area 

Family/ Scientific Name Common Name 
Legal 
Status 

WBWG 
Priority Presence 

Roost 
Preference 

Molossidae Free-tailed bats 
Tadarida brasiliensis Mexican free-tailed bat None Low P Multiple 
Nyctinomops 
femorosaccus 

pocketed free-tailed bat CSC, MSHCP Med LP Rock cliffs, 
buildings 

Nyctinomops macrotis big free-tailed bat CSC, MSHCP Med R Rock cliffs, 
buildings 

Eumops perotis 
californicus 

western mastiff bat CSC, FSC, BLM, 
MSHCP 

High P Rock cliffs, 
buildings 

Source: WBWG 1998 and MSR 2006 
Note: 

Legal Status: Western Bat Working Group 
CA Species of Special Concern (CSC) Prioritizes funding, planning, and 
Proposed CA Species of Special Concern (CSC*) conservation actions: 
Federal Endangered (FE) Low Priority (Low) 
Federal Species of Concern (FSC) Medium Priority (Med) 
Forest Service Sensitive (FSS) High Priority (High)  

 Present (P) 
Bureau of Land Management Sensitive (BLM) 
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 

Roadway Segment 
Rock Outcrops and 

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  

I 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 

Roadway Segment 
Rock Outcrops and 

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 
Channel Outside the 

ROW 

 X   

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.rctlma.org/ mshcp/volume4/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 

Species Name MSHCP Status 
Federal 
Status State Status Comments 

Reptiles 

Belding’s orange-throated whiptail 
(Aspidoscelis hyperythra beldingi) 

Covered Species – CSC Individual observations in the study area 
were documented. 

Coastal western whiptail 
(Aspidoscelis tigris stejnegeri) 

Covered Species – - Individual observations in the study area 
were documented. 

San Diego horned lizard 
(Phrynosoma coronatum blainvillii) 

Covered Species – CSC An individual observation in the study 
area was documented. 

Birds 
Bell’s sage sparrow 
(Amphispiza belli belli) 

Covered Species – CSC Although this species is known to breed 
in the vicinity of the study area, this 
species was not observed nesting; only 
individual observations were 
documented.   

Black-crowned night heron 
(Nycticorax nycticorax) 

Covered Species – - No rookery sites were observed in the 
study area; only individual observations 
were documented.   

California horned lark 
(Eremophila alpestris actia) 

Covered Species – CSC Although this species is known to breed 
in the vicinity of the study area, it was 
not observed nesting; only individual 
observations were documented.   

Cooper’s hawk  
(Accipiter cooperii) 

Covered Species – CSC  
Nesting 

Individual and nesting locations in the 
study area were documented. 

Ferruginous hawk  
(Buteo regalis) 

Covered Species – CSC  
Wintering 

Only wintering observations were 
documented. 

Golden eagle 
(Aquila chrysaetos) 

Covered Species – CSC  
Fully 
Protected 

This species was not observed nesting 
in the study area; only individual 
observations (foraging and wintering 
occurrences) were documented.   

Great blue heron 
(Ardea herodias) 

Covered Species – - No rookery sites were observed in the 
study area; only individual observations 
were documented.   

Loggerhead shrike 
(Lanius ludovicianus) 

Covered Species – CSC  
Nesting 

Although this species was regularly 
observed throughout the study area, 
there were only a few locations where 
nesting was documented. 

Northern harrier  
(Circus cyaneus) 

Covered Species – CSC  
Nesting 

Although the nest site was not 
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 
sparrow 
(Aimophila ruficeps canescens) 

Covered Species – CSC Although this species is known to breed 
in the vicinity of the study area, it was 
not observed nesting; only individual 
observations were documented.   

White-faced ibis 
(Plegadis chihi) 

Covered Species – CSC  
Rookery Site 

This species was observed primarily in 
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 

Species Name MSHCP Status 
Federal 
Status State Status Comments 

White-tailed kite 
(Elanus leucurus) 

Covered Species – CSC  
Nesting  
Fully 
Protected 

Individual and nesting locations in the 
study area were documented. 

Mammals 
San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit 
(Lepus californicus bennettii) 

Covered Species – CSC This species was regularly observed 
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 
aCalifornia 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 1b1 
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 1a (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 2b1 
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 

Build Alternative Burrowing Owl 

Burrowing Owl 
Distance from 

Centerline 
Noise Receiver 

Location 

Existing Ambient 
Noise Rangea 

(dB) 

Wildlife Noise 
Threshold  

(dBA) 

Future 
Operational 
Noise Level 

(dBA) 

1a RIV-BUO-053 309 m (1,015 ft) 1A-A3 45-53 60 65 

 RIV-BUO-023 
(2005 nest) 

303 m (993 ft) 1A-E2 40-47 60 63 

 RIV-BUO-023 
(2006 nest) 

0 m (0 ft) 1A-E2 40-47 60 Assume Impact

 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-023 
(2005 nest) 

266 m (874 ft) 1A-E2 40-47 60 64 

RIV-BUO-023 
(2006 nest) 

0 m (0 ft) 1A-E2 40-47 60 Assume Impact

1b (including Design 
Option 1b1)b 

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 0 m (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 



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

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT   
FEBRUARY 2013 

3-608 STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT 

 

Table 3.3-14 Operational Roadway Noise Levels for Burrowing Owls 

Build Alternative Burrowing Owl 

Burrowing Owl 
Distance from 

Centerline 
Noise Receiver 

Location 

Existing Ambient 
Noise Rangea 

(dB) 

Wildlife Noise 
Threshold  

(dBA) 

Future 
Operational 
Noise Level 

(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 

RIV-BUO-056 0 m (0 ft) 1A-E2 40-47 60 Assume Impact2b (including Design 
Option 2b1)b 

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 
aRepresents existing noise at monitoring location and projected peak hour noise level. 
bInformation 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 

Build Alternative 
Nesting Raptor 

Species 

Nesting Raptor 
Distance from 

Centerline 

Noise 
Receiver 
Location 

Existing Ambient 
Noise Rangea 

(dB) 

Wildlife Noise 
Threshold  

(dBA) 

Future 
Operational 
Noise Level 

(dBA) 

1a Barn owl 1 235 m (772 ft) 1A-I1 45-39 60 66 

 Barn owl 2 0 m (0 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 (0 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-I6 56-54 60 65 

 Red-tailed hawk 7 0 m (0 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) –b 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 

Barn owl 1 235 m (772 ft) 1A-I1 45-39 60 66 1b (including Design 
Option 1b1)c 

Barn owl 2 0 m (0 ft) 1A-L2 50-47 60 Assume Impact

 Red-tailed hawk 1 0 m (0 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 
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Table 3.3-15 Operational Noise Levels for Nesting Raptors 

Build Alternative 
Nesting Raptor 

Species 

Nesting Raptor 
Distance from 

Centerline 

Noise 
Receiver 
Location 

Existing Ambient 
Noise Rangea 

(dB) 

Wildlife Noise 
Threshold  

(dBA) 

Future 
Operational 
Noise Level 

(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-I6 56-54 60 65 

 Red-tailed hawk 7 0 m (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 0 m (0 ft) –b 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-I1 45-39 60 66 

 Barn owl 2 0 m (0 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 (0 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-I6 56-54 60 65 

 Red-tailed hawk 7 0 m (0 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) –b 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 

Barn owl 1 235 m (772 ft) 1A-I1 45-39 60 66 2b (including Design 
Option 2b1)c 

Barn owl 2 0 m (0 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 (0 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-I6 56-54 60 65 

 Red-tailed hawk 7 0 m (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 0 m (0 ft) –b 49-57 60 Assume Impact
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Table 3.3-15 Operational Noise Levels for Nesting Raptors 

Build Alternative 
Nesting Raptor 

Species 

Nesting Raptor 
Distance from 

Centerline 

Noise 
Receiver 
Location 

Existing Ambient 
Noise Rangea 

(dB) 

Wildlife Noise 
Threshold  

(dBA) 

Future 
Operational 
Noise Level 

(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. 
aRepresents existing noise at monitoring location and projected peak hour noise level. 
bNoise receiver location not available adjacent to resource. Ambient noise range was extrapolated. 
cInformation 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 1a.  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 1a (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 1b1 
Impacts from Design Option 1b1 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 1a (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 1a 
(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 2b1 
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 1b1 
(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. 



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

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT   
FEBRUARY 2013 

3-617 STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT 

 

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 

Build 
Alternative Burrowing Owl 

Burrowing 
Owl 

Distance 
from PIA 

Noise 
Receiver 
Location 

Existing 
Ambient 

Noise 
Rangea

(dB) 

Wildlife 
Noise 

Threshold 
(dBA) 

Type of 
Construction 

Activity 

Construction 
Activity 

Reference 
Noise Level 

(dBA at 15.2 m 
[50 ft]) 

Resulting 
Construction 
Noise Level 

(dBA) 

1a RIV-BUO-053 147 m  
(481 ft) 

1A-A3 45-53 60 General Roadway 98 78.3 

 RIV-BUO-053 147 m  
(481 ft) 

1A-A3 45-53 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 85.3 

 RIV-BUO-053 147 m  
(481 ft) 

1A-A3 45-53 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 N/A 

 RIV-BUO-023 
(2005 nest) 

173 m  
(568 ft) 

1A-E2 40-47 60 General Roadway 98 76.9 

 RIV-BUO-023 
(2005 nest) 

173 m  
(568 ft) 

1A-E2 40-47 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 83.9 

 RIV-BUO-023 
(2005 nest) 

173 m (568 
ft) 

1A-E2 40-47 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 N/A 

 RIV-BUO-024 32 m  
(104 ft) 

1A-E2 40-47 60 General Roadway 98 91.6 

 RIV-BUO-024 32 m  
(104 ft) 

1A-E2 40-47 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 98.6 

 RIV-BUO-024 32 m  
(104 ft) 

1A-E2 40-47 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 N/A 
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Table 3.3-16 Construction Noise Levels for Burrowing Owls 

Build 
Alternative Burrowing Owl 

Burrowing 
Owl 

Distance 
from PIA 

Noise 
Receiver 
Location 

Existing 
Ambient 

Noise 
Rangea

(dB) 

Wildlife 
Noise 

Threshold 
(dBA) 

Type of 
Construction 

Activity 

Construction 
Activity 

Reference 
Noise Level 

(dBA at 15.2 m  
[50 ft]) 

Resulting 
Construction 
Noise Level 

(dBA) 

 RIV-BUO-005 138 m  
(454 ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 General Roadway 98 78.8 

 RIV-BUO-005 138 m  
(454 ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 85.8 

 RIV-BUO-005 138 m  
(454 ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

 RIV-BUO-006 118 m  
(387 ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 General Roadway 98 80.2 

 RIV-BUO-006 118 m  
(387 ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 87.2 

 RIV-BUO-006 118 m  
(387 ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

 RIV-BUO-052 14 m  
(47 ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 General Roadway 98 98.5 

 RIV-BUO-052 14 m  
(47 ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 105.5 

 RIV-BUO-052 14 m  
(47 ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

RIV-BUO-023 
(2005 nest) 

173 m  
(568 ft) 

1A-E2 40-47 60 General Roadway 98 76.9 

RIV-BUO-023 
(2005 nest) 

173 m  
(568 ft) 

1A-E2 40-47 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 83.9 

1b (including 
Design 

Option 1b1)b 

RIV-BUO-023 
(2005 nest) 

173 m  
(568 ft) 

1A-E2 40-47 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 N/A 

 RIV-BUO-024 32 m  
(104 ft) 

1A-E2 40-47 60 General Roadway 98 91.6 

 RIV-BUO-024 32 m  
(104 ft) 

1A-E2 40-47 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 98.6 

 RIV-BUO-024 32 m  
(104 ft) 

1A-E2 40-47 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 N/A 

 RIV-BUO-005 138 m (454 
ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 General Roadway 98 78.8 

 RIV-BUO-005 138 m (454 
ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 85.8 

 RIV-BUO-005 138 m (454 
ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

 RIV-BUO-006 118 m (387 
ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 General Roadway 98 80.2 

 RIV-BUO-006 118 m (387 
ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 87.2 

 RIV-BUO-006 118 m (387 
ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

 RIV-BUO-052 14 m  
(47 ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 General Roadway 98 98.5 
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Table 3.3-16 Construction Noise Levels for Burrowing Owls 

Build 
Alternative Burrowing Owl 

Burrowing 
Owl 

Distance 
from PIA 

Noise 
Receiver 
Location 

Existing 
Ambient 

Noise 
Rangea

(dB) 

Wildlife 
Noise 

Threshold 
(dBA) 

Type of 
Construction 

Activity 

Construction 
Activity 

Reference 
Noise Level 

(dBA at 15.2 m 
[50 ft]) 

Resulting 
Construction 
Noise Level 

(dBA) 

 RIV-BUO-052 14 m  
(47 ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 105.5 

 RIV-BUO-052 14 m  
(47 ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

 RIV-BUO-042 176 m (577 
ft) 

1A-L14 53-51 60 General Roadway 98 76.8 

 RIV-BUO-042 176 m (577 
ft) 

1A-L14 53-51 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 83.8 

 RIV-BUO-042 176 m (577 
ft) 

1A-L14 53-51 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 N/A 

2a RIV-BUO-053 147 m (481 
ft) 

1A-A3 45-53 60 General Roadway 98 78.3 

 RIV-BUO-053 147 m (481 
ft) 

1A-A3 45-53 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 85.3 

 RIV-BUO-053 147 m (481 
ft) 

1A-A3 45-53 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 N/A 

 RIV-BUO-023 173 m 
(568ft) 

1A-E2 40-47 60 General Roadway 98 88.6 

 RIV-BUO-023 173 m (568 
ft) 

1A-E2 40-47 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 95.6 

 RIV-BUO-023 173 m (568 
ft) 

1A-E2 40-47 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 N/A 

 RIV-BUO-004 129 m (424 
ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 General Roadway 98 79.7 

 RIV-BUO-004 129 m (424 
ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 86.7 

 RIV-BUO-004 129 m (424 
ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

 RIV-BUO-005 138 m (454 
ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 General Roadway 98 84.2 

 RIV-BUO-005 138 m (454 
ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 91.2 

 RIV-BUO-005 138 m (454 
ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

 RIV-BUO-052 14 m  
(47 ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 General Roadway 98 83.0 

 RIV-BUO-052 14 m  
(47 ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 90.0 

 RIV-BUO-052 14 m  
(47 ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

 RIV-BUO-023 173 m (568 
ft) 

1A-E2 40-47 60 General Roadway 98 88.6 

 RIV-BUO-023 173 m (568 
ft) 

1A-E2 40-47 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 95.6 

 RIV-BUO-023 173 m (568 
ft) 

1A-E2 40-47 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 
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Table 3.3-16 Construction Noise Levels for Burrowing Owls 

Build 
Alternative Burrowing Owl 

Burrowing 
Owl 

Distance 
from PIA 

Noise 
Receiver 
Location 

Existing 
Ambient 

Noise 
Rangea

(dB) 

Wildlife 
Noise 

Threshold 
(dBA) 

Type of 
Construction 

Activity 

Construction 
Activity 

Reference 
Noise Level 

(dBA at 15.2 m  
[50 ft]) 

Resulting 
Construction 
Noise Level 

(dBA) 

 RIV-BUO-004 129 m (424 
ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 General Roadway 98 79.7 

 RIV-BUO-004 129 m (424 
ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 86.7 

 RIV-BUO-004 129 m (424 
ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

 RIV-BUO-005 138 m (454 
ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 General Roadway 98 84.2 

 RIV-BUO-005 138 m (454 
ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 91.2 

 RIV-BUO-005 138 m (454 
ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

 RIV-BUO-052 14 m  
(47 ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 General Roadway 98 83.0 

 RIV-BUO-052 14 m  
(47 ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 90.0 

 RIV-BUO-052 14 m  
(47 ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

 RIV-BUO-042 176 m (577 
ft) 

1A-L14 53-51 60 General Roadway 98 76.8 

 RIV-BUO-042 176 m (577 
ft) 

1A-L14 53-51 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 83.8 

 RIV-BUO-042 176 m (577 
ft) 

1A-L14 53-51 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 N/A 

RIV-BUO-023 45 m 
(147 ft) 

1A-E2 40-47 60 General Roadway 98 88.6 

RIV-BUO-023 45 m 
(147 ft) 

1A-E2 40-47 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 95.6 

2b (including 
Design 

Option 2b1)b 

RIV-BUO-023 45 m 
(147 ft) 

1A-E2 40-47 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

 RIV-BUO-004 129 m 
(424 ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 General Roadway 98 79.7 

 RIV-BUO-004 129 m 
(424 ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 86.7 

 RIV-BUO-004 129 m 
(424 ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

 RIV-BUO-005 65 m 
(213 ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 General Roadway 98 84.2 

 RIV-BUO-005 65 m 
(213 ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 91.2 

 RIV-BUO-005 65 m 
(213 ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

 RIV-BUO-052 85 m 
(280 ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 General Roadway 98 83.0 

 RIV-BUO-052 85 m 
(280 ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 90.0 
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Table 3.3-16 Construction Noise Levels for Burrowing Owls 

Build 
Alternative Burrowing Owl 

Burrowing 
Owl 

Distance 
from PIA 

Noise 
Receiver 
Location 

Existing 
Ambient 

Noise 
Rangea

(dB) 

Wildlife 
Noise 

Threshold 
(dBA) 

Type of 
Construction 

Activity 

Construction 
Activity 

Reference 
Noise Level 

(dBA at 15.2 m 
[50 ft]) 

Resulting 
Construction 
Noise Level 

(dBA) 

 RIV-BUO-052 85 m 
(280 ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

 RIV-BUO-042 176 m 
(577 ft) 

1A-L14 53-51 60 General Roadway 98 76.8 

 RIV-BUO-042 176 m 
(577 ft) 

1A-L14 53-51 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 83.8 

 RIV-BUO-042 176 m 
(577 ft) 

1A-L14 53-51 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 N/A 

Source:  Natural Environment Study, April 2010; NES Technical Report Addendum Memorandum, August 2010 
aRepresents existing noise at monitoring location and projected peak hour noise level. 
bInformation 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 

Build 
Alternative 

Nesting 
Raptor 
Species 

Nesting Raptor 
Distance from 

PIA 

Noise 
Receiver 
Location 

Existing 
Ambient 

Noise 
Rangea 

(dB) 

Wildlife 
Noise 

Threshold 
(dBA) 

Type of 
Construction 

Activity 

Construction 
Activity  

Reference 
Noise Level 

(dBA at 15.2 m 
[50 ft]) 

Resulting 
Construction 
Noise Level 

(dBA) 

1a Red-tailed 
hawk 3 

84 m  
(275 ft) 

1A-A2 45-58 60 General 
Roadway 

98 83.2 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 3 

84 m  
(275 ft) 

1A-A2 45-58 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 90.2 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 3 

84 m  
(275 ft) 

1A-A2 45-58 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 N/A 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 4 

95 m  
(313 ft) 

1A-A2 45-58 60 General 
Roadway 

98 82.1 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 4 

95 m  
(313 ft) 

1A-A2 45-58 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 89.1 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 4 

95 m  
(313 ft) 

1A-A2 45-58 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 N/A 

 White-tailed 
kite 1 

75 m  
(245 ft) 

1A-E31 44-47 60 General 
Roadway 

98 84.2 

 White-tailed 
kite 1 

75 m  
(245 ft) 

1A-E31 44-47 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 91.2 

 White-tailed 
kite 1 

75 m  
(245 ft) 

1A-E31 44-47 60 General 
Roadway 

98 N/A 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 5 

34 m  
(112 ft) 

1A-G11 39-40 60 General 
Roadway 

98 91.0 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 5 

34 m  
(112 ft) 

1A-G11 39-40 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 98.0 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 5 

34 m  
(112 ft) 

1A-G11 39-40 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 
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Table 3.3-17 Construction Noise Levels for Nesting Raptors 

Build 
Alternative 

Nesting 
Raptor 
Species 

Nesting Raptor 
Distance from 

PIA 

Noise 
Receiver 
Location 

Existing 
Ambient 

Noise 
Rangea 

(dB) 

Wildlife 
Noise 

Threshold 
(dBA) 

Type of 
Construction 

Activity 

Construction 
Activity  

Reference 
Noise Level 

(dBA at 15.2 m 
[50 ft]) 

Resulting 
Construction 
Noise Level 

(dBA) 

 White-tailed 
kite 2 

11 m  
(36 ft) 

1A-G11 39-40 60 General 
Roadway 

98 100.9 

 White-tailed 
kite 2 

11 m  
(36 ft) 

1A-G11 39-40 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 107.9 

 White-tailed 
kite 2 

11 m  
(36 ft) 

1A-G11 39-40 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

 White-tailed 
kite 3 

146 m  
(478 ft) 

1A-G4 45-51 60 General 
Roadway 

98 78.4 

 White-tailed 
kite 3 

146 m  
(478 ft) 

1A-G4 45-51 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 85.4 

 White-tailed 
kite 3 

146 m  
(478 ft) 

1A-G4 45-51 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

 Barn owl 1 63 m  
(207 ft) 

1A-I1 45-39 60 General 
Roadway 

98 85.7 

 Barn owl 1 63 m  
(207 ft) 

1A-I1 45-39 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 92.7 

 Barn owl 1 63 m  
(207 ft) 

1A-I1 45-39 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 6 

18 m  
(60 ft) 

1A-I6 56-54 60 General 
Roadway 

98 96.4 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 6 

18 m  
(60 ft) 

1A-I6 56-54 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 103.4 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 6 

18 m  
(60 ft) 

1A-I6 56-54 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

 Barn owl 2 0 m  
(0 ft) 

1A-L2 50-47 60 General 
Roadway 

98 Assume Impact 

 Barn owl 2 0 m  
(0 ft) 

1A-L2 50-47 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 Assume Impact 

 Barn owl 2 0 m  
(0 ft) 

1A-L2 50-47 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

 Barn owl 3 46 m  
(151 ft) 

1A-L4 43-38 60 General 
Roadway 

98 88.4 

 Barn owl 3 46 m  
(151 ft) 

1A-L4 43-38 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 95.4 

 Barn owl 3 46 m  
(151 ft) 

1A-L4 43-38 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 N/A 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 7 

0 m  
(0 ft) 

1A-L5 55-48 60 General 
Roadway 

98 Assume Impact 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 7 

0 m  
(0 ft) 

1A-L5 55-48 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 Assume Impact 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 7 

0 m  
(0 ft) 

1A-L5 55-48 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 8 

4 m  
(13 ft) 

–b 49-57 60 General 
Roadway 

98 110.4 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 8 

4 m  
(13 ft) 

–b 49-57 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 117.4 



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

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT   
FEBRUARY 2013 

3-623 STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT 

 

Table 3.3-17 Construction Noise Levels for Nesting Raptors 

Build 
Alternative 

Nesting 
Raptor 
Species 

Nesting Raptor 
Distance from 

PIA 

Noise 
Receiver 
Location 

Existing 
Ambient 

Noise 
Rangea 

(dB) 

Wildlife 
Noise 

Threshold 
(dBA) 

Type of 
Construction 

Activity 

Construction 
Activity  

Reference 
Noise Level 

(dBA at 15.2 m 
[50 ft]) 

Resulting 
Construction 
Noise Level 

(dBA) 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 8 

4 m  
(13 ft) 

–b 49-57 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 N/A 

Red-tailed 
hawk 3 

84 m  
(275 ft) 

1A-A2 45-58 60 General 
Roadway 

98 83.2 1b (including 
Design Option 

1b1)c 
Red-tailed 

hawk 3 
84 m  

(275 ft) 
1A-A2 45-58 60 Structure 

Construction 
105 90.2 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 3 

84 m  
(275 ft) 

1A-A2 45-58 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 N/A 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 4 

95 m  
(313 ft) 

1A-A2 45-58 60 General 
Roadway 

98 82.1 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 4 

95 m  
(313 ft) 

1A-A2 45-58 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 89.1 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 4 

95 m  
(313 ft) 

1A-A2 45-58 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 N/A 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 5 

34 m  
(112 ft) 

1A-G11 39-40 60 General 
Roadway 

98 91.0 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 5 

34 m  
(112 ft) 

1A-G11 39-40 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 98.0 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 5 

34 m  
(112 ft) 

1A-G11 39-40 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

 White-tailed 
kite 1 

11 m  
(36 ft) 

1A-G11 39-40 60 General 
Roadway 

98 100.9 

 White-tailed 
kite 1 

11 m  
(36 ft) 

1A-G11 39-40 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 107.9 

 White-tailed 
kite 1 

11 m  
(36 ft) 

1A-G11 39-40 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

 White-tailed 
kite 2 

146 m  
(478 ft) 

1A-G4 45-51 60 General 
Roadway 

98 78.4 

 White-tailed 
kite 2 

146 m  
(478 ft) 

1A-G4 45-51 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 85.4 

 White-tailed 
kite 2 

146 m  
(478 ft) 

1A-G4 45-51 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

 Barn owl 1 63 m  
(207 ft) 

1A-I1 45-39 60 General 
Roadway 

98 85.7 

 Barn owl 1 63 m  
(207 ft) 

1A-I1 45-39 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 92.7 

 Barn owl 1 63 m  
(207 ft) 

1A-I1 45-39 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 6 

18 m  
(60 ft) 

1A-I6 56-54 60 General 
Roadway 

98 96.4 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 6 

18 m  
(60 ft) 

1A-I6 56-54 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 103.4 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 6 

18 m  
(60 ft) 

1A-I6 56-54 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 8 

4 m  
(13 ft) 

–b 49-57 60 General 
Roadway 

98 109.7 
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Table 3.3-17 Construction Noise Levels for Nesting Raptors 

Build 
Alternative 

Nesting 
Raptor 
Species 

Nesting Raptor 
Distance from 

PIA 

Noise 
Receiver 
Location 

Existing 
Ambient 

Noise 
Rangea 

(dB) 

Wildlife 
Noise 

Threshold 
(dBA) 

Type of 
Construction 

Activity 

Construction 
Activity  

Reference 
Noise Level 

(dBA at 15.2 m 
[50 ft]) 

Resulting 
Construction 
Noise Level 

(dBA) 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 8 

4 m  
(13 ft) 

–b 49-57 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 116.7 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 8 

4 m  
(13 ft) 

–b 49-57 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 N/A 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 9 

45 m  
(148 ft) 

1A-L14 53-51 60 General 
Roadway 

98 88.6 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 9 

45 m  
(148 ft) 

1A-L14 53-51 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 95.6 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 9 

45 m  
(148 ft) 

1A-L14 53-51 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 N/A 

2a Red-tailed 
hawk 3 

84 m  
(275 ft) 

1A-A2 45-58 60 General 
Roadway 

98 83.2 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 3 

84 m  
(275 ft) 

1A-A2 45-58 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 90.2 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 3 

84 m  
(275 ft) 

1A-A2 45-58 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 N/A 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 4 

95 m  
(313 ft) 

1A-A2 45-58 60 General 
Roadway 

98 82.1 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 4 

95 m  
(313 ft) 

1A-A2 45-58 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 89.1 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 4 

95 m  
(313 ft) 

1A-A2 45-58 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 N/A 

 White-tailed 
kite 1 

44 m  
(144 ft) 

1A-E26 45-50 60 General 
Roadway 

98 88.8 

 White-tailed 
kite 1 

44 m  
(144 ft) 

1A-E26 45-50 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 95.8 

 White-tailed 
kite 1 

44 m  
(144 ft) 

1A-E26 45-50 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 N/A 

 White-tailed 
kite 2 

54 m  
(176 ft) 

1A-E31 44-47 60 General 
Roadway 

98 87.1 

 White-tailed 
kite 2 

54 m  
(176 ft) 

1A-E31 44-47 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 94.1 

 White-tailed 
kite 2 

54 m  
(176 ft) 

1A-E31 44-47 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 N/A 

 White-tailed 
kite 3 

11 m  
(36 ft) 

1A-G11 39-40 60 General 
Roadway 

98 100.9 

 White-tailed 
kite 3 

11 m  
(36 ft) 

1A-G11 39-40 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 107.9 

 White-tailed 
kite 3 

11 m  
(36 ft) 

1A-G11 39-40 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

 White-tailed 
kite 4 

125 m  
(411 ft) 

1A-G4 45-51 60 General 
Roadway 

98 79.7 

 White-tailed 
kite 4 

125 m  
(411 ft) 

1A-G4 45-51 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 86.7 

 White-tailed 
kite 4 

125 m  
(411 ft) 

1A-G4 45-51 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 
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Table 3.3-17 Construction Noise Levels for Nesting Raptors 

Build 
Alternative 

Nesting 
Raptor 
Species 

Nesting Raptor 
Distance from 

PIA 

Noise 
Receiver 
Location 

Existing 
Ambient 

Noise 
Rangea 

(dB) 

Wildlife 
Noise 

Threshold 
(dBA) 

Type of 
Construction 

Activity 

Construction 
Activity  

Reference 
Noise Level 

(dBA at 15.2 m 
[50 ft]) 

Resulting 
Construction 
Noise Level 

(dBA) 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 5 

34 m  
(112 ft) 

1A-G11 39-40 60 General 
Roadway 

98 91.0 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 5 

34 m  
(112 ft) 

1A-G11 39-40 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 98.0 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 5 

34 m  
(112 ft) 

1A-G11 39-40 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

 Cooper's 
hawk 

131 m  
(430 ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 General 
Roadway 

98 79.3 

 Cooper's 
hawk 

131 m  
(430 ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 86.3 

 Cooper's 
hawk 

131 m  
(430 ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

 Barn owl 1 63 m  
(207 ft) 

1A-I1 45-39 60 General 
Roadway 

98 85.7 

 Barn owl 1 63 m  
(207 ft) 

1A-I1 45-39 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 92.7 

 Barn owl 1 63 m  
(207 ft) 

1A-I1 45-39 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 6 

18 m  
(60 ft) 

1A-I6 56-54 60 General 
Roadway 

98 96.4 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 6 

18 m  
(60 ft) 

1A-I6 56-54 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 103.4 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 6 

18 m  
(60 ft) 

1A-I6 56-54 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

 Barn owl 3 46 m  
(151 ft) 

1A-L4 43-38 60 General 
Roadway 

98 88.4 

 Barn owl 3 46 m  
(151 ft) 

1A-L4 43-38 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 95.4 

 Barn owl 3 46 m  
(151 ft) 

1A-L4 43-38 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 N/A 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 8 

4 m  
(13 ft) 

–b 49-57 60 General 
Roadway 

98 110.4 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 8 

4 m  
(13 ft) 

–b 49-57 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 117.4 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 8 

4 m  
(13 ft) 

–b 49-57 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 N/A 

Red-tailed 
hawk 3 

84 m  
(275 ft) 

1A-A2 45-58 60 General 
Roadway 

98 83.2 2b (including 
Design Option 

2b1)c 
Red-tailed 

hawk 3 
84 m  

(275 ft) 
1A-A2 45-58 60 Structure 

Construction 
105 90.2 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 3 

84 m  
(275 ft) 

1A-A2 45-58 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 N/A 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 4 

95 m  
(313 ft) 

1A-A2 45-58 60 General 
Roadway 

98 82.1 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 4 

95 m  
(313 ft) 

1A-A2 45-58 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 89.1 
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Table 3.3-17 Construction Noise Levels for Nesting Raptors 

Build 
Alternative 

Nesting 
Raptor 
Species 

Nesting Raptor 
Distance from 

PIA 

Noise 
Receiver 
Location 

Existing 
Ambient 

Noise 
Rangea 

(dB) 

Wildlife 
Noise 

Threshold 
(dBA) 

Type of 
Construction 

Activity 

Construction 
Activity  

Reference 
Noise Level 

(dBA at 15.2 m 
[50 ft]) 

Resulting 
Construction 
Noise Level 

(dBA) 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 4 

95 m  
(313 ft) 

1A-A2 45-58 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 N/A 

 White-tailed 
kite 1 

11 m  
(36 ft) 

1A-G11 39-40 60 General 
Roadway 

98 100.9 

 White-tailed 
kite 1 

11 m  
(36 ft) 

1A-G11 39-40 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 107.9 

 White-tailed 
kite 1 

11 m  
(36 ft) 

1A-G11 39-40 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

 White-tailed 
kite 2 

125 m  
(411 ft) 

1A-G4 45-51 60 General 
Roadway 

98 79.7 

 White-tailed 
kite 2 

125 m  
(411 ft) 

1A-G4 45-51 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 86.7 

 White-tailed 
kite 2 

125 m  
(411 ft) 

1A-G4 45-51 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 5 

34 m  
(112 ft) 

1A-G11 39-40 60 General 
Roadway 

98 91.0 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 5 

34 m  
(112 ft) 

1A-G11 39-40 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 98.0 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 5 

34 m  
(112 ft) 

1A-G11 39-40 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

 Cooper's 
hawk 

131 m  
(430 ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 General 
Roadway 

98 79.3 

 Cooper's 
hawk 

131 m  
(430 ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 86.3 

 Cooper's 
hawk 

131 m  
(430 ft) 

1A-G2 42-48 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

 Barn owl 1 63 m  
(207 ft) 

1A-I1 45-39 60 General 
Roadway 

98 85.7 

 Barn owl 1 63 m  
(207 ft) 

1A-I1 45-39 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 92.7 

 Barn owl 1 63 m  
(207 ft) 

1A-I1 45-39 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 6 

18 m  
(60 ft) 

1A-I6 56-54 60 General 
Roadway 

98 96.4 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 6 

18 m  
(60 ft) 

1A-I6 56-54 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 103.4 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 6 

18 m  
(60 ft) 

1A-I6 56-54 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 Assume Impact 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 8 

4 m  
(13 ft) 

–b 49-57 60 General 
Roadway 

98 109.7 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 8 

4 m  
(13 ft) 

–b 49-57 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 116.7 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 8 

4 m  
(13 ft) 

–b 49-57 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 N/A 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 9 

45 m  
(148 ft) 

1A-L14 53-51 60 General 
Roadway 

98 88.6 
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Table 3.3-17 Construction Noise Levels for Nesting Raptors 

Build 
Alternative 

Nesting 
Raptor 
Species 

Nesting Raptor 
Distance from 

PIA 

Noise 
Receiver 
Location 

Existing 
Ambient 

Noise 
Rangea 

(dB) 

Wildlife 
Noise 

Threshold 
(dBA) 

Type of 
Construction 

Activity 

Construction 
Activity  

Reference 
Noise Level 

(dBA at 15.2 m 
[50 ft]) 

Resulting 
Construction 
Noise Level 

(dBA) 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 9 

45 m  
(148 ft) 

1A-L14 53-51 60 Structure 
Construction 

105 95.6 

 Red-tailed 
hawk 9 

45 m  
(148 ft) 

1A-L14 53-51 60 Substantial 
Excavation 

95 N/A 

Source:  Natural Environment Study, April 2010; NES Technical Report Addendum Memorandum, August 2010 
aRepresents existing noise at monitoring location and projected peak hour noise level. 
bNoise receiver location not available adjacent to resource.  Ambient noise range was extrapolated. 
cInformation 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 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 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 1a.  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 1b1 
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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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. 

BIO-41 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. 

• Vernal pool fairy shrimp 
• Riverside fairy shrimp 
• Burrowing owl 
• Mountain plover 
• Loggerhead shrike 
• Davidson’s saltscale 
• Thread-leaved brodiaea 
• Vernal barley 
• Little mousetail 
• Spreading navarretia 
• California Orcutt grass 
• Munz’s onion 
• Los Angeles pocket mouse 
• San Jacinto Valley crownscale 
• Parish’s brittlescale 
• Coulter’s goldfields 
• 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, Siting 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 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. 

BIO-43 Conducting Vegetation Clearance to 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 Nesting Raptor Surveys and Implementation 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. 

Bats 
Bat minimization measures for impacts associated with all Build alternatives will include the following. 

BIO-45 Inspections for Roosting Bats before Demolition.  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 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. 

BIO-47 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 Identified in the MSHCP, Volume II-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, kill, 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 
• 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 

Scientific Name/ Common 
Name 

Federal/State/ CNPS 
Status Codesa 

MSHCP Status 
and Special 
Conditionsb Habitat Description 

Blooming 
Period Occurrence in Project Vicinity 

Species Observed 
during Surveys 

Allium munzii 
Munz’s onion 

FE/ST/ 1B.1 NE Upland clay soils, generally in clay grasslands and 
shrublands and juniper woodlands; endemic to 
western Riverside County.  Elevation 305 to 1,065 
m (1,000 to 3,500 ft). 

April – May North Domenigoni Hills and Bachelor 
Mountain 

No 

Atriplex coronata var. 
notatior 

San Jacinto Valley 
crownscale 

FE/-/1B.1 CA, PS, RRVP Alkali grasslands, playas, vernal pools, saltbush 
scrub and alkaline sinks; silty-clay soils; endemic 
to Perris and Elsinore basins, western Riverside 
County.  Elevation 365 to 520 m (1,200 to 1,700 ft). 

April – May Upper Salt Creek area, west of Hemet, 
and the San Jacinto River, from Mystic 
Lake to the Perris area 

Yes  

Brodiaea filifolia 
Thread-leaved brodiaea 

FT/SE/1B.1 CA, PS, RRVP Clay grasslands, alkali grasslands, alkaline seeps, 
needlegrass grasslands, vernal pools and riparian 
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). 

April – June Upper Salt Creek area, west of Hemet Yes 

Deinandra mohavensis 
[Hemizonia mohavensis] 

Mojave tarplant 

-/SE/1B.3 CO, RRVP Riparian scrub, meadows and mesic ephemeral 
washes in sandy, eroded granitic landscapes; San 
Jacinto Mountains and foothills, mountains of 
San Diego County; one historic location in Mojave 
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). 

July – 
October 

Gibbel Flat area of the Santa Rosa 
Hills, about 8 km (5 mi) southeast of 
Hemet; San Jacinto River, 1.6 km 
(1 mi) south of the State Street bridge 

No 

Dodecahema leptoceras 
Slender-horned spineflower 

FE/SE/1B.1 NE, RRVP Open alluvial fan sage scrub found on upper sandy 
alluvial benches in valleys and canyons, 
sometimes with cryptogramic crusts; San 
Fernando, San Bernardino, Santa Clarita valleys, 
western Riverside County.  Elevation 200 to 760 m 
(650 to 2,500 ft). 

April – June San Jacinto River 2.4 km (1.5 mi) east 
of Valle Vista; Bautista Canyon 9.7 km 
(6 mi) southeast of Valle Vista 

No 

Navarretia fossalis 
Spreading navarretia 

FT/-/1B.1 NE, PS, RRVP Vernal pools and margins and playas on saline-
alkaline soils; northwestern Los Angeles County, 
western Riverside and San Diego counties to Baja 
California, Mexico.  Elevation sea level to 1,280 m 
(4,200 ft). 

April – June Stowe Road Vernal Pool Complex 
(located north of Stowe Road and west 
of California Avenue), Upper Salt Creek 
area, west of Hemet 

Yes 

Orcuttia californica 
California Orcutt grass 

FE/SE/1B.1 NE, PS, RRVP Vernal pools; Simi Hills south to San Diego County 
and northern Baja California, Mexico, and inland to 
western Riverside County.  Elevation below 670 m 
(2,200 ft). 

April –August Stowe Road Vernal Pool Complex, 
Upper Salt Creek area, west of Hemet 

Yes 
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Table 3.3-18 Potential Threatened or Endangered Plants for which Suitable Habitat is Present in the Study Area 

Scientific Name/ Common 
Name 

Federal/State/ CNPS 
Status Codesa 

MSHCP Status 
and Special 
Conditionsb Habitat Description 

Blooming 
Period Occurrence in Project Vicinity 

Species Observed 
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. 
aStatus 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: 
b 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 

Scientific Name/ Common 
Name 

Federal/State/ CNPS 
Status Codesa 

MSHCP Status 
and Special 
Conditionsb Habitat Description 

Blooming 
Period Occurrence in Project Vicinity 

Species Observed 
during Surveys 

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 I, 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. 

• Riverside fairy shrimp (Streptocephalus woottoni), which is federally listed as endangered 
• 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 

Scientific Name/ 
Common Name 

Federal/ State/ 
CDFG Status 

Codesa 
MSHCP Status and 
Special Conditionsb Habitat Requirements Comments 

Habitat 
Present/ Absent 

Species 
Observed 

in the 
Study 
Area 

Invertebrates 
Branchinecta lynchi 
Vernal pool fairy shrimp 

FT/-/- RRVP Vernal pools and seasonally wet areas that 
are often short lived.  Prefers cool-water 
pools and often requires a frost before 
emerging. 

Vernal pools and seasonally wet areas are 
present in the study area.  CNDDB 
occurrences have been documented in the 
special-status species search area 
(CDFG 2006a).  This species was observed 
during focused surveys. 

P Yes 

Euphydryas editha quino 
Quino checkerspot 
butterfly 

FE/-/- CO Open-canopy habitats such as sparsely 
vegetated hilltops, ridgelines, and rocky 
outcrops.  Often associated with sage scrub, 
chaparral, vernal pools, juniper and oak 
woodlands, and grasslands with moderate to 
high amounts of clay.  Topographically 
diverse areas with host plants and nectar 
sources are also required. 

Suitable open-canopy sage scrub, grassland, 
and vernal pool habitats are present in the 
study area.  CNDDB occurrences have been 
documented in the special-status species 
search area (CDFG 2006a). 

P No 

Streptocephalus woottoni 
Riverside fairy shrimp 

FE/-/- RRVP Deep vernal pools, seasonally wet areas, 
and stock ponds that remain ponded for 
extended periods of time.  Prefers warm-
water pools most often associated with 
annual grassland, sage scrub, and chaparral 
habitats.  Species distribution in Riverside 
County includes Skunk Hollow and the 
Pechanga Indian Reservation in Rancho 
California (RCIP 2003). 

Vernal pools, seasonally wet areas, and stock 
ponds are present within the study area.  
CNDDB occurrences have been documented 
in the special-status species search area 
(CDFG 2006a).  This species was not 
detected during focused surveys. 

P No 

Fish 
Catostomus santaanae 
Santa Ana sucker 

FT/ - /CSC Covered 
 

Permanent flowing streams with shallow 
cobble, gravel riffle, or other coarse 
substrate.  Prefers cool, clean, and clear 
waters.  Species distribution in Riverside 
County includes the lower reaches of the 
Santa Ana River and associated tributaries 
such as Temescal Wash and San Timoteo 
Creek (RCIP 2003). 

The study area does not include Temescal 
Wash or San Timoteo Creek.  It has no 
shallow, permanent streams.  Therefore, 
suitable habitat is not present in the study 
area. 

A No 



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

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT   
FEBRUARY 2013 

3-641 STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT 

 

Table 3.3-19 Potential Threatened and/or Endangered Wildlife in the Project Study Area 

Scientific Name/ 
Common Name 

Federal/ State/ 
CDFG Status 

Codesa 
MSHCP Status and 
Special Conditionsb Habitat Requirements Comments 

Habitat 
Present/ Absent 

Species 
Observed 

in the 
Study 
Area 

Amphibians 
Ambystoma californiense 
California tiger 
salamander 

FE/ - /CSC - A lowland species restricted to grasslands 
and low foothill regions.  Requires seasonally 
ponded areas for breeding and adjacent 
upland habitat for refuge sites and 
overwintering. 

Although suitable habitat is present, the study 
area is outside the current distribution.  This 
species was not detected during amphibian 
surveys in the study area. 

P No 

Bufo californicus 
Arroyo toad 

FE/ - /CSC CA Found in semi-arid regions, often near 
washes or intermittent streams with sandy 
banks, flood terraces, and riparian 
vegetation.  Occasionally found in ephemeral 
drainages.  Key population areas in 
Riverside County include Temecula Creek, 
Arroyo Seca, San Mateo Creek, Tenaja 
Creek, and Dripping Springs (RCIP 2003). 

Suitable habitat does not exist in the study 
area, so focused surveys were not conducted.  
This species was not detected during 
amphibian surveys in the study area. 

A No 

Rana aurora draytonii 
California red-legged 
frog 

FT/ - /CSC CA Highly aquatic.  Requires dense, shrubby 
riparian vegetation associated with deep, 
still, or slow-moving water.  Species is very 
rare in Riverside County and is only known 
from the Santa Rosa Plateau (RCIP 2003). 

Stock ponds and treatment wetlands 
represent the only suitable habitat in the study 
area.  Focused surveys were not conducted.  
This species was not detected during 
amphibian surveys within the study area. 

P No 

Rana muscosa 
Mountain yellow-legged 
frog 

FE/ - /CSC CA Highly aquatic.  Inhabits high-elevation 
streams that are typically steep with rocky 
canyons, usually above 122 m (4,000 ft).  
Found in the upper reaches and tributaries of 
the San Jacinto River: South Fork, Middle 
Fork, and North Fork San Jacinto River, 
Poppet Creek, Bautista Creek, and Potrero 
Creek (RCIP 2003). 

The study area is not in the elevation range.  
Suitable habitat does not occur in the study 
area, so focused surveys were not conducted.  
This species was not detected during 
amphibian surveys in the study area.  
However, CNDDB occurrences have been 
documented in the special-status species 
search area (CDFG 2006b). 

A No 

Birds 
Buteo swainsoni 
Swainson’s hawk 

-/ ST/- Covered Found in open desert habitat, sparse shrub 
habitat, grasslands, agricultural fields, or 
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 

Suitable nesting habitat does exist in the study 
area, but the study area is not in the current 
nesting range for this species.  This species 
was observed outside the study area during 
nesting raptor surveys. 

Nesting – P 
Wintering – P 

No 
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Table 3.3-19 Potential Threatened and/or Endangered Wildlife in the Project Study Area 

Scientific Name/ 
Common Name 

Federal/ State/ 
CDFG Status 

Codesa 
MSHCP Status and 
Special Conditionsb Habitat Requirements Comments 

Habitat 
Present/ Absent 

Species 
Observed 

in the 
Study 
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 
occidentalis 
Western yellow-billed 
cuckoo 

FC/ SE /- RRVP Requires extensive riparian woodlands with 
dense vegetation and a well-developed 
understory for nesting.  Restricted to river 
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). 

Suitable nesting habitat is not located in the 
study area.  This species was not observed 
during riparian bird surveys. 

A No 

Empidonax traillii 
extimus 
Southwestern willow 
flycatcher 

FE/-/- RRVP Restricted to riparian woodlands along 
streams and rivers with mature, dense 
stands of willows, cottonwoods, or smaller 
spring-fed or boggy areas with willows or 
alders, often with a dense understory.  
Sparsely located throughout the region and 
plan area. 

Suitable nesting and foraging habitat includes 
several areas of willow woodlands and dense 
riparian vegetation in the study area.  A 
migrant was observed during focused surveys. 

P Yes 

Falco peregrinus anatum 
Peregrine falcon 
(nesting) 

Delisted/SE/FP Covered Found in a variety of habitats such as 
tundras, marshes, savannahs, wetlands, 
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). 

The study area does not have nesting habitat, 
and this species was not observed. 

Nesting – A 
Wintering – P 

No 
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Table 3.3-19 Potential Threatened and/or Endangered Wildlife in the Project Study Area 

Scientific Name/ 
Common Name 

Federal/ State/ 
CDFG Status 

Codesa 
MSHCP Status and 
Special Conditionsb Habitat Requirements Comments 

Habitat 
Present/ Absent 

Species 
Observed 

in the 
Study 
Area 

Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus 
Bald eagle (nesting and 
wintering) 

Delisted/SE/- Covered Found along sea coasts, rivers, swamps, 
and large lakes.  Locally, also found near 
large, deep inland bodies of water.  
Occurrences in western Riverside County 
include Santa Ana River/Prado Basin, Lake 
Elsinore, Vail Lake, Lake Hemet, Lake 
Mathews, Lake Perris, and Lake Skinner 
(RCIP 2003). 

Generally a migrant and wintering species in 
western Riverside county.  Suitable breeding 
and foraging habitat is present near Diamond 
Valley Reservoir, just south of the study area. 

A No 

Polioptila californica 
californica 
Coastal California 
gnatcatcher 

FT/-/CSC Covered Associated with coastal sage scrub 
vegetation on mesas, hillsides, and in 
washes.  Often forages in chaparral, 
grassland, and riparian habitats located 
adjacent to sage scrub.  Occurrences 
throughout western Riverside County, with 
key population areas in the city of 
Lake Elsinore, the Temecula area, and the 
southern portion of Lake Skinner west to 
Winchester Road (RCIP 2003). 

Suitable nesting and foraging habitat in 
Riversidian sage scrub is present in the study 
area.  Known occurrences in the special-
status species search area (CDFG 2006c).  
Although this species is known to nest in the 
area, only individuals were documented in the 
study area. 

P Yes 

Vireo bellii pusillus 
Least Bell’s vireo 
(nesting) 

FE/SE/- RRVP Moist thickets and dense riparian areas, 
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). 

Suitable nesting and foraging habitat includes 
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. 

P No 
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Table 3.3-19 Potential Threatened and/or Endangered Wildlife in the Project Study Area 

Scientific Name/ 
Common Name 

Federal/ State/ 
CDFG Status 

Codesa 
MSHCP Status and 
Special Conditionsb Habitat Requirements Comments 

Habitat 
Present/ Absent 

Species 
Observed 

in the 
Study 
Area 

Mammals 
Dipodomys merriami 
parvus 
San Bernardino 
kangaroo rat 

FE/-/CSC CA Prefers open habitats where it can excavate 
shallow burrows in sandy and loamy sand 
substrates. 

Marginally suitable alluvial fan sage scrub 
vegetation is located in the northern portion of 
the study area along the San Jacinto River, 
and there are known occurrences within the 
area (Verne 2007).  However, this species 
was not captured during small mammal 
trapping. 

P No 

Dipodomys stephensi 
Stephens’ kangaroo rat 

FE/ST/- Covered Occurs primarily in annual and perennial 
grassland habitats with firm soil, but may 
also occur in coastal scrub or sagebrush 
habitat with sparse canopy cover, or in 
disturbed areas (CDFG 2005). 

Suitable open habitat is present in the study 
area, and this species has been documented 
in many locations in the special-status species 
search area (CDFG 2006c).  Remnant 
populations were captured outside the study 
area during small mammal trapping, but none 
were observed in the study area. 

P No 

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, El Casco, Hemet, Lakeview, 
Murrieta, Perris, Romoland, San Jacinto, and Winchester. 
aStatus 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 
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Table 3.3-19 Potential Threatened and/or Endangered Wildlife in the Project Study Area 

Scientific Name/ 
Common Name 

Federal/ State/ 
CDFG Status 

Codesa 
MSHCP Status and 
Special Conditionsb Habitat Requirements Comments 

Habitat 
Present/ Absent 

Species 
Observed 

in the 
Study 
Area 

Other Designations: 
bWestern 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 I, 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 States 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-to-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 1a 
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 
species it 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 species if 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 brodiaea.  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 brodiaea 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.14 

• Stephens’ kangaroo rat (FE, ST) 
• San Bernardino kangaroo rat (marginal habitat) (FE) 
• Quino checkerspot butterfly (FE) 
• Coastal California gnatcatcher (FT) 
• Southwestern willow flycatcher (FE) 
• 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: 

The initial 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 IA. 

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? Rationalea 

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 California Orcutt 
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 
aInformation 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. 
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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. 

Stephens’ 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 1a. 

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 1a. 

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 1b1 
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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Stephens’ 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]). 

Spreading 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 1a. 

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher 
Survey results and the suitable habitat determination for the Build Alternative 2a study area are the same as Build 
Alternative 1a. 

Stephens’ 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 2b1 
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. 

Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat 
About 227.7 ha (562.6 ac) of suitable Stephens’ kangaroo rat habitat are present in the Build Alternative 2b study 
area. 

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 USFWS will evaluate the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the 
Covered Activities in its internal FESA biological opinion issued in connection with the MSHCP and 
issuance of the Section 10(a) Permit.  As a 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 brodiaea.  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: 

• San Bernardino kangaroo rat (marginal habitat) (FE) 
• Stephens’ kangaroo rat (FE, ST) 
• Quino checkerspot butterfly (FE) 
• Coastal California gnatcatcher (FT) 
• Least Bell’s vireo (SE, FE) 
• 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 1a 

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 1a.  

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. 
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Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat 
About 101.3 ha (250.4 ac) of suitable Stephens’ kangaroo rat habitat would be directly impacted by Build 
Alternative 1a, 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 Checkerspot 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. 

Stephens’ 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 1b1 
Design Option 1b1 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 1b1. 

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. 

Spreading 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). 

Stephens’ 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). 

Stephens’ 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 2b1 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 2b1. 

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 

Stephens’ 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 

Stephens’ 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 1b1 
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 

Stephens’ 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 

Stephens’ 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 2b1 
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 2b1. 

3.3.5.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 

Avoidance Measures 
BIO-28 BIO-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 2b1 along the edge of the PIA for Roadway Segments D and H. 



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

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT   
FEBRUARY 2013 

3-674 STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT 

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 
maximum 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 species in 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 USFWS to be necessary to address Unforeseen Circumstances). 

Additionally, according to Section 14.9, Section 7 Consultations, of the MSHCP Implementing Agreement: 

The USFWS will evaluate the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the Covered Activities in its 
internal FESA biological opinion issued in connection with the MSHCP and issuance of the Section 10(a) 
Permit.  As a 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 
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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.  

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 MSHCPa  Cal-IPCb CDFAc 
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 MSHCPa  Cal-IPCb CDFAc 
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 
geniculata] 

summer mustard No Moderate None 

Hordeum marinum ssp. 
gussoneanum 

Mediterranean barley No Moderate None 

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 
var. hederacea] 

alkali mallow No None C 

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 MSHCPa  Cal-IPCb CDFAc 
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. 
aIncluded in MSHCP Table 6-2, Plants That Should Be Avoided Adjacent To The MSHCP Conservation Area (RCIP 2003). 
bCal-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. 

cCDFA 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 MSHCP 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 tournefortii), 
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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• 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. 

• 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 
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-36c.  Eradication.  A variety of methods, including mechanical control or herbicides, 
will be used to eradicate invasive plant species identified during monitoring. 
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Figure 3.3-13
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Figure 3.3-14
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Features with Proposed 
Bridge and Culvert 
Locations
Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project 

1:90,000

3

8

1

2

5

7

B

C

C
A

LI
FO

R
N

IA
 A

VE

N RAMONA BLVD

RAMONA EXPY

SEVENTH ST

ST
AT

E 
ST

LY
O

N
 A

VE

STETSON AVE

OLIVE AVE

O
D

EL
L 

AV
E

COTTONWOOD AVE

ESPLANADE AVE

C
AW

ST
O

N
 A

VE

SR
 7

9/
W

IN
C

H
ES

TE
R

 R
D

MENLO RD

OAKLAND AVE

MILAN RD

W
A

R
R

EN
 R

D

DEVONSHIRE AVE

SA
N

D
ER

SO
N

 A
VE

GILMAN SPRINGS RD

M
A

ZE
 S

TO
N

E 
C

T

DOMENIGONI PKWY

SIMPSON RD

W
H

IT
TI

ER
 A

VE

HADDOCK ST

A
LA

B
A

ST
ER

 D
R

SR 74/FLORIDA AVE

PA
TT

ER
SO

N
 A

VE

NEWPORT RD E NEWPORT RD

TRES CERRITOS AVE
W

A
R

R
EN

 R
D

RAMONA EXPY

SR 74/FLORIDA AVE

Hemet

San Jacinto

Winchester

!(I

!(F

!(H

!(N

!(L

!(K

!(A

Colorado River Aqueduct

Channel

Tres Cerritos
Hills

Hemet-Ryan Airport

Sa
n 

D
ie

go
 C

an
al

Casa Loma Canal

Salt

Creek

San Jacinto Branch Line

Diamond Valley Lake

LEGEND
Roadway Segment
Match Line
Long-Term Traffic Detour
Project Impact Area
Terrestrial Wildlife 
Study Area
Utility Relocation Area

0 7,500
Feet

0 1,500
Meters

Source: CR - County of Riverside

  \\GALT\PROJ\RCTC\171146\2012\MAPFILES\EIS\NES_WC_2A_A.MXD NES_WC_2A_A.PDF 01/16/2012

Connection to Hemet Channel 
Outside the Project Right-of-Way
Bridge
Proposed Culvert
Barrier to Wildlife Movement

MSHCP LinkageCR

Existing Constrained Linkage B
Existing Constrained Linkage C
Local Corridor

A-2

A-1

L-15
L-16

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

H-1b

H-1a

H-2

H-1

F-
3



Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

Figure 3.3-15
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Figure 3.3-16
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Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

Figure 3.3-22
Multiple Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan 
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Figure 3.3-23
Location of Rare Plants
Atriplex coronata 
var. notatior
Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project
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Figure 3.3-24
Location of Rare Plants
Atriplex serenana
var. davidsonii
Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project
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Figure 3.3-25
Location of Rare Plants
Calochortus plummerae
Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project
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Figure 3.3-26
Location of Rare Plants
Centromadia pungens
ssp. laevis
Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project
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Note: 1 - Long term conservation value was assessed only for rare plants located within the Project ROW and the unique 
design features. MSHCP Status Codes and Special Conditions: CA - Criteria Area Species; PS - Planning Species; 
RRVP - Riparian/Riverine and Vernal Pool Species
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Figure 3.3-27
Location of Rare Plants
Chorizanthe parryi
var. parryi
Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project
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Figure 3.3-28
Location of Rare Plants
Chorizanthe polygonoides
var. longispina
Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project
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Figure 3.3-29
Location of Rare Plants
Hordeum intercedens
Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project
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Figure 3.3-30
Location of Rare Plants
Lasthenia glabrata ssp. 
coulteri
Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project
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Note: 1 - Long term conservation value was assessed only for rare plants located within the Project ROW
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Figure 3.3-31
Location of Rare Plants
Myosurus minimus ssp.  
apus
Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project
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Connection to Hemet Channel 
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MSHCP Status Codes and Special Conditions: 
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Figure 3.3-32
Location of Rare Plants
Deinandra paniculata
Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project
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Figure 3.3-33
Location of Rare Plants
Lepidium virginicum
var. robinsonii
Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project
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Figure 3.3-34
Location of Rare Plants
Atriplex parishii
Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project
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CA - Criteria Area Species; PS - Planning Species
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Figure 3.3-35
Location of Rare Plants 
Brodiaea filifolia
Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project
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!
Brodiaea filifolia (thread-
leaved brodiaea)CA, PS, RRVP, SE, FT

MSHCP Status Codes and Special Conditions: 
CA - Criteria Area Species; PS - Planning Species; RRVP - Riparian/Riverine 
and Vernal Pool Species; SE - State Endangered; FT - Federally Threatened
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Figure 3.3-36
Location of Rare Plants
Harpagonella palmeri
Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project
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(Palmer's grapplinghook)C

MSHCP Status Codes and Special Conditions: C - Covered
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Figure 3.3-37
Location of Rare Plants
Microseris douglasii
ssp. platycarpha
Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project
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Microseris douglasii 
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(small-flowered microseris)CO

MSHCP Status Codes and Special Conditions: CO - Covered Species
Requiring Species-Specific Conservation Objectives
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Figure 3.3-38
Location of Rare Plants
Navarretia fossalis
Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project
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Utility Relocation Area

Source: UF - U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
MSHCP Status Codes and Special 
Conditions: NE - Narrow Endemic Species; 
PS - Planning Species; RRVP - Riparian/Riverine 
and Vernal Pool Species; FT - Federally Threatened
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Figure 3.3-39
Location of Rare Plants
Orcuttia californica
Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project
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Connection to Hemet Channel 
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!
Orcuttia californica (California 
orcutt grass)NE, PS, RRVP, SE, FE

 
MSHCP Status Codes and Special Conditions: 
NE - Narrow Endemic Species; PS - Planning Species; 
RRVP - Riparian/Riverine and Vernal Pool Species; 
SE - State Endangered; FE - Federally Endangered
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Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

Figure 3.3-40
Location of Golden Eagles
and Project Features
Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project 
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Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

Figure 3.3-41
Multiple Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan 
Mammal Survey Areas 
Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project 
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Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

Figure 3.3-42
Multiple Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan 
Burrowing Owl 
Survey Areas 
Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project 1:90,000
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Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

Figure 3.3-43
Location of Vernal Pool
Branchiopods and
Project Features
Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project 
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Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

Figure 3.3-44
Location of Sensitive Small
Mammals and
Project Features
Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project 
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Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

Figure 3.3-45
Location of Southwestern
Willow Flycatcher and
Project Features
Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project 
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Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

Figure 3.3-46
Location of Least Bell's
Vireo and
Project Features
Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project 
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Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

Figure 3.3-47
Burrowing Owl 
Habitat Suitability
Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project 

 1:90,000

C
A

LI
FO

R
N

IA
 A

VE

N RAMONA BLVD

RAMONA EXPY

SEVENTH ST

MAIN ST

ST
AT

E 
ST

LY
O

N
 A

VE

STETSON AVE

OLIVE AVE

O
D

EL
L 

AV
E

COTTONWOOD AVE

ESPLANADE AVE

C
AW

ST
O

N
 A

VE

SR
 7

9/
W

IN
C

H
ES

TE
R

 R
D

MENLO RD

OAKLAND AVE

MILAN RD

SO
U

TH
 S

A
N

 J
A

C
IN

TO
 S

T

W
A

R
R

EN
 R

D

DEVONSHIRE AVE

SA
N

D
ER

SO
N

 A
VE

M
A

ZE
 S

TO
N

E 
C

T

SOBOBA RD

DOMENIGONI PKWY

SIMPSON RD

W
H

IT
TI

ER
 A

VE

HADDOCK ST

A
LA

B
A

ST
ER

 D
R

SR 74/FLORIDA AVE

PA
TT

ER
SO

N
 A

VE

NEWPORT RD E NEWPORT RD

TRES CERRITOS AVE
W

A
R

R
EN

 R
D

RAMONA EXPY

SR 74/FLORIDA AVE

Hemet

San Jacinto

Winchester

Colorado River Aqueduct

Channel

Hemet C
hannel

Tres Cerritos
Hills

Hemet-Ryan Airport

San Jacinto River

Sa
n 

D
ie

go
 C

an
al

Casa Loma Canal

Salt

Creek

San Jacinto Branch Line

!(I

!(F

!(H

!(N

!(L

!(K

!(G

!(A

!(B

!(M

!(J

Diamond Valley Lake

!(E !(C

!(D

LEGEND
Roadway Segment
Match Line
Long-Term
Traffic Detour
Project Impact Area
Terrestrial Wildlife
Study Area

0 7,500
Feet

0 1,500
Meters

  \\GALT\PROJ\RCTC\171146\2012\MAPFILES\EIS\NES_BWO_HABSUIT_A.MXD NES_BWO_HABSUIT_A.PDF 01/16/2012

Utility Relocation Area
Connection to Hemet Channel 
Outside the Project Right-of-Way

Burrowing Owl Habitat Suitability
Excellent
Suitable
Excluded



Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

Figure 3.3-48
Location of Burrowing Owls
and Project Features
Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project 
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Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

Figure 3.3-49
Location of Nesting Raptors 
and Project Features
Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project 
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Utility Relocation Area

!( 2005 Nesting Raptor Location

!( 2006 Nesting Raptor Location
#* Successful Nesting

Nesting Raptor Species
1 Barn owl
2 Cooper's hawk
3 Red-tailed hawk
4 White-tailed hawk

Vegetation Types
Agricultural - Developed (Ag Dev)
Agricultural - Dryland Farming (Ag df)
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)
Ruderal (Ru (R))
Developed (Dev)
Disturbed (Dis (D))
Eucalyptus Woodland (EuW)
Ornamental (Orn)

Cottonwood-Willow 
Riparian Forest (Cwrf)
Mulefat Scrub (Ms)
Riparian Herb (Rh)
Tamarisk Scrub (Tms)
Willow Riparian Scrub & Forest (Wr)
Alkali Playa (Ap)
Emergent Wetland (EmW)
Open Water (Ow)
Ruderal Alkali Flats (Raf)
Seasonal Wetland (Sw)
Vernal Pool (Vp)
Watercourse (Wc)
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Utility Relocation Area
Connection to Hemet Channel 
Outside the Project Right-of-Way
Coastal California Gnatcatcher,
Final Revised Critical Habitat 
December 19, 2007UF

Spreading Navarretia, 
Final Critical Habitat 
December 8, 2010UF



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

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT   
FEBRUARY 2013 

3-685 STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT 

 

3.4 The Relationship between Local Short-Term Uses of the 
Human Environment and the Maintenance and Enhancement 
of Long-Term Productivity 

3.4.1 Introduction 
The Project proposes the long-term enhancement of the regional transportation system.  However, it has the 
potential to result in both short- and long-term social, aesthetic, biological, noise, and land use impacts.  The 
Project is based on state and local comprehensive planning that considers the need for present and future traffic 
requirements in the context of present and future land use development. 

The Project is included in both the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 2011 Federal 
Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP) and the 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).  The Project 
is listed in the SCAG 2012-2035 RTP under Project ID RIV62024.  The SCAG adopted the 2012-2035 RTP on 
April 4, 2012.  Following the SCAG adoption, the 2012-2035 RTP was approved by FHWA and FTA on June 4, 
2012.  Currently, RCTC has filed an amendment to the 2011 FTIP, which is expected to be approved in late 
September or early October 2012.  Inclusion in the adopted RTP and FTIP demonstrates that the Project meets the 
planning and regional requirements for demonstration of federal conformity, and is consistent with local air quality 
planning efforts.   

The Project has been a part of ongoing transportation planning for Riverside County and the cities of Hemet and 
San Jacinto.  The San Jacinto General Plan identifies a Locally Preferred Alternative for the SR 79 Project 
(San Jacinto 200615).  The Locally Preferred Alternative is the easternmost alignment proposed to pass through the 
city, Roadway Segments K, N, and M.  The general plans for both Riverside County and the City of Hemet 
acknowledge a corridor or study area for the roadway facility.  Although the Project as currently proposed is not 
identified in these general plans, coordination with these entities is ongoing to ensure that local transportation 
goals are achieved by the Project and addressed in this environmental analysis.  On May 13, 2008, the Project was 
addressed in City of Hemet Resolution No. 4216, wherein the City of Hemet identified a Locally Preferred 
Alternative, based on information received to that date, to replace the now-eliminated Locally Preferred 
Alternative specified in the 1992 Hemet General Plan.  The resolution goes on to direct the Hemet City Manager 
or his designee to work cooperatively with RCTC as part of its Project Development Team process to continue 
review of the final two alternative corridors and to present the City's final Preferred Alternative, when appropriate 
(Hemet 2008).  The Locally Preferred Alternative identified by the City of Hemet is represented by one or more of 
the Build alternatives. 

                                                      
15Complete references for all citations are in Chapter 8. 
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3.4.2 Environmental Consequences 

3.4.2.1 No Build Alternative 
The No Build Alternative would require no action by RCTC or the federal and state lead agency (the Department).  
Existing and projected capacity and safety needs would not be addressed.  Existing SR 79 would not be realigned, 
ROW would not be acquired, and roadway construction would not occur.  The portion of SR 79 proposed for 
realignment would remain in place and unchanged.  The No Build Alternative would not preclude projects that are 
currently included in the General Plans of Riverside County, the City of Hemet, and the City of San Jacinto or 
those that may be proposed in the future. 

The No Build Alternative would not result in the losses/impacts described in association with the Build 
alternatives.  However, under the No Build Alternative, the existing roadway would continue to operate at reduced 
or degraded levels of service.  It would not provide the benefits to traffic circulation or safety that would result 
from any of the Build alternatives or design options, as discussed below. 

3.4.2.2 Build Alternatives 
The general types of short- and long-term impacts and benefits associated with the Project would be similar 
regardless of the Build alternative or design option that is identified as the Preferred Alternative.  Therefore, this 
discussion is presented for the collective Project, as opposed to a specific Build alternative.  

The Build alternatives could cause short-term losses that could result from displacements or relocations, traffic 
delays and detours, modification of the aesthetic environment, and air quality and noise impacts: 

• Reduced economic performance of businesses 
• Delayed travel and emergency response 
• Impaired access to businesses and community services 
• Reduced enjoyment of recreational and other outdoor uses due to changed or blocked viewsheds, dust clouds, 

or construction noise 

A short-term benefit of all the Build alternatives would be the employment of local and regional construction 
workers for the Project construction period and a potential effect from the additional employment and business 
activity generated in the regional economy the resulting expenditure of funds for construction materials and labor. 

The Build alternatives could also cause long-term loss of resources and could have a permanent impact on 
aesthetics, air quality, and noise levels.  Specific long-term losses include: 

• Permanent impacts to open space, plants, wildlife, and their habitat 
• Permanent loss of agricultural lands and economic values associated with crop and/or livestock production 
• Permanent consumption of materials and energy required for roadway construction and operation 
• Changes to community character and cohesion due to blocked or altered viewsheds, impaired air quality, and 

increased roadway noise 
• Permanent removal of residential and commercial uses 
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• Permanent increases in noise levels along the new alignment 
• Permanent impacts to known archaeological resources 

Long-term benefits from all of the Build alternatives would be improved traffic flow and increased 
capacity to facilitate the regional movement of people and goods.  Specifically, the Build alternatives 
would: 

• Provide a segment of SR 79 that will facilitate an effective north-south transportation corridor between 
Domenigoni Parkway and Gilman Springs Road 

• Address the east-west and north-south through traffic mix from local traffic attempting to access the numerous 
businesses in the commercial district in the city of Hemet 

• Accommodate Surface Transportation Assistance Act (STAA) National Network for oversize trucks and meet 
current and future goods movement needs through the cities of San Jacinto and Hemet 

• Provide a facility that would not preclude any future multimodal enhancements such as HOT lanes, HOV 
lanes, a rail system, or a regional bus system. 

3.4.2.3 Conclusions 
The proposed Project would result in short-term construction-related effects such as air pollutant emissions, noise, 
and temporary disruption to recreational uses, as well as potential long-term losses of agricultural, biological, 
cultural, and visual resources.  However, these potential adverse environmental impacts should be considered  
along with the long-term benefits to transportation and safety associated with the Project. 

Existing SR 79 serves as a commuter and regional route linking rural areas of San Diego County to the 
communities in western Riverside County.  The portion of SR 79 proposed for realignment also serves regional 
traffic, connecting Winchester, Hemet, and San Jacinto to Temecula and Murrieta in the south and Beaumont in 
the north.  The use of SR 79 is changing because of widespread and rapid growth in the area.  The level of service 
during certain periods decreases to a point that traffic demand exceeds the capacity of the existing facility.  
Inadequate control of access has contributed to disorderly and inefficient movement of vehicles (Department 1992, 
1999).  In addition, injury accident rates on most of SR 79 between Domenigoni Parkway and Gilman Springs 
Road are higher than the comparable statewide average.  The Project would improve traffic conditions in the 
region by providing a direct and continuous north-south route between Domenigoni Parkway and Gilman Springs 
Road.  This would allow efficient and safe movement of regional traffic between these two locations. 
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3.5 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources That 
Would Be Involved in the Proposed Project 

Irreversible commitments result from decisions that affect nonrenewable resources.  These decisions are 
considered irreversible because their implementation would affect a resource to the point that renewal can occur 
only over a long period of time or at great expense or because they would cause the resources to be destroyed or 
removed.  An irretrievable commitment of resources means a loss of production or use of resources as a result of a 
decision.  Irretrievable also refers to the permanent loss of resources, including production, harvest, or use of 
natural resources.  The potential for use or removal of resources associated with the Project is discussed below. 

3.5.1 No Build Alternative 
The No Build Alternative would require no action by RCTC or the federal and state lead agency (the Department).  
Existing SR 79 would not be realigned, ROW would not be acquired, and roadway construction would not occur.  
The portion of SR 79 proposed for realignment would remain in place and unchanged.  The No Build Alternative 
would not preclude projects that are currently included in the General Plans of Riverside County, the City of 
Hemet, and the City of San Jacinto or those that may be proposed in the future.  Although impacts from as-yet 
unidentified projects could occur, they cannot be considered the impacts of the No Build Alternative. 

3.5.2 Build Alternatives 
Commitments of resources associated with the Project would be similar regardless of the Build alternative or 
design option that is identified as the Preferred Alternative.  Therefore, this discussion is presented for the 
collective Project, as opposed to a specific Build alternative or design option.  

The Build alternatives would result in the commitment of resources throughout the existence of the Project.  
Project construction would be associated with a substantial expenditure of both state and federal funds, which are 
not retrievable.  Construction materials such as sand, cement, steel, wood, asphalt would be used, and energy (oil, 
gasoline, diesel fuel) would be expended to build the proposed Project.  Additionally, large amounts of labor and 
natural resources would be used in making these construction materials and generally are not retrievable.  Once 
obtained and/or dedicated to the Project, these resources would not be available to other transportation projects or 
for any other future use. 

The Project would require the commitment of land for the roadway and associated facilities.  Agricultural lands, 
biological habitat, open space, and other land uses that are converted for the Project would be lost.  Although the 
proposed Project would be considered a permanent use, if a greater need arises for use of the land, or if the facility 
is no longer needed, the land could ultimately be converted to another use.  However, this is highly unlikely and, 
therefore, conversion of existing land uses would be considered an irretrievable commitment of resources. 
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Project operation would be associated with ongoing expenditures of state and local funds for maintenance and 
upkeep.  As with construction funding, these financial commitments would be considered irretrievable once they 
are obtained and/or dedicated to the proposed Project. 

The Project would require disposal of nonhazardous materials at Lamb Canyon Landfill.  Landfill capacity is 
finite, and once used, available capacity would not be available to other transportation projects or for any other 
future use.  The Project’s disposal of excess material in area landfills would be an irretrievable commitment of 
landfill capacity. 

The irreversible and irretrievable commitment of materials, labor, resources, and funds associated with the Build 
alternatives is offset by the beneficial aspects of an improved transportation system.  Associated benefits would 
consist of improved accessibility, travel, time, and safety for residents, workers, travelers, and others. 
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3.6 Cumulative Impacts 

3.6.1 Regulatory Setting 
Cumulative impacts are those that result from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, combined 
with the potential impacts of the proposed project.  A cumulative effect assessment looks at the collective impacts 
posed by individual land use plans and projects.  Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor, but 
collectively substantial impacts taking place over a period of time. 

Cumulative impacts to resources in the project area may result from residential, commercial, industrial, and 
highway development, as well as from agricultural development and the conversion to more intensive types of 
agricultural cultivation. These land use activities can degrade habitat and species diversity through consequences 
such as displacement and fragmentation of habitats and populations, alteration of hydrology, contamination, 
erosion, sedimentation, disruption of migration corridors, changes in water quality, and introduction or promotion 
of predators.  They can also contribute to potential community impacts identified for the project, such as changes 
in community character, traffic patterns, housing availability, and employment. 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15130, describes when a cumulative 
impact analysis is warranted and what elements are necessary for an adequate discussion of cumulative impacts.  
The definition of cumulative impacts, under CEQA, can be found in Section 15355 of the CEQA Guidelines.  A 
definition of cumulative impacts, under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), can be found in 40 Code 
of Federal Regulations (CFR) Section 1508.7 of the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations. 

3.6.2 Methodology 
The cumulative impact analysis follows the Guidance for Preparers of Cumulative Impact Analysis (Department 
200516), as discussed in the following sections. 

The following eight steps serve as guidelines for identifying and assessing cumulative impacts for the Project. 

1. Identify the resources to consider in the cumulative impact analysis by gathering input from knowledgeable 
individuals and reliable information sources.  

2. Define the geographic boundary or Resource Study Area (RSA) for each resource to be addressed in the 
cumulative impact analysis. 

3. Describe the current health and the historical context of each resource. 

4. Identify the direct and indirect impacts of the proposed Project that might contribute to a cumulative impact on 
the identified resources. 

                                                      
16Complete references for all citations are in Chapter 8. 
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5. Identify the set of other current and reasonably foreseeable future actions or projects and their associated 
environmental impacts to include in the cumulative impact analysis. 

6. Assess the potential cumulative impacts. 

7. Report the results of the cumulative impact analysis. 

8. Assess the need for mitigation and/or recommendations for actions by other agencies to address a cumulative 
impact. 

In addition, the cumulative impact analysis relies heavily on the analysis conducted as part of the Riverside County 
Integrated Project (RCIP) process for both the Riverside County General Plan and the western Riverside County 
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). 

3.6.2.1 Resources/Issues to Consider for Cumulative Impacts 
Potential direct and indirect impacts to the human, physical, and the natural environment associated with the 
proposed Project are discussed earlier in this chapter, in Section 3.1, Human Environment (Volume 1, page 3-7), 
Section 3.2, Physical Environment (Volume 1, page 3-269), and Section 3.3, Biological Environment (page 3-
437), in this volume.  The resource topics analyzed in these sections are listed in Table 3.6-1 (page 3-693).  
Summary information is provided for each resource topic.  This information includes whether the resource would 
be affected by the Project, its study area (RSA), and a determination of poor or declining health.  The two 
right-hand columns in Table 3.6-1 indicate whether the resource is recommended and included in the cumulative 
impact analysis.  The resource topics carried forward for cumulative impact analysis are listed below. 

• Farmlands 
• Community 
• Visual/Aesthetics 
• Cultural Resources 
• Air Quality 
• Natural Communities 
• Wetlands and Other Waters 
• Plant Species 
• Animal Species 
• Threatened and Endangered Species 
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Table 3.6-1 Resources Evaluated for Project Cumulative Impact Analysis 

Resource Area 

Potentially 
Affected by 

Project Comment on Project Impact Resource Study Area (RSA)

Resources 
in Poor or 
Declining 

Health 
Recommendation for Cumulative 

Impact Analysis 

Resource 
Included in 
Cumulative 

Impact 
Analysis 

Land Use 
Section 3.1.1 (page 3-7) 

Yes The proposed Project has been closely 
coordinated with the County of Riverside and 
the cities of Hemet and San Jacinto and is 
consistent with the respective general plans 
and associated land use elements. 
Many of the undeveloped lands are being 
developed consistent with the respective local 
jurisdictions' general plan land use plans, 
which designate areas for both land 
development and open space.  
Because of the consistency with the general 
plans of the associated jurisdictions, the 
Project would not result in adverse impacts to 
land use.  

San Jacinto Valley, which 
includes portions of 
unincorporated Riverside 
County and the cities of 
Hemet and San Jacinto 

No Because the Project would not 
result in adverse impacts to land 
use, it would not contribute to 
cumulative adverse effects on this 
resource. Therefore, this resource 
is not included in the cumulative 
impact analysis. 

No 

Growth 
Section 3.1.2 (page 3-66) 

Yes The San Jacinto Valley has been and will 
continue to transition from an agriculturally 
based community to an area composed of 
residential neighborhoods with commercial 
and light industrial uses. 
Growth in the Project area has been constant 
and will continue to occur. The Project may 
influence the rate of growth (positive or 
negative) or type and patterns of land use 
around interchanges on undeveloped land. 
However, because of the consistency with the 
general plans of the associated jurisdictions, 
the Project would not result in adverse 
impacts to growth.  

San Jacinto Valley, which 
includes portions of 
unincorporated Riverside 
County and the cities of 
Hemet and San Jacinto 

No Because the Project would not 
result in adverse impacts to growth, 
it would not contribute to 
cumulative adverse effects on this 
resource. Therefore, this resource 
is not included in the cumulative 
impact analysis. 

No 

Farmlands 
Section 3.1.3 (page 3-86) 

Yes The Project would contribute incrementally to 
the loss of farmland in the Project vicinity; 
however, based on the FCIRS for each 
alternative and the planned farmland 
conversion in the cumulative impact study 
area and documented in the respective 
general plans of each jurisdiction, the 
contribution of the Project to cumulative 

San Jacinto Valley, which 
includes portions of 
unincorporated Riverside 
County and the cities of 
Hemet and San Jacinto 

Yes Although the Project would not 
result in adverse impacts to 
farmlands, this resource is in poor 
and declining health and is 
included in the cumulative impact 
analysis.  

Yes 
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Table 3.6-1 Resources Evaluated for Project Cumulative Impact Analysis 

Resource Area 

Potentially 
Affected by 

Project Comment on Project Impact Resource Study Area (RSA)

Resources 
in Poor or 
Declining 

Health 
Recommendation for Cumulative 

Impact Analysis 

Resource 
Included in 
Cumulative 

Impact 
Analysis 

impacts on farmlands in Riverside County 
would be minimal. Therefore, the Project 
would not result in adverse impacts to 
farmlands. 

Community  
Section 3.1.4 (page 3-108) 

Yes The Project would not divide communities or 
adversely affect community cohesion.  In 
many locations, the Build alternatives would 
be adjacent to existing linear facilities (canals) 
and  would not divide an existing urban center 
or sever a substantial number of local roads. 
Because the Project would also result in the 
need for property acquisitions and subsequent 
relocations, the Project could result in an 
adverse impact to the community. 

San Jacinto Valley, which 
includes portions of 
unincorporated Riverside 
County and the cities of 
Hemet and San Jacinto 

No Because the Project could result in 
an adverse impact and possibly 
contribute to a cumulative adverse 
effect on relocations, this resource 
is included in the cumulative impact 
analysis. 

Yes 

Utilities/Emergency Services 
Section 3.1.5 (page 3-156) 

Yes Cable television, electricity, natural gas, 
sewer, telephone, and water utilities could 
experience occasional disruption during 
construction of any of the Build alternatives. 
Both design options would include a near-
grade crossing of the San Jacinto Branch 
Line.  This would limit the expansion of rail 
operations because the near-grade crossing 
would make the tracks unusable at the 
crossing. 
As a result of mitigation measures being 
proposed to minimize these impacts, the 
Project would not result in adverse impacts to 
utilities and emergency services. 

San Jacinto Valley, which 
includes portions of 
unincorporated Riverside 
County and the cities of 
Hemet and San Jacinto  
Emergency Services: 
Project PIA and unique 
design features, plus an 
additional 3.22 km (2 mi) 

No Because the Project would not 
result in adverse impacts to utilities 
and emergency services, it would 
not contribute to cumulative 
adverse effects on these 
resources.  Therefore, these 
resources are not included in the 
cumulative impact analysis. 

No 



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

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT   
FEBRUARY 2013 

3-695 STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT 

Table 3.6-1 Resources Evaluated for Project Cumulative Impact Analysis 

Resource Area 

Potentially 
Affected by 

Project Comment on Project Impact Resource Study Area (RSA)

Resources 
in Poor or 
Declining 

Health 
Recommendation for Cumulative 

Impact Analysis 

Resource 
Included in 
Cumulative 

Impact 
Analysis 

Traffic and Transportation/ 
Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities 
Section 3.1.6 (page 3-167) 

Yes The Project would benefit the transportation 
system because it would provide a more 
efficient north/south regional facility.  The 
Project would not result in adverse impacts to 
the transportation system, except for short-
term disruption of intersecting roadways that 
require reconstruction or possibly adjacent 
roads that serve as detour routes.  

San Jacinto Valley, which 
includes portions of 
unincorporated Riverside 
County and the cities of 
Hemet and San Jacinto 

No The 2035 traffic analysis is a 
cumulative analysis which includes 
each of the Build alternatives and 
the future planned land use.  
Because the Project would not 
result in adverse impacts to the 
transportation system, it would not 
contribute to cumulative adverse 
effects on the this resource.  
Therefore, this resource is not 
included in the cumulative impact 
analysis.  

No 

Visual/Aesthetics 
Section 3.1.7 (page 3-211) 

Yes The cumulative Project study area historically 
has been characterized by rural and 
agricultural areas.  However, ongoing 
planning as guided by the general plans for 
Riverside County and the Cities of Hemet and 
San Jacinto indicates a development 
movement to support anticipated future 
growth and change.   
The Project would contribute to a change in 
visual character and quality by introducing a 
major transportation facility into a rural area in 
which this type of land use did not previously 
exist. 

San Jacinto Valley, which 
includes portions of 
unincorporated Riverside 
County and the cities of 
Hemet and San Jacinto 

No Because the Project would result in 
an adverse impact and possibly 
contribute to a cumulative adverse 
effect on visual/aesthetics, this 
resource is included in the 
cumulative impact analysis. 

Yes 

Cultural Resources 
Section 3.1.8 (page 3-249) 

Yes Project impacts to cultural resources will not 
be known definitively until all known cultural 
resources have been evaluated for their 
eligibility to the NRHP and the SHPO has 
rendered a Finding of Effect for any 
NRHP-eligible resources.  
Three resources in the APE are considered 
both NRHP eligible and CRHR eligible. 
The CBJ Dairy (P-33-15272), is a historical 
resource because it is associated with events 
that have made a significant contribution to 

The broad, flat San Jacinto 
Valley in the north and the 
Pleasant Valley to the south 
in the Winchester area. 

Yes The CBJ Dairy is an example of a 
declining cultural resource type.  
Because the dairy is expected to 
be affected by two reasonably 
foreseeable projects in addition to 
the proposed Project, this resource 
is included in the cumulative impact 
analysis.  

Yes 



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

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT   
FEBRUARY 2013 

3-696 STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT 

Table 3.6-1 Resources Evaluated for Project Cumulative Impact Analysis 

Resource Area 

Potentially 
Affected by 

Project Comment on Project Impact Resource Study Area (RSA)

Resources 
in Poor or 
Declining 

Health 
Recommendation for Cumulative 

Impact Analysis 

Resource 
Included in 
Cumulative 

Impact 
Analysis 

the development of the San Jacinto Valley 
dairy industry.  Properties representing this 
resource type are becoming increasingly rare 
because of residential growth in the area.  The 
Project would only affect the eastern edge of 
the property and would not have a direct 
impact on the property in a manner that would 
compromise its significance or integrity as a 
historical resource. 

Hydrology and Floodplain 
Section 3.2.1 (page 3-269) 

Yes The Project would encroach on floodplains, 
but roadway design would comply with 
applicable FEMA regulations and policies to 
address hydrology and flood risk.   
Impacts would be addressed through specific 
design and compliance with applicable 
regulations and policies specific to hydrology 
and floodplain. 
The Project would not result in adverse 
impacts to hydrology and floodplains.  

Santa Ana River Basin and 
San Diego Basin 

No Because the Project would not 
result in adverse impacts to 
hydrology and floodplains, it would 
not contribute to cumulative 
adverse effects on these 
resources. Therefore, these 
resources are not included in the 
cumulative impact analysis.  

No 
 

Water Quality and Storm Water 
Runoff 
Section 3.2.2 (page 3-284) 

Yes The Project would incorporate measures to 
address water quality and storm flows, 
resulting in minimal change to the capacity 
and quality of nearby water courses. 
Other projects would drain to the same 
downstream water bodies as the proposed 
Project.  However, these projects would also 
be required through project-specific design 
and compliance to comply with the same 
storm water and water quality regulations and 
policies that are applicable to the Project.  
Therefore, the Project would not result in 
adverse impacts to water quality and storm 
water runoff. 

San Jacinto Watershed, 
which includes portions of 
unincorporated Riverside 
County and the cities of 
Hemet and San Jacinto 

No Because the Project would not 
result in adverse impacts to water 
quality and storm water runoff, it 
would not contribute to cumulative 
adverse effects on these 
resources. Therefore, these 
resources are not included in the 
cumulative impact analysis.  

No 
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Table 3.6-1 Resources Evaluated for Project Cumulative Impact Analysis 

Resource Area 

Potentially 
Affected by 

Project Comment on Project Impact Resource Study Area (RSA)

Resources 
in Poor or 
Declining 

Health 
Recommendation for Cumulative 

Impact Analysis 

Resource 
Included in 
Cumulative 

Impact 
Analysis 

Geology/Soils/Seismic/ 
Topography 
Section 3.2.3 (page 3-313) 

Yes Potential impacts for the proposed Project 
include surface fault rupture, ground shaking, 
liquefaction susceptibility, compressible/ 
collapsible soils, and expansive soils. 
The location of the Project study area in 
relation to known active and potentially active 
faults indicates that the alignments are not 
exposed to a greater seismic risk than other 
sites in the region.  The Project study area is 
located in areas considered moderately to 
highly susceptible to liquefaction. 
The hills to the west and east of the Project 
may be subject to rock fall, rock slides, or 
other rock slope failure.  
The Project would use standard engineering 
practices to deal with these risks and would 
not result in adverse impacts to geology, soils, 
seismic, or topography. 

San Jacinto Valley, which 
includes portions of 
unincorporated Riverside 
County and the cities of 
Hemet and San Jacinto 

No Because the Project would not 
result in adverse impacts to 
geology, soils, seismic, and 
topography, it would not contribute 
to cumulative adverse effects on 
these resources. Therefore, these 
resources are not included in the 
cumulative impact analysis. 

No 

Paleontology 
Section 3.2.4 (page 3-326) 

Yes During excavation, the Project could result in 
loss of fossils, an unrecorded fossil site, loss 
of associated fossil specimen data and 
corresponding geologic and geographic site 
data, or loss of fossil-bearing strata 
A Paleontological Mitigation Plan (PMP) would 
be completed and implemented for the Project 
to avoid this potential loss. 
The mitigation program would allow for the 
recovery of scientifically important fossilized 
remains, if any are encountered by these 
activities, along with associated fossil 
specimen data and corresponding geologic 
and geographic site data, preservation of the 
specimens in a recognized museum 
repository, and availability for future study by 
qualified scientific investigators.   

San Jacinto Valley, which 
includes portions of 
unincorporated Riverside 
County and the cities of 
Hemet and San Jacinto 

No Because the Project would not 
result in adverse impacts to 
paleontology, it would not 
contribute to cumulative adverse 
effects on this resource. Therefore, 
this resource is not included in the 
cumulative impact analysis. 

No 
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Table 3.6-1 Resources Evaluated for Project Cumulative Impact Analysis 

Resource Area 

Potentially 
Affected by 

Project Comment on Project Impact Resource Study Area (RSA)

Resources 
in Poor or 
Declining 

Health 
Recommendation for Cumulative 

Impact Analysis 

Resource 
Included in 
Cumulative 

Impact 
Analysis 

Hazardous Waste/Materials 
Section 3.2.5 (page 3-334) 

Yes Potential risks of the proposed Project include 
impacting agricultural parcels with a low to 
moderate potential for pesticide residue in 
soil; buildings constructed prior to the 1980s 
that pose a low to moderate risk of lead-based 
paint or asbestos-containing material; and 
parcels within the current right-of-way of 
SR 79/Winchester Road, SR 74/Florida 
Avenue, and Domenigoni Parkway have a low 
to moderate potential for aerially deposited 
lead in soil. 
Appropriate measures will be taken during 
construction to minimize exposure.  The 
Project would not result in adverse impacts 
from hazardous waste and materials. 

San Jacinto Valley, which 
includes portions of 
unincorporated Riverside 
County and the cities of 
Hemet and San Jacinto 

No Because the Project would not 
result in adverse impacts from 
hazardous waste and materials, it 
would not contribute to cumulative 
adverse effects from hazardous 
waste and materials. Therefore, 
this resource is not included in the 
cumulative impact analysis.  

No 

Air Quality 
Section 3.2.6 (page 3-353) 

Yes The Project is located in a federal 
nonattainment area for ozone (O3), particulate 
matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter 
(PM2.5), and particulate matter less than 
10 micrometers in diameter (PM10) and a 
federal maintenance area for carbon 
monoxide (CO). The Project demonstrates 
conformity with localized PM10 and PM2.5 
requirements. 

South Coast Air Basin Yes The Project considers construction 
activities and traffic emissions 
generated by planned land uses, 
including the Project, and other 
planned transportation 
improvements.  The Project 
demonstrates conformity with 
localized PM10 and PM2.5 
requirements. NOX emissions 
would have an adverse cumulative 
effect on air quality during 
construction, and construction of 
the Project is expected to 
contribute temporarily to existing 
violations of the O3 standards. 
Therefore, this resource is included 
in the cumulative impact analysis.  

Yes 
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Table 3.6-1 Resources Evaluated for Project Cumulative Impact Analysis 

Resource Area 

Potentially 
Affected by 

Project Comment on Project Impact Resource Study Area (RSA)

Resources 
in Poor or 
Declining 

Health 
Recommendation for Cumulative 

Impact Analysis 

Resource 
Included in 
Cumulative 

Impact 
Analysis 

Noise and Vibration 
Section 3.2.7 (page 3-378) 

Yes The Project would impact sensitive receptors 
with highway noise, but mitigation measures 
are proposed to minimize the effects of noise 
and vibration to be consistent with applicable 
policies and regulations.  The noise and 
vibration study also considered the cumulative 
noise impacts to each sensitive receptor 
because the future land uses and 
corresponding circulation element were 
included in this analysis. 
As a result of the mitigation measures being 
proposed to minimize impacts, the Project 
would not result in adverse impacts from noise 
and vibration. 

San Jacinto Valley, which 
includes portions of 
unincorporated Riverside 
County and the cities of 
Hemet and San Jacinto 

No Because the Project would not 
result in adverse impacts from 
noise and vibration, it would not 
contribute to cumulative adverse 
effects from noise and vibration. 
Therefore, this resource is not 
included in the cumulative impact 
analysis.  

No 

Energy 
Section 3.2.8 (page 3-431) 

No The Project would provide a more direct route 
than the existing SR 79, reduce congestion, 
and lead to lower vehicle miles traveled. 
Therefore, the Project would result in lower 
energy consumption than No Build conditions. 
The Project is not expected to impact regional 
energy consumption and, therefore, would not 
have adverse impacts to energy. 

San Jacinto Valley, which 
includes portions of 
unincorporated Riverside 
County and the cities of 
Hemet and San Jacinto 

No Because the Project would not 
result in adverse impacts to energy, 
it would not contribute to 
cumulative adverse effects to this 
resource. Therefore, this resource 
is not included in the cumulative 
impact analysis.  

No 

Natural Communities  
Section 3.3.1 (page 3-437) 

Yes Permanent direct and indirect impacts to nine 
sensitive natural communities are expected to 
occur: 

• Alkali Grassland: between 10.1 ha (25.0 
ac) and 22.9 ha (56.6 ac) 

• Alkali Playa: between 0.10 ha (0.25 ac) 
and 0.062 ha (0.15 ac) 

• Cottonwood Willow Riparian Forest: 
between 0.7 ha (1.7 ac) and 0.8 ha (2.0 ac) 

• Emergent Wetland: between 0.09 ha (0.2 
ac) and  0.2 ha (0.5 ac) 

San Jacinto Valley, which 
includes portions of 
unincorporated Riverside 
County and the cities of 
Hemet and San Jacinto  

Yes Because this resource is in poor 
and declining health, it is included 
in the cumulative impact analysis.  

Yes 
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Table 3.6-1 Resources Evaluated for Project Cumulative Impact Analysis 

Resource Area 

Potentially 
Affected by 

Project Comment on Project Impact Resource Study Area (RSA)

Resources 
in Poor or 
Declining 

Health 
Recommendation for Cumulative 

Impact Analysis 

Resource 
Included in 
Cumulative 

Impact 
Analysis 

• Mulefat Scrub: 0.004 ha (0.01 ac) 

• Riversidian Sage Scrub: between 57.2 ha 
(141.3 ac) and 66.3 ha (163.8 ac) 

• Seasonal Wetland: between 5.0 ha (12.4 
ac) and 5.4 ha (13.3 ac) 

• Vernal Pool: between 0.30 ha (0.74 ac) 
and 2.1 ha (5.2 ac) 

• Willow Riparian Scrub and Forest: between  
1.6 ha (4.0 ac) and 1.9 ha (4.7 ac) 

Up to eight wildlife corridors are expected to 
be impacted by the Project: 

• Existing Constrained Linkage B: Avian, 
Large Mammals, Small Mammals, Reptile, 
Amphibian, and Insects 

• Newport Road Hills to Patton Road: Avian, 
Large Mammals, Small Mammals, Reptile, 
Amphibian, and Insects 

• Hemet Channel: Avian Wildlife, Large 
Mammals,  Small Mammals, Reptile, 
Amphibian, and Insects 

• San Jacinto Branch Line: Avian, Large 
Mammals, Small Mammals, Reptile, and 
Amphibian 

• Double Butte to West Hemet Hills: Avian, 
Large Mammals, Small Mammals, Reptile, 
and Amphibian 

• West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains: 
Avian and Large Mammals 
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Table 3.6-1 Resources Evaluated for Project Cumulative Impact Analysis 

Resource Area 

Potentially 
Affected by 

Project Comment on Project Impact Resource Study Area (RSA)

Resources 
in Poor or 
Declining 

Health 
Recommendation for Cumulative 

Impact Analysis 

Resource 
Included in 
Cumulative 

Impact 
Analysis 

• Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills: 
Avian and Large Mammals 

• Colorado River Aqueduct: Avian, Large 
Mammals, Small Mammals, Reptile, and 
Amphibian 

Wetlands and Other Waters 
Section 3.3.2 (page 3-502) 

Yes The Project will result in direct loss of 7.82 ha 
(19.38 ac) to 10.00 ha (24.74 ac) of wetlands 
and other waters 

San Jacinto Valley, which 
includes portions of 
unincorporated Riverside 
County and the cities of 
Hemet and San Jacinto  

Yes Impacts would be offset through 
creation, enhancement, and 
preservation of wetland areas as 
required by state and federal laws 
and regulations. 
Because this resource is in poor 
and declining health, it is included 
in the cumulative impact analysis. 

Yes 

Plant Species 
Section 3.3.3 (page 3-521) 

Yes Permanent direct and indirect impacts to two 
non-MSHCP covered special-status plant 
species, paniculate tarplant (CNPS List 4) and 
Robinson’s peppergrass (CNPS List 1B), are 
expected to occur. 

San Jacinto Valley, which 
includes portions of 
unincorporated Riverside 
County and the cities of 
Hemet and San Jacinto 

Yes Because this resource is in poor 
and declining health and is not 
included as a Covered Species in 
the MSHCP, it is included in the 
cumulative impact analysis.  

Yes 

Animal Species 
Section 3.3.4 (page 3-573) 

Yes The Project would permanently impact (either 
directly or indirectly) 10 pairs of nesting 
raptors (red-tailed hawk) and bat species that 
are not Covered Species in the MSHCP. 

San Jacinto Valley, which 
includes portions of 
unincorporated Riverside 
County and the cities of 
Hemet and San Jacinto  

Yes Because this resource would be 
impacted by the Project it is 
included in the cumulative impact 
analysis.  

Yes 

Threatened and Endangered 
Species 
Section 3.3.5 (page 3-634) 

Yes Potential impact to:  

• Stephens’ kangaroo rat habitat:  between 
227.7 ha (92.1 ac)  and  235.1 ha (580.9 
 ac) 

• Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat: 
between 249.03 ha (615.4 ac) and 402.64 
ha (994.9 ac) 

 
 

San Jacinto Valley, which 
includes portions of 
unincorporated Riverside 
County and the cities of 
Hemet and San Jacinto  

Yes Impacts to threatened and 
endangered species will be 
handled through a joint MSHCP 
Consistency Determination/ 
Biological Opinion for the proposed 
Project. 
Because this resource is in poor 
and declining health, it is included 
in the cumulative impact analysis.  

Yes 
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Table 3.6-1 Resources Evaluated for Project Cumulative Impact Analysis 

Resource Area 

Potentially 
Affected by 

Project Comment on Project Impact Resource Study Area (RSA)

Resources 
in Poor or 
Declining 

Health 
Recommendation for Cumulative 

Impact Analysis 

Resource 
Included in 
Cumulative 

Impact 
Analysis 

• Coastal California gnatcatcher habitat: 
between 67.78 ha (167.49 ac) and 86.84 
ha (214.6 ac) 

• Suitable least Bell’s vireo habitat: between 
10.99 ha (27.16 ac) and 16.93 ha (41.84 
ac) 

• Suitable southwestern willow flycatcher 
habitat: between 10.99 ha (27.16 ac) and 
16.93 ha (41.84 ac) 

Potential impact to: 

• Vernal pool branchiopod habitat: 0.72 ha 
(1.79 ac) 

• San Jacinto Valley crownscale: between 13 
populations (6,749 individuals) and 237 
populations (64,065 individuals) 

• Spreading navarretia critical habitat 
between 0.9 ha (2.3 ac) and 1.0 ha (2.4 ac) 

Invasive Species 
Section 3.3.6 (page 3-675) 

Yes Invasive plant species may establish in 
construction areas and spread outside the 
right-of-way. 
Because of the implementation of mitigation 
measures, the Project would not result in 
adverse impacts from invasive species.  

San Jacinto Valley, which 
includes portions of 
unincorporated Riverside 
County and the cities of 
Hemet and San Jacinto  

No Because the Project would not 
result in adverse impacts from 
invasive species, it would not 
contribute to cumulative adverse 
effects from these species. 
Therefore, this resource is not 
included in the cumulative impact 
analysis.  

No 
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3.6.2.2 Geographic Boundaries for Cumulative Analysis 
Generally, the cumulative analysis study area for the Project encompasses the San Jacinto Valley, which includes 
portions of unincorporated Riverside County and the cities of Hemet and San Jacinto (Figure 3.6-1).  Individual 
RSA boundaries for the cumulative impact analysis of each resource are described below. 

• Farmlands, Relocation Impacts, Visual/Aesthetics, and Biological Resources:  San Jacinto Valley, which 
includes portions of unincorporated Riverside County and the cities of Hemet and San Jacinto 

• Cultural Resources:  San Jacinto Valley in the north and Pleasant Valley in the Winchester area 

• Air Quality:  South Coast Air Basin 

3.6.2.3 Related Projects Contributing to Cumulative Impacts 
Cumulative impacts analysis differs from direct and indirect impact analysis in that the cumulative impacts 
analysis considers the effect of multiple actions on a resource, including historical actions, actions of the proposed 
Project, and all reasonably foreseeable future actions.  Cumulative analysis focuses on the resource rather than on 
the project. 

To address Step 5 of the cumulative impact analysis methodology, the current and reasonably foreseeable actions 
or projects and their associated environmental impacts were identified so that they could be included in this 
cumulative impact analysis.  Individual projects were identified, as well as the change in land use patterns 
anticipated based on the release of the updated general plans.  Each of the local jurisdictions’ (County of 
Riverside, Cities of Hemet and San Jacinto) general plans project these changes in planned land use.  Generally, 
each of the general plans accounts for a shift in land use from rural, agriculturally based communities to a more 
developed suburban area composed of residential developments and commercial and light industrial uses.  
Compared to the existing uses, this shift is drastic because it encompasses a large portion of the valley. 

Typically, the time this type of transition will take could be difficult to estimate.  This is important because 
timeframe contributes to establishing the portion of the transition that could be considered reasonably foreseeable 
and thus be included in the cumulative impact analysis.  To clarify this transition in local land use, the proposed 
projects in the San Jacinto Valley were evaluated by jurisdiction to better define reasonably foreseeable projects.  
As a result, 480 development projects have been identified and are listed in Appendix H.  Development projects 
consist of commercial, residential, and industrial projects.  They are representative of the foreseeable actions for 
each jurisdiction.  Figure 3.6-1 shows the locations of these projects, as well as their development status.  This 
figure provides a comprehensive view of the volume of reasonably foreseeable projects in the San Jacinto Valley.  
Of the 480 development projects listed in Appendix H, some are operational and some are under construction.  The 
remaining projects are in the planning process.  Some have been approved, but are not under construction, and 
others have application-submitted or pre-application status.  The projects shown are in the general plans of the 
respective agencies with jurisdiction or have been proposed by formal public notices (e.g., Notice of Intent, Notice 
of Preparation), have pending environmental documents, or are in the regulatory review and approval process.  
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Although any project could be modified, or even abandoned, large-scale development has been occurring in the 
valley and is planned to continue in the foreseeable future, even if details, including schedules, change. 

In addition to the analysis above, a review of infrastructure projects proposed in the San Jacinto Valley was also 
conducted.  This was completed by reviewing the Regional Transportation Plan, the Federal Transportation 
Improvement Program, and proposed projects of other agencies.  Infrastructure projects that are in the San Jacinto 
Valley and are in a phase of the project development process have been included in this cumulative impacts 
analysis.  Table 3.6-2 contains a list of these infrastructure projects.  These projects and the development projects 
in Appendix H and shown in Figure 3.6-1 are included in the cumulative impact analysis. 

Table 3.6-2 Infrastructure Projects Included in the Cumulative Analysis 

Project Name Description Current Project Status 
Mid County Parkway 
Project 

A proposed 25.75-kilometer (16-mile) transportation 
corridor, primarily along the Ramona Expressway 
through Riverside County, the City of Perris, and the 
City of San Jacinto.  The corridor will relieve traffic 
congestion for east-west travel in western Riverside 
County between the San Jacinto and Perris areas to 
accommodate current and projected travel demand 
through 2040. 

A Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact 
Report/Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement is being prepared and is expected to be 
circulated for public review in summer/fall 2012. 
Construction to occur in 2014 and beyond. 

SR 79 Widening Project: 
Thompson Road to 
Domenigoni Parkway 

A proposed 11.27-kilometer (7-mile) widening of SR 79 
from Thompson Road to Domenigoni Parkway to 
increase the number of lanes from two to four. 

Construction to be completed in spring 2013. 

Newport Road Extension 
Project 

Completed 6-lane extension from SR 79 to Menifee 
Road. 

Completed. 

Hemet-Ryan Airport 
Runway Extension 

Hemet-Ryan Airport Runway Extension. Long-term planning project from City of Hemet General 
Plan 2030. 

San Jacinto Levee 
Project 

Construct a levee to protect the Ramona Expressway 
and Sanderson Avenue from flooding, provide access 
to the city of San Jacinto from the north and the west 
during flood events, and enable the City to implement 
the San Jacinto Gateway Specific Plan Project and 
major drainage facilities. 

A draft environmental document is expected to be 
completed in 2012. 

Perris Valley Line Extend the existing Metrolink 91 Line service from the 
Downtown Riverside station, 38.62 kilometers 
(24 miles) along the existing San Jacinto Branch Line, 
terminating in Perris. 

Project expected to begin operation in 2014. 

Esplanade Avenue Widen to 4 lanes from State Street to Sanderson 
Avenue 

Currently completing preliminary engineering. 

Ramona Expressway Widen to 4 lanes from Sanderson Avenue to Warren 
Road 

Constructed. 

Future Metrolink Long-term plans call for an extension of the Metrolink 
to Hemet.  The Hemet General Plan shows two 
Metrolink stations, one in a future business park in 
west Hemet and one in downtown Hemet.   

Long-term planning project from City of Hemet General 
Plan 2030. 

Hemet-Ryan Airport Improvements to Stetson Avenue and the realigned 
SR 79 will improve access to the airport.  The Hemet 
General Plan assumes improvements on the airport 
property, including a runway extension advocated by 
the Riverside County Economic Development Agency, 
but no specific plans are programmed. 

Long-term planning project from City of Hemet General 
Plan 2030. 
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Table 3.6-2 Infrastructure Projects Included in the Cumulative Analysis 

Project Name Description Current Project Status 
Ramona Expressway Widen to 4 lanes east of State Street and to 6 lanes 

west of State Street. 
City of San Jacinto adopted a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Plan as recommended by the Planning Commission on 
January 12, 2012. 

Stetson Avenue Initially widen to four lanes from Warren Road to State 
Street.  Eventually, the Hemet General Plan designates 
Stetson Avenue as a six-lane arterial route west of 
Sanderson Avenue and proposes a future Metrolink 
station near the interchange between future Stetson 
Avenue and future SR 79.   

Long-term planning project from City of Hemet General 
Plan 2030. 

Warren Road Widen to 4 lanes from Domenigoni Parkway to 
Ramona Expressway.  Widen to a 6-lane arterial 
between Esplanade Avenue and Domenigoni Parkway. 

Long-term planning project from City of Hemet General 
Plan 2030. 

Winchester Road Upgrade to 4-lane Divided Secondary Arterial. Long-term planning project from City of Hemet General 
Plan 2030. 

Florida Avenue Widen to 6-lane arterial between Winchester Road and 
Cawston Avenue. 

Long-term planning project from City of Hemet General 
Plan 2030. 

 

3.6.3 Cumulative Impacts Analysis 

3.6.3.1 Farmlands 
There are no timberlands in the Cumulative Impacts study area.  Therefore, the assessment of cumulative effects 
will address farmlands only. 

Current Health and the Historical Context  
The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) guides private landowners and property managers with 
programs aimed at protecting natural resources to sustain agricultural productivity and environmental quality while 
supporting continued economic development, recreation, and scenic beauty.  The local jurisdictions guide land use 
planning and agricultural protection in the Project cumulative impacts study area, consistent with NRCS programs.  
The general plans for Riverside County and the Cities of Hemet and San Jacinto contain specific goals and policies 
that acknowledge an area historically characterized by rural and agricultural areas, but also specifically indicate a 
movement toward development, consistent with the existing and planned growth.  The San Jacinto Valley was 
established in the late 1800s as a ranching, and later agricultural, community.  Following World War II, and 
accelerating in the 1960s, the area began to transition toward becoming a residential community.  First, it served as 
a destination for senior living and later transitioned in the 1990s to a community of younger families.  This has 
resulted in the conversion of open space and agriculture to more urban uses, such as housing developments and 
commercial centers, and transportation planning to support regional and local circulation (County 2003a; Hemet 
1992, 2008; San Jacinto 2001, 2006). 

The general plans have specified future land uses in response to development pressure.  Farmland conversion in 
Riverside County is occurring at a rapid rate.  According to the California Department of Conservation (CDC), 
farmland conversion between 2002 and 2004 in Riverside County totaled about 18,688 ha (46,719 ac) 
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(CDC 2006).  From 2000 to 2010, the CDC reports that prime, unique, and other important farmlands in Riverside 
County have been converted to nonagricultural uses at an average rate of 3,197 ha (7,900 ac) per year. 

Direct and indirect impacts of the proposed Project that might contribute to a cumulative 
impact 
Most of the Project impacts to important farmlands (about 375 ha [927 ac] combined, direct and indirect) would be 
in farmland planned for conversion by their respective jurisdictions.  The impacts of the Project on existing 
farmlands by jurisdiction are summarized in Table 3.6-3 (page 3-707).  Based on calculations for Project impacts 
to areas designated to remain farmlands in the general plans or local zoning, each Build alternative would impact a 
small percentage (less than 0.01 percent) of the farmland in Riverside County and less than 1 percent in the city of 
Hemet (Table 3.1-15 [Volume 1, page 3-97]).  The local jurisdictions recognize the potential for conflicts with the 
uses of agricultural land in the Project study area.  Applicable policies pertaining to agriculture are included in 
Section 3.1.3.2 (Volume 1, page 3-91).  

Assessment of the potential cumulative impacts 
Riverside County has designated approximately 35,106 ha (86,748 ac) of prime, unique, and statewide important 
farmland for conversion to nonagricultural uses, the City of Hemet has planned 877 ha (2,166 ac) for conversion, 
and San Jacinto has planned 3,246 ha (8,020 ac) for conversion.  These numbers represent 33 percent, 45 percent, 
and 100 percent, respectively, of the existing resources in these jurisdictions.  The environmental impact reports 
required for the general plans recognize that these conversions will have significant and unavoidable impacts on 
agricultural resources.  In the San Jacinto Valley portion of Riverside County, there was a total of about 42,300 ha 
(104,500 ac) of prime, statewide and other important farmland in 2000.  By 2010, there had been a loss of 7,274 ha 
(17,974 ac), or more than 17 percent of prime and other important farmland, in the valley.  Conversion has been 
ongoing and is based on the projects shown in Figure 3.6-1 and listed in Table 3.6-2 (page 3-704) and Appendix H. 

The areas of important farmlands that would be directly and indirectly affected by the Project (about 375 ha 
[927 ac] combined) were designated for conversion by these general plans prior to the Project.  As such, these 
parcels represent nonconforming uses based on current land use designations.  Therefore, the Project’s impacts on 
important farmlands are accounted for in the environmental impact reports for the general plans.  Overall, Project 
impacts would constitute less than one tenth of one percent of the planned farmland conversions in the area.  As a 
result, the Project would contribute only incrementally to the loss of farmland in the Project vicinity.  While the 
cumulative loss of farmlands in the study area has been determined to be significant and unavoidable based on the 
environmental documents for the general plans prepared by Riverside County, the City of Hemet, and the City of 
San Jacinto (County 2003a, Hemet 2012, San Jacinto 2006), the contribution of the Project to cumulative impacts 
on farmlands in the San Jacinto Valley, and therefore Riverside County, would be minimal. 

Indirect cumulative effects could result from impacts to access or farm operations or as a result of increased noise 
or changes in air quality.  However, the Project incorporates mitigation to address these impacts, such as 
commitments to maintain access to farm units, coordination with local service providers to maintain utilities such 
as water and electricity, and measures to control noise and dust. 
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Table 3.6-3 Permanent Land Use Impacts for Project Alternatives 
Project Alternative 

Jurisdiction  
and  

Land Use Type No Build Alternativea 
Build Alternative 1ab 
(Hectares [Acres]) 

Build Alternative 1b  
(including Design Option 1b1)c, f

(Hectares [Acres]) 
Build Alternative 2ad 
(Hectares [Acres]) 

Build Alternative 2b  
(including Design Option 2b1)e, f 

(Hectares [Acres]) 
Agricultural      

Riverside County N/A 91.54 ha 
(226.19 ac) 

75.94 ha 
(187.64 ac) 

89.80 ha 
(221.90 ac) 

71.57 ha 
(176.86 ac) 

City of Hemet N/A 17.42 ha 
(43.05 ac) 

17.42 ha 
(43.05 ac) 

17.42 ha 
(43.06 ac) 

17.42 ha 
(43.06 ac) 

City of San Jacinto N/A 132.92 ha 
(328.44 ac) 

109.88 ha 
(271.52 ac) 

131.33 ha 
(324.53 ac) 

111.46 ha 
(275.43 ac) 

TOTAL N/A 241.88 ha 
(597.68 ac) 

203.24 ha 
(502.21 ac) 

238.55 ha 
(589.49 ac) 

272.02 ha 
(495.35 ac) 

Commercial/Industrial      

Riverside County N/A 6.68 ha 
(16.49 ac) 

6.24 ha 
(15.42 ac) 

6.76 ha 
(16.71 ac) 

5.94 ha 
(14.67 ac) 

City of Hemet N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

City of San Jacinto N/A 7.43 ha 
(18.35 ac) 

7.43 ha 
(18.35 ac) 

7.43 ha 
(18.35 ac) 

7.43 ha 
(18.35 ac) 

TOTAL N/A 14.11 ha 
(34.84 ac) 

13.67 ha 
(33.77 ac) 

14.19 ha 
(35.06 ac) 

13.37 ha 
(33.02 ac) 

Parks and Designated Open Space      

Riverside County N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

City of Hemet N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

City of San Jacinto N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

TOTAL N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Residential      

Riverside County N/A 0.95 ha 
(2.34 ac) 

0.79 ha 
(1.96 ac) 

0.76 ha 
(1.88 ac) 

0.61 ha 
(1.50 ac) 

City of Hemet N/A 0.06 ha 
(0.15 ac) 

0.06 ha 
(0.15 ac) 

0.06 ha 
(0.15 ac) 

0.06 ha 
(0.15 ac) 
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Table 3.6-3 Permanent Land Use Impacts for Project Alternatives 
Project Alternative 

Jurisdiction  
and  

Land Use Type No Build Alternativea 
Build Alternative 1ab 
(Hectares [Acres]) 

Build Alternative 1b  
(including Design Option 1b1)c, f

(Hectares [Acres]) 
Build Alternative 2ad 
(Hectares [Acres]) 

Build Alternative 2b  
(including Design Option 2b1)e, f 

(Hectares [Acres]) 
City of San Jacinto N/A 0.18 ha 

(0.44 ac) 
0.18 ha 

(0.44 ac) 
0.18 ha 

(0.44 ac) 
0.18 ha 

(0.44 ac) 

TOTAL N/A 1.19 ha 
(2.93 ac) 

1.03 ha 
(2.55 ac) 

1.00 ha 
(2.47 ac) 

0.85 ha 
(2.09 ac) 

Rural Residential      

Riverside County N/A 42.19 ha 
(104.26 ac) 

31.86 ha 
(78.72 ac) 

35.06 ha 
(86.64 ac) 

37.43 ha 
(92.50 ac) 

City of Hemet N/A 3.82 ha 
(9.45 ac) 

3.40 ha 
(8.41 ac) 

3.40 ha 
(8.41 ac) 

3.82 ha 
(9.45 ac) 

City of San Jacinto N/A 2.48 ha 
(6.13 ac) 

8.43 ha 
(20.84 ac) 

2.48 ha 
(6.13 ac) 

8.43 ha 
(20.84 ac) 

TOTAL N/A 48.49 ha 
(119.84 ac) 

43.69 ha 
(107.97 ac) 

40.94 ha 
(101.18 ac) 

49.68 ha 
(122.79 ac) 

Services/Facilities      

Riverside County N/A 30.45 ha 
(75.24 ac) 

32.54 ha (80.40 ac) OR 32.85 ha 
(81.17 ac) 

32.72 ha 
(80.85 ac) 

27.64 ha (68.31 ac) OR 27.98 ha 
(69.13 ac) 

City of Hemet N/A 3.35 ha 
(8.27 ac) 

3.31 ha 
(8.19 ac) 

3.31 ha 
(8.19 ac) 

3.82 ha 
(9.45 ac) 

City of San Jacinto N/A 26.42 ha 
(65.29 ac) 

22.95 ha 
(56.71 ac) 

24.51 ha 
(60.55 ac) 

24.87 ha 
(61.45 ac) 

TOTAL N/A 60.22 ha 
(148.80 ac) 

58.80 ha (145.30 ac) OR 59.11 ha 
(146.07 ac) 

60.54 ha 
(149.59 ac) 

55.33 ha (139.21 ac) OR 56.67 ha 
(140.03 ac) 

Undeveloped      

Riverside County N/A 71.96 ha 
(177.81 ac) 

88.26 ha 
(218.09 ac) 

58.39 ha 
(144.28 ac) 

75.17 ha 
(185.74 ac) 

City of Hemet N/A 3.26 ha 
(8.06 ac) 

3.26 ha 
(8.06 ac) 

3.26 ha 
(8.06 ac) 

3.26 ha 
(8.06 ac) 

City of San Jacinto N/A 7.77 ha 
(19.20 ac) 

7.27 ha 
(17.96 ac) 

7.77 ha 
(19.20 ac) 

7.27 ha 
(17.96 ac) 

TOTAL N/A 82.99 ha 
(205.07 ac) 

98.79 ha 
(244.11 ac) 

69.42 ha 
(171.54 ac) 

85.70 ha 
(211.76 ac) 
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Table 3.6-3 Permanent Land Use Impacts for Project Alternatives 
Project Alternative 

Jurisdiction  
and  

Land Use Type No Build Alternativea 
Build Alternative 1ab 
(Hectares [Acres]) 

Build Alternative 1b  
(including Design Option 1b1)c, f

(Hectares [Acres]) 
Build Alternative 2ad 
(Hectares [Acres]) 

Build Alternative 2b  
(including Design Option 2b1)e, f 

(Hectares [Acres]) 
Source:  Community Impact Assessment, August 2010 

Note:  N/A – Not Applicable.  See Note a. 
ha = hectares 
ac = acres 
aExisting land uses associated with the No Build Alternative would not change because of the Project.  Therefore, no impacts would occur. 
bBuild Alternative 1a is composed of Roadway Segments A, E, G, I, J, L, and N, Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2, Connections 1 and 2 to Hemet Channel Outside the Project ROW, and short-term and 
long-term traffic detours. 
cBuild Alternative 1b and Design Option 1b1 are composed of Roadway Segments B, C, G, I, K, M, and N, Utility Relocations Areas 1 and 2, and short-term and long-term traffic detours. 
dBuild Alternative 2a is composed of Roadway Segments A, F, H, I, K, L, and N, Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2, Connection 3 to Hemet Channel Outside the Project ROW, and short-term and long-term 
traffic detours. 
eBuild Alternative 2b and Design Option 2b1 are composed of Roadway Segments B, D, H, I, J, M, and N, Utility Relocation Areas 1 and 2, and short-term and long-term traffic detours. 
fPermanent land use impacts for Project alternatives are presented first for the base condition followed by design options. If there is no variation between the base condition and design option, the 
information is given only once. 
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Projects that would impact designated farmlands and existing agricultural uses are contemplated in the general 
plans for the local jurisdictions and would be required to comply with overall goals and policies pertaining to land 
use and development, as well as protection of important agricultural lands.  Applicable policies pertaining to 
agriculture are included in Section 3.1.3.2 (Volume 1, page 3-91). 

Assess the need for mitigation and/or recommendations for actions by other agencies to 
address a cumulative impact 
As a land development action, the Project cannot be entirely consistent with preservation of farmland within its 
direct impact area.  However, careful siting of the Build alternatives and involving the local, county, and regional 
planning agencies has helped to minimize the impacts to prime and other farmlands in a manner consistent with 
the intent of the general plans. 

The vast majority of farmland in the San Jacinto Valley is assumed to be converted to nonagricultural uses over 
time in the general plans that include the Project area. Despite the consensus that development pressure will 
ultimately convert these lands, the general plans include measures to minimize impacts to farmlands and 
encourage the continued agricultural use of these lands.  Although some measures can be implemented in review 
of proposed development plans, many measures are implemented at the discretion of the landowners.  These 
include mitigation measures such as the establishment of setbacks and buffers between development and 
agricultural areas in San Jacinto (San Jacinto 2006), and the encouragement of compatibility with agricultural 
policies and programs in Riverside County (County 2003a) and the City of Hemet (Hemet 2012).  

3.6.3.2 Community 

Current Health and the Historical Context  
The cumulative impact study area historically has been characterized by rural and agricultural areas, but this has 
been changing for the last 20 years, and development is expected to continue.  Ongoing planning, as guided by the 
general plans for the local jurisdictions, indicates a development movement to support anticipated future growth 
and change.  Most noticeably, this has resulted in the conversion of open space and agriculture to more urban uses, 
such as housing developments and commercial centers, thus requiring land acquisitions and relocations.  

Any property acquisitions and subsequent relocations associated with the Project would require compliance with 
the provisions of the applicable federal and state relocation regulations.  The Department’s Relocation Assistance 
Program (RAP) is based on the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act 
of 1970 (as amended) and Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 24.  The purpose of RAP is to ensure 
that persons displaced as a result of a transportation project are treated fairly, consistently, and equitably so that 
such persons will not suffer disproportionate injuries as a result of projects designed for the benefit of the public as 
a whole.  Please see Appendix D for a summary of the RAP.  All relocation services and benefits are administered 
without regard to race, color, national origin, or sex in compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act (42 USC 
2000d, et seq.). Please see Appendix C for a copy of the Department’s Title VI Policy Statement.  Private projects 
would require an agreement between buyers and sellers. 
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According to the Draft Relocation Impact Report of July 2010, the housing stock available in neighboring 
communities would be sufficient for finding comparable replacement dwellings that satisfy the decent, safe, and 
sanitary standards for relocating the displaced residents from the impacted area. 

Direct and indirect impacts of the proposed Project that might contribute to a cumulative 
impact 
A permanent relocation impact would occur if a home or business were displaced by the Project.  A displacement 
would result in residents moving their households to a different location and businesses moving their inventory 
and customer base to a different location. 

The largest number of residential displacements would occur with Build Alternative 1a (42 displacements), while 
the least would occur with Build Alternative 2b and Design Option 2b1 (29 displacements).  The number of 
commercial displacements would be 14 with Build Alternatives 1a and 1b, Design Option 1b1, and Build 
Alternative 2a, with 13 displacements for Build Alternative 2b and Design Option 2b1. 

Permanent relocations would be required as part of right-of-way acquisition for the Project and could result in 
indirect impacts to property values and property tax revenue.  In addition, the Project would require relinquishment 
of existing SR 79 to the local jurisdictions (Riverside County, City of Hemet, and City of San Jacinto), which 
could affect their revenue flows. 

Assessment of the potential cumulative impacts 
Relatively few projects have occurred in the San Jacinto Valley that required acquisitions and displacements.  A 
few of those that have been completed include the Metropolitan Water District Diamond Valley Lake and the San 
Diego Aqueduct.  In addition, local development projects or additional infrastructure projects may have also 
required acquisitions and displacements. 

The Project would require a minimal number of relocations and displacements.  Depending on the final Selected 
Alternative, the Project could result in approximately 29 to 42 residential acquisitions, 13 to 14 commercial 
acquisitions, 75 to 134 residential displacements, and 86 to 90 employee displacements. 

Additional relocations would be expected as a result of the development projects shown in Figure 3.6-1 and listed 
in Appendix H and the infrastructure projects listed in Table 3.6-2 (page 3-704).  In the San Jacinto Valley, most 
of the private development projects are not expected to require substantial relocations.  Public infrastructure 
projects have the greatest potential to result in relocations.  Two such projects would be located in the vicinity of 
the proposed Project, the SR 79 Widening Project in the south and the Mid County Parkway Project in the north.  
The SR 79 Widening Project requires the purchase of one vacant mobile home and the acquisition of two 
residential properties already purchased by a developer, and no commercial relocations or displacements.  The 
Mid County Parkway Project, depending on the final Selected Alternative, could result in approximately 36 to 
102 residential acquisitions, 81 to 159 nonresidential acquisitions, 35 to 90 business displacements, 373 to 
675 residential displacements, and 188 to 1,148 employee displacements (Epic 2011).  When considering the 
relocations and displacements required for the Project with both the SR 79 Widening Project and the Mid County 
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Parkway Project, the unincorporated area of Winchester and the cities of Hemet and San Jacinto have adequate 
housing and commercial stock available that would satisfy the decent, safe, and sanitary standards for relocating 
residents and businesses who are displaced by the Project.  The volume of currently available housing and 
commercial stock would also be expected to satisfy relocation needs of other reasonably foreseeable projects and 
therefore would not result in an adverse relocation cumulative impact. 

Assessment of the need for mitigation and/or recommendations for actions by other 
agencies to address a cumulative impact 
For the proposed Project, the Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC), as the agency responsible for 
relocations, will implement and administer, with Department oversight, the California Department of 
Transportation Relocation Assistance Program to provide relocation assistance or compensation to eligible persons 
and businesses in accordance with the federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Property Acquisition Act of 
1970, as amended (42 United States Code Sections 4601-4655) and the California Relocation Act (California 
Government Code, Section 7260 et. seq.).  Mitigation beyond this compliance is not required for the Project.  It 
would be expected that other lead agencies would complete their property acquisitions and subsequent relocations 
in compliance with the provisions of the applicable federal and state relocation regulations. 

3.6.3.3 Visual/Aesthetics 
Visual character and quality, as guided by the presence of scenic elements in the cumulative impacts study area, 
were considered for the cumulative analysis of visual/aesthetics. 

Current Health and the Historical Context 
The landscape of western Riverside County is characterized by terrain that varies from broad valleys with rocky 
outcrops to foothills and dramatic peaks.  The San Jacinto Valley is bounded by localized peaks of the San Jacinto 
and Santa Rosa Mountains to the east and the Santa Ana Mountains to the west (Lakeview Mountains) and south.  
The broad valley is marked by prominent hills and rock outcrops and is characterized by rural residences, 
equestrian estates, mobile home parks, and residential subdivisions.  Interspersed among more rural development 
are industrial and infrastructure elements (such as light industrial and commercial centers, channelized canals, 
electric transmission towers and lines, the Hemet-Ryan Airport, and the San Jacinto Branch Line railroad tracks).  
Most concentrated commercial and residential development is east of the Project study area. 

The Project cumulative impacts study area historically has been characterized by rural and agricultural areas.  
However, ongoing planning as guided by the general plans for Riverside County and the cities of Hemet and San 
Jacinto indicates a development movement to support anticipated future growth and change.  Most noticeably, this 
has resulted, and will continue to result, in the conversion of open space and agriculture to more urban uses, such 
as housing developments and commercial centers. 
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Direct and indirect impacts of the proposed Project that might contribute to a cumulative 
impact 
The construction of the proposed Project would result in the substantial removal of existing hillsides and creation 
of large and visually prominent cut slopes most evident in the West Hemet Hills.  In addition, fill slopes would be 
created on which much of the roadway would be constructed.  Along much of the route assumed in each of the 
Build alternatives, the roadway would be located on berms approximately 1.5 m (5 ft) in height.  However, in 
places along all of the Build alternatives, the berms would be considerably higher, rising to heights of 6.1 m (20 ft) 
and more.  The higher fill slopes would alter the visual character of rural environments, blocking views toward 
more distant elements of the landscape, and dominating the views from nearby areas.  In addition, major 
overcrossing structures would be constructed at several locations, both for the Project roadway as it crosses over 
surface streets and for surface streets that cross over the Project roadway.  These structures have the potential to 
dominate views from nearby areas and to block views toward more distant landscape features.  The Project would 
substantially contribute to the cumulative adverse impact to the visual and aesthetic characteristics of the San 
Jacinto Valley. 

Assessment of the potential cumulative impacts 
The San Jacinto Valley has been developed to include a variety land uses, which include agricultural fields, dairy 
farms, equestrian estates, mobile home parks, and rural residences and subdivisions set against rugged, 
undeveloped slopes.  Infrastructure projects have also been constructed, which include water conveyance and 
storage facilities (San Diego and Colorado River Aqueducts, Diamond Valley Lake), airports (Hemet-Ryan 
Airport), wastewater treatment facilities (Eastern Municipal Water District Treatment Facility), and local roads 
(Florida Avenue, Sanderson Avenue, Warren Road, and others) and expressways (Ramona Expressway, 
Domenigoni Parkway). 

The proposed Project would result in the conversion of open space, rural, and agricultural areas to more urbanized 
development.  The Project would also contribute to a change in the visual character and quality by introducing a 
new major transportation facility into a rural area in which this type of land use did not previously exist.  The 
various Build alternatives would result in different degrees of exposure from existing viewer groups.  Green Acres 
residents would have close-range views of Build Alternatives 1a and 1b and Design Option 1b1 because those 
alternatives would require cuts in the western slopes of the West Hemet Hills immediately adjacent to their 
community.  Winchester residents would have mid-range views of all of the Build alternatives, but close range 
views of Build Alternatives 1a and 2a.  With the two design options, Winchester residents would have a mid-range 
view of Design Option 2b1 but would not have direct views of Design Option 1b1.  Hemet and San Jacinto 
residents would likely have oblique views of Build Alternatives 2a and 2b and Design Option 2b1.  All of the 
Build alternatives would be visible to travelers along State Eligible Scenic Highway SR 74.  However, Build 
Alternatives 1a and 1b and Design Option 1b1 would be more visible to roadway users as a frontal view than the 
side view created by Build Alternatives 2a and 2b and by Design Option 2b1.  Overall, Design Option 1b1 would 
have the least exposure. 

Other reasonably foreseeable development projects would eliminate much of the remaining rural nature of the area 
and replace it with residential, commercial, and light industrial uses.  This would occur based on the construction 
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of the proposed development projects shown in Figure 3.6-1, and listed in Appendix H, as well as the 
infrastructure projects listed in Table 3.6-2 (page 3-704).  A similar impact to the proposed Project would also 
occur with the construction of the Mid County Parkway Project in the northern portion of the San Jacinto Valley.  
The proposed Project would result in a permanent change to the visual character and visual quality of the San 
Jacinto Valley.  This impact can be minimized, but not fully avoided and, therefore, would represent a cumulative 
adverse effect. 

Assessment of the need for mitigation and/or recommendations for actions by other 
agencies to address a cumulative impact 
There are no mitigation measures that can completely eliminate the impact of the removal of large segments of the 
existing hillsides, creation of fill slopes, and the construction of new bridge structures, but measures have been 
proposed for the Project to minimize this impact.  These measures include grading to mimic the natural conditions 
in the area and the inclusion of site treatments, including embankment development and design, rock weathering, 
other hardscape and landscape, to improve the visual character and aesthetics of the local setting.  The objectives 
of these measures should be mimicked in other projects, independent of their scale, to ensure that the minimization 
of visual impacts would collectively occur from all the reasonably foreseeable land and infrastructure projects in 
the San Jacinto Valley. 

3.6.3.4 Cultural Resources 

Current Health and the Historical Context  
The assessment of cumulative effects to cultural resources (archaeological sites and historical structures or built 
environment resources) considers the direct and indirect impacts of the Project on qualifying resources and 
whether they contribute to cultural resources impacts within a broader cumulative impact study area that includes 
San Jacinto Valley in the north and the Pleasant Valley to the south in the Winchester area.  This corridor has seen 
a general pattern of historical transformation from vacant land to historical farmsteads to commercial agricultural 
pursuits and now to residential and commercial centers. 

The analysis considers impacts only to cultural resources that are eligible for either the National Register of 
Historic Places (known as historic properties) or the California Register of Historical Resources (known as 
historical resources).  No further management of non-qualifying resources is required under existing laws and 
regulations, and destruction of those resources is not considered to be a significant impact or effect.  The analysis 
of the Project’s contribution to past, present, and future impacts is therefore based on impacts to known 
archaeological sites, historic properties and historical resources. 

Direct and indirect impacts of the proposed Project that might contribute to a cumulative 
impact and assessment of the potential cumulative impacts 
The full cumulative impact of the Project on cultural resources will not be known definitively until all cultural 
resources have been evaluated for their eligibility to the NRHP and the SHPO has rendered a Finding of Effect for 
any NRHP-eligible resources.  Those evaluations and effects determinations will occur after a Preferred 
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Alternative is identified (only for resources on the Preferred Alternative), but prior to circulation of the Final 
EIR/EIS. 

For the current Project, evaluation of all built environment resources and three archaeological sites has been 
completed, while evaluation of other archaeological sites that could be affected will occur after identification of a 
Preferred Alternative, but before the Final EIR/EIS.  The evaluation of archaeological sites will be conducted in a 
broad regional study that examines the relationship of individual resources in the Preferred Alternative to a larger 
settlement system or cultural landscape, as requested by Native Americans (Pechanga Tribe Letter to RCTC dated 
November 16, 2008 [HPSR 2010.  Exhibit 6, Public Participation]).  In the regional landscape context, the effects 
of the cumulative loss of individual sites and landscape elements will also be examined.  In addition, the 
Department notified the SHPO by letter dated May 20, 2008, that the Project would defer the evaluation stage of 
the Section 106 process.  SHPO was also notified on June 24, 2010, that a supplemental HPSR would be submitted 
after the identification of the Preferred Alternative that would discuss and evaluate the remaining prehistoric 
and/or historical archaeological sites within the APE.  In accordance with the Section 106 phasing plan, SHPO 
concurrence on eligibility determinations for these resources, as well as a Finding of Effect for the Project that 
considers cumulative impacts, will be sought prior to preparation of the Final EIR/EIS. 

Thus far, only three historic properties (NRHP eligible) and four historical resources (CRHR eligible) have been 
determined to be in the Project’s Area of Potential Effects (APE).  As discussed below, it is not expected that the 
Project would affect these resources in a manner that would contribute to significant cumulative effects. 

Three resources in the APE are considered both NRHP eligible and CRHR eligible (see Sections 3.1.8.2 [page 3-
251] and 4.2.2.3 [page 4-15]).  Archaeological site CA-RIV-5786 was previously determined eligible for the 
NRHP, but was completely removed during the grading of Salt Creek Channel associated with construction of 
Domenigoni Parkway.  A final determination of effect will be made after the evaluations of the remaining 
archaeological sites have been completed.  If it is determined that the Project would have a no adverse effect/less 
than significant impact on the resource, the Project can be construed not to contribute to a cumulative impact on 
the site. 

Archaeological site CA-RIV-6907/H consists of 26 outcrops with 50 milling slicks, a complex lithic scatter 
containing both ground and flaked stone artifacts, a dry-laid rock wall, evidence of historical rock quarrying, and 
historical refuse.  Intact components of the site are well outside the PIA of the Project and will be protected in 
place with Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) fencing and monitoring.  Therefore, the Project would have a 
less than significant impact on this archaeological site, with mitigation (establishment of an ESA).  Because 
mitigation for the Project would ensure that the Project does not physically impact the resource, the Project would 
not contribute to a cumulative impact.  However, other projects considered in the cumulative impacts analysis, 
including the Crossroads Specific Plan in Winchester, have the potential to adversely affect historic properties. 

The Colorado River Aqueduct (CA-RIV-6726H), is eligible for the NRHP and is also a historical resource for the 
purposes of CEQA.  Portions of CA-RIV-6726H are in areas proposed for the construction of bridges, local street 
improvement, and traffic detours.  As currently designed, there would be four crossings of the Colorado River 
Aqueduct.  These crossings would be designed in accordance with MWD requirements and would not affect 
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historical integrity or impede continued operation.  Therefore, the Casa Loma siphons and Casa Loma Canal 
(elements of the Colorado River Aqueduct crossed by the Project) would not be significantly affected by 
construction of any of the Build alternatives.  A final determination of effect will be made when the Section 106 
process is complete.  If it is determined that the Project would have a no adverse effect/less than significant impact 
on the resource, the Project can be construed not to contribute to a cumulative impact on the Colorado River 
Aqueduct.  The Colorado River Aqueduct is a system owned and operated by MWD.  None of the cumulative 
projects would be permitted to affect this historic property because the system is a vital functioning facility for 
importing water to Southern California. 

Currently, there is only one cultural resource in the APE that would be directly or indirectly impacted by the 
Project, with the potential for contributing to cumulative impacts.  This resource is a historical resource for the 
purposes of CEQA only and, thus, is evaluated for cumulative impacts only for purposes of CEQA. 

The CBJ Dairy (P-33-15272), located at 2397 Ramona Expressway in San Jacinto, California, is a historical 
resource for the purposes of CEQA because it is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to 
the development of the San Jacinto Valley dairy industry.  The period of significance is from 1959 to 1965.  This 
resource is located on three contiguous parcels; the resource boundary encompasses all of the parcels.  
Contributing elements include the barn, three houses, elliptical driveway, landscaping, hay shelter, fields, and 
other dairy accoutrements that were constructed during the period of significance.   

The easternmost portion of P-33-15752 is in areas proposed for the construction of roadway segments, a 
grade-separated interchange, and constructing culverts/drainages where the depth of disturbance should not exceed 
3 m (10 ft).  Only this portion of the property would be inside the PIA.  The areas of the property that would be 
impacted include a vacant agricultural field, trench silos, an equipment storage stockpile area, and hay shed, most 
of which is modern in appearance (less than 50 years old).  However, none of these elements contributes to the 
eligibility (significance) of the site as a whole.   

The Project would also have an indirect impact to the setting of the property; a grade-separated interchange (7.9 m 
[26 ft] high) is proposed immediately adjacent to the property’s southeastern corner.  The Project in this location 
requires that these modifications be made to an existing transportation corridor, and with mitigation for visual 
impacts, the potential indirect impact does not rise to the level of being considered significant.  Therefore, it has 
been determined that the Project would individually have a less than significant impact on this resource (see 
Section 4.2.2.3 [page 4-15]). 

The cumulative contribution of the indirect Project impact to the CBJ Dairy is considered in the context of a 
broader study area that includes San Jacinto Valley in the north and Pleasant Valley in the Winchester area.  This 
corridor has seen a general pattern of historical transformation from vacant land to historical farmsteads to 
commercial agricultural pursuits and now to residential and commercial centers.  The impacts of past and 
foreseeable projects in the San Jacinto Valley and Pleasant Valley are combined with the potential Project impacts 
to the CBJ Dairy to assess the Project’s contribution to significant cumulative impacts.  Only within the last decade 
has this rural area been transformed from small commercial agricultural properties and homesteads to mid- to 
high-density housing developments and retail commercial facilities.  The area has been dominated by agricultural 
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pursuits since the 1890s, when it was characterized by individual farmsteads that supported a variety of 
agricultural operations, including dry farming, small orchards, beekeeping, poultry raising, dairying, and cattle 
grazing.  More recently, in the middle of the twentieth century, several of these family operations were expanded 
and commercialized, particularly egg ranches and dairy farms.  The CBJ Dairy, in its present form, was a result of 
new technology that allowed more intensive and cost-effective milk production and transformed the northern end 
of the study area to a dairy district.  This agricultural region was characterized by structures typical of family and 
small commercial ranches—vernacular, generally simple and functional residences, surrounded by a variety of 
barns, corrals, coops, storage and processing buildings, dams, ponds, fences, and shelters. 

Such structures and landscape features are considered to be cultural resources, which through time (generally 
50 years) and distinction or importance, may qualify for listing on the NRHP or CRHR.  Many of these farms and 
ranches in the cumulative impacts study area, which represent an important component of America’s cultural 
heritage, have been impacted or destroyed by ground-disturbing activities associated with development, as well as 
by changes in the visual character of the historic setting and other indirect effects.  While there are no known 
agricultural structures in the study area that have been found eligible for the NRHP, there is no easily obtainable 
record of the number of structures in this broader study area that may qualify as historic properties or historical 
resources or how many of those have already been destroyed.  Although it is impossible to quantify precisely, a 
substantial number of these ranches and farms in the cumulative impact study area have been affected by direct 
impacts and indirect impacts.  These past impacts to cultural resources have contributed over time to a cumulative 
loss of cultural resources representing the agricultural history of the valleys.  

As described in the introduction to the cumulative impact analysis, there are several other development projects 
(shown in Figure 3.6-1 and listed in Appendix H) and infrastructure projects (listed in Table 3.6-2 [page 3-704]) in 
the planning or construction phases within the cumulative impact study area.  Only one of those, the Mid County 
Parkway (MCP) Project, has documented the potential to impact a CRHR-eligible farm—a different portion of the 
CBJ Dairy than would be impacted by the Project.  The actual numbers and types of resources that might be 
impacted by the other projects in the study area (Appendix H) are impossible to define precisely with available 
data, but generally, the resources represent Native American (Luiseño, Cahuilla, and Serrano) occupations of the 
study region, and later, homesteading and agriculture, with supporting transportation and water conveyance 
infrastructure associated with Spanish, Mexican, and American occupation.  It is likely that additional CRHR-
eligible farms or ranches would be impacted by future projects in the broader study area.  Together, the cumulative 
projects could contribute incrementally to the overall decline in the health of historical resources in the cumulative 
impacts study area. 

Two future projects could contribute incrementally to impacts to the CBJ Dairy and thus would contribute to 
cumulative impacts in the study area, the MCP Project and San Jacinto Gateway Specific Plan.  Construction of 
the proposed MCP, which would intersect the Project at its northern end, would impact open-space portions in the 
northern and eastern end of the resource (but not elements such as buildings that contribute to the resource’s 
CRHR eligibility) with all proposed alternatives.  Only one alternative, the San Jacinto North Design Variation, 
which would impact the majority of the resource and its structures, would have a direct impact to this historical 
resource.  More importantly, regardless of whether the Project or the MCP is constructed, there is an existing 



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

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT   
FEBRUARY 2013 

3-718 STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT 

 

master plan for development of the 207.2-ha (512-ac) San Jacinto Ranch that would completely destroy the 
CBJ Dairy.   

When considered together, all three projects discussed above (the Project plus the MCP and San Jacinto Ranch) 
would contribute to a cumulative impact on the CBJ Dairy.  Therefore, those projects would contribute to a decline 
in the overall health of cultural resources.  However, the incremental effect of the Project is not “cumulatively 
considerable.”  Cumulatively considerable means that the incremental effects of an individual project are 
significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past, current projects, and probable future projects.   

As discussed above, the Project would only affect the eastern edge of the property and would not have a direct 
impact on the property in a manner that would compromise its significance or integrity as a historical resource.  
The Project would directly impact approximately 20 percent of the three-parcel, 93.5-ha (231-ac) property.  The 
Project impacts would be almost entirely restricted to the easternmost parcel, which does not contain any features 
that contribute to the significance of the dairy; the contributing features are located on the central 31.4-ha (77.5-ac) 
parcel, which would generally remain intact.  The Project would also have an indirect impact to the setting of the 
property due to incorporation of its southeastern corner into the Project as a result of grading associated with the 
construction of a grade-separated interchange (7.9 m [26 ft] high) immediately adjacent to the property.  As noted 
above, the potential indirect impact does not rise to the level of being considered adverse.  The Project in this 
location requires that these modifications be made to an existing transportation corridor.  

The MCP would impact a substantially larger portion of the north-center and eastern edge of the property and 
possibly (depending on the alternative chosen) would directly impact its structures.  Based on review of the MCP 
APE map prepared for that project, the San Jacinto North Design Variation (preferred alternative identified by the 
City of San Jacinto) would cut a swath through the center of all three parcels that compose the dairy, thereby 
separating the northern portion of the property from the southern portion, which is occupied by the historic-period 
structures.  As a result of the MCP San Jacinto North Design Variation, there is a greater impact to the CBJ Dairy.  
In addition, the MCP encompasses much of the same area of the easternmost parcel as the Project and would 
contribute to the indirect impacts associated with the grade-separated interchange between SR 79 and the MCP.  

As noted above, the San Jacinto Gateway master planned development would likely destroy all of the character-
defining elements of this historical resource.  The Gateway Specific Plan encompasses the entire dairy and its 
environs.  The San Jacinto Ranch proposes to develop 207.2 ha (512 ac), which now comprise the CBJ Dairy, 
including all of its buildings.  This master-planned community -would include single- and multiple-family 
residences, as well as office, retail, restaurant, and entertainment facilities.  The Gateway Plaza would occupy land 
across Ramona Expressway from the dairy.  A 31,438.4-square-meter (338,400-square-foot) shopping center is 
planned on 35 acres.  

Assessment of the need for mitigation and/or recommendations for actions by other 
agencies to address a cumulative impact 
Based on the current analysis, and pending project-level cumulative impact analyses for future projects, mitigation 
would likely be required for the overall cumulative impact of the three discussed projects because the end result 
would likely be the destruction of all or a large portion of the resource.  However, the Project’s contribution to a 
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significant cumulative impact on the CBJ Dairy would be less than cumulatively considerable as a result of 
mitigation measures designed to alleviate the Project’s contribution to the cumulative impact of the resource (see 
below) and thus is not significant.  Because the Project would not contribute significantly to a cumulative impact 
on any individual built-environment historic property or historical resource, the Project would not significantly 
contribute to a cumulative impact on built-environment cultural resources overall. 

As part of the Section 106/CEQA process, the property has already been recorded on DPR 523 forms (see the 
Historical Properties Survey Report of March 2010), which are on file at the California Historical Resources 
Information System center.  Recordation is a typical form of mitigation and is intended to document the existing 
condition of a historic property/historical resource to establish, for posterity, a record prior to the property’s 
alteration, relocation, or demolition.  The level of mitigation documentation can range from minimal photo 
documentation to a formal and extremely detailed process (e.g., National Park Service Heritage Documentation).  
Existing Project-level recordation includes photographs, property description, and history.  This treatment is 
commensurate with the level of indirect impacts to the property in this case. 

In addition, several mitigation measures for visual impacts have been proposed that would incidentally lessen the 
indirect impact of the Project on the CBJ Dairy.  These include provisions for treating cut slopes and fill slopes 
(VIS-12, VIS-22), revegetation (VIS-18, VIS-20), and overcrossing design (VIS-25).  These measures would 
reduce the visual/indirect impact of the Project on the CBJ Dairy and would minimize the direct impact to the 
vacant agricultural fields that constitute the eastern edge of the property. 

Because the Project’s contribution would be minimal in consideration of the whole, no additional mitigation or 
contribution to mitigation measures specific to cumulative impacts are proposed with this Project.  The burden of 
analyzing appropriate mitigation for any cumulative impact would lie with the future projects, which would have a 
larger contribution to the cumulative impact. 

Because the evaluation of impacts to cultural resources under CEQA is being conducted in conjunction with the 
Section 106 process under the National Historic Preservation Act, and that process is being phased, evaluations are 
not complete. Thus, findings presented here are considered preliminary.  Additional historic properties/historical 
resources could be identified during subsequent evaluations, in which case, those would be addressed in the Final 
EIR/EIS (see Section 3.1.8.2 [Volume 1, page 3-251] for an explanation of the phased approach being utilized for 
the Project). 

3.6.3.5 Air Quality 

Current Health and the Historical Context  
The assessment of air quality considers the regional air basin where the cumulative Project study area is, South 
Coast Air Basin.   

The Project is located in a federal nonattainment area for O3, PM2.5, and PM10 and a federal maintenance area for 
CO and must demonstrate regional conformity for these pollutants.  The Project is included in the state highways 
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project list of the 2011 SCAG FTIP as project ID RIV62024.  The 2011 FTIP was adopted by SCAG on 
September 2, 2010, and was approved by federal agencies on December 14, 2010. 

Inclusion in the FTIP demonstrates that the Project was evaluated for regional impacts, meets the planning and 
regional requirements for demonstration of federal conformity, and is consistent with local air quality planning 
efforts. 

Direct and indirect impacts of the proposed Project that might contribute to a cumulative 
impact 
The Project demonstrates conformity with localized PM10 and PM2.5 requirements.  It would not cause or 
contribute to any new localized PM10 or PM2.5 violations, would not increase the frequency or severity of any 
existing violations of the PM10 or PM2.5 National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), and would not delay 
timely attainment of the PM10 or PM2.5 NAAQS.  Regional MSAT emissions will improve by 2035 because of 
United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) national control programs.  

The air quality analysis of cumulative effects considers construction activities and traffic emissions generated by 
planned land uses, including the Project, and other planned transportation improvements.  For construction, 
because ozone is a regional pollutant and has short-term air quality standards (e.g., 8 hours), ozone precursors 
(nitrogen oxides [NOX] and reactive organic gases [ROG]) were considered for cumulative effects.  According to 
the Southern California Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) white paper, “Potential Control Strategies to 
Address Cumulative Impacts from Air Pollution, Appendix D Cumulative Impact Analysis Requirements Pursuant 
to CEQA” (SCAQMD 2003), projects that do not exceed the SCAQMD’s project-specific thresholds are generally 
not considered by SCAQMD to be cumulatively significant. Conversely, projects that exceed the SCAQMD’s 
project-specific thresholds are considered cumulatively considerable by SCAQMD.  The Department does not 
adopt thresholds of significance for projects.  However, based on the analysis in the SCAQMD white paper, these 
levels are justified for this Project.  The Department is not adopting these as thresholds of significance for the 
purposes of CEQA.  Therefore, based on the assessment in Section 3.2.6 (page 3-353), ROG emissions would not 
have a cumulative impact on air quality because the emissions are below the levels of concern to SCAQMD.  
However, NOX emissions during construction with implementation of the minimization measures would exceed 
the SCAQMD level of concern of 100 pounds per day.  NOX emissions would be expected to contribute to an 
adverse cumulative effect on air quality.   

Assessment of the potential cumulative impacts 
The proposed Project is located in an area designated as nonattainment of the California ozone air quality 
standards. 

Construction of the Project would result in elevated NOX emissions exceeding SCAQMD’s level of concern, even 
with minimization measures.  Construction emissions of NOX would contribute to a cumulative adverse effect on 
air quality.  Therefore, construction of the Project is expected to contribute to existing violations of the ozone 
standards.  This impact would be temporary because it would only occur during construction.  However, the 
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proposed construction schedule of the Project is expected to require several years.  The Project would incorporate 
both standard practices and mitigation measures during construction to lessen the impact on air quality. 

During this timeframe, it is expected that other reasonably foreseeable projects would also be constructed in the 
San Jacinto Valley.  Based on the size and number of the development projects (commercial, residential, and 
industrial) shown in Figure 3.6-1 and listed in Appendix H and the infrastructure projects listed in Table 3.6-2 
(page 3-704), several of them could be in construction at the same time as the Project and also be contributing to 
this cumulative impact.  When considering the other large infrastructure projects, based on the anticipated 
schedule, only the Mid County Parkway Project may overlap in construction schedules in the vicinity of the 
proposed Project.  If these circumstances were to occur, the impacts of all these projects when combined would 
result in an adverse cumulative impact to air quality.   

Assessment of the need for mitigation and/or recommendations for actions by other 
agencies to address a cumulative impact 
The Project would incorporate minimization measures during construction to lessen the effect of NOX emissions 
from construction activities.  Key measures include, to the extent feasible, suspending all construction equipment 
operations during second-stage smog alerts, using electricity from power poles rather than temporary diesel- or 
gasoline-powered generators, minimizing traffic interference on local streets and maintaining smooth traffic flow 
on and near construction site, rerouting construction trucks from congested streets or sensitive receptor areas, and 
limiting vehicle idling time (see AQ-1 through AQ-9 in Section 3.2.6.4 [page 3-376] for details). 

Other projects proposed in the San Jacinto Valley would be expected also to incorporate minimization measures 
during construction to lessen the effect of NOX emissions from their construction activities due to the ozone 
nonattainment designation of the region. 

3.6.3.6 Biological Environment 
The Project cumulative impact analysis for the biological environment recognizes and incorporates the results of 
the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP).  The MSHCP is a Habitat 
Conservation Plan and Natural Communities Conservation Plan for western Riverside County that mitigates for 
the direct, indirect, and cumulative impact to 146 Covered Species and their associated habitats (RCIP 2003).  
Implementation of the MSHCP supports the land use changes and projects adopted in the Riverside County 
General Plan and the Cities of Hemet and San Jacinto General Plans.  Those changes or projects included in these 
general plans are considered Covered Projects, which includes the proposed Project, with conditions.  Future 
projects are also shown in Figure 3.6-2 and listed in Table 3.6-2 (page 3-704) and Appendix H.  Figure 7-1 in the 
MSHCP shows Covered Projects in the MSHCP Criteria Area.  These are circulation element roads, which include 
a composite of County and City General Plan Circulation Elements.  As such, the analysis provided below 
recognizes and incorporates, by reference, the analysis and agreements completed for the MSHCP.  These previous 
actions benefit the proposed Project because cumulative impacts for Covered Species that would be impacted by 
the Project have already been analyzed and addressed.  Because of this, the following analysis is divided into two 
sections, MSCHP Covered Species/Resources and Other Species Not Covered by the MSCHP.  This latter section 
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includes impacts to species not included in the analysis completed for the MSHCP.  A section on Wetlands and 
Other Waters is also included.  

MSHCP Covered Species/Resources 
The MSHCP is a comprehensive, multijurisdictional habitat conservation plan focusing on the conservation of 
species and their associated habitats in western Riverside County (see Section 3.3.1.3 [page 3-459] for a complete 
description).  This plan is one of several large, multijurisdictional habitat planning efforts in Southern California 
with the overall goal of maintaining biological and ecological diversity within a rapidly urbanizing region.  The 
MSHCP allows for the Permittees to manage and implement local land use decisions while addressing the 
requirements of the state and federal Endangered Species Acts. 

The MSHCP includes a cumulative impact analysis of biological resources covered in the plan, including species, 
vegetation communities, wildlife movement, and habitat conservation plans and natural community conservation 
plans.  That analysis was designed to cover, and is applicable to, projects such as the proposed Project.   

The result of the cumulative impacts analysis completed for the MSHCP determined that Covered Projects would 
not result in a cumulative adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any of the 146 
Covered Species. 

According to the MSHCP cumulative analysis,  

Implementation of the MSHCP and Covered Projects will not result in a cumulative adverse effect, either 
directly or through habitat modifications, on any of the Covered Species, including the 31 species that are 
currently listed as threatened or endangered and the one species that is currently proposed for listing.  
Implementation of the MSHCP will benefit the Covered Species by preserving habitat to address their life 
cycle needs (RCIP 2003). 

Other Species Not Covered by the MSHCP 

Plant Species 

Current Health and the Historical Context  
Two plant species are included in this analysis because they would be impacted by the Project and are not MSHCP 
Covered Species—paniculate tarplant and Robinson’s peppergrass. 

Paniculate tarplant is a California Native Plant Society (CNPS) List 4 species, with 21 to 80 documented 
occurrences representing 3,000 to 10,000 individuals over 10,000 to 50,000 acres (CNPS 2012) in California.  It is 
limited in its distribution to coastal scrub, valley and foothill grassland, and vernal pools.  It occurs in southwestern 
Riverside county (e.g., around Murrieta and Menifee north and east to the Hemet area).  It is currently threatened 
by development. 

Robinson’s peppergrass is a CNPS List 1B species that is uncommon to locally common on dry soils and 
shrubland habitats in Southern California from Santa Barbara County to Baja California, Mexico, including the 
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Channel Islands (Consortium 2007).  The California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) (2007) includes 
53 occurrences.  The Consortium (2007) includes an additional 44 locations.  Of the 97 total occurrences, 
Robinson’s pepper-grass is believed to be at about 75 (or 80 percent) of them.  In Riverside County, it occurs near 
the Shipley Reserve/Lake Skinner area, North of Domenigoni Hills, and in the eastern portions of Diamond 
Valley. 

Direct and indirect impacts of the proposed Project that might contribute to a cumulative impact 
All areas that support sensitive natural plant communities and special-status plants in the PIA were considered in 
this analysis to be directly and permanently lost as a result of construction and operation of the roadway.  
Permanent indirect impacts could occur within the 30.5 m (100 ft) indirect impact area adjacent to each Build 
alternative or in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1.  

Permanent direct and indirect impacts are expected to paniculate tarplant (CNPS List 4) and Robinson’s 
peppergrass (CNPS List 1B).  Neither is an MSHCP Covered Species. 

Paniculate Tarplant 
Depending on the Build alternative selected, 14 to 20 populations of paniculate tarplant would be permanently and 
directly impacted, and an additional 15 to 19 populations would be permanently and indirectly impacted.  More 
than 100 populations of paniculate tarplant were identified within the study area.  Because this species is a CNPS 
List 4 plant (California Native Plant Society watch list species), and several populations occur in the Project study 
area, but outside the PIA, it is not expected that permanent impacts to paniculate tarplant would be substantial.  
Therefore, the Project is not expected to contribute to cumulative impacts to paniculate tarplant.  

Robinson’s peppergrass 
Surveys identified 14 to 16 populations of Robinson’s peppergrass that could be permanently and directly 
impacted within the right-of-way and another 2 or 3 populations that could be permanently and indirectly 
impacted, depending on the alternative selected.  The largest concentration of Robinson’s peppergrass known in 
western Riverside County is within the right-of-way for Roadway Segment G, which is a component of Build 
Alternatives 1a and 1b.  However, permanent impacts to Robinson’s peppergrass due to construction of Build 
Alternative 2a or 2b would also be substantial.  The populations in the West Hemet Hills are the largest population 
complex currently known in western Riverside County, and this location represents the easternmost known 
distribution of the species.  However, this species is taxonomically difficult, and the geographic distribution of this 
species may be incomplete. 

Assessment of the potential cumulative impacts 

Paniculate Tarplant 
Although the Project is not expected to substantially contribute to a cumulative impact to paniculate tarplant, one 
could occur if the other projects in the San Jacinto Valley are implemented.  The distribution of this species is 
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shown in reference to the Project and the proposed development projects in Figure 3.6-2.  Development and 
infrastructure projects are also listed in Appendix H and Table 3.6-2 (page 3-704), respectively. 

Robinson’s peppergrass 
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). 

Because the populations in the PIA are of regional significance (largest population complex currently known and 
representing its easternmost distribution), the contribution of the Project-related impacts in combination with the 
potential impacts from other projects planned in the area (although the presence of populations is not known) could 
be cumulatively considerable.  In the West Hemet Hills, other development projects (primarily residential) are 
proposed, as shown in Figure 3.6-1, Map 3.  The distribution of this important population is shown in reference to 
the Project and the proposed development projects in Figure 3.6-2. 

Assessment of the need for mitigation and/or recommendations for actions by other agencies to 
address a cumulative impact 
Applicable mitigation will be determined through coordination with the resource agencies once the Preferred 
Alternative has been identified.  

Animal Species 
Two animal species, red-tailed hawk and bats, are included in this analysis because they would be impacted by the 
Project and are not MSHCP Covered Species. 

Red-Tailed Hawk 

Current Health and the Historical Context  
The red-tailed hawk is one of the more common raptors that occur in Riverside County.  However, as land uses 
change with the increase in residential and commercial development, habitat for the red-tailed hawk would be 
expected to decline.  

Direct and indirect impacts of the proposed Project that might contribute to a cumulative impact 
Each Build alternative would permanently impact (either directly or indirectly) up to 10 pairs of red-tailed hawks), 
as described in Section 3.3.4.3 (page 3-606).  The observed locations of the red-tailed hawk nesting sites are 
shown in Figure 3.3-49.  Specifically, up to four pairs would be directly impacted by construction activities, and 
six pairs may be indirectly impacted by operational noise, habitat fragmentation, and increased mortality from 
collisions with vehicles.  Direct, permanent impacts to occupied raptor habitat, including the red-tailed hawk, 
could range from 107.01 ha (264.42 ac) to 142.33 ha (351.70 ac), depending on which Build alternative is selected.   
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Assessment of the potential cumulative impacts 
In addition to the Project, other development or infrastructure projects could also impact the red-tailed hawk pairs.  
The locations of these developments in relation to the known nesting sites are shown in Figure 3.6-2.   

Because the Project will incorporate measures to minimize impacts to the red-tailed hawk, such as preconstruction 
surveys and nest exclusion, the Project would have only a small contribution to the cumulative impact on the red-
tailed hawk nesting populations and reproductive success in the region. 

Assessment of the need for mitigation and/or recommendations for actions by other agencies to address a 
cumulative impact 
Applicable mitigation will be determined through coordination with the resource agencies once the Preferred 
Alternative has been identified.  Mitigation Measure BIO-44, conducting preconstruction surveys for nesting 
raptors and implementing nest exclusion as appropriate, has been proposed for the Project for nesting raptors, and 
will be applied to the red-tailed hawk. 

Other projects with the potential to impact the red-tailed hawk in the San Jacinto Valley would also be expected to 
comply with the pertinent regulations and identify and implement appropriate mitigation measures with the 
applicable resource agencies as warranted.  

Bats 

Current Health and the Historical Context  
No federally listed bat species are in the Project study area, but several bats listed as California Species of Special 
Concern could be present.  Consequently, bat surveys were conducted to determine the presence of these Species 
of Special Concern. 

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. 

Direct and indirect impacts of the proposed Project that might contribute to a cumulative impact 
Habitat suitability assessments and visual (presence evidence, outflights) or acoustic surveys for bats were 
conducted in the Project study area.  Bat habitat was classified by type, location, and qualitative value as they 
relate to roosting and foraging potential.  Roosting habitat in the study area includes bridges, buildings, and other 
man-made structures, as well as trees, cliffs, rocks, and boulder outcrops.  High-quality foraging areas include 
open space with natural vegetation that created habitat edges (or ecotones), open water areas with some emergent 
vegetation, and other riparian habitat.  

Several bat species can be found in the study area, as summarized in Table 3.3-11 (page 3-598).  Potential bat roost 
habitat in the study area is summarized in Table 3.3-12 (page 3-599). 
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Removal of rock outcrops would permanently reduce available roosting habitat for bat species dependent on this 
limited resource in the Project vicinity.  Additional permanent impacts to roosting habitat could also include 
removal of mature trees that may offer roosts for sensitive bat species (e.g., trees that contain cavities, exfoliating 
bark, suitable foliage, or well-developed frond skirts).  Additionally, established building roosts may be 
permanently lost with demolition of building structures. 

Temporary impacts to bats as a result of construction may include disturbance 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-related noise in all Build alternatives, as well as blasting, drilling, 
rock hammering, and grading in roadway segments containing rock outcrops or hills.  Bats may abandon roost 
sites as a result of local disturbances and would alter their foraging behavior near lights, which could benefit them 
by attracting insects or repel them from an area as a result of predator avoidance. 

Assessment of the potential cumulative impacts 
The proposed Project, infrastructure projects listed in Table 3.6-2 (page 3-704), and the development projects 
identified in Appendix H would contribute collectively to the cumulative impacts to bat species in this region, 
including loss of foraging and roosting habitat.  However, with the minimization measures incorporated into the 
Project (see below), the contribution of the Project to any cumulative impacts to bat species is considered minimal.  

Assessment of the need for mitigation and/or recommendations for actions by other agencies to address a 
cumulative impact 
Applicable mitigation will be determined through coordination with the resource agencies once the Preferred 
Alternative has been identified.  Mitigation Measures BIO-45, 46, and 47 have been proposed for the Project.  
These measures call for inspection of potential roosting sites for roosting bats prior to demolition, installation of a 
bat-friendly gate on a mine adit entrance adjacent to Roadway Segments A, B, and C, and consideration of 
planting mature native deciduous trees to provide suitable habitat for vegetation roosting bats. 

Other projects with the potential to impact bats in the San Jacinto Valley would also be expected comply with the 
pertinent regulations and identify and implement appropriate mitigation measures with the applicable resource 
agencies as warranted.  

Wetlands and Other Waters 
Potential cumulative impacts to wetlands and other waters include hydrologic alteration, fragmentation, and habitat 
loss.  It is estimated that approximately 95 percent of the historical vernal pools and seasonal wetlands in Southern 
California have been lost or significantly degraded as a result of these types of impacts (USFWS 1998, 2003). 

The Project could result in direct loss of 4.73 ha (11.69 ac) to 5.15 ha (12.73 ac) of wetlands and 3.09 ha (7.64 ac) 
to 3.25 ha (8.03 ac) of other waters, depending on the selected Build alternative.  Additional impacts would occur 
from bridge piles in Salt Creek Channel, which is not considered a wetland.  However, these impacts would be 
offset through replacement, creation, enhancement, and preservation of wetlands or other areas deemed suitable by 
the permitting agencies, as required by state and federal laws and regulations. 
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In addition, the Project has been planned to avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands and other water resources as 
much as possible by determining a reasonable range of alternatives that would avoid areas with high 
concentrations of vernal pool and seasonal wetland habitats, such as those found east of the San Diego Canal.  
Project engineering controls and best management practices, such as culvert design and placement and erosion 
control measures (silt fencing, for example), would be implemented during construction and operation to minimize 
potential impacts from altered hydrology and roadway runoff.  Although the impacts from the Project have been 
minimized, these impacts would be expected to contribute to the cumulative effect on wetlands and other waters.  
However, with regard to federal wetlands, the Department is required to completely offset the loss of wetlands 
functions and values caused by the Project through mitigation, following the “no net loss” policies of the United 
States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).  Therefore, with mitigation, the Department’s wetlands impacts are not 
considered a considerable contribution to any wetlands cumulative impact that may occur. 

Furthermore, under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (USACE), Section 401 of the Clean Water Act (RWQCB), 
and CDFG 1602 permit programs, mitigation for impacts to other waters of the United States/State would offset 
Project impacts.  Therefore, with mitigation, the Department’s impacts to other waters (non-federal wetlands) are 
not considered a considerable contribution to any cumulative impact that may occur.  Additionally, the USACE 
would regulate any potential loss of wetlands that could be impacted by other reasonably foreseeable projects.  
Each of these projects would be required to comply with the USACE’s “no net loss” policies and other permitting 
laws regulated by RWQCB and CDFG.  

Other development and infrastructure projects, as shown in Figure 3.6-1, would be expected to have similar 
impacts to wetlands and other waters as they are implemented.  The most critical (rare) wetland/water resource in 
the San Jacinto Valley is the vernal pool complex in the City of Hemet.  Potential impacts could occur in that area 
as the development projects that are shown in Figure 3.6-1, Map 3, are approved.  The vernal pool complex is 
located in the MSCHP Criteria Cells shown on Map 3.  However, it is expected that this regulatory requirement 
would be applied to maintain the health of this system. 

The future health of this resource is dependent on the choices and actions of land use practices, the outcome of 
future reasonably foreseeable projects, and regulatory decisions made by the USACE. 

3.6.4 Summary 
In summary, the Project would not contribute considerably to cumulative adverse impacts related to farmlands, 
relocations, cultural resources, MSHCP Covered Species/Resources, or wetlands and other waters.  The Project 
would incorporate measures to minimize and mitigate Project-related impacts and to fully offset the potential 
cumulative effects to these resources. 

The Project would contribute to a cumulative loss of visual resources/aesthetics, air quality, and some species not 
covered by the MSHCP when combined with the effects of the reasonably foreseeable projects in the cumulative 
impact study area.  The Project would incorporate measures to minimize and mitigate Project-related impacts and 
to lessen the potential cumulative effects to these resources. These conclusions are discussed in more detail below. 



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

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT   
FEBRUARY 2013 

3-728 STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT 

 

3.6.4.1 Visual/Aesthetics 
The Project would incorporate specific components into the Project design to lessen the effect of the Project on its 
surroundings, including grading to mimic the natural conditions in the area and the inclusion of site treatments, 
including embankment development and design, rock weathering, other hardscape and landscape, to improve the 
visual character and aesthetics of the local setting.  However, due to the ongoing change to visual character in the 
San Jacinto Valley, the Project would contribute to the cumulative effect of declining rural and agricultural 
aesthetic values in the San Jacinto Valley, which are directly associated with the visual character and quality of the 
area. 

3.6.4.2 Air Quality 
The Project would incorporate minimization measures during construction to lessen the effect of NOX emissions 
from construction activities.  However, due to the ozone nonattainment designation of the region and short-term 
elevated NOX emissions, Project construction would temporarily result in the cumulative effect of contributing to 
ozone formation. 

3.6.4.3 Species Not Covered by the MSHCP 
The Project would coordinate with appropriate resource agencies to identify appropriate minimization measures 
for impacts to the regionally significant Robinson’s peppergrass, based on the identification of the Preferred 
Alternative for the Project.  The Project-specific mitigation would address the Project’s potential contribution to 
cumulative effects on Robinson’s peppergrass. 



Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

1:48,000

TR31099

TR31141

TR33448

TR33450

TR33449

TR34735

TR35069

PM34893

TR34363
TR34534

TR34130

Unknown5

TR34842

GPA716

Unknown16

TR31538

TR30653

TR32237

CUP03421

SP322

SP288A1

SP310

TR33263

TR32817

CUP02631R1

TR32816

TR30976

TR33145

PM32348

TR32873

TR30806

TR32282

TR31857

TR30808

TR32679

TR31142

TR30989

TR31633

TR30807

TR31008 TR32027

TR30322

TR31632

TR32818
TR30809

TR31101

TR31858

TR33225
TR33270

TR30977

TR32394

TR31537

TR33743

CUP03491

TR34031

TR33700

TR34129

LE
O
N
R
D

E NEWPORT RDNEWPORT RD

PA
TT
ER
SO
N
AV
E

SIMPSON RD

OLIVE AVE

DOMENIGONI PKWY

SR
79
/W
IN
C
H
ES
TE
R
R
D

4980

5067

5068

5070 50715073 5074 5076 5077 5078

5168 5169

5170

517251735174 5175 5176 51775178

5271527352745275 52785279 5284

4007

Diamond Valley Lak

Salt Creek Channel

!(D

!(C!(E

!(B

!(A

!(F

LEGEND
Roadway Segment
Match Line
Long-Term Traffic Detour

Project Impact Area

Utility Relocation Area
Connection to Hemet Channel
Outside the Project Right-of-Way

0 4,000
Feet

0 900
Meters

Sources: CR - County of Riverside, 2007; HT - City of Hemet, 2007; SJ - City of San Jacinto, 2007

Project Overview Map

\\GALT\PROJ\RCTC\171146\2012\MAPFILES\EIS\CIA_CMP_PLTS_A.MXD CIA_CMP_PLTS_A.PDF 08/27/2012

Figure 3.6-1 Map 1 of 6
Status of Developments
Considered in Cumulative
Impact Analysis
Draft Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project

City of HemetCR

City of San JacintoCR

Development Status
Pre-ApplicationCR, HT, SJ

Application SubmittedCR, HT, SJ

Project ApprovedCR, HT, SJ

Under ConstructionCR, HT, SJ

OperationalCR, HT, SJ

MSHCP Criteria CellsCR

Pechanga Band of
Luiseño Mission
Indians



Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

1:48,000

CUP05-03

TR30037

CUP05-12
CUP05-11CUP05-09

CUP04-16

CUP04-07

CUP04-02

CUP04-01

TPM31697 CUP03-10

SDR05-13

TR31131

PM33872

T
CUP03-04

TPM33522

TPM34116

SDR05-21

TTM32529

SDR03-09

Unknown9

TR34786
TR34358

PM34378

TTM33961

TTM33824

TTM33825

CUP3510

TR34483

TPM31668

VTTM30041

Unknown7

TPM30968

Unknown13

TTM33003

TPM34463
TTM31576

SDR04-32

V

CUP03-13

CUP01-01

CUP01-06

VTTM30602

TPM32607
CUP03-12

SDR04-10
TPM32700

GPA04-07-4

CUP04-08

TPM31992

VTPM31075

SP88-19

TTM32519

CUP04-17

CUP04-15
SDR03-12

GPA05-1

CUP02-07

CUP04-12

TR31292

TR33228

TR32489

PM32089
PM31083

TR32081TR32177

TR31342

CUP03426

P
PM30445

TR32731

TR31291

TR32285

CUP03-02

SDR03-08

CUP03-03
TPM32484

CUP03-09

SDR03-10

SDR04-02

TPM29873

TTM29810

CUP03-08

CUP03-07

CUP03-05

CUP03-01

CUP03-11

CUP04-18

SDR04-34
TTM33602

TTM33230CUP05-04

Unknown15

Unknown4

CUP05-14
CUP05-16

PM33829

TTM34117

CUP05-18

CUP05-17

4195

4285

4389

4499
4502

4543

4602

4635

4697 4700

4728
4796 4797 4801

Cha
nne

l

Hemet

LEGEND
Roadway Segment
Match Line
Long-Term Traffic Detour

Project Impact Area

Utility Relocation Area
Connection to Hemet Channel
Outside the Project Right-of-Way

0 4,000
Feet

0 900
Meters

Sources: CR - County of Riverside, 2007; HT - City of Hemet, 2007; SJ - City of San Jacinto, 2007

Project Overview Map

\\GALT\PROJ\RCTC\171146\2012\MAPFILES\EIS\CIA_CMP_PLTS_A.MXD CIA_CMP_PLTS_A.PDF 08/27/2012

Figure 3.6-1 Map 2 of 6
Status of Developments
Considered in Cumulative
Impact Analysis
Draft Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project

City of HemetCR

City of San JacintoCR

Development Status
Pre-ApplicationCR, HT, SJ

Application SubmittedCR, HT, SJ

Project ApprovedCR, HT, SJ

Under ConstructionCR, HT, SJ

OperationalCR, HT, SJ

MSHCP Criteria CellsCR

Pechanga Band of
Luiseño Mission
Indians



Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

1:48,000

VTTM30558

TR30351

Unknown21

TR33448

TR32248

Unknown22

TPM32516

SP05-02

Unknown20

VTTM31513

VTTM29843

TTM31970

TTM31807

VTTM

Unknow

Unknown12

TR32155

TR32955

TTM31731

CUP04-03

Unknown6

Unknown8

TPM29807

SPA03-01

CUP04-20

VTTM28286

Unknown1
Unknown2

Unknown10

TR35069

VTTM31146

TTM33118

TR30597

TR30828

TR34130

TR33117

EHW050910

GPA06-01

Unknown5

GPA717

SP06-003

Unknown11

CUP06-006

SR1

CUP06-01

GPA05-02

Unknown16

TP

TTM33

TTM

TTM31808

SP04-01

TR31538

TR32237

VTT

GPA05-4

TTM3186

TT

TPM3

CUP
SDR

TTM33288

TR

TPM31718

CUP05-0

CUP02492S1

TTM29129

TTM28654

263

CUP02631R1

PM32348

TR31076

TR31858
TR33270

TR31537

SDR03-22

CUP03479

TR33958

CUP03491

PM33564

TR34129

TTM33426

!(C

!(A

!(L
!(M

!(J

!(I

!(D

!(F

!(G

!(H

!(K

!(E

DEVONSHIRE AVE

HIDDEN SPRINGS RD

TRES CERRITOS
AVE

PA
TT
ER
SO
N
AV
E

STOWE RD

C
O
R
TR
IT
E
AV
E

C
A
LV
ER
T
AV
E

SIMPSON RD

SR 74/FLORIDA AVE

OLIVE AVE

C
A
LI
FO
R
N
IA
AV
E

M
A
ZE

ST
O
N
E
C
T

W
A
R
R
EN

R
D

C
AW

ST
O
N
AV
E

SEVENTH ST

STETSON AVE

SR
79
/W
IN
C
H
ES
TE
R
R
D

2974 2978 29792980 298129832989

3079 308030843088 3092 3093

318031873192

3291

3584

3683 3684

3791 3792 3793

3887 3891 3892

4007

West Hemet
Hills

Winchester

Cha
nne

l

Creek

San
Jac

into
Bra

nch
Line

Sa
lt

Hemet-Ryan Airport
Sa
n
D
ie
go
C
an
al

LEGEND
Roadway Segment
Match Line
Long-Term Traffic Detour

Project Impact Area

Utility Relocation Area
Connection to Hemet Channel
Outside the Project Right-of-Way

0 4,000
Feet

0 900
Meters

Sources: CR - County of Riverside, 2007; HT - City of Hemet, 2007; SJ - City of San Jacinto, 2007

Project Overview Map

\\GALT\PROJ\RCTC\171146\2012\MAPFILES\EIS\CIA_CMP_PLTS_A.MXD CIA_CMP_PLTS_A.PDF 08/27/2012

Figure 3.6-1 Map 3 of 6
Status of Developments
Considered in Cumulative
Impact Analysis
Draft Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project

City of HemetCR

City of San JacintoCR

Development Status
Pre-ApplicationCR, HT, SJ

Application SubmittedCR, HT, SJ

Project ApprovedCR, HT, SJ

Under ConstructionCR, HT, SJ

OperationalCR, HT, SJ

MSHCP Criteria CellsCR

Pechanga Band of
Luiseño Mission
Indians



Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

1:48,000

CUP05-03

TR33889

TR33249

TR33644

TR33716

VTTM33916

CUP05-12
CUP05-119

CUP04-16

CUP04-07

CUP04-02

CUP04-01

SP02-03

TPM31697 CUP03-10

SDR05-13

SDR04-23

PM33872
TR33615

TR33323

TR33708

5-97

SP1-05

TR33862

TTM29674

TPM33522

SDR05-07

CUP05-01

TPM32132

SDR03-24

PM33340

PM32188

TTM34125

TPM34116

CUP05-15

SDR05-21

Commercial
SR9-06

TR24052

SR1-06

TR31979

TR32053

PM31717

PM32060

TR32080

PM32573

47

TR32276

TR32809

TR32582

R32656

TR32518

TR33106

CUP4-06

TR35025

TR34786

CUP10-05

SR16-06

TR30379

TR29992

TR30262

TR29314

TR29384

PM30532

PM30464

R28858A1

TR30659 TR30639TR30658

TR30638

0603

TR30644

TR30641

TR30640
TR30661

TR30660

TR30688

TR30484

TR30770

PM30570

TR30884

TR31036

VTR31097 TR31035

CUP2-03

TR31246
TR31293

TR29917

TR30577

R31384

PM31396

TR31566

TR31794

CUP10-03

TR31855

TR24054

TR34358

PM34378

TR34500

SR2-06

CUP1-06

TR34658

PM34643

PM34674

PM34675

SR4-06

SR8-06

SR7-06

CUP3510

TR34483

PM31775

SR6-06

PM34834

TR29859

CUP14-05

SR19-06

TR22665

SR13-06

SR9-06/SR10-06

TPM32274

Unknown13

VTTM30869

VTTM31466

VTTM31280

GPA9-05

TPM34463

TPM30204

TTM31737
TPM32131

VTTM31188

TTM31796
TTM30158

TPM32678

TTM32183

TTM31576

SDR04-32

TPM30424 TTM30724

TTM32359
TTM32551TPM32108

VTTM30969

VTTM31179
VTTM31620

CUP03-13

CUP01-01

TR32153

VTPM31165

TTM32519

PM32059

TR33080

TR32555

CUP7-03

SR1-05

CUP4-05

PM31624

TR33693

TR32489

PM32089

TR31264

PM31083

TR32081

PM31847

TR32177

TR32485

TR31342

TR31625

TR32458

CUP03426

PM31720

PM30564

PM31861

TR32222

PM30445

TR32731
TR32285

TR32376

TR32574

TR33138

TR33053

TR33509

TR33546

CUP03-02

TTM29615

CUP03-03

CUP04-11

CUP03-09

SDR03-10

SDR04-02

SDR04-30

TPM29873

TTM29810

CUP03-07

CUP03-15

CUP13-04

CUP04-21

CUP03-01

CUP03-11

CUP04-18

SDR04-08

SDR04-14

SDR04-37
SDR05-05

TPM32905

3424

VTPM30970

SDR05-10

TTM33602

TTM33230

CUP05-05

Unknown4

CUP9-03

SR1-04

SR13-04

CUP4-97

DV2-07

TR34856

SR1-07

TR28224

CUP12-05

CUP03489

TTM34117

CUP05-18

CUP05-17

GPA8-05

CUP7-01

TR34271

TR34455

CUP2-06

TR34364

MAIN ST

OAKLAND AVE

2674 2675 2678

2787

2893 2895

2996

3098 3099 3100

3204

3312

3313

3414 3416

3611

3613

Hemet

LEGEND
Roadway Segment
Match Line
Long-Term Traffic Detour

Project Impact Area

Utility Relocation Area
Connection to Hemet Channel
Outside the Project Right-of-Way

0 4,000
Feet

0 900
Meters

Sources: CR - County of Riverside, 2007; HT - City of Hemet, 2007; SJ - City of San Jacinto, 2007

Project Overview Map

\\GALT\PROJ\RCTC\171146\2012\MAPFILES\EIS\CIA_CMP_PLTS_A.MXD CIA_CMP_PLTS_A.PDF 08/27/2012

Figure 3.6-1 Map 4 of 6
Status of Developments
Considered in Cumulative
Impact Analysis
Draft Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project

City of HemetCR

City of San JacintoCR

Development Status
Pre-ApplicationCR, HT, SJ

Application SubmittedCR, HT, SJ

Project ApprovedCR, HT, SJ

Under ConstructionCR, HT, SJ

OperationalCR, HT, SJ

MSHCP Criteria CellsCR

Pechanga Band of
Luiseño Mission
Indians



Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

1:48,000

TR33889

TR33249

TR33644

TR33716

VTTM33916

TTM33858

Unknown21

SDR04-23

CUP5-97

SP

TR33862

Unknown22

TTM29674
SDR05-07

PM33340
SP1-06

PM32188

TTM34125

TPM33915

TR34212

CUP05-15

SDR05-23
SDR05-24

Commercial

T

VTTM29843

VTTM30560

SR1-06

TR31899

SR3-06

Unknown18

PM31522

TR31979

TR31555
PM32061

TR31900

TR31886

PM31717

TR31929

PM32060

TR32250

TR32080

PM32573

TR32247

TR32155

PM32701

TR32352

SP1-04

TR32276

TR32499

TR32809

TR32582

VTR32853

TR32656

TR32955

TR32549

TR32843

TR33106

TTM29581

CUP10-05

SR16-06

TR30379

TR29992

TR30262

TR30335

TR29384

TR30462

TR30481

PM29447
PM30532

PM30464

TR30559

TR30597

TR28858A1

TR30659
TR30658

TR30603

TR30644

T

TR30814

TR30828

TR30813

TR30770

TR30878
PM30570TR30942

TR30884

TR31037

TR30943
TR30598

VTR31097 TR31035

CUP2-03

TR31246

TR31296

TR31293PM35003

TR31294

VPM31281

TR29

TR30577

VTR31384

TR31154

PM31396

TR31544

TR31282
0

CUP10-03

TR31806

TR31855

TR31701

SR2-06

CUP1-06

TR34658

PM34643

PM34674

PM34675

TR34700

SR4-06

SR8-06

SR7-06

PM31775

SR6-06

PM34834

TR34586

SP06-003

Unknown11

SR14-06

TR29859

CUP14-05

SR19-06

TR22665

SR13-06

SR9-06/SR10-06

CUP02-04A

TTM29673

TPM32168
VTTM31280

GPA9-05

TR34198

TR32182

TPM30204

TTM31737
TPM32131

VTTM31188

TTM31796
TTM30158

TPM32678TTM28558

TTM30689

TR32153

TTM31295

TR33420
PM32059

TR33072

TR33080

TR32555

TTM33075

TTM33327

TR33141

TR33579

TTM29129
CUP7-03

TR27335

SR1-05

CUP4-05

TR30944

TR32376

TR32574

PM33196

TR33138

TR33408

TR33053

TR33546

4

SDR04-30

CUP03-15

SDR03-30

CUP13-04

SDR04-08

TTM33424

TTM33774

CUP05-05

Unknown14

Unknown17

TR34868

TR34664

CUP9-03

SR1-04

SR13-04

CUP4-97

DV2-07

TR34856

SR1-07

CUP12-05

GPA8-05

Unknown19

CUP7-01

TR34271

TR34455

CUP2-06

TR34364

!(M

SOBOBA RD

MAIN ST

MENLO RD

LY
O
N
AV
E

O
D
EL
L
AV
E

C
AW

ST
O
N
AV
E

W
A
R
R
EN

R
D

SEVENTH ST

ESPLANADE AVE

RAMONA EXPY

GILM
AN
SPRINGS

RD

RAMONA EXPY

2462

2569

2364

2265

2264

69 2170 2171 2172 2173 2174 2175 2176 2177 2178 2179

2266 2267
2268

2269 2270 2271 2272 2273

2363

2365 2366 2367 2368 2369 2370

2461 2463 2464 2465 2468
2469

2568 2570 2571
2574

2666 2674
2675

2678

2770
2774

2775 2787

2875
2878

2893

2981

3098

3291

EMWD Regional Water
Reclamation Facility

Cas
a Lo

ma
Can

al

San Jacinto River

!(K
!(J

!(L

!(N

LEGEND
Roadway Segment
Match Line
Long-Term Traffic Detour

Project Impact Area

Utility Relocation Area
Connection to Hemet Channel
Outside the Project Right-of-Way

0 4,000
Feet

0 900
Meters

Sources: CR - County of Riverside, 2007; HT - City of Hemet, 2007; SJ - City of San Jacinto, 2007

Project Overview Map

\\GALT\PROJ\RCTC\171146\2012\MAPFILES\EIS\CIA_CMP_PLTS_A.MXD CIA_CMP_PLTS_A.PDF 08/27/2012

Figure 3.6-1 Map 5 of 6
Status of Developments
Considered in Cumulative
Impact Analysis
Draft Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project

City of HemetCR

City of San JacintoCR

Development Status
Pre-ApplicationCR, HT, SJ

Application SubmittedCR, HT, SJ

Project ApprovedCR, HT, SJ

Under ConstructionCR, HT, SJ

OperationalCR, HT, SJ

MSHCP Criteria CellsCR

Pechanga Band of
Luiseño Mission
Indians



Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

1:48,000

TR31899

PM31522

S

VTR32853

TR

PM35003

TR31760

TR31759

GPA720

EHW050910

CUP3512

TR33579

TR30084

TR30034

TR30036 TR30035

TR30033

PM33998

!(M

O
D
EL
L
AV
E

W
A
R
R
EN

R
D

RAMONA EXPY

2265

2264

2169

2066 2067 2068 2069 2070 2071 2072 2073 2075
2077

2078

2161 2162 2164 2165 2166 2167 2168 2170
2171

2258 2259 2261

2355 2356

2357

2358

2451
2452

2453

2454

2554
2555

2556 2557

2558

2559 2560

2658 2659 2660 2661 2662 2663 2664 2666

2753 2767 2768 2769

2770

2771 27722773
2774

2775

2845
2873 2874

2875

2876
28782879 2880 2883

1873 1874 1875 1877 1879 1880 1881 1882 1885 1893

1973 1974 1975 1976 1977

1978

1979 1982
1985

2967 2974 2978 29792980

2981

29832989

3079 30803082 30843088 3092 3093

Lakeview Mountains

!(L

LEGEND
Roadway Segment
Match Line
Long-Term Traffic Detour

Project Impact Area

Utility Relocation Area
Connection to Hemet Channel
Outside the Project Right-of-Way

0 4,000
Feet

0 900
Meters

Sources: CR - County of Riverside, 2007; HT - City of Hemet, 2007; SJ - City of San Jacinto, 2007

Project Overview Map

\\GALT\PROJ\RCTC\171146\2012\MAPFILES\EIS\CIA_CMP_PLTS_A.MXD CIA_CMP_PLTS_A.PDF 08/27/2012

Figure 3.6-1 Map 6 of 6
Status of Developments
Considered in Cumulative
Impact Analysis
Draft Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project

City of HemetCR

City of San JacintoCR

Development Status
Pre-ApplicationCR, HT, SJ

Application SubmittedCR, HT, SJ

Project ApprovedCR, HT, SJ

Under ConstructionCR, HT, SJ

OperationalCR, HT, SJ

MSHCP Criteria CellsCR

Pechanga Band of
Luiseño Mission
Indians



Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

1:48,000

LE
O

N
 R

D

E NEWPORT RDNEWPORT RD

PA
TT

ER
SO

N
 A

VE

SIMPSON RD

W
H

IT
TI

ER
 A

VE

OLIVE AVE

E GRAND AVE

DOMENIGONI PKWY

SR
 7

9/
W

IN
C

H
ES

TE
R

 R
D

4980

5067 50685070 50715073 5074 5076 5077 5078

5168 5169 5170 517251735174 5175 5176 51775178

5271527352745275 52785279 5284

4007

Diamond Valley Lake

Hem
et

 C
ha

nn
el

Salt Creek Channel

!(D

!(C!(E

!(B

!(A

!(F

LEGEND
Roadway Segment
Match Line
Long-Term Traffic Detour

Project Impact Area

Study Area

Utility Relocation Area
Connection to Hemet Channel 
Outside the Project Right-of-Way

0 4,000
Feet

0 900
Meters

Sources:  CN - CNDDB, January 2012; CR - County of Riverside, 2007; HT - City of Hemet, 2007; SJ - City of San Jacinto, 2007

  \\GALT\PROJ\RCTC\171146\2012\MAPFILES\EIS\CIA_GROWTH_PLTS_A.MXD CIA_GROWTH_PLTS_A.PDF 08/27/2012

Figure 3.6-2 Map 1 of 3
Status of Developments 
Considered in Cumulative 
Impact Analysis
Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project 

")
Stephens' Kangaroo 
Rat Capture Location

!(
Los Angeles Pocket 
Mouse Capture Location

#* Red-Tailed Hawk

Burrowing Owl Breeding Status 

%, Burrow and Single Owl

%, Burrow, Paired Owls, and Young

") CNDDB Stephen's Kangaroo RatCN

!( CNDDB LA Pocket MouseCN

%, CNDDB Burrowing OwlCN

Reasonably Foreseeable ProjectsCR, HT, SJ

Proposed MWD Land Transfer

Potential Stephen's 
Kangaroo Rat Habitat
Occupied Los Angeles 
Pocket Mouse Habitat

Riparian/Seasonal Wetland/Vernal Pool

Archaeological Resources

MSHCP Criteria CellsCR

MSHCP Burrowing Owl Survey Area

Criteria Area Species Survey AreaCR

Area 3 
MSHCP Mammal Survey Areas by SpeciesCR

Los Angeles Pocket Mouse Only
San Bernardino Kangaroo Rat 
and Los Angeles Pocket Mouse

Narrow Endemic Plant 
Species Survey AreasCR

Area 3

Area 4

Rare Plants
! Atriplex coronata var. notatior
! Atriplex parishii
! Atriplex serenana var. davidsonii
! Brodiaea filifolia
! Centromadia pungens ssp. laevis
! Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri
! Lepidium virginicum var. robinsonii
! Myosurus minimus ssp. apus
! Navarretia fossalis
! Orcuttia californica

Resources of Concern



Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

1:48,000

#*

#*

#*

#*

!(M

DEVONSHIRE AVE

HIDDEN SPRINGS RD

ESPLANADE AVE

TRES CERRITOS
AVE

PA
TT

ER
SO

N
 A

VE

STOWE RD

C
O

R
TR

IT
E 

AV
E

C
A

LV
ER

T 
AV

E

SIMPSON RD

A
LA

B
A

ST
ER

 D
R

SR 74/FLORIDA AVE

W
H

IT
TI

ER
 A

VE

OLIVE AVE

E GRAND AVE

C
A

LI
FO

R
N

IA
 A

VE

M
A

ZE
 S

TO
N

E 
C

T

W
A

R
R

EN
 R

D

C
AW

ST
O

N
 A

VE

SEVENTH ST

STETSON AVE

SR
 7

9/
W

IN
C

H
ES

TE
R

 R
D

2974 2978 29792980 298129832989

3079 308030843088 3092 3093

318031873192

3291

3584

3683
3684

3791 3792 3793

3887 3891 3892

4007

West Hemet
Hills

Tres Cerritos
Hills

Winchester

Hem
et

 C
ha

nn
el

Channel

Creek

San Jacinto Branch Line

Salt

Hemet-Ryan Airport
Sa

n 
D

ie
go

 C
an

al

!(K
!(J

!(D

!(C!(E

!(G

!(H

!(F

!(I

LEGEND
Roadway Segment
Match Line
Long-Term Traffic Detour

Project Impact Area

Study Area

Utility Relocation Area
Connection to Hemet Channel 
Outside the Project Right-of-Way

0 4,000
Feet

0 900
Meters

Sources:  CN - CNDDB, January 2012; CR - County of Riverside, 2007; HT - City of Hemet, 2007; SJ - City of San Jacinto, 2007

  \\GALT\PROJ\RCTC\171146\2012\MAPFILES\EIS\CIA_GROWTH_PLTS_A.MXD CIA_GROWTH_PLTS_A.PDF 08/27/2012

Figure 3.6-2 Map 2 of 3
Status of Developments 
Considered in Cumulative 
Impact Analysis
Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project 

")
Stephens' Kangaroo 
Rat Capture Location

!(
Los Angeles Pocket 
Mouse Capture Location

#* Red-Tailed Hawk

Burrowing Owl Breeding Status 

%, Burrow and Single Owl

%, Burrow, Paired Owls, and Young

") CNDDB Stephen's Kangaroo RatCN

!( CNDDB LA Pocket MouseCN

%, CNDDB Burrowing OwlCN

Reasonably Foreseeable ProjectsCR, HT, SJ

Proposed MWD Land Transfer

Potential Stephen's 
Kangaroo Rat Habitat
Occupied Los Angeles 
Pocket Mouse Habitat

Riparian/Seasonal Wetland/Vernal Pool

Archaeological Resources

MSHCP Criteria CellsCR

MSHCP Burrowing Owl Survey Area

Criteria Area Species Survey AreaCR

Area 3 
MSHCP Mammal Survey Areas by SpeciesCR

Los Angeles Pocket Mouse Only
San Bernardino Kangaroo Rat 
and Los Angeles Pocket Mouse

Narrow Endemic Plant 
Species Survey AreasCR

Area 3

Area 4

Rare Plants
! Atriplex coronata var. notatior
! Atriplex parishii
! Atriplex serenana var. davidsonii
! Brodiaea filifolia
! Centromadia pungens ssp. laevis
! Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri
! Lepidium virginicum var. robinsonii
! Myosurus minimus ssp. apus
! Navarretia fossalis
! Orcuttia californica

Resources of Concern



Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

1:48,000

!(M

A
LA

B
A

ST
ER

 D
R

SOBOBA RD

MAIN ST

MENLO RD

LY
O

N
 A

VE

ST
AT

E 
ST

O
D

EL
L 

AV
E

C
AW

ST
O

N
 A

VE

W
A

R
R

EN
 R

D

SA
N

D
ER

SO
N

 A
VE

SO
U

TH
 S

A
N

 J
A

C
IN

TO
 S

T

SEVENTH ST

ESPLANADE AVE

RAMONA EXPY

GILM
AN SPRINGS RD

RAMONA EXPY

COTTONWOOD AVE

N RAMONA BLVD

2462

2569

2364

2265

2264

2169 2170 2171 2172 2173 2174 2175 2176 2177 2178 2179

2266 2267
2268

2269 2270 2271 2272 2273

2363 2365 2366 2367 2368 2369 2370

2461 2463 2464 2465 2468
2469

2568 2570 2571
2574

2666 2674 2675
2678

2770
2774

2775 2787

2875 2878 2893

2981

3098

3291

Tres Cerritos
Hills

EMWD Regional Water
Reclamation Facility

San Jacinto
Reservoir

Casa Loma Canal

San Jacinto River

San Jacinto

!(K

!(J

!(M

!(L

!(N

LEGEND
Roadway Segment
Match Line
Long-Term Traffic Detour

Project Impact Area

Study Area

Utility Relocation Area
Connection to Hemet Channel 
Outside the Project Right-of-Way

0 4,000
Feet

0 900
Meters

Sources:  CN - CNDDB, January 2012; CR - County of Riverside, 2007; HT - City of Hemet, 2007; SJ - City of San Jacinto, 2007

  \\GALT\PROJ\RCTC\171146\2012\MAPFILES\EIS\CIA_GROWTH_PLTS_A.MXD CIA_GROWTH_PLTS_A.PDF 08/27/2012

Figure 3.6-2 Map 3 of 3
Status of Developments 
Considered in Cumulative 
Impact Analysis
Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project 

")
Stephens' Kangaroo 
Rat Capture Location

!(
Los Angeles Pocket 
Mouse Capture Location

#* Red-Tailed Hawk

Burrowing Owl Breeding Status 

%, Burrow and Single Owl

%, Burrow, Paired Owls, and Young

") CNDDB Stephen's Kangaroo RatCN

!( CNDDB LA Pocket MouseCN

%, CNDDB Burrowing OwlCN

Reasonably Foreseeable ProjectsCR, HT, SJ

Proposed MWD Land Transfer

Potential Stephen's 
Kangaroo Rat Habitat
Occupied Los Angeles 
Pocket Mouse Habitat

Riparian/Seasonal Wetland/Vernal Pool

Archaeological Resources

MSHCP Criteria CellsCR

MSHCP Burrowing Owl Survey Area

Criteria Area Species Survey AreaCR

Area 3 
MSHCP Mammal Survey Areas by SpeciesCR

Los Angeles Pocket Mouse Only
San Bernardino Kangaroo Rat 
and Los Angeles Pocket Mouse

Narrow Endemic Plant 
Species Survey AreasCR

Area 3

Area 4

Rare Plants
! Atriplex coronata var. notatior
! Atriplex parishii
! Atriplex serenana var. davidsonii
! Brodiaea filifolia
! Centromadia pungens ssp. laevis
! Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri
! Lepidium virginicum var. robinsonii
! Myosurus minimus ssp. apus
! Navarretia fossalis
! Orcuttia californica

Resources of Concern



 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT   
FEBRUARY 2013 

4-1 STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT 

 

Chapter 4 California Environmental Quality Act 
Evaluation 

4.1 Determining Significance under CEQA 
The proposed project is a joint project by the California Department of Transportation (Department) and the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and is subject to state and federal environmental review requirements.  
Project documentation, therefore, has been prepared in compliance with both the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  FHWA’s responsibility for environmental 
review, consultation, and any other action required in accordance with NEPA and other applicable federal laws for 
this project is being, or has been, carried-out by Caltrans under its assumption of responsibility pursuant to 
23 United States Code (USC) 327.  The Department is the lead agency under CEQA and NEPA. 

One of the primary differences between NEPA and CEQA is the way significance is determined.  Under NEPA, 
significance is used to determine whether an EIS, or some lower level of documentation, will be required.  NEPA 
requires that an EIS be prepared when the proposed federal action (project) as a whole has the potential to 
“significantly affect the quality of the human environment.”  The determination of significance is based on context 
and intensity.  Some impacts determined to be significant under CEQA may not be of sufficient magnitude to be 
determined significant under NEPA.  Under NEPA, once a decision is made regarding the need for an EIS, it is the 
magnitude of the impact that is evaluated and no judgment of its individual significance is deemed important for 
the text.  NEPA does not require that a determination of significant impacts be stated in the environmental 
documents. 

CEQA, on the other hand, does require the Department to identify each “significant effect on the environment” 
resulting from the project and ways to mitigate each significant effect.  If the project may have a significant effect 
on any environmental resource, then an EIR must be prepared.  Each and every significant effect on the 
environment must be disclosed in the EIR and mitigated if feasible.  In addition, the CEQA Guidelines list a 
number of mandatory findings of significance, which also require the preparation of an EIR.  There are no types of 
actions under NEPA that parallel the findings of mandatory significance of CEQA.  This chapter discusses the 
effects of this project and CEQA significance.  

4.2 Discussion of Significance of Impacts 
The significance of the potential impacts of the proposed Build alternatives under CEQA was assessed based on 
the information and conclusions drawn in the CEQA Checklist in Appendix A, as supported by the analysis of 
Project impacts presented in Chapter 3.  The questions, as provided in the CEQA Checklist, are intended to 
encourage the thoughtful assessment of impacts and do not represent thresholds of significance.  The conclusions 
of the impact analysis conducted for the Project are summarized in the following sections, specific to the level of 
significance determined under CEQA. 
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Because the evaluation of impacts to cultural resources under CEQA is being conducted in conjunction with the 
Section 106 process under the National Historic Preservation Act, and that process is being phased, CEQA 
evaluations of cultural resources are not complete.  Thus, findings for cultural resources presented in the CEQA 
Checklist (Appendix A) are considered preliminary.  Additional historical resources could be identified during 
subsequent evaluations, in which case those would be addressed in a revised CEQA Checklist and the Final 
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS). 

No impacts to mineral resources would occur in association with the Project because it is not located within the 
boundaries of a mineral resource zone.  Therefore, mineral resources are not discussed further. 

4.2.1 Less than Significant Effects of the Proposed Project 

4.2.1.1 Agriculture Resources (CEQA Checklist Questions II.a, II.b, and II.c) 
Conclusions for CEQA questions II.a, II.b, and II.c are “less than significant” and are explained in detail below.  
Table 3.1-15 (Volume 1, page 3-97) includes a summary of impacts to all farmland types. 

Question II.a 
The direct impacts to prime farmlands, unique farmlands, farmlands of statewide importance and farmlands of 
local importance would vary modestly among the Build alternatives (Table 3.1-15 [Volume 1, page 3-97]).  Direct 
impacts to prime farmlands would range from about 40 to 50 hectares (ha) (100 to 125 acres [ac]).  Direct impacts 
to unique farmlands would range from 8.6 to 15 ha (21 to 37 ac); farmlands of statewide importance, 40 to 44 ha 
(100 to 109 ac); and farmlands of local importance, 207 to 211 ha (511 to 523 ac). 

Potential indirect impacts would be relatively small compared to direct impacts and would not vary greatly from 
one Build alternative to another.  A large proportion of the farmlands that would be affected by the Project are 
croplands.  Primarily, the indirect impact to croplands adjacent to a new highway is loss of access caused by the 
project.  Modifications to driveways and farm lanes made in cooperation with the landowners would facilitate 
access to remaining parcels and would minimize indirect impacts.  The same would be true with most livestock 
operations, where the impacts to the parcels would be peripheral and would not affect the use of the remainder of 
the property. 

The combined direct and indirect impacts from each of the Build alternatives or design options would amount to 
less than 1 percent of the combined important farmlands in Riverside County (Table 3.1-15 [Volume 1, page 3-
97]).  Assuming that indirect impacts would be minimized, the Build alternatives would affect less than 0.2 percent 
of the total important farmlands in the county. 

Further, these impacts must be considered in the context of the changes in land use in the Project area.  In the 
general plans of the City of San Jacinto, City of Hemet, and the County of Riverside (San Jacinto 2006, Hemet 
1992, County 2003), there is a consensus that development pressure will continue to convert farmlands to 
nonagricultural uses.  Consequently, a substantial proportion of existing farmlands have been designated for 
conversion to nonagricultural uses (Figure 3.1-9 [Volume 1]).  The conversion of these farmlands to a 
nonagricultural use is addressed under CEQA in the environmental impact reports prepared for all of the general 
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plans.  Roughly 90 to 95 percent of the existing farmlands that would be in each Build alternative is in planned 
farmland conversion areas.  Thus, most of the existing farmlands that would be directly or indirectly affected by 
one of the Build alternatives or design options are expected to be converted to a nonagricultural use in time, based 
on population growth and development pressure in the area, regardless of the Project. 

The Project would have a minor effect on prime, unique, and other important farmlands on parcels that are zoned 
to remain agricultural (Table 3.1-13 [Volume 1, page 3-94]).  The Build alternatives and design options would 
have impacts ranging from 29 to 31 ha (66 to 72 ac) on zoned agricultural lands, less than 0.01percent of the total 
prime, unique, and important farmland in Riverside County (which totals about 173,600 ha [428,990 ac]). 

Given the relatively small amount of farmland that would be affected by the Project beyond the impacts accounted 
for in the general plans, the impact to farmlands as a result of any of the Build alternatives or design options is 
considered less than significant. 

Question II.b 

Zoning 
All Build alternatives are located among the different jurisdictions of the City of Hemet, the City of San Jacinto, 
and the County of Riverside.  The Project has been sited to minimize impacts to lands zoned or planned to remain 
as agricultural in each jurisdiction. 

In City of Hemet jurisdiction, the Build alternatives would permanently impact about 7 ha (17 ac) of zoned 
farmlands.  According to the Hemet General Plan, the total amount of zoned farmlands in the city of Hemet is 
743 ha (1,837 ac).  Therefore, the amount of zoned farmlands that would be impacted by the Project represents less 
than 1 percent of the total zoned farmland in the city of Hemet.  The Project is also included in the Transportation 
Element of the City of Hemet 1992 General Plan. 

The City of San Jacinto does not contain zoned farmlands in its current general plan. 

In Riverside County jurisdiction, Roadway Segments I, J, and K would permanently impact 22 to 24 ha (55 to 
60 ac) of zoned farmlands.  The total amount of zoned farmlands in the county is 72,915 ha (180,178 ac).  
Therefore, the amount of zoned farmlands impacted by the Project represents less than 0.01 percent of the total 
zoned farmland in Riverside County.  Additionally, the Project is included in the Circulation Element of the 
Riverside County General Plan. 

While the County and City general plans and zoning recognize the transition of agricultural lands to more 
urbanized uses, they include policies that encourage conservation of productive farmlands and minimize the 
impact of adjacent land uses on agricultural operations beyond those lands specified as agricultural (discussed in 
Section 3.1.3.4 [Volume 1, page 3-106]).  Most of these policies are implemented at the owner’s discretion.  
Consistent with these policies, the Project has been designed to minimize the footprint and minimize impacts to 
farm buildings.  On properties affected by the Project, access will be maintained or modified so that the remainder 
of the property can continue to be used for agriculture.  The City of Hemet, City of San Jacinto, and Riverside 
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County will continue to be involved in reviewing the design of the Project for opportunities to minimize impacts to 
farmlands. 

Because of the relatively small area of zoned farmlands that would be affected and design efforts to minimize 
direct and indirect impacts to all farmlands consistent with local and regional land use policies, the impact to zoned 
agricultural land is less than significant. 

Williamson Act 
All Build alternatives would impact Williamson Act lands, as shown in Tables 3.1-14 (page 3-95), 3.1-15 (page 3-
97), and 3.1-17 (page 3-104), all in Volume 1.  A full discussion of the impacts to Williamson Act lands is 
provided in Section 3.1.3.3 (Volume 1, page 3-95). 

Although Williamson Act contracted land would be impacted by the Project, all of the Williamson Act parcels 
within the Agricultural Study Area (ASA) are zoned by the City of San Jacinto for nonagricultural purposes.  
Farmland parcels zoned for nonagricultural uses will be converted to a nonagricultural use in the future regardless 
of the impacts of the Project (Figure 3.1-9 [Volume 1]).  It is not known when these lands will be converted from 
farmlands to their zoned use.  These are private properties, and the timing in which these lands will be developed 
is at the discretion of each landowner.   

Additionally, because the Project would be a new alignment, it must comply with the requirements of California 
Government Code (CGC) Section 51292, which states,  

…no public agency or person shall locate a public improvement within an agricultural preserve 
unless the following findings are made: 

(a) The location is not based primarily on a consideration of the lower cost of acquiring land in 
an agricultural preserve. 

(b) If the land is agricultural land covered under a contract pursuant to this chapter for any 
public improvement, that there is no other land within or outside the preserve on which it is 
reasonably feasible to locate the public improvement. 

Several Project alternatives are being analyzed to minimize the effects on the environment, including effects on all 
types of farmlands.  Each Project alternative would impact, to some degree, parcels under a Williamson Act 
contract.  Depending on the Build alternative identified as the Preferred Alternative, the Project would impact 
between 10.1 ha (25.0 ac) over two parcels and 22.0 ha (54.4 ac) over six parcels of Williamson Act lands (see 
Table 3.1-17 [Volume 1, page 3-104]).  Approximately 40 percent of the properties that would be affected by 
Alternatives 1a and 2a are nonrenewal status (meaning that the Williamson Act contract is in the process of being 
terminated).  All of the properties that would be affected by Alternatives 1b and 2b are nonrenewal.  The CEQA 
Guidelines consider cancellation of contracts for parcels exceeding 40.47 ha (100 ac) to be of statewide 
significance.  Although each Build alternative would partially affect one Williamson Act parcel that is larger than 
40.47 ha (100 ac), none of them would affect the entire parcel.  None of the alternatives would completely cancel 
contracts for any of the Williamson Act parcels.   
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The locations of the alternatives are not based primarily on cost, nor are there other reasonably feasible 
alternatives.  The Build alternatives were chosen based on various environmental studies, design restrictions, cost, 
and federal, state, and local agency feedback.  (The extensive process that resulted in the alternatives being 
analyzed is summarized in Section 1.1.1.1 [Volume 1, page 1-1], and the alternatives are the subject of Chapter 2 
[Volume 1, page  2-1].)  It is not practicable to avoid locating this Project on land covered by a Williamson Act 
contract.  Therefore, the Project is in compliance with the requirements of Government Code (GC) Section 51292.  
If properties restricted by Williamson Act contracts are acquired for the Project, the Department and Riverside 
County Transportation Commission (RCTC) will notify the California Department of Conservation (CDC) within 
10 days. 

The impact to Williamson Act lands would therefore be less than significant, and no mitigation is proposed.  
However, measure AG-3 would be implemented to ensure that the Project adheres to all applicable government 
codes regarding acquisition of Williamson Act lands. 

Question II.c 
The Project would realign and widen the existing SR 79 from two to four lanes, which would increase capacity and 
facilitate planned development.  Additionally, some existing farmlands would be bisected by the Project, which 
could impact the viability of the individual farm and indirectly cause conversion of these farmlands to 
nonagricultural use.  However, as a general rule, the agricultural use of remaining lands will be maintained by 
providing access as part of the Project, thereby minimizing these indirect impacts.  Furthermore, based on 
available General Plan data from the City of San Jacinto and the County of Riverside, and current zoning data for 
the City of Hemet, many of the existing farmlands in the study area will be converted to nonagricultural lands as a 
result of other, separate projects, as discussed above.  Therefore, the Project impact is considered to be less than 
significant. 

4.2.1.2 Air Quality (CEQA Checklist Questions III.d and III.e) 
Construction of the proposed Project may expose sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the Project area to 
short-term elevated diesel particulate matter less than 10 micrometers (PM10) levels.  However, the PM10 
concentrations would be considered less than significant because the risk posed by diesel PM10 is based on long-
term exposure, and Project construction would be a short-term activity.  In addition, vehicle emissions are 
expected to decrease over time in compliance with United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and 
California Air Resources Board (ARB) regulations for cleaner fuels and cleaner engines (FHWA 2009).  For these 
reasons, pollutant concentrations are expected to be lower in the future than the existing condition.  Therefore, 
sensitive receptors would not be exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations during construction or operation of 
the proposed Project. 

During Project construction, objectionable odors could occur due to diesel-powered equipment and road-building 
activities, such as paving and asphalting.  Such odors, however, would be short term and limited to the immediate 
vicinity of the activity.  As much as possible, construction equipment and trucks would be located or rerouted 
away from local neighborhoods or sensitive receptor areas.  Therefore, odor impacts during construction would be 
temporary and less than significant.  During Project operation, odorous emissions from vehicle travel would 



Chapter 4  California Environmental Quality Act Evaluation 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT   
FEBRUARY 2013 

4-6 STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT 

 

decrease from existing conditions because cleaner engines and cleaner fuels would be used in the future.  
Therefore, air quality impacts associated with odors during Project operation would be less than significant. 

4.2.1.3 Biological Resources (CEQA Checklist Questions IV.e and IV.f) 
Two local tree preservation policies are in effect in the Project study area.  The first policy is discussed in 
Section 3.3.1.3, Natural Communities (page 3-459), and refers to the Riverside County Oak Tree Ordinance that 
protects native oak trees with diameters greater than 5.1 centimeters (2 inches) at breast height. 

The second policy is from the Biological Resources component of the City of Hemet General Plan (Hemet 
199217), which contains onsite construction guidelines that specify “mature trees of 6 inches diameter or greater 
shall be protected from indiscriminate cutting or removal.” 

These policies do not apply to the Project (a state project); however, RCTC will consider the requirements of the 
policies during final design of the Project. 

MSHCP 
The Project study area is within the boundaries of the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan (MSHCP) and the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP).  The Project’s 
consistency with these plans would be similar regardless of the Build alternative or design option that is identified 
as the Preferred Alternative.  A detailed discussion of the Project’s consistency with these plans is provided in 
Section 3.3 (page 3-437).  Because the Project would be consistent with the criteria in these HCPs, the impact 
would be less than significant. 

4.2.1.4 Geology and Soils (CEQA Checklist Question VI.e) 
The proposed Project would not construct septic tanks, and the use of existing septic tanks during construction is 
not anticipated.  Waste produced by the Project during construction would be collected by qualified contractors 
and disposed of in accordance with all applicable regulations and codes.  Therefore, the Project would have a less 
than significant impact on alternative wastewater disposal systems. 

4.2.1.5 Hazards and Hazardous Materials (CEQA Checklist Questions VIII.a and VIII.e) 
Potential short-term hazards associated with the proposed Project involve the transportation of fuels, lubricating 
fluids, solvents, aerially deposited lead  removal, potential removal of total petroleum hydrocarbons from the 
former Mobil gasoline station, and other potentially hazardous materials during construction.  However, 
construction would not involve handling significant amounts of these substances beyond what is typically required 
for a project of this nature.  Additionally, all storage, handling, and disposal of hazardous materials is regulated by 
the USEPA, California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration (OSHA), and county and city fire departments.  As such, all chemicals used during construction of 
the proposed Project would be used and stored in compliance with applicable requirements.  Compliance with 
applicable laws and regulations governing the use, storage, and transportation of hazardous materials would 
                                                      
17Complete references for all citations are in Chapter 8. 
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minimize the potential for significant safety impacts to occur.  Therefore, impacts to the public through transport, 
use, or disposal of hazardous materials would be less than significant. 

The Project is located within the Hemet-Ryan Airport Influence Area and, therefore, is subject to regulations 
governing issues such as development intensity, density, height of structures, and noise.  SR 79 and the airport 
already exist, and the proposed Project would not result in any additional safety hazards for people residing or 
working in the area. 

The design of the Project would ensure that no structures would be in conflict with safety zones in the Hemet-Ryan 
Airport Influence Area.  Therefore, the impact is less than significant. 

4.2.1.6 Hydrology and Water Quality (CEQA Checklist Questions VIX.b, VVIX.d, VIX.f, 
and VIX.h) 

Construction of the proposed Project would not result in a depletion of groundwater supplies, and the proposed 
Project would not interfere with groundwater recharge.  Even though the Project proposes to increase impervious 
surface area, the amount of impervious surface area compared to the area of the groundwater basin results in a 
negligible impact to groundwater recharge.  Therefore, impacts to groundwater supplies would be less than 
significant. 

The proposed Project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area.  Storm water 
conveyance facilities are required as part of the Project to ensure proper onsite drainage for the Project and 
maintain existing offsite water flows in the Project area.  The existing drainage patterns would be maintained by 
the storm water conveyance facilities.  Therefore, the proposed Project is not expected to have a significant impact 
associated with altering the existing drainage pattern of the area and would not result in flooding onsite or offsite. 

The proposed Project would include the construction of a new roadway alignment within a 100-year floodplain, 
but the existing flow would be maintained by the proposed drainage conveyance facilities.  The proposed Project 
would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area.  Storm water conveyance facilities are 
required as part of the Project to ensure proper onsite drainage for the Project and maintain existing offsite water 
flows in the Project area.  The existing drainage patterns would be maintained by the storm water conveyance 
facilities.  Therefore, the proposed Project is not expected to have a significant impact associated with impeding or 
redirecting flood flows within a 100-year flood hazard area. 

4.2.1.7 Land Use and Planning (CEQA Checklist Question X.c) 
The proposed Project would be within the boundaries of the MSHCP and the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat HCP.  These 
plans are described in Section 3.1.1.2 (Volume 1, page 3-27), and a discussion of the Project’s consistency with 
these plans is provided in Section 3.3 (page 3-437).  Because the Project would be consistent with the criteria in 
these HCPs, the impact would be less than significant. 
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4.2.1.8 Transportation/Traffic (CEQA Checklist Questions XVI.a, XVI.b, XVI.c, XVI.d, 
and XVI.g) 

Build Alternative Traffic Volume 
The 2035 forecast daily volumes on SR 79 range from 41,500 to 68,800, which are consistent with a freeway 
facility with an LOS C capacity of 61,200.  Realigned SR 79 is projected to operate at LOS C or better along the 
entire length of the Project in 2035, with two exceptions.  The segments between Newport Road and Domenigoni 
Parkway and between Domenigoni Parkway and Stetson Avenue are projected to operate at LOS D.  The projected 
SR 79 volumes substantially exceed the capacity of an expressway.  The capacity for a four-lane expressway at 
LOS C is 32,700 average daily traffic (ADT).  The new SR 79 alignment would exceed this capacity in 2035.  
Construction of the Project would improve the operations on parts of several arterial streets, Winchester Road, 
Florida Avenue, and Sanderson Avenue, from LOS F to LOS D or better.  Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Build Alternative Intersection Analysis 
With construction of the Build Alternative, 7 of the 12 deficient intersections would improve to an acceptable LOS 
(LOS C or better), and 4 are projected to operate at LOS D, E, or F in the 2035 Build Alternative.  One deficient 
intersection would be eliminated under the Build Alternative (Sanderson/Ramona Expressway).  The remaining 
intersections would operate at LOS C or better.  The following intersections would operate at an unacceptable LOS 
under the 2035 Build Alternative traffic conditions: 

• Sanderson Avenue and Stetson Avenue – AM and PM peak hours (LOS D) 

• Sanderson Avenue and Florida Avenue – AM and PM peak hours (LOS D and E) 

• San Jacinto Street and Florida Avenue – PM peak hour only (LOS D) 

• San Jacinto Street and Main Street and Ramona Boulevard – AM and PM peak hours (LOS E and F) 

Assuming the planned ramp configurations at each freeway/arterial interchange, the SR 79 ramp terminal 
intersections at each freeway/arterial interchange are projected to operate at LOS C or better in the peak hour at all 
locations; therefore, no mitigation measures are needed.   

Design elements for the proposed Project to improve safety should separate local and regional traffic and reduce 
the volumes on the existing alignment, which is expected to decrease the total number of accidents.  The Project 
would reduce the volumes on the existing alignment by approximately 30 percent on average (calculation based on 
a comparison of the 2035 No Build and 2035 Build average daily traffic volumes on existing SR 79 from Table 
3.1-48 [Volume 1, page 3-187] and Table 3.1-50 [Volume 1, page 3-191]).  Also, keeping truck traffic and 
oversize vehicles off local roads would improve the safety and preserve the pavement structure of these local 
roads.  Under Build Alternatives 1a and 1b, the Project would improve circulation on several arterial streets, along 
Winchester Road, Florida Avenue, and Sanderson Avenue, from level of service (LOS) F to LOS D or better.  
Build Alternatives 2a and 2b would show the same LOS and traffic volume improvements, except on Florida 
Avenue.  The relocation of the Esplanade Avenue interchange would change operations at Florida Avenue, and the 
southbound ramps would remain at LOS D during the morning peak hour.  However, as a result of the Traffic 
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Analysis of 2009, the Project would include construction of ramp configurations at the ramp terminal intersections 
at each freeway/arterial interchange that are projected to operate at LOS C or better in the peak hour.  Therefore, 
impacts to traffic load and capacity would be less than significant. 

The Project would result in an overall improvement of the LOS in the Project area.  Without the Project, this area 
would operate at LOS D or worse with the projected daily volumes for 2035.  Construction of the Project would 
improve operations on SR 79 by relieving congestion and improving intersection operations.  Therefore, impacts to 
LOS and overall congestion during Project construction and operations would be beneficial and a less than 
significant impact. 

The Project would not constitute a new obstruction to navigable air space and would not create potentially 
significant air-traffic-related impacts.  Design features identified for the Project are not expected to increase 
hazards, and all are compatible with current highway standards.  The overall improvement to congestion and 
intersection operations is expected to decrease the number of accidents.  In addition, to avoid potential roadway 
hazards during construction, the work area would be delineated with lane closure devices approved by Department 
traffic standards or other approved traffic control standards following the governing agency request, using such 
guidance as necessary from the Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices and Work Area Traffic Control 
Handbook.  Therefore, impacts to vehicle, pedestrian, and bicycle safety as a result of construction and operation 
of the proposed Project would be less than significant.  

The Project would be constructed as a limited access expressway with a State Route designation.  Alternative 
transportation facilities typical of local roadways, such as bus routes, turnouts, and bicycle racks, would not be 
associated with the Project.  Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

4.2.1.9 Utilities and Service Systems (CEQA Checklist Question XVII.d) 
Limited quantities of water are anticipated to be needed for dust control during construction and for irrigation 
during operation.  Sufficient water supplies are expected to be available for these activities.  Potable water is not 
required for irrigation or dust control activities, and several sources of gray water (nonpotable) are available in the 
Project vicinity, such as from the Eastern Municipal Water District facilities.  The Project would not require a 
permanent, municipal water supply and would not require new or expanded water entitlements.  Therefore, 
impacts to water supplies would be less than significant. 

4.2.2 Significant Environmental Effects of the Proposed Project 
Most of the significant environmental effects of the proposed Project can be avoided, minimized, and/or mitigated 
to below a level of significance based on the measures identified throughout Chapter 3.  Those measures are 
itemized in the Environmental Commitments Record (ECR) in Appendix E.  Specific avoidance, minimization, 
and mitigation measures are discussed briefly in this section and in Section 4.3 (page 4-89).  This section presents 
impacts that are less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  Significant adverse impacts that cannot be 
mitigated to below a level of significance are discussed in Section 4.2.3 (page 4-32). 
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4.2.2.1 Aesthetics (CEQA Checklist Question I.d) 
Glare associated with windshields and reflective construction equipment and materials would be present during 
Project construction.  However, this impact would be temporary in nature and would be limited to the local Project 
area. 

The Project is within the area of light pollution influence of Mount Palomar Observatory, located approximately 
35 kilometers (km) (22 miles [mi]) to the south.  Light leakage and spillage from nighttime operation of the Project 
could interfere with the operations of the observatory.  However, impacts would be less than significant after the 
implementation of mitigation measure VIS-29. 

4.2.2.2 Biological Resources (CEQA Checklist Question IV.b) 

Sensitive Natural Communities and Critical Habitat 

Permanent Impacts 
The Project would result in permanent direct and indirect impacts to nine sensitive natural community types—
alkali grassland, alkali playa, cottonwood-willow riparian forest, emergent wetland, mulefat scrub, Riversidian 
sage scrub, seasonal wetland, vernal pool, and willow riparian scrub and forest.  Sensitive natural plant 
communities are limited within the PIA.  Sensitive natural plant communities are infrequent in the 30.5-m (100-ft) 
indirect impact area, but they are present in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1, which includes the 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD) Upper Salt Creek Reserve and the Stowe Road Vernal 
Pool Complex, as well as Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 2, at the Stoney Mountain Preserve. 

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.  

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. 

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.  The proposed 
Project would result in permanent direct and indirect impacts to spreading navarretia critical habitat (Figure 3.3-50 
[Section 3.3]). 
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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 1a.  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. 

Permanent, direct impacts to spreading navarretia critical habitat in USFWS Unit 6: Riverside Management Area, 
Subunit 6B. Salt Creek Seasonally Flooded Alkali Plain would total 0.9 ha (2.3 ac), and indirect impacts would 
total 1.0 ha (2.4 ac) from Build Alternative 1a.  As described in Section 3.3.5.2 (page 3-635), the spreading 
navarretia critical habitat in 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 low. 

Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 1b1 
Build Alternative 1b (and Design Option 1b1) would have permanent direct impacts to seven sensitive natural 
community types and permanent indirect impacts to nine sensitive natural community types.  Permanent direct 
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 area.  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). 
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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. 

Permanent, direct and indirect impacts to spreading navarretia critical habitat would be the same for Build 
Alternative 1b (and Design Option 1b1) as shown for Build Alternative 1a. 

Build Alternative 2a 
Build Alternative 2a would have direct 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. 

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. 
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Permanent, direct impacts to spreading navarretia critical habitat in Subunit 6B. Salt Creek Seasonally Flooded 
Alkali Plain would total 1.0 ha (2.4 ac), and permanent, indirect impacts would be 134.1 ha (331.3 ac) from Build 
Alternative 2a.  As described in Section 3.3.5.2 (page 3-635), the spreading navarretia critical habitat located in the 
impact area of Build Alternative 2a does contain primary constituent elements as defined in the Federal Register.  
The critical habitat in Additional Indirect Impact Area 1 of Build Alternative 2a is occupied (see Figure 3.3-38 
[Section 3.3]) and, therefore, has high value.  Consequently, Build Alternative 2a could significantly affect 
spreading navarretia critical habitat through indirect impacts to existing hydrology.  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. 

Build Alternative 2b and Design Option 2b1 
Build Alternative 2b (and Design Option 2b1) would have permanent impacts, both direct and indirect, to nine 
sensitive natural community types.  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. 

Permanent, direct and indirect impacts to spreading navarretia critical habitat would be the same with Build 
Alternative 2b (and Design Option 2b1) as Build Alternative 2a. 
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Temporary Impacts 
Potential temporary impacts to sensitive natural communities would be the same for all Build alternatives and 
design options. These temporary impacts could include hydrologic alternations, 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 the 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). 

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures 
The following measures will be incorporated into the Project for impacts to sensitive natural communities and 
critical habitat for spreading navarretia. 

Avoidance Measures 
The Build alternatives and design options 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.  

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. 

Avoidance measure BIO-28, for special-status plant species and the federally listed vernal pool branchiopod, 
would also apply to spreading navarretia critical habitat.  A contractor-supplied biological monitor with knowledge 
of 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 will coordinate with the Resident Engineer if fence repairs should 
be required. 

Minimization Measures 
All Build alternatives will incorporate measures BIO-1 through BIO-10 to comply with all MSHCP guidelines 
related to minimizing impacts to sensitive natural communities within or adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation 
Area. 

Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation ratios and measures will be defined after identification of the Preferred Alternative and during the 
permitting process for impacts to riparian habitat. 
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4.2.2.3 Cultural Resources (CEQA Checklist Questions V.a, V.b, and V.c) 
Cultural resources impacts associated with the Project would be similar regardless of the Build alternative 
implemented.  Therefore, unless otherwise noted, this discussion is presented for the collective Project, as opposed 
to a specific Build alternative.  Because the evaluation of impacts to cultural resources under CEQA is being 
conducted in conjunction with the Section 106 process under the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), and 
that process is being phased, CEQA evaluations are not complete.  Thus, findings presented in the CEQA 
Checklist (Appendix A) are considered preliminary.  Additional historical resources could be identified during 
subsequent evaluations, in which case those would be addressed in the Final EIR/EIS and revised CEQA Checklist 
(see Section 3.1.8.2 [Volume 1, page 3-251] for an explanation of the phased approach being utilized for the 
Project). 

In accordance with the plan for phasing cultural resource evaluations, 14 resources have thus far been evaluated 
for the Project for NHPA (Section 106) and CEQA purposes.  Twelve of the 14 resources that were evaluated in 
the Historic Property Survey Report (June 2010), are not eligible for the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) or the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR).  Because the resources were determined not to 
be historical resources, the Project would have no impact on them, and they are not discussed further in this 
section. 

The remaining two resources, the CBJ Dairy and the Colorado River Aqueduct (CRA), are considered historical 
resources for the purposes of CEQA.  Because it is also considered a historic resource in the context of 
Section 106, impacts to the CRA are discussed in Section 3.1.8.3 (Volume 1, page 3-262); only the CEQA 
determination for the CBJ Dairy is presented in this section, below. 

An additional resource, historical archaeological site CA-RIV-6907/H, was not formally evaluated, but will be 
presumed NRHP/CRHR eligible and protected in place by an Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA).  Therefore, 
impacts to site CA-RIV-6907/H would be less than significant after mitigation.  Site CA-RIV-6907/H is discussed 
further in Section 3.1.8 (Volume 1, page 3-249). 

Twelve of the 14 resources that were evaluated in the Historic Property Survey Report (June 2010) are not eligible 
for the NRHP or the CRHR.  Because the resources were determined not to be historical resources, the Project 
would have no impact on them, and they are not discussed further in this section. 

Since the CRA is also a historic property in the context of the Section 106 process and because the Section 106 
effect finding has been deferred until after identification of the Preferred Alternative, the CEQA determination for 
the CRA is also deferred and will be presented in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS.  Evaluations for the remaining 
28 archaeological resources have been deferred until a Preferred Alternative is identified.  Therefore, CEQA 
impacts for these 28 cultural resources cannot be determined at this time.  Per 23 CFR 774.13 (a)(1), the 
Department will evaluate and make its effect determination through consultation under 36 CFR 800.5 with the 
SHPO.  This determination will be made after identification of the Preferred Alternative, in conjunction with 
SHPO concurrence with the other cultural resource consultation, prior to the Final EIR/EIS, and will be presented 
in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS. 
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The CBJ Dairy (P-33-15752) 
The CBJ Dairy (P-33-15752) appears to meet the California Office of Historical Preservation (OHP) standards and 
will be considered a historical resource for the purposes of CEQA pursuant to Section 15064(a)(2)-(3) of the 
CEQA guidelines and 14 CCR 4852.  The resource is associated with events that have made a significant 
contribution to the development of the San Jacinto Valley Dairy industry in the early 1960s, and is therefore 
eligible under Criterion 1 for the CRHR.  The resource also meets 14 CCR 4852(d)(2) regarding special 
considerations for historical resources achieving significance within the past 50 years because the period of 
significance extends from 1959 to 1965. 

According to CEQA guidelines 15064.5(b), a project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of a historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment.  
Substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource, also defined in PRC 5020.1(q), means 
physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that 
the significance of a historical resource would be materially impaired.  The significance of a historical resource is 
materially impaired when a project would result in the destruction of a historical resource’s characteristics when 
those characteristics justify the historical resource for inclusion in, or eligibility for, the CRHR, inclusion in a local 
register (if designated under local ordinance or resolution), or identification as significant in a local survey that 
meets OHP standards. 

The CBJ Dairy is located on three contiguous parcels.  Contributing elements, those elements of the resource that 
contribute to its significance, include the barn, three houses, elliptical driveway, landscaping, hay shelter, fields, 
and other ancillary dairy structures that were constructed during the resource’s period of significance.  Most of 
these structures are located in the west-center of the property.  The easternmost portion of the property would be in 
the Project Impact Area (PIA).  The easternmost portion of the property is in areas proposed for the construction of 
roadway segments, a grade separated interchange, and construction culvers/drainages where the depth of 
disturbance should not exceed 3 meters (m) (10 feet [ft]).  The portion of the resource potentially impacted 
includes predominantly vacant agricultural fields, trench silos, storage stockpile areas, and a hay shed. Because 
none of these minor elements contribute to the eligibility of the site as a whole, the Project will not have a direct 
impact on the property that would constitute a substantial adverse change.  The Project would have an impact to 
the setting of the property (i.e., its immediate surroundings) due to incorporation of its eastern edge into the Project 
as well as due to the construction of a grade-separated interchange (8 m [27 ft] high).  Because the property is 
important for its association with important events and not for its architecture, such changes to the setting of the 
property would not constitute a substantial impairment of the integrity of the property that would be considered 
adverse.  Therefore, the Department has determined that the Project would have a less than significant impact on 
the resource. 

Resources that Remain To Be Evaluated 
Twenty-eight archaeological sites in the Project Area of Potential Effects (APE), which include 22 prehistoric 
sites, three historical archaeological sites, and three mixed component sites, have not been evaluated for the NRHP 
or CRHR at the present time, and the evaluation and effect assessment will be presented in the Final EIR/EIS.  
Therefore, CEQA evaluations for these resources are incomplete.  Table 4.2-1 (page 4-17) lists the 
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28 archaeological sites that remain to be evaluated and their relationship to the Build alternatives, roadway 
segments, and Project design features.  These sites are fairly equal in their distribution among the four Build 
alternatives: 

• Build Alternative 1a:  17 archaeological sites 
• Build Alternative 1b (and Design Option 1b1):  14 archaeological sites 
• Build Alternative 2a:  16 archaeological sites 
• Build Alternative 2b (and Design Option 2b1):  15 archaeological sites 

Table 4.2-1 Archaeological Resources Not Yet Evaluated for the California Register of 
Historical Resources 

Site Number Description Build Alternative/Design Option 
Roadway 
Segment Project Design Feature 

CA-RIV-5461 3 outcrops, 9 slicks, 1 milling slab 1a,1b, 2a, 2b (including Design 
Options 1b1 and 2b1) 

A, B   

CA-RIV-5462 9 outcrops with 18 slicks.   1a, 1b, 2a, 2b (including Design 
Options 1b1 and 2b1) 

near A, B   

CA-RIV-5786 Prehistoric burial and associated 
accoutrements. Data recovery 
undertaken (1995); impacts were 
mitigated 

1a, 2a A Bridges, Hydrology 
features; Grade-separated 
interchange 

CA-RIV-5790 2 outcrops with 2 slicks 1a, 2a A   

CA-RIV-5791 5 outcrops/exposures with 9 slicks 1a, 2a A Roadway segment; Grade-
separated interchange 

CA-RIV-5829/H 3 bedrock outcrops/exposures with 
5 milling surfaces (prehistoric 
component only) 

1a, 2a A Roadway segment 

CA-RIV-5830 2 outcrops with 2 slicks 1a, 2a near A   

CA-RIV-7885 1 outcrop with 1 slick 1a G Roadway segment 

CA-RIV-7887 1 outcrop with 1 slick 1a G Roadway segment 

CA-RIV-7888 4 outcrops with 5 slicks 2a, 2b (including Design Option 2b1) H  

CA-RIV-7891 2 outcrops with 3 slicks 2a, 2b (including Design Option 2b1) H  

CA-RIV-7893 2 outcrops with 2 slicks 1a, 1b (including Design Option 1b1) G  

CA-RIV-7894/H 2 outcrops with 2 slicks (prehistoric 
component only) 

2a, 2b  (including Design Option 2b1) H Bridges 

CA-RIV-7907 8 outcrops with 13 slicks 1a, 2a A Roadway segment 

CA-RIV-7908 6 outcrops with 8 slicks 1a, 2a A Roadway segment; Grade-
separated interchange 

CA-RIV-8140 2 outcrops with 4 slicks 1b, 2b (including Design Options 1b1 
and 2b1) 

B   

CA-RIV-8141 6 outcrops with 6 slicks 1b, 2b (including Design Options 1b1 
and 2b1) 

B   

CA-RIV-8142 2 outcrops and 1 granite exposure 
with 5 slicks 

1b, 2b (including Design Options 1b1 
and 2b1) 

B   

CA-RIV-8143 3 outcrops with 4 slicks 1b, 2b (including Design Options 1b1 
and 2b1) 

Near B  

CA-RIV-8146 2 outcrops with 3 slicks 1a, 2a Near A   

CA-RIV-8147 1 outcrop with 2 slicks 1b, 2b (including Design Options 1b1 
and 2b1) 

B   
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Table 4.2-1 Archaeological Resources Not Yet Evaluated for the California Register of 
Historical Resources 

Site Number Description Build Alternative/Design Option 
Roadway 
Segment Project Design Feature 

CA-RIV-8148 1 outcrop with 15 slicks 1b, 2b (including Design Options 1b1 
and 2b1) 

Near B   

CA-RIV-8156H Surficial deposit of glass and 
ceramics 

1b, 2b (including Design Options 1b1 
and 2b1) 

B Bridges; Hydrology facilities

CA-RIV-8157H Potential remnants of 1901 
structure, rock alignments, 
eucalyptus trees 

1a, 2a A   

CA-RIV-8158H Structural remains, concrete stand 
pipe 

1a, 1b  (including Design Option 2b1) I, G, H, N   

CA-RIV-8160 1 outcrop with 3 slicks 1b, 2b (including Design Option 2b1) B   

CA-RIV-8162/H ca. 1880s–1950s refuse scatter 
(Newly identified prehistoric 
component will be discussed in the 
Supplemental HPSR) 

1a, 1b, 2a, 2b  (including Design 
Options 1b1 and 2b1) 

J, K  Roadway segment 

CA-RIV-8169 10 outcrops with 31 slicks 1a, 1b, 2a, 2b (including Design 
Options 1b1 and 2b1) 

N, I  Local street improvement 

Source:  Historic Property Survey Report, June 2010 
 

If any of these archaeological sites are found to qualify as historical resources during evaluation after identification 
of a Preferred Alternative, specific avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures for the Project will be 
included in the Final EIR/EIS and CEQA Checklist to address any impacts.  At a minimum, these would include 
data recovery by qualified professionals, analysis, reporting, and curation to ensure that impacts are reduced to a 
level that is less than significant (see CR-1 through CR-4 in Section 3.1.8.4 [Volume 1, page 3-266]). 

4.2.2.4 Geology and Soils (CEQA Checklist Questions VI.a.iv and VI.d) 
The hills to the west and east of the Project may be subject to rock fall, rock slides, or other rock slope failures.  
Embankment fills would be constructed that may be subject to slope instability or landslides.  Impacts would be 
less than significant after implementation of mitigation measures GEO-4 and GEO-5 to address the potential for 
landslides. 

Expansive soils may be present in the alluvial deposits and in weathered portions of the Cretaceous rock along the 
roadway segments.  Expansive soils may be reduced through mitigation.  However, even with mitigation, 
expansive soils are still considered a potentially significant impact, but impacts would be less than significant after 
implementation of mitigation measure GEO-5 to address expansive soils. 

4.2.2.5 Hazards and Hazardous Materials (CEQA Checklist Questions VIII.b, VIII.d, 
VIII.g, and VIII.h) 

The Project vicinity contains areas of recognized environmental conditions that would be encountered.  These sites 
include but are not limited to: 

• Former Mobil gasoline station site located at 2070 North Sanderson Avenue 
• Various agricultural areas 
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• Lands contaminated with aerially deposited lead 
• Buildings identified for demolition that are constructed with asbestos-containing material or lead-based paint 
• Lands with unknown or previously unidentified hazardous materials 
• Areas of contaminated groundwater 

Impacts associated with these hazardous sites would be less than significant after implementation of mitigation 
measures HAZMAT-1 through HAZMAT-5, which would address the potential release of hazardous materials into 
the environment. 

Project construction could temporarily disrupt circulation patterns and affect the ability of fire and police to 
respond to emergency calls.  Impacts would be less than significant after implementation of mitigation measure 
SERV-2.  Permanent changes to circulation patterns would be addressed by measure SERV-1. 

The Project would be located in a region surrounded by residences intermixed with naturally vegetated areas.  The 
Project may expose people or structures to loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires because portions of the 
new roadway would be constructed in undeveloped areas adjacent to wildlands, where environmental conditions 
might present a high fire hazard.  However, the risk of wildland fires would be less than significant after 
implementation of mitigation measure BIO-7. 

4.2.2.6 Hydrology and Water Quality (CEQA Checklist Questions VIX.a, VIX.c, and 
VIX.e) 

Temporary impacts could occur from the proposed Project during the construction phase.  Temporary impacts 
would be associated with storm water quality and include the potential for increased sediment and pollutant 
loading to surface waters and groundwater from storm water surface runoff.  Disturbance of soil from site grading, 
excavation, and modification to the landscape could increase the potential that storm water runoff could contribute 
sediments into receiving waters.  Pollutant loading into receiving waters also could occur from accidental 
discharge of waste products during construction, such as petroleum byproducts from vehicles and equipment.  
These temporary impacts would be less than significant after incorporation of mitigation measure WQ-1. 

Permanent impacts would result from increased storm water runoff from the Project site, due primarily to the 
increase in impervious ground cover.  Potential water quality impacts include increased concentrations of any of 
the following types of pollutants entering surface waters or groundwater: total suspended solids, nutrients 
(nitrogen/phosphorus), pesticides, metals, pathogens, trash, biochemical oxygen demand, and total dissolved 
solids.  However, implementation of mitigation measures WQ-1 through WQ-4 would protect water quality and 
reduce Project-related permanent impacts to less than significant. 

The Project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area.  Storm water conveyance 
facilities are required as part of the Project to ensure proper onsite drainage for the Project and maintain existing 
offsite water flows in the Project area.  The existing drainage patterns would be maintained by the storm water 
conveyance facilities.  Mitigation measures WQ-1 through WQ-4 would further limit the movement of sediment 
onsite or offsite.  Therefore, the proposed Project would have a less than significant impact associated with altering 
the existing drainage pattern of the area and would not result in substantial erosion or siltation onsite or offsite. 
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Runoff water could exceed the capacity of existing roadside ditches in the area.  Even though existing roadside 
ditches already flood during current conditions, the Project could increase that flow even more.  To mitigate 
potential runoff flow to less than significant, mitigation measure WQ-4 would be implemented.  Specifically, 
detention basins and overflow risers would be designed such that pre-Project flow conditions would be maintained. 

4.2.2.7 Land Use (CEQA Checklist Questions X.a and X.b) 

CEQA Checklist Question X.a 
The proposed SR 79 would be located in and adjacent to a number of communities defined for the Project: 
Winchester, Rural Winchester, Green Acres, Emerging Hemet, Tres Cerritos, Emerging San Jacinto, Emerging 
Sunrise, and Gateway Specific Plan/River. 

The communities that would be traversed by the Project could be physically divided because the Project would 
require major overcrossing structures, for the Project roadway as it crosses over local streets and for local roads 
that cross over the Project roadway.  In addition, noise barriers have been proposed as mitigation for noise impacts 
generated by the Project. 

Winchester Community 
Build Alternatives 1a and 2a would be located in agricultural, commercial/industrial, residential, rural residential, 
and services/facilities areas in the southeastern corner of the Winchester Community.  Either of these Build 
alternatives would place a major transportation corridor in a small, rural community, but the roadway would be 
located along the eastern edge of residential development in the community.  Therefore, the Project would not 
divide one part of the Winchester Community from another, and no impacts to community cohesion would occur. 

Rural Winchester Community 
The Build alternatives would traverse the central portion of the Rural Winchester Community, passing through 
agricultural, commercial/industrial, residential, rural residential, services/ facilities, and undeveloped areas.  Build 
Alternatives 1a and 2a would require that access be terminated along SR 79/Winchester Road, north and south of 
Domenigoni Parkway.  Build Alternative 1a would require that Connections 1 and 2 to Hemet Channel outside the 
Project ROW be established, and Build Alternative 2a would require that Connection 3 to Hemet Channel outside 
the Project ROW be established.  All of the Build alternatives would require that access be terminated along East 
Grand Avenue and Milan Road, west of Stueber Lane.  The Build alternatives would divide the community of 
Rural Winchester.  However, the Project would not block any existing roadways that provide east-to-west 
vehicular access.  In addition, to enhance nonvehicular community interaction, mitigation measure COM-1 would 
be implemented.  Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Green Acres Community 
All of the Build alternatives and design options would be located in the West Hemet Hills of Rural Winchester, 
which are east of the Green Acres Community.  Therefore, none of the Build alternatives or design options would 
divide one part of the community from another, and no impacts would occur. 
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Emerging Hemet Community 
The Build alternatives and design options would be located in the rural residential development of the Emerging 
Hemet Community, but along the edges of these existing developments.  These residential areas are bordered on 
the east by existing geographic barriers to social interaction (Warren Road and the San Diego Canal).  The Build 
alternatives would require the realignment of Warren Road and Tres Cerritos Avenue and modified local access 
from Warren Road to Maze Stone Court.  They would also require Utility Relocation Area 1 to be established.  
However, the local street improvements would not impede access or mobility within the community.  The utility 
relocations would occur in an area that is currently undeveloped and is geographically separated from residential 
development.  Therefore, none of the Build alternatives or design options would divide one part of the community 
from another, and no impacts would occur. 

Tres Cerritos Hills Community 
The Build alternatives and design options would be located in a small area of agricultural land at the northwestern 
corner of the Tres Cerritos Hills Community and in undeveloped land along the western edge of the community.  
The Build alternatives would require the realignment of Warren Road and modified local access at Alabaster 
Drive/Esplanade Avenue.  However, these local street improvements would not impede access or mobility within 
the community.  In addition, none of the Build alternatives would be built in residential neighborhoods, but along 
the western edge of the community, which is surrounded by existing geographic barriers to social interaction, 
including Warren Road, Esplanade Avenue, and the Tres Cerritos Hills.  Therefore, none of the Build alternatives 
or design options would divide one part of the community from another, and no impacts would occur. 

Emerging San Jacinto Community 
The Build alternatives would be located in a small area of agricultural land at the southeast corner of the Emerging 
San Jacinto Community.  Immediately to the east, the Project would traverse the flat agricultural areas of the 
Emerging Sunrise Community and would be readily visible from the commercial area of Reflection Lake 
Recreational Vehicle Resort.  Existing local access in the community would not be modified.  Therefore, the Build 
alternatives would not divide one part of the community from another, and no impacts would occur. 

Emerging Sunrise Community 
Build Alternatives 1a and 2a would traverse the western portion of this community, and Build Alternatives 1b 
and 2b (including both design options) would traverse the eastern portion.  The Build alternatives would require 
that access be modified at Alabaster Drive/Esplanade Avenue, the Casa Loma Canal, and Sanderson Avenue.  
However, these modifications would not impede access or mobility within the community.  The Project would 
divide the community of Emerging Sunrise, but commercial and residential development, which is the most 
sensitive to the effects of dividing a community, is occurring away from the proposed alignments, east along 
Sanderson Avenue and south along Cottonwood Avenue.  The closest residential development would be located 
immediately east of the Project, along Cottonwood Avenue, and is surrounded by agricultural lands that serve as 
barriers to social interaction with other residential parts of the Emerging Sunrise Community.  Therefore, no 
significant impacts would occur. 
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Gateway Specific Plan/River Community 
The Build alternatives would traverse the central portion of the Gateway Specific Plan/River Community in a 
north-to-south direction, through agricultural and undeveloped areas.  The Project would require realignment of 
Sanderson Avenue and establishment of Utility Relocation Area 2. 

The Build alternatives would divide the Gateway Specific Plan/River Community, but the new roadway would 
occur on an alignment similar to existing Sanderson Avenue, which serves as a barrier to community interaction.  
Rather than create a new barrier, the Project would effectively extend the width of existing Sanderson Avenue, 
which is currently over capacity and has only two travel lanes (one lane in each direction).  Therefore, no 
significant impacts would occur. 

CEQA Checklist Question X.b 
Applicable land use plans include SCAG Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide, SCAG Regional 
Transportation Plan, Riverside County General Plan, City of Hemet General Plan, and the City of San Jacinto 
General Plan. 

Because the County of Riverside has not identified a Locally Preferred Alternative for the SR 79 Project in its 
General Plan or Area Plans, the Project would be inconsistent with Riverside County policies LU 6.1 and 
HVWAP 6.1 and 11.1.  Implementation of mitigation measure LU-6 would reduce the impacts to less than 
significant.  

The Project as currently defined is not addressed by the City of Hemet’s 1992 General Plan; however, the Project 
has been closely coordinated with the City of Hemet in consideration of its ongoing growth and development.  In 
2008, the City adopted a Locally Preferred Alternative for the Project via City of Hemet Resolution No. 4216 
(Hemet 2008).  The portions of Build Alternatives 2a and 2b within City jurisdiction would be consistent with the 
Locally Preferred Alternative adopted by the City.  Build Alternatives 2a and 2b would be generally consistent 
with the City of Hemet goals and policies that are applicable to the Project, but Build Alternatives 1a and 1b would 
not.  Implementation of mitigation measures LU-1 and LU-3 would reduce the impacts from Build Alternatives 1a 
and 1b to less than significant. 

The Project has been closely coordinated with the City of San Jacinto in consideration of its ongoing growth and 
development, and the portions of Build Alternatives 1b and 2b within City jurisdiction are identified in the City’s 
general plan as its Locally Preferred Alternative.  Build Alternatives 1b and 2b would be generally consistent with 
the City of San Jacinto goals and policies that are applicable to the Project, but Build Alternatives 1a and 2a would 
not.  Implementation of mitigation measures LU-2 and LU-5 would reduce the impacts of Build Alternatives 1a 
and 2a to less than significant. 

Although the Project has been closely coordinated with Riverside County, Design Option 2b1 would introduce a 
major highway into areas that are designated for uses that are generally incompatible with a major transportation 
facility.  Building Design Option 2b1 would require the County to amend its general plan Land Use and 
Circulation elements to reflect the Project along this alignment. 
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Design Option 2b1 would include cul-de-sacs on Olive Avenue and Simpson Road.  The access modifications to 
Olive Avenue and Simpson Road would permanently sever a County-designated “Collector” and “Major 
Roadway,” respectively.  This action would require coordination with Riverside County to assess appropriate 
actions related to the classification (or reclassification) of these roadways as part of the County’s approved 
circulation system.  Implementation of mitigation measure LU-6 would reduce the impacts to less than significant. 

4.2.2.8 Noise and Vibration (CEQA Checklist Questions XII.a, XII.c, and XII.d) 
All Project alternatives would realign SR 79 through corridors where there is currently no highway noise source.  
Consequently, both traffic noise impacts and construction noise impacts need to be investigated. 

The appropriate CEQA noise threshold is the Caltrans definition for “substantial” – an increase in noise levels of 
12 A-weighted decibels (dBA) or more above existing noise levels.  Whether the substantial increase would result 
in a significant adverse effect is determined based on the context and intensity of the substantial noise increase, by 
comparing the existing noise level to the predicted noise level with the Project. 

The CEQA noise analysis is independent of the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol/23 CFR 772 analysis 
discussed in Section 3.2.7, Noise and Vibration (Volume 1, page 3-378).  Under the Caltrans Traffic Noise 
Analysis Protocol, traffic noise impacts were determined, feasible mitigation was developed, and a reasonability 
analysis was conducted.  This process resulted in 22 barriers being recommended for further consideration. 

• Noise Barriers 1A-E1 and 2A-F1 
• Noise Barriers 1A-G1/1B-G2 and 2A-H1/2B-H1 
• Noise Barriers 1A-L3/2A-L3 
• Noise Barriers 1A-J2/2B-J2 and 1B-K3/2A-K3 
• Noise Barriers 1B-M3/2B-M3 and 1A-L2/2A-L2 
• Noise Barriers 1B-M4/2B-M4 
• Noise Barriers 1B-N1/2B-N1 
• Noise Barriers 1B-N2/2B-N2 

Under CEQA, the assessment entails evaluating the setting of the noise impact, then estimating how large or 
perceptible any noise increase would be in the area.  Key considerations include the uniqueness of the setting, the 
sensitive nature of the noise receivers, the magnitude of the noise increase, the number of residences affected, and 
the absolute noise level.  As expected, the addition of a new highway would result in increases in ambient noise 
levels at many of the noise-sensitive locations along the various Build alternatives.  The CEQA analysis of these 
increases is summarized below. 

The appropriate CEQA threshold for construction noise is the limit established by the Caltrans Standard 
Specifications provision.  Caltrans Standard Specifications, Section 14-8.02, Noise Control, establishes a noise 
level limit of 86 dBA at 50 feet from construction activities from 9:00 p.m. to 6:00 a.m.  Other standards exist.  
The provisions established by Riverside County, Hemet, and San Jacinto are similar.  Construction noise levels 
could exceed these thresholds intermittently and temporarily.  However, with adherence to standard construction 
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procedures, the overall impact is expected to be less than significant.  The CEQA analysis of these increases is 
summarized below. 

CEQA Traffic Noise Analysis 
Overall, the increases in traffic noise levels associated with the Build alternatives are considered to be substantial 
and would, therefore, result in significant permanent noise impacts.  For mitigation under CEQA, each group of 
sensitive receivers was evaluated to determine whether mitigation is warranted.  If a substantial increase in noise 
level (12 dBA above existing noise levels) was predicted, mitigation was considered.  However, in accordance 
with CEQA, if any of the following metrics were present, CEQA-specific mitigation was not considered to be 
reasonable: 

• A noise barrier is recommended for further consideration under the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol. 
• The dwelling units potentially protected by mitigation do not exist; they are only in the planning process. 
• Few affected dwelling units exist in the area. 
• The affected dwelling units are in commercial or agricultural areas. 
• The affected dwelling units are exposed to other substantial traffic noise sources. 

Based on this evaluation, the only additional noise barrier recommended solely under CEQA is for the area 
associated with the private campground located in the southwestern quadrant of the Cottonwood Avenue/Warren 
Road intersection.  Known as Reflection Lake or Cottonwood Lake, this is a private campground with 
recreational-vehicle storage and day-use picnic areas.  Tent campers and recreational vehicles surround a small 
pond.  Long-term residency may occur.  The Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol could not create a noise 
barrier that was both feasible (able to reduce noise levels) and reasonable (cost effective).  CEQA is not 
constrained by these criteria.  Under CEQA, Noise Barriers 1A-JL1, 1B-M2, 2A-L1, and 2B-M2 warrant further 
consideration.  Consistent with CEQA, the setting is unique, the recreational nature of the site is sensitive to noise, 
the magnitude of the noise increase is large, and the number of affected users is substantial. 

The rest of the impacted areas under CEQA either have a Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol-recommended 
noise barrier or would not satisfy one or more of the CEQA criteria.  For example, with Build Alternative 1a, 
several of the areas evaluated would not be expected to result in noise level increases of 12 dBA or more 
(1A-SCH1, 1A-G1, 1A-I2, and 1A-L2).  Several of these areas have very few dwelling units (1A-SCH2, 1A-E2, 
1A-E3, 1A-I1, 1A-J1, and 1A-J3).  CEQA provides for the consideration of insulation of dwelling units where a 
low density of units makes a barrier unreasonable.  This evaluation will be considered at the Preferred Alternative 
stage.  Some areas would not be exceptionally sensitive because the current setting is commercial or agricultural 
(1A-E2, 1A-E3, and 1A-I1).  Finally, several do not currently exist.  They are in the planning stages and could be 
modified to mitigate noise within their own development plans (1A-J2, 1A-J3, and 1A-L3).  The other Build 
alternatives and design options have similar outcomes.  Table 4.2-2 (page 4-25) summarizes this analysis. 
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Table 4.2-2 Summary of CEQA Noise Analysis 

Sensitive 
Receiver Area/  
Noise Barrier 

Critical 
Receiver 

Total Number 
of Residences 

(Dwelling 
Units) Location 

Existing 
Noise Level 
Leq(h), dBA

Design Year 
Noise Level 
with Project
Leq(h), dBA 

Design Year 
Noise Level 
with Project 

Minus Existing 
Conditions 
Leq(h), dBA 

CEQA 
Impact 

CEQA 
Mitigation 

Requirement Rationale 
1A-SCH-1 1A-SCH.1* 1 Winchester Elementary 

School 
67 73 6 No – – 

1A-SCH-2 1A-SCH.2* 1 Private Daycare in 
Winchester 

53 68 15 Yes No Few Affected Dwelling Units 

1A-E1 1A-E3* 75 Winchester 50 71 21 Yes No Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol 
Barrier Recommendation 

1A-E2 1A-E2.6* 7 Milan Road and Grand 
Avenue 

40 68 28 Yes No Few Affected Dwelling Units/Commercial or 
Agricultural Setting 

1A-E3 1A-E3.1* 2 Stowe Road 48 66 18 Yes No Few Affected Dwelling Units/Commercial or 
Agricultural Setting 

1A-G1 1A-G1.9* 66 Roseland Mobile Home 
Estates at SR 74 

76 77 1 No – Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol 
Barrier Recommendation 

1A-I1 1A-I1.1* 4 Hyatt Avenue 41 71 30 Yes No Few Affected Dwelling Units/Commercial or 
Agricultural Setting 

1A-I2 1A-I2.2* 21 Warren Road 62 65 3 No No Developer-built wall, added since NSR, 
reduces noise impacts 

1A-J1 1A-J1.1* 3 Maze Stone Court 44 70 26 Yes No Few Affected Dwelling Units 

1A-J2 1A-J2.1* 64 Seventh Street 44 71 27 Yes No Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol 
Barrier Recommendation/ Development in 
Planning Stage (nonexistent) 

1A-J3 1A-J3.1* 8 Esplanade Avenue 55 69 14 Yes No Few Affected Dwelling Units/Development 
in Planning Stage (nonexistent) 

1A-JL1 1A-JL1.3* 23 Campground at 
Cottonwood Avenue 

48 68 20 Yes Yes Consideration of a Barrier under CEQA 
is Recommended for this Campground 

1A-L2 1A-L2.3* 43 Cottonwood Avenue 58 69 11 No – Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol 
Barrier Recommendation 

1A-L3 1A-L3.8* 59 Ramona Boulevard 52 67 15 Yes No Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol 
Barrier Recommendation/ Development in 
Planning Stage (nonexistent) 

1B-B1 1B-B1.5* 6 Patterson Avenue 46 73 27 Yes No Few Affected Dwelling Units 
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Table 4.2-2 Summary of CEQA Noise Analysis 

Sensitive 
Receiver Area/  
Noise Barrier 

Critical 
Receiver 

Total Number 
of Residences 

(Dwelling 
Units) Location 

Existing 
Noise Level 
Leq(h), dBA

Design Year 
Noise Level 
with Project
Leq(h), dBA 

Design Year 
Noise Level 
with Project 

Minus Existing 
Conditions 
Leq(h), dBA 

CEQA 
Impact 

CEQA 
Mitigation 

Requirement Rationale 
1B-B2 1B-B2.2* 2 Winchester Road 72 76 4 No – – 

1B-C1 1B-C1.5* 6 Milan Avenue 41 67 26 Yes No Few Affected Dwelling Units 

1B-C2 1B-C2.1* 2 Stowe Road 48 66 18 Yes No Few Affected Dwelling Units 

1B-G2 1B-G2.9* 66 Roseland Mobile Home 
Estates at SR 74 

76 77 1 No – Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol 
Barrier Recommendation 

1B-I1 1B-I1.1* 4 Hyatt Avenue 41 71 30 Yes No Few Affected Dwelling Units 

1B-I2 1B-I2.2* 21 Warren Road 62 65 3 No No Developer-built wall, added since NSR, 
reduces noise impacts 

1B-K2 1B-K2.4* 5 Maze Stone Court 49 68 19 Yes No Few Affected Dwelling Units 

1B-K3 1B-K3.12* 64 Seventh Street 61 68 7 No – Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol 
Barrier Recommendation 

1B-K4 1B-K4.1* 8 Esplanade Avenue 53 69 16 Yes No Few Affected Dwelling Units 

1B-M2 1B-M2.3* 23 Campground at 
Cottonwood Avenue 

48 68 20 Yes Yes Consideration of a Barrier under CEQA 
is Recommended for this Campground 

1B-M3 1B-M3.3* 43 Cottonwood Avenue 58 69 11 No – Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol 
Barrier Recommendation 

1B-M4 1B-M4.2* 84 Cawston Avenue 38 73 35 Yes No Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol 
Barrier Recommendation/Development in 
Planning Stage (nonexistent) 

1B-M5 1B-M5.6* 18 Sanderson Avenue 66 74 8 No – – 

1B-N1 1B-N1.6* 52 Ramona Boulevard 43 75 32 Yes No Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol 
Barrier Recommendation/ Development in 
Planning Stage (nonexistent) 

1B-N2 1B-N2.5* 60 Sanderson Avenue 46 75 29 Yes No Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol 
Barrier Recommendation/ Development in 
Planning Stage (nonexistent) 

2A-A3 2A-A3.1* 2 Winchester Road 72 75 3 No – – 

2A-F1 2A-F1.8* 80 City of Winchester 50 69 19 Yes No Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol 
Barrier Recommendation 
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Table 4.2-2 Summary of CEQA Noise Analysis 

Sensitive 
Receiver Area/  
Noise Barrier 

Critical 
Receiver 

Total Number 
of Residences 

(Dwelling 
Units) Location 

Existing 
Noise Level 
Leq(h), dBA

Design Year 
Noise Level 
with Project
Leq(h), dBA 

Design Year 
Noise Level 
with Project 

Minus Existing 
Conditions 
Leq(h), dBA 

CEQA 
Impact 

CEQA 
Mitigation 

Requirement Rationale 
2A-SCH-1 2A-SCH.1* 1 Winchester Elementary 

School 
67 73 6 No – – 

2A-SCH-2 2A-SCH.2* 1 Private Daycare in 
Winchester 

52 69 17 Yes No Few Affected Dwelling Units 

2A-H1 2A-H1.9* 70 Roseland Mobile Home 
Estates at SR 74 

76 77 1 No – Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol 
Barrier Recommendation 

2A-I1 2A-I1.1* 4 Hyatt Avenue 41 71 30 Yes No Few Affected Dwelling Units 

2A-I2 2A-I2.2* 21 Warren Road 62 65 3 No – Developer-built wall, added since NSR, 
reduces noise impacts 

2A-J3 2A-J3.1* 8 Esplanade Avenue 55 70 15 Yes No Few Affected Dwelling Units 

2A-K2 2A-K2.4* 5 Maze Stone Court 49 68 19 Yes No Few Affected Dwelling Units 

2A-K3 2A-K3.2* 64 Seventh Street 43 65 22 Yes No Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol 
Barrier Recommendation 

2A-L1 2A-L1.3* 23 Campground at 
Cottonwood Avenue 

54 61 13 Yes Yes Consideration of a Barrier under CEQA 
is Recommended for this Campground 

2A-L2 2A-L2.3* 43 Cottonwood Avenue 58 69 11 No – Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol 
Barrier Recommendation 

2A-L3 2A-L3.8* 59 DeAnza Avenue 52 67 15 Yes No Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol 
Barrier Recommendation/Development in 
Planning Stage (nonexistent) 

2B-B1 2B-B1.5* 6 Patterson Avenue 48 73 25 Yes No Few Affected Dwelling Units 

2B-B2 2B-B2.2* 2 Winchester Road 72 76 4 No – – 

2B-D2 2B-D2.1* 1 Simpson Road 59 68 9 No – – 

2B-D4 2B-D4.1* 1 Simpson Road 67 70 3 No – – 

2B-H1 2B-H1.9* 70 Roseland Mobile Home 
Estates at SR 74 

76 77 1 No – Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol 
Barrier Recommendation 

2B-I1 2B-I1.1* 4 Hyatt Avenue 41 71 30 Yes No Few Affected Dwelling Units 

2B-I2 2B-I2.2* 21 Warren Road 62 65 3 No – Developer-built wall, added since NSR, 
reduces noise impacts 
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Table 4.2-2 Summary of CEQA Noise Analysis 

Sensitive 
Receiver Area/  
Noise Barrier 

Critical 
Receiver 

Total Number 
of Residences 

(Dwelling 
Units) Location 

Existing 
Noise Level 
Leq(h), dBA

Design Year 
Noise Level 
with Project
Leq(h), dBA 

Design Year 
Noise Level 
with Project 

Minus Existing 
Conditions 
Leq(h), dBA 

CEQA 
Impact 

CEQA 
Mitigation 

Requirement Rationale 
2B-J1 2B-J1.1* 3 Maze Stone Court 45 71 26 Yes No Few Affected Dwelling Units 

2B-J2 2B-J2.1* 64 Seventh Avenue 43 71 28 Yes No Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol 
Barrier Recommendation/ Development in 
Planning Stage (nonexistent) 

2B-J3 2B-J3.1* 8 Esplanade Avenue 55 70 15 Yes No Few Affected Dwelling Units 

2B-M2 2B-M2.3* 23 Campground at 
Cottonwood Avenue 

48 68 20 Yes Yes Consideration of a Barrier under CEQA 
is Recommended for this Campground 

2B-M3 2B-M3.7* 37 Cottonwood Avenue 58 69 11 No – Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol 
Barrier Recommendation 

2B-M4 2B-M4.2* 84 Cawston Avenue 38 73 35 Yes No Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol 
Barrier Recommendation/Development in 
Planning Stage (nonexistent) 

2B-M5 2B-M5.6* 18 Sanderson Avenue 66 74 8 No – – 

2B-N1 2B-N1.10* 52 Ramona Avenue 45 75 30 Yes No Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol 
Barrier Recommendation/ Development in 
Planning Stage (nonexistent) 

2B-N2 2B-N2.5* 60 Sanderson Avenue 46 75 29 Yes No Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol 
Barrier Recommendation/ Development in 
Planning Stage (nonexistent) 

Source:  Noise Study Report, July  2010 
Note:  NSR = Noise Study Report 
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CEQA Construction Noise Analysis 
Noise levels generated by construction activities and machinery during the construction phases of the Project 
would be expected to exceed the 86-dBA significance threshold. 

Two types of construction noise impacts are expected during construction.  First, construction crews will move 
equipment and materials to the construction site.  This would incrementally increase noise levels on roads leading 
to the site.  A relatively high level of exposure can be expected (i.e., up to 87 maximum sound level [Lmax] dBA at 
50 feet) from passing trucks.  The second type of construction noise is generated during excavation, grading, and 
building operations.  Construction involves a variety of equipment and, consequently, a variety of noise 
characteristics.  Typical noise levels range up to 91 dBA Lmax at 50 feet during the noisiest construction phases.  
The site preparation phase, which includes excavation and grading of the site, tends to generate the highest noise 
levels because of the prevalence of earthmoving equipment.  The highest volumes will be intermittent because the 
typical operating cycle for this type of equipment involves full-power operation followed by periods of lower 
power operation. 

Compliance with existing noise control ordinances would reduce construction noise impacts.  The noise control 
policies for the Project’s construction activities include:  

• Minimization of high-noise construction equipment adjacent to sensitive land uses 
• Establishment of hours of operation 
• Use of current noise suppression technology and equipment 
• Location of noise equipment away from sensitive receptors 
• Use of temporary noise attenuation fences, when applicable 
• Route construction traffic to minimize disruption to residences and existing operations 
• Construction scheduling limitations should depend on the sensitivity of the affected receptors 

4.2.2.9 Population and Housing (CEQA Checklist Questions XIII.b and XIII.c) 
The Project could displace some residences and businesses, as shown in Table A-4 (Appendix A, page 82) and 
summarized in Table 4.2-3 (page 4-30).  However, sufficient resources would be available to provide satisfactory 
replacements for Project-related residential and business relocations (Department 2006).  The Project would be 
located  on the periphery of established communities, along the eastern boundary of Winchester and the western 
boundaries of the cities of Hemet and San Jacinto.  It is recognized that any relocation would be a significant event 
in the life of any family or business that was required to move as a result of being within the Project right-of-way.  
Based on the locations of the Project alignments, the projected number of relocations, and implementation of 
mitigation measure RELOC-1, impacts related to the Project as a whole would be considered less than significant 
after mitigation.  Construction of replacement housing would not be required (Department 2006). 
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Table 4.2-3 Summary of Displacements by Build Alternative 

Displaced Build Alternative 1a Build Alternative 1b Build Alternative 2a Build Alternative 2b 

Residential Units 42 37 39 29 

Residents 134 106 107 75 

Commercial Units 14 14 14 13 

Employees 89 90 90 86 

Source:  Draft Relocation Impact Report, July 2010 
 

A goal of the project is to reduce congestion and improve traffic flow.  This will involve removal of some traffic 
from the principal commercial thoroughfares in Hemet and San Jacinto.  This will improve conditions for 
pedestrians and local traffic, but may reduce the pass-by traffic on which some businesses depend.  For businesses 
that do not depend on pass-by traffic, improved traffic conditions may increase patronage in local shops resulting 
in a net benefit.  Also, the size of the Hemet and San Jacinto area would limit the potential for negative impacts on 
local businesses.  The large commercial base will continue to draw people to the area to purchase goods and 
services.  Substantial traffic will remain on Florida Avenue and San Jacinto Street that will provide a customer 
base for businesses that depend on pass-by traffic.  Impacts of the Project considered as a whole are less than 
significant. 

4.2.2.10 Public Services (CEQA Checklist Question XIV.a) 
A detailed description of fire and police services is presented in Section 3.1.5 (Volume 1, page 3-156).  
Construction of the Project would be associated with traffic delays and detours that could affect emergency 
response times.  Implementation of measures SERV-1 and SERV-2 would reduce the impacts to less than 
significant. 

During Project operation, the completed SR 79 would provide an alternative transportation route, enabling traffic 
to travel longer distances at higher speeds.  Although the Project also would attract higher traffic volumes, with the 
potential for increased fire and police response, mitigation measure SERV-1 is anticipated to reduce any potential 
impacts to emergency response to a less than significant level. 

A detailed discussion on schools in the Project area is presented in Section 3.1.4.1 (Volume 1, page 3-119).  The 
Project would bisect school attendance areas and could disrupt access to schools.  Implementation of mitigation 
measures COM-2 and COM-3 would reduce potential access impacts to less than significant. 

Existing parks are located adjacent to all the Build alternatives (Ambassador Street Sports Field and Tamarisk 
Park), and use of these parks during construction might not be desirable due to noise and aesthetics.  However, use 
of the parks during construction would not be physically impeded.  In addition, another neighborhood park is 
available within the same residential area, less than 300 m (984 ft) away from Ambassador Street Sports Field.  
Implementation of minimization measure LU-7 would reduce these temporary impacts to a less than significant 
level. 
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As detailed in Section 3.1.1.3 (Volume 1, page 3-60), there are no existing bike paths or trails in the study area.  
Some trails and bike paths have been designated in various planning documents, but none have been built nor are 
there any plans to build them.  This was confirmed in a series of meetings with the responsible officials (meeting 
summaries are in Appendix I).  A five-foot-wide sidewalk will be constructed on at least one side of every bridge 
that will accommodate any future trail or bike path that is built. 

Project construction could temporarily disrupt traffic circulation patterns and adversely affect access to the various 
daycares, retirement/assisted living centers, hospitals, public service facilities, and waste disposal facilities 
presented in Section 3.1.4 (Volume 1, page 3-108).  However, implementation of mitigation measure COM-3 
would reduce these potential impacts to a less than significant level.  

4.2.2.11 Recreation (CEQA Checklist Question XV.a) 
Based on the nature of the Project, it would not introduce substantial numbers of new residents to the area that 
would increase the use of existing parks or recreation facilities. 

The Project would be immediately west of a neighborhood park located along Cherry Laurel Lane (Tamarisk Park) 
and another adjacent to Cottonwood Avenue (Ambassador Street Sports Field), and use of these parks during 
construction might not be desirable due to noise and aesthetics.  However, the Project would not encroach onto the 
park property and would not impact the continued use of the parks during construction or operation.  In addition, 
another neighborhood park is available within the same residential area, less than 300 m (984 ft) away from 
Ambassador Street Sports Field.  Implementation of mitigation measure LU-7 would reduce the impacts to 
Tamarisk Park and Ambassador Street Sports Field to less than significant. 

4.2.2.12 Transportation/Traffic (CEQA Checklist Question XVI.e) 
The Project would bisect the service areas for the Hemet Fire Department and Riverside County Fire Department.  
Because California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) operations at Ryan Air Attack Base 
are aerial, the Project would not interfere with these emergency operations.  The Project also would bisect the 
service areas for the California Highway Patrol (CHP), Hemet Police Department, and Riverside County Sheriff's 
Department.  The CHP would be responsible for primary patrol of the realigned SR 79. 

Construction of the Project would be associated with traffic delays and detours that could affect emergency 
response times.  Implementation of mitigation measure SERV-2 would reduce the impacts to less than significant. 

During Project operation, the completed SR 79 would provide an alternative transportation route, enabling traffic 
to travel longer distances at higher speeds.  While it also would attract higher traffic volumes, with the potential for 
increased fire and police response, mitigation measure SERV-1 is anticipated to reduce any potential impacts to 
emergency response to a less than significant level. 

4.2.2.13 Utilities and Service Systems (CEQA Checklist Questions XVII.c and XVII.f) 
Storm water conveyance facilities are required as part of the Project to ensure proper drainage and maintain 
existing offsite water flows.  The storm water conveyance facilities will maintain existing drainage patterns and 
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prevent erosion, siltation, and flooding.  However, because construction of these facilities will be conducted in 
accordance with applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) requirements, including the 
implementation of best management practices, this is not anticipated to result in substantial adverse impacts.  
Implementation of mitigation measure WQ-1 would reduce any impacts to less than significant. 

Operation and maintenance of the Project is expected to produce a small amount of refuse, debris, and landscape 
trimmings over the life of the Project.  This would not occur along the entire alignment at the same time, and the 
amount of material produced would represent a small contribution to the overall planned capacity at Lamb Canyon 
Landfill.  The estimated closure date for the Lamb Canyon Landfill is the first quarter of 2023, which is 12 years 
before the 20-Year Design Horizon of the Project.  Other disposal options would be available for the Project in the 
event Lamb Canyon Landfill is unavailable and/or the facility is closed before Project construction is completed.  
These options include disposal at other Riverside County Waste Management Department facilities or transport to 
a waste facility outside Riverside County.  However, because the specific quantities of material requiring disposal 
are not known, implementation of mitigation measure COM-4 would reduce the impacts to less than significant. 

4.2.2.14 Mandatory Findings of Significance (CEQA Checklist Questions XVIII.a and 
XVIII.c) 

The Project would have direct and indirect effects.  It would be associated with short-term construction related 
effects such as air pollutant emissions, noise, and temporary disruption to recreational uses, as well as potential 
long-term impacts to agricultural, biological, community cohesion, cultural, paleontological, and visual resources.  
However, the Project would incorporate avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures to address these 
potential adverse environmental impacts.  Therefore, impacts to sensitive biological species, habitats, and 
populations, and important prehistoric and historic resources would be less than significant. 

In addition, the potential impacts and proposed mitigation measures should be considered in concert with the long-
term transportation and safety benefits to human beings associated with the Project.  The portion of SR 79 
proposed for realignment also serves regional traffic, connecting the communities of Winchester, Hemet, and San 
Jacinto to Temecula and Murrieta in the south and Beaumont in the north.  The use of SR 79 is changing because 
of widespread and rapid growth occurring in the area.  The LOS during certain periods decreases to a point that 
traffic demand exceeds the capacity of the existing facility.  In addition, fatal and injury accident rates on most of 
SR 79 between Domenigoni Parkway and Gilman Springs Road are higher than the comparable statewide average.  
The proposed Project would improve traffic conditions in the region by providing a direct and continuous north-
south route with limited access between Domenigoni Parkway and Gilman Springs Road.  This would allow 
efficient and safe movement of regional travel between these two locations.  Therefore, and due to proposed 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures, these potential direct and indirect environmental effects to 
human beings would be less than significant. 

4.2.3 Unavoidable Significant Environmental Effects 
As previously discussed, most of the significant adverse effects associated with the Project would be sufficiently 
avoided, minimized, and/or mitigated to a less than significant level, based on the measures identified in the 
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Environmental Commitments Record in Appendix E.  However, some environmental effects cannot be reduced to 
a less than significant level.  This section discusses those environmental effects that would remain significant even 
after mitigation measures are implemented. 

4.2.3.1 Aesthetics (CEQA Checklist Questions I.a, I.b, and I.c) 
The County of Riverside, City of Hemet, and City of San Jacinto have established policy goals to preserve natural 
ridgelines, the scenic quality of hills, and to avoid slope scarring.  The proposed Project would alter the natural 
ridgelines and cause scarring and would require substantial removal of existing hillsides and the creation of 
visually prominent cut slopes, especially in the West Hemet Hills. 

All Build alternatives and design options would alter the natural ridgelines and cause scarring.  The Build 
alternatives would require substantial removal of existing hillsides and the creation of visually prominent cut 
slopes, especially in the West Hemet Hills. Design Options 1b1 and 2b1 would cause the least amount of alteration 
of the West Hemet Hills.  Design Option 1b1 would cause less scarring than Build Alternative 1b.  Design 
Option 2b1 would cause less ridgeline alteration than Build Alternative 2b.  Mitigation measures VIS-11 through 
VIS-16, which commit to contouring, staggering the heights of steps required for benching, overexcavating slopes 
and back filling to allow vegetation to take root, creating artificial draws in cut slopes, artificially weathering the 
surfaces of the newly exposed rock, and hydroseeding with native vegetation, will be undertaken to mitigate these 
aesthetic impacts. 

The analysis of the simulations created for the Project suggests that each of the Build alternatives and design 
options would result in a high level of adverse change in visual quality and that the overall differences among 
alternatives in terms of change in visual quality would be marginal.  Cut slope impacts would occur in the ridge at 
the southern end of the Project area that would be cut through by all of the Build alternatives (Roadway Segments 
A and B).  However, most of the adverse visual change due to cut slopes would occur in the West Hemet Hills 
(Roadway Segments D, G, and H).  Build Alternatives 1a and 2a would require road cuts, resulting in scarring 
along the west and north sides of the West Hemet Hills.  Build Alternatives 2a and 2b would require the removal 
of a substantial portion of the southern peak and would leave two pyramid-shaped cut slopes in its place. 

Noise barriers have been proposed as abatement for noise impacts generated by the Project and were found to have 
the potential to create substantial visual impacts.  Most Project noise barriers would exceed 0.8 kilometer (km) 
(0.5 mile [mi]) in length and 3.1 meters (m) (10 feet [ft]) in height.  Where the addition of these barriers would 
contribute to making the Project substantially higher than surrounding buildings, the character and quality of views 
in the area could be substantially altered.  Noise barriers on elevated roadways also have the potential to eliminate 
panoramic views that would otherwise be available to motorists. 

No mitigation measures can be taken to fully reduce the impact of the removal of large segments of the existing 
hillsides, creation of high fill slopes, and construction of major overcrossing structures and noise barriers that 
would dominate local views and restrict views of distant landscape elements.  Therefore, despite mitigation and 
minimization commitments VIS-1 through VIS-29, the impacts to visual character and visual impacts associated 
with removal of large segments of existing hillsides (particularly the West Hemet Hills), as viewed from Eligible 
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State Scenic Highway SR 74, and the Project’s impact on views from Clayton A. Record, Jr. Viewpoint and the 
North Hills Trail would remain potentially significant. 

4.2.3.2 Air Quality (CEQA Checklist Questions III.b and III.c) 
The proposed Project would create short-term potentially significant air quality impacts from construction-related 
activities.  Project construction would result in temporary emissions of carbon monoxide (CO), oxides of nitrogen 
(NOX), reactive organic gas (ROG), and particulate matter with aerodynamic diameters of less than 
2.5 micrometers (PM2.5) and less than 10 micrometers (PM10).  These emissions would come from stationary or 
mobile-powered onsite construction equipment such as signal boards, excavators, backhoes, and graders.  
Construction activities are expected to occur during a 39 to 40-month period for 5 days per week and up to 
24 hours per day for some activities.  This intensive construction schedule, in addition to the hauling requirements, 
would be expected to result in elevated emissions of ozone (O3) precursors (NOX and ROG), PM10, and PM2.5.  As 
discussed in Section 3.2.6, (Volume 1, page 3-353), minimization measures would be implemented to reduce PM10 
and PM2.5 emissions to a less than significant level.  However, NOX emissions would remain elevated after 
implementation of minimization measures.  Therefore, the air quality impacts from construction NOX emissions 
would be expected to be potentially significant. 

Construction of the Project and other projects would occur in the area at the same time.  According to the CEQA 
guidelines (California Code of Regulations Title 14, Chapter 3, Article 20, Section 15355), a cumulative impact is 
“two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase 
other environmental impacts.”  For example, it would be expected that Project construction would overlap with 
construction activities of the Mid County Parkway Project.  For construction, because ozone is a regional pollutant 
and has short-term air quality standards (e.g., 8 hours), ozone precursors (NOX and ROG) were considered for 
cumulative impacts.  Because NOX emissions from Project construction would be expected to result in a 
potentially significant impact to air quality, when considered with construction of the Mid County Parkway 
project, the SR 79 Realignment Project would be expected to have a short-term potentially significant cumulative 
impact to air quality.  NOX emissions from construction of the Project may cause or contribute substantially to an 
exceedance of an air quality standard and may result in a short-term cumulatively substantial net increase in 
emissions of a nonattainment pollutant (ozone). 

Minimization measures AQ-1 through AQ-9 would address reducing construction equipment exhaust emissions.  
However, after implementation of the minimization measures, impacts from construction NOX emissions would be 
expected to remain temporarily adverse due to the magnitude of the construction duration and activities of the 
Project. 

4.2.3.3 Biological Resources (CEQA Checklist Questions IV.a, IV.c, and IV.d) 
The Project would impact special-status plant and animal species and/or their habitat.  Plant species are presented 
first, followed by animal species.  The impact would be potentially significant; however, measures are proposed to 
offset the impacts. 
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CEQA Checklist Question IV.a 

Plant Species 

Permanent Impacts 
All Build alternatives would permanently impact sensitive plant species covered by the Riverside County Multiple 
Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP), as well as sensitive plant species not covered by the MSHCP.  
Details about the MSHCP are in Section 3.3.1.3 (page 3-459).  This discussion about plant species presents these 
impacts and provides an assessment of long-term conservation value (LTCV) as defined in the MSHCP.  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. 

Build Alternatives 1a and 1b 
Permanent direct or permanent indirect impacts to 11 special-status plant species would occur as a result of Build 
Alternatives 1a or 1b.  Nine of these 11 species are MSHCP Covered Species, one of which, the San Jacinto Valley 
crownscale, is federally listed as endangered.  Three of the nine Covered Species would have populations with 
LTCV in Build Alternative 1a, and two of these would also have LTCV in Build Alternative 1b. 

Two special-status plants, paniculate tarplant and Robinson’s peppergrass, are not included in the MSHCP. 

The 11 special-status plant species that would be impacted by Build Alternatives 1a and 1b are listed below, 
followed by an assessment of their LTCV if applicable.  Specific impacts to these plant populations and 
individuals are summarized in Table 3.3-3 (page 3-471). 

• San Jacinto Valley crownscale (Atriplex coronata var. notatior) – Federally listed as endangered, California 
Native Plant Society (CNPS) List 1B.1 

• Davidson’s saltscale (Atriplex serenana var. davidsonii) – CNPS List 1B.2 

• Plummer’s mariposa lily (Calochortus plummerae) – CNPS List 1B.2 

• Smooth tarplant (Centromadia pungens ssp. laevis) – CNPS List 1B.1 

• Parry’s spineflower (Chorizanthe parryi var. parryi) – CNPS List 3.2 

• Long-spined spineflower (Chorizanthe polygonoides var. longispina) – CNPS List 1B.2 

• Paniculate tarplant (Deinandra paniculata) – CNPS List 4.2 

• Vernal barley (Hordeum intercedens) – CNPS List 3.2 

• Coulter’s goldfields (Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri) – CNPS List 1B.1 

• Robinson’s peppergrass (Lepidium virginicum var. robinsonii) – CNPS List 1B.2 

• Little mousetail (Myosurus minimus ssp. apus) – CNPS List 3.1 
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Assessment of LTCV Populations in Build Alternative 1a 

Some populations that would be impacted by Build Alternative 1a, including San Jacinto Valley crownscale, 
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 as the Preferred 
Alternative.  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 compensation would 
be required to comply with the MSHCP. 

Assessment of LTCV Populations in Build Alternative 1b 

Some of the populations that would be impacted by Build Alternative 1b, including San Jacinto Valley crownscale, 
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.  Although the 
two Build alternatives would differ in this location, the LTCV assessment would be the same.  
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Design Option 1b 
The impacts associated with Design Option 1b1 would be the same as those presented for Build Alternative 1b 
(Table 3.3-3 [page 3-471]). 

Build Alternatives 2a and 2b 
Permanent direct or permanent indirect impacts to 16 special-status plant species would result from Build 
Alternatives 2a and 2b.  Fourteen of these 16 species are MSHCP Covered Species, four of which are listed as 
threatened or endangered.  Eight of the 14 Covered Species have populations with LTCV. 

Two special-status plants, paniculate tarplant and Robinson’s peppergrass, are not included in the MSHCP. 

The special-status plant species that would be impacted by Build Alternatives 2a and 2b are listed below, followed 
by an assessment of their LTCV if applicable.  Specific impacts to these plant populations and individuals are 
summarized in Table 3.3-3 (page 3-471). 

• San Jacinto Valley crownscale – Federally listed as endangered, CNPS List 1B.1 

• Parish’s brittlescale (Atriplex parishii) – CNPS List 1B.1 

• Davidson’s saltscale – CNPS List 1B.2 

• Smooth tarplant – CNPS List 1B.1 

• Parry’s spineflower – CNPS List 3.2 

• Long-spined spineflower – CNPS List 1B.2 

• Paniculate tarplant – CNPS List 4.2 

• Palmer’s grapplinghook (Harpagonella palmeri) – CNPS List 4.2 

• Vernal barley – CNPS List 3.2 

• Coulter’s goldfields – CNPS List 1B.1 

• Robinson’s peppergrass – CNPS List 1B.2 

• Small-flowered microseris (Microseris douglasii ssp. platycarpha) – CNPS List 4.2 

• Little mousetail – CNPS List 3.1 

• Spreading navarretia (Navarretia fossalis) – Federally listed as threatened, CNPS List 1B.1 

• California Orcutt grass (Orcuttia californica) – Federally and state listed as endangered, CNPS List 1B.1 

• Thread-leaved brodiaea (Brodiaea filifolia) – Federally listed as threatened and state listed as endangered, 
CNPS List 1B.1 

Assessment of LTCV Populations in Build Alternative 2a 

Criteria Area Cells 3683, 3684, 3791, 3887, 3791, 3891, 4007, 3584, 3291, 2774, 2775, 2878, and 2364 would be 
in the impact areas of Build Alternatives 2a and 2b.  Eight special-status plant species with LTCV would be 
permanently directly or indirectly impacted by the construction of these build alternatives—San Jacinto Valley 
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crownscale, Parish’s brittlescale, Davidson’s saltscale, smooth tarplant, Coulter’s goldfields, little mousetail, 
spreading navarretia, and California Orcutt grass. 

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. 

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 [Section 3.3]).  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 (Figure 3.3-24 [Section 3.3]).  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 could substantially contribute toward 
reserve assembly and have very high LTCV.  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. 

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.  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. 

Build Alternative 2a could cause permanent indirect impacts to the LTCV populations of San Jacinto Valley 
crownscale, Parish’s brittlescale, smooth tarplant, little mousetail, spreading navarretia, and California Orcutt grass 
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.  In particular, potentially occurring permanent indirect impacts to 
spreading navarretia and California Orcutt grass at the Stowe Road Vernal Pool Complex will be avoided.  With 
these measures, permanent indirect impacts to these LTCV populations could be avoided, and the 90-percent 
LTCV population avoidance threshold could be attained. 

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.  Both Build alternatives include Roadway Segment J.  Impacts to the LTCV 
populations of San Jacinto Valley crownscale, Parish’s brittlescale, smooth tarplant, little mousetail, spreading 
navarretia, and California Orcutt grass in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1 would be the same as Build 
Alternative 2a. 
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Design Option 2b1 
The impacts associated with Design Option 2b1 would be the same as those presented for Build Alternative 2b 
(Table 3.3-3 [page 3-471]).  

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures 
Impacts to special-status plant species are anticipated to be potentially significant unless the following measures 
are incorporated.  

Avoidance Measures 
The Build alternatives for the Project will incorporate avoidance measures BIO-28 and BIO-35 for plants. 

Minimization Measures 
All Build alternatives will incorporate measures BIO-36 through BIO-38 to comply with all MSHCP guidelines 
related to minimizing impacts to plant species within or adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation Area. 

Animal Species 

Permanent Impacts 
The Build alternatives would permanently impact threatened and/or endangered animal species, MSHCP Covered 
Species, and special-status animal species not covered by the MSHCP. 

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.  Indirect impacts also include alteration of hydrology in the indirect impact area and Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Areas 1 and 2. 

This section is presented using the following subtopics:  MSHCP Covered Species and/or Planning Species (not 
threatened or endangered), Species Not Covered by the MSHCP, and Threatened and Endangered Species.  

Build Alternative 1a 

MSHCP Covered Species and/or Planning Species 

Los Angeles Pocket Mouse  

Build Alternative 1a will potentially 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. 
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Build Alternative 1a 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. 

Burrowing Owl  

Six pairs of burrowing owls and a single male could be permanently impacted by Build Alternative 1a.  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. 
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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. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat 

Build Alternative 1a could permanently impact 235.1 ha (581.0 ac) of Stephens’ kangaroo rat habitat.  Direct 
impacts to occupied habitat would affect 101.3 ha (250.4 ac), and indirect impacts would affect 133.8 ha 
(330.6 ac). 

Quino Checkerspot Butterfly 

About 169.7 ha (419.5 ac) of suitable Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat would be permanently and directly 
impacted by Build Alternative 1a, while approximately 79.33 ha (196.02 ac) may be permanently, indirectly 
impacted. 

Coastal California Gnatcatcher 

About 58.5 ha (144.7 ac) of suitable coastal California gnatcatcher habitat would be permanently and directly 
impacted by Build Alternative 1a, while about 11.29 ha (27.90 ac) could be permanently, indirectly impacted. 

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.  

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. 
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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 1a. 

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 from Build Alternative 1b would be the same as Build Alternative 1a. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat 

Build Alternative 1b could permanently impact 232.3 ha (557.9 ac) of Stephens’ kangaroo rat habitat.  Permanent 
direct impacts to occupied habitat would be 100.0 ha (247.1 ac), and indirect impacts would be 132.3 ha 
(326.8 ac). 

Quino Checkerspot Butterfly 

About 175.1 ha (432.7 ac) of suitable Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat would be permanently and directly 
impacted by Build Alternative 1b, while about 85.08 ha (210.25 ac) could be indirectly impacted. 
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Coastal California Gnatcatcher 

About 56.2 ha (138.9 ac) of suitable coastal California gnatcatcher habitat would be permanently and directly 
impacted by Build Alternative 1b, while about 11.58 ha (28.62 ac) could be indirectly impacted. 

Design Option 1b1 
With Design Option 1b1, the raptor foraging habitat and Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat would increase with 
the increased ROW in Roadway Segment B.  Otherwise, the impacts to special-status animal species associated 
with Design Option 1b1 would be the same as those presented for Build Alternative 1b. 

Nesting and Foraging Raptors  

The raptor foraging habitat that would be permanently and directly impacted by Design Option 1b1 would increase 
to 107.35 ha (265.25 ac) from the base condition total of 107.01 ha (264.42 ac).   

Quino Checkerspot Butterfly 

Permanent, direct impacts to Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat associated with Design Option 1b1 would 
increase slightly, to 175.3 ha (433.2 ac) from the total for Build Alternative 1b of 175.1 ha (432.7 ac), while about 
85.13 ha (210.37 ac) could be indirectly impacted.  

Build Alternative 2a 

MSHCP Covered Species and/or Planning Species 

Los Angeles Pocket Mouse  

Impacts to Los Angeles pocket mouse from Build Alternative 2a would be the same as Build Alternative 1a. 

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 1a, except that Build Alternative 2a would impact both RIV-BUO-004 and RIV-BUO-005. 
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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 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 permanently, indirectly impacted by operational 
roadway noise, habitat fragmentation, and/or increased mortality from collisions with vehicles. 

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. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

Vernal Pool Branchiopods 

Build Alternative 2a would potentially permanently impact the hydrology of a vernal pool complex in Additional 
Indirect Impact Study Area 1, in the grassland just northwest of the intersection of Stowe Road and California 
Avenue.  This vernal pool contains 0.72 ha (1.79 ac) of habitat occupied by vernal pool fairy shrimp, which are 
federally listed as threatened.  Therefore, impacts to vernal pool fairy shrimp from Build Alternative 2a could be 
potentially significant  unless measures BIO-28 and BIO-42 are implemented. 

Additionally, Build Alternative 2a would permanently, indirectly impact the southeastern portion of Criteria Area 
Cell 3887 where vernal pool fairy shrimp were observed.  However, Build Alternative 2a would not preclude the 
goals of this Criteria Area cell. 

Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat 

Build Alternative 2a could permanently impact 231.8 ha (572.9 ac) of Stephens’ kangaroo rat habitat.  Permanent 
direct impacts to occupied habitat would be 87.5 ha (216.1 ac), and indirect impacts would be 144.4 ha (356.8 ac). 

Quino Checkerspot Butterfly 

About 150.2 ha (371.0 ac) of suitable Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat would be permanently and directly 
impacted by Build Alternative 2a, while about 235.39 ha (581.67 ac) could be indirectly impacted. 
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Coastal California Gnatcatcher 

About 46.1 ha (114.0 ac) of suitable coastal California gnatcatcher habitat would be permanently and directly 
impacted by Build Alternative 2a, while about 40.74 ac (100.68 ha) could be indirectly impacted. 

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 1a. 

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. 

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. 

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. 

Bats 

Impacts to bats from Build Alternative 2a would be the same as Build Alternative 1a.  
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Threatened and Endangered Species 

Vernal Pool Branchiopods 

Impacts to vernal pool branchiopods would be the same from Build Alternative 2b as described for Build 
Alternative 2a. 

Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat 

Build Alternative 2b could permanently impact 227.7 ha (562.6 ac) of Stephens’ kangaroo rat habitat.  Permanent 
direct impacts to occupied habitat would be 86.0 ha (212.5 ac), and indirect impacts would be 141.7 ha (350.1 ac). 

Quino Checkerspot Butterfly 

About 162.7 ha (401.9 ac) of suitable Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat would be permanently and directly 
impacted by Build Alternative 2b, while about 239.94 ha (592.91 ac) could be indirectly impacted. 

Coastal California Gnatcatcher 

About 43.8 ha (108.3 ac) of suitable coastal California gnatcatcher habitat would be permanently and directly 
impacted by Build Alternative 2b, while about 41.04 ha (101.41 ac) could be indirectly impacted.  

Design Option 2b1 
Design Option 2b1 would have the same impacts to animal species as Design Option 1b1. 

Temporary Impacts Overview 
The Project does not contain temporary construction easements that would result in the temporary removal of 
habitat or individuals.  However, temporary impacts could occur to Los Angeles pocket mice, burrowing owls, 
nesting raptors, bats, Stephens’ kangaroo rats, quino checkerspot butterflies, and coastal California gnatcatchers 
due to other temporary effects, as discussed below for each species.  The analysis for temporary impacts to 
sensitive animal species overlaps with the permanent, indirect impact analysis for these species because the same 
individuals/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. 

A summary of potential temporary impacts to animal species from the Build alternatives and design options is in 
Table 3.3-3 (page 3-471).  

Los Angeles Pocket Mouse 
Temporary impacts to the Los Angeles pocket mouse would be the same regardless of the Build alternative or 
design option that is identified as the Preferred Alternative.  Therefore, the discussion on temporary impacts to this 
species is included for the collective Project, as opposed to specific Build alternative or design option.  

Temporary impacts to occupied Los Angeles pocket mouse habitat that may occur as result of the Project include 
degradation of habitat quality and suitability because of construction-related noise, lights, vibration, dust, and soil 
compaction along the ROW and routes for staging and access.  Los Angeles pocket mice may be subject to 
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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 are rather short-lived 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. 

Due to the small size of the Los Angeles pocket mouse and its very specific metabolic requirements, this species is 
only able to be active within 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.  Vibration 
and noise from construction may disrupt the sleeping and aestivating patterns of the Los Angeles pocket mouse.  
Some individuals may leave the immediate Project area during the construction process because of noise and 
vibration.  Los Angeles pocket mouse survival often depends on using acute hearing to detect approaching 
predators in the dark.  In addition, increased trash and discarded food items from construction contractors may 
attract predators of the Los Angeles pocket mouse to the area.  

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 keep 
an area that is otherwise appropriate for nesting from being suitable. 

The same 75-m (246-ft) and 150-m (500-ft) buffers for burrowing owls and nesting raptors, respectively, were 
used to analyze temporary indirect impacts 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 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 would 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. 
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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. 

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 (pages 3-617 and 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 or 40 months, depending on which Build alternative is identified as the Preferred Alternative. 

Bats 
Temporary impacts to bat species would be the same regardless of the Build alternative or design option 
implemented.  Therefore, the discussion about temporary impacts to bats is  presented for the collective Project, as 
opposed to specific Build alternative or design option.   

Temporary impacts to bats from all Build alternatives and 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-related noise, as well as blasting, drilling, rock 
hammering, and grading in areas with rock outcrops or hills. 

Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat, Quino Checkerspot Butterfly, and Coastal California Gnatcatcher 
Temporary impacts to the Stephens’ kangaroo rat, quino checkerspot butterfly, and coastal California gnatcatcher 
could include construction-related noise, lights, dust, and vibration.  Increased mortality and injury from being 
struck by construction vehicles may also occur.  In addition, increased trash and discarded food items from 
construction personnel may attract predators of the Stephens’ kangaroo rat.  
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Temporary Impacts to Animal Species from the Project Alternatives and Design Options 

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. 

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 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 three pairs of white-tailed kites 
from construction noise, night lighting, or increased human presence. 

Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat 

Build Alternative 1a could temporarily impact 133.8 ha (330.6 ac) of Stephens’ kangaroo rat habitat. 
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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. 

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 1a.  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 

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 
to these two pairs of white-tailed kites could include construction noise, night lighting, or increased human 
presence. 

Stephens’ 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. 
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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. 

Design Option 1b1 
Design Option 1b1 would cause one minor change in temporary impacts to quino checkerspot butterfly habitat 
when 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.  All other 
temporary impacts to sensitive animal species would be the same with Design Option 1b1 as Build Alternative 1b. 

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. 

Stephens’ 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. 
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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 

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. 

Stephens’ 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. 

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 
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(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.   

Design Option 2b1 
Design Option 2b1 could cause one minor change in temporary impacts to quino checkerspot butterfly habitat 
when 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.  All other 
temporary impacts to sensitive animal species would be the same with Design Option 2b1 as Build Alternative 2b. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures for Animal Species  

Avoidance Measures  
Avoidance measure BIO-28, for special-status plant species, would also apply to this section to protect the 
federally listed vernal pool branchiopod in the Stowe Road Vernal Pool Complex located in Additional Indirect 
Impact Study Area 1. 

Minimization Measures 
Measures BIO-14 and BIO-40 through BIO-45 would be implemented with all of the Build alternatives and design 
options. 

Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation measures BIO-28, BIO-34, BIO-40, BIO-41,and BIO-46 through BIO-48 will be implemented with all 
of the Build alternatives or design options. 

CEQA Checklist Question IV.c 

Permanent 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 
This Build alternative would 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.  

Build Alternative 1b 
Permanent, direct impacts to wetland resources would be identical to the permanent, direct impacts under Build 
Alternative 1a.  However, the permanent, direct impacts to vernal pool habitat from this Build alternative would be 
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less than Build Alternative 1a.  Under this Build alternative, only 0.004 ha (0.01 ac) of permanent, direct impacts 
to vernal pools would occur. 

Design Option 1b1 
Impacts to wetland resources would be the same in Design Option 1b1 as presented for Build Alternative 1b.  

Build Alternative 2a 
This Build alternative would 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. 

Construction of Build Alternative 2a through the West Hemet Hills would permanently and directly impact about 
7 percent of the watershed for the vernal pool complex located at the intersection of Stowe Road and California 
Avenue in Additional Indirect Impact Study Area 1.  The 7 percent reduction in the watershed area may result in a 
permanent, indirect impact to 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 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures. 

Build Alternative 2b 
Permanent  direct and indirect impacts to wetlands and other waters from Build Alternative 2b would be similar to 
those described for Build Alternative 2a.  Permanent, direct impacts to seasonal wetlands, riparian seasonal 
wetlands, and agricultural seasonal wetlands would be the same as Build Alternative 2a.  

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

Design Option 2b1 
Direct Impacts to wetlands and other waters would be the same in Design Option 2b1 as presented for Build 
Alternative 2b.  

Temporary Impacts 
Temporary impacts to wetlands, other waters, and vernal pool habitats would include transitory impacts during 
construction, such as installation of cofferdams, temporary support structures, and construction access routes.  
These would be removed after a relatively short time and would not result in any permanent loss or impact to the 
aquatic resource.   

No Build Alternative 
No Project-related impacts would occur with this alternative.  The existing conditions would remain, and the 
roadway would be unchanged. 
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Build Alternative 1a 
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. 

Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 1b1 
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. 

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. 

Build Alternative 2b and Design Option 2b1 
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 2b1 
would be the same. 

Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures 
The following measures will be implemented to offset potentially significant impacts to federally protected 
wetlands. 

Avoidance Measures 
As much as possible, the Build alternatives and design options have been developed 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 roadway parallel to Warren Road on the 
east side of the San Diego Canal and west of the Hemet-Ryan Airport.  This proposed alternative 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 measure BIO-28 will be 
implemented depending on the Preferred Alternative that is identified for the Project. 

Minimization Measures 
Measures WQ-1, WQ-4, WQ-5, and BIO-29 through BIO-33 would minimize impacts to wetlands and other 
waters. 

Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation measures BIO-33 and BIO-34 would be implemented to mitigate impacts to wetlands and other waters. 
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CEQA Checklist Question IV.d 
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 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.  Figures 3.3-11 through 3.3-16 (Section 3.3) show the locations of linkages, corridors, and 
proposed bridges and culverts by Build alternative or design option. 

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

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

• 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) 

• 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. 

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: 

• MSHCP Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek) 

• Newport Road Hills to Patton Road (1) 

• Hemet Channel (2) 

• San Jacinto Branch Line (3) 

• Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills (7) 

• Colorado River Aqueduct (8) 

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

• Double Butte to West Hemet Hills (4) 

• West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains (6) 

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 
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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 1b1 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. 

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. 
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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. 

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 1b1 
Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 1b1 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. 
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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 Culverts 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 1b1 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 2b1 
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 1a 
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 
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) 
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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 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 1b1 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 
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. 
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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. 

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 1a. 
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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 
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 1a. 

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

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 2b1 would not cross the existing Double Butte to West Hemet 
Hills Corridor and would have no impact on it. 

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.  
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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, 
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 2b1, 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 1a 
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. 
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Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 1b1 
Impacts to this corridor from Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 1b1 would be the same as Build 
Alternative 1a. 

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. 

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 1a 
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 1b1 would generally be the same as Build 
Alternative 1a.  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 
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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 1a.  Culvert designs would also be 
the same. 

Build Alternative 2b and Design Option 2b1 
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. 

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 to the following wildlife corridors: 

• MSHCP Existing Constrained Linkage B (Salt Creek) 

• Existing Constrained Linkage C 

• Newport Road Hills to Patton Road 

• Hemet Channel 

• San Jacinto Branch Line 

• West Hemet Hills to Lakeview Mountains 

• Lakeview Mountains to Tres Cerritos Hills 

• 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).  
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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.  

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 Aqueduct 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, 1b, and Design Option 1b1 
The Double Butte to West Hemet Hills Corridor would be impacted only by Build Alternatives 1a, 1b, and Design 
Option 1b1. 

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, 2b, and Design Option 2b1 
The West Hemet Hills to Hemet-Ryan Airport Corridor would be impacted only by Build Alternatives 2a, 2b, and 
Design Option 2b1. 
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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. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures 

Avoidance Measures 
Measures BIO-11 through BIO-13 will be incorporated to avoid potentially significant impacts to wildlife 

Minimization Measures 
All Build alternatives will incorporate minimization measures BIO-14 through BIO-26 to comply with all MSHCP 
guidelines related to minimizing impacts to wildlife movement within or adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation 
Area. 

Mitigation Measures 
All Build alternatives will incorporate mitigation measure BIO-27 to comply with all MSHCP guidelines related to 
minimizing impacts to wildlife movement within or adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation Area. 

4.2.3.4 Geology and Soils (CEQA Checklist Questions VI.a.i through VI.a.iii and VI.c) 
The Project is located in a seismically active area, as is most of Southern California.  In addition to the San Jacinto 
Fault Zone crossing its northern portion, the Project study area is situated between two other major active fault 
zones—the Elsinore Fault Zone to the southwest and the San Andreas Fault Zone to the northeast.  Numerous 
other active and potentially active faults and fault zones are located in the general region.  There are potentially 
significant impacts as a result of surface fault rupture.  The location of the Project in relation to known active and 
potentially active faults indicates that the Project would not be exposed to a greater seismic risk than other sites in 
the region.  Although it could be reduced by mitigation measure GEO-1, surface fault failure would still be 
considered a potentially significant impact. 

The location of the Project study area in relation to known active and potentially active faults indicates that the 
alignments are not exposed to a greater seismic risk than other sites in the region.  The Project could be impacted 
by strong ground motion as a result of a significant earthquake in the area.  Seismic ground shaking could be 
reduced by mitigation measure GEO-2, but it would still be considered a potentially significant impact. 

The Project study area is located in areas considered moderately to highly susceptible to liquefaction.  These areas 
are mapped near the northern and southern ends of the Project.  Liquefaction and its effects, including lateral 
spreading and subsidence, could be reduced by mitigation measure GEO-3, but liquefaction would still be 
considered a potentially significant impact. 
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4.2.3.5 Hazards and Hazardous Materials (CEQA Checklist Question VIII.c) 
Construction of the Project has the potential to emit hazardous materials during preparation and excavation 
activities.  The Winchester Elementary School (located at 28751 Winchester Road) would be the school facility 
closest to the Project.  Mitigation measures HAZMAT-1 through HAZMAT-5 are proposed to address the risk of 
hazardous materials releases.  However, the potential for significant impacts cannot be fully reduced.  Therefore, 
because of risks to Winchester Elementary School, hazards and hazardous materials are considered a potentially 
significant impact. 

4.2.3.6 Mandatory Findings of Significance (CEQA Checklist Question XVIII.b) 
The Project could contribute to cumulative effects as follows: 

• Visual/aesthetics and community character through alteration of the visual character and quality of the San 
Jacinto Valley 

• Air quality during construction of the Project 
• Paleontological resources through destruction and damage of these resources during excavation activities 
• Species not covered in the MSHCP and wetlands and other waters through habitat removal and/or degradation 

The Project would incorporate measures to minimize and mitigate Project-related impacts and to lessen the 
potential cumulative effects to these resources.  Despite measures to address visual/aesthetics, air quality during 
construction of the Project, and paleontological resources, the impacts would remain significant and, therefore, 
potentially cumulatively significant.  However, the Project-specific mitigation for species not covered in the 
MSHCP and wetlands and other waters is expected to reduce the Project’s contribution to potential cumulative 
effects to a less than significant level.  Because cultural resources evaluations have not been completed, the 
cumulative impacts to historical resources cannot be fully assessed until a Preferred Alternative has been identified 
(see Section 3.6 [page 3-691] for a detailed discussion of cumulative impacts).  To date, cumulative impacts to 
cultural resources have been determined to be less than significant. 

Visual/Aesthetics 
Project would incorporate specific design elements to reduce the visual effect the Project would have on its 
surroundings, including embankment development and design, rock weathering, and landscaping.  However, due 
to the ongoing changes to visual character in the San Jacinto Valley, the Project would contribute to the cumulative 
effect of declining rural and agricultural values in the San Jacinto Valley, which directly contribute to the visual 
character and quality of the area.  This impact is considered significant. 

Air Quality 
The Project would incorporate both standard conditions and mitigation measures during construction to lessen the 
impact on air quality.  The Project is located in an area designated as nonattainment of the California O3 air quality 
standards, and construction of the Project would result in elevated, NOX emissions.  Therefore, construction of the 
Project is expected to contribute to existing violations of the O3 standards.  This short-term impact would be 
potentially significant. 
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Community Character 
The Project would incorporate specific design elements to reduce the effect the Project has on its surroundings, 
including embankment development and design, rock weathering, and landscaping.  The general plans of the local 
jurisdictions indicate their intent to support future growth and change.  Most noticeably, this has resulted in the 
conversion of open space and agriculture to more urban uses, such as housing developments and commercial 
centers.  In addition, the proposed Project would realign an existing roadway in a rural area.  This permanent 
change to the visual character and quality of the San Jacinto Valley would be a significant impact. 

Paleontology 
The Project would incorporate specific elements into construction and operation to avoid and/or minimize the 
effect of Project activities on paleontological resources, including implementation of a Paleontological Mitigation 
Plan (PMP).  However, inadvertent discovery of previously unknown paleontological resources, with possible 
damage to or destruction of them, would remain a potentially significant cumulative effect. 

Species Not Covered by the MSHCP 
Coordination with appropriate resource agencies will identify appropriate minimization measures for impacts to 
the regionally significant Robinson’s peppergrass after the Preferred Alternative is identified.  This 
Project-specific mitigation would be expected to reduce the Project’s contribution to potential cumulative effects 
to less than significant. 

The Project would incorporate specific minimization measures, such as preconstruction surveys and nest 
exclusion, to address impacts to nesting and foraging raptors.  However, due to the ongoing loss of nesting raptors 
in western Riverside County and Southern California, the Project would contribute to the cumulative effect of 
declining nesting raptor populations and reproductive success within the region. 

The Project would incorporate specific mitigation measures to improve bat roosting sites and habitat.  Measures 
would include installing a bat-friendly gate on a nearby mine adit to limit or remove human disturbance and 
improve the quality of this mine roost site.  In addition, as part of landscape design for the Project, mature 
plantings of native deciduous trees would be incorporated to provide suitable habitat for vegetation-roosting bats.  
This Project-specific mitigation would reduce the Project’s contribution to potential cumulative effects to less than 
significant. 

Wetlands and Other Waters 
The Project would create, enhance, and/or preserve wetland areas as required by state and federal permits.  Permits 
would be based on the Preferred Alternative identified for the Project.  The Project would incorporate engineering 
controls and best management practices, such as culvert design and placement and erosion control (e.g., silt 
fencing), to minimize altered hydrology and roadway runoff.  This Project-specific mitigation is expected to 
reduce the Project’s contribution to potential cumulative effects to less than significant. 
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4.2.4 Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes 
Sections 3.4 (page 3-685) and 3.5 (page 3-689) describe the potential commitments of resources if any of the 
proposed Build alternatives are built.  The approval and construction of any of the Build alternatives would result 
in long-term and permanent commitments of natural, physical, human, and fiscal resources throughout the 
existence of the Project. 

The Project would require the commitment of agricultural lands, biological habitats, and open space and would 
involve permanent residential and nonresidential land conversion for the roadway and associated facilities.  Other 
effects include altered viewsheds and community character, permanent expenditures of state and local funds for 
construction, maintenance, and upkeep of the Project, and material contributions to a local landfill with finite 
capacity.  Although the proposed Project would be considered a permanent use, if a more compelling need were to 
arise for use of the land, or the facility was no longer needed, the land could ultimately be converted to another 
use.  However, this is highly unlikely, and, therefore, the conversion of existing land uses would be considered an 
irretrievable commitment of resources. 

The irreversible and irretrievable commitment of materials, labor, resources, and funds associated with the Build 
alternatives would be offset by the beneficial aspects of an improved transportation system.  Associated benefits 
would consist of improved accessibility, travel, time, and safety for residents, workers, travelers, and others. 

4.2.5 Growth-Inducing Impacts 
Growth is addressed in Section 3.1.2 (Volume 1, page 3-66).  A summary of that discussion follows. 

From 1990 to 2010, Hemet’s population grew more than 50 percent, and San Jacinto’s population grew 
130 percent.  Forecasts show this rate of growth continuing until at least 2035 (Riverside 2010), primarily due to 
the demand for affordable housing.  The growth is not confined to the San Jacinto Valley.  Over the next 20 years, 
Riverside County is forecast to grow at an average annual rate of 3.4 percent compared to the 1.25-percent average 
in Southern California (Riverside 2010). 

Because of the distribution of forecast growth throughout the county, a series of unprecedented planning activities 
were initiated in the late 1990s at a county level to manage decision making for land use, transportation, and the 
conservation of biological habitats.  The result was the Riverside County Integrated Project (RCIP) and each of its 
elements—the Riverside County General Plan (led by the County of Riverside), the Community and 
Environmental Transportation Acceptability Process (CETAP) (led by RCTC), and the MSHCP (led by the County 
of Riverside). 

The “integrated” plan established a collective goal so that implementation of each component, even at a local 
scale, would result in a compatible outcome for the county as a whole.  After the approval of each of the plans in 
2003, their implementation has progressed and has supported the subsequent updates to city general plans in a 
manner consistent with the Riverside County General Plan. 

For each of the general plans, the responsible jurisdiction completed an environmental impact report that analyzed 
the potential for growth-inducing impacts.  The environmental impact report  for each jurisdiction concluded that 



Chapter 4  California Environmental Quality Act Evaluation 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT   
FEBRUARY 2013 

4-73 STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT 

 

growth was induced because a “…General Plan is inherently growth inducing…” (Riverside County 2003).  
However, the intent of the general plan was to “…provide a framework by which public officials will be guided on 
making decisions relative to development…” (Riverside County 2003) and “…define the limits of such 
development and act as a mechanism to accommodate and control future development…” (San Jacinto 2006).  
Thus, although growth was recognized as being induced, it was also intended to be managed.  In addition, the 
environmental impact report for Riverside County evaluated the potential for growth inducement from the 
construction of infrastructure needs.  As stated in Section 5.3 of the Final Environmental Impact Report for the 
County General Plan (2003), “…providing these infrastructure needs (such as roads) in response to substantial 
increases in development that would occur through build out of the General Plan, would accommodate, but not 
induce or cause, the growth projected by the County General Plan.”  Based on these conclusions in the 
environmental impact reports of the general plans for Riverside County, San Jacinto, and Hemet, the baseline for 
the Project (the No Build Alternative) recognizes that growth is occurring in Riverside County that has been 
induced by the adoption of the updated general plans, but such growth is not attributable to the Project. 

Although Riverside County determined that meeting infrastructure needs would not induce growth, the project 
type, a limited-access expressway, would focus the most potential for changes in growth on the areas adjacent to 
proposed interchanges.  Most of these locations are protected, developed, or at some stage in the development-
entitlement process (e.g., Specific Plan, Application Submitted, Project Approved) that is compatible with their 
general plan designation.  Because this development is largely set, the Project location could only minimally 
contribute to growth on undeveloped parcels adjacent to the proposed Project interchanges. 

Although changes to the rate of growth or localized patterns of land use may occur, these would be considered 
negligible compared to the changes already planned for the San Jacinto Valley.  Future projects are also discussed 
in Sections 3.1.2 (Volume 1, page 3-66) and 3.6 (page 3-691), shown in Figure 3.6-1 (Section 3.6), and listed in 
Table 3.6-2 (page 3-704) and Appendix H.  With the Project, there would be either no, or a negligible, change in 
the amount of growth. 

4.2.6 Climate Change 
Climate change refers to long-term changes in temperature, precipitation, wind patterns, and other elements of the 
earth's climate system. An ever-increasing body of scientific research attributes these climatological changes to 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, particularly those generated from the production and use of fossil fuels. 

While climate change has been a concern for several decades, the establishment of the Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change (IPCC) by the United Nations and World Meteorological Organization in 1988, has led to 
increased efforts devoted to GHG emissions reduction and climate change research and policy.  These efforts are 
primarily concerned with the emissions of GHGs generated by human activity including carbon dioxide (CO2), 
methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), tetrafluoromethane, hexafluoroethane, sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), HFC-23 
(fluoroform), HFC-134a (s, s, s, 2-tetrafluoroethane), and HFC-152a (difluoroethane). 

In the U.S., the main source of GHG emissions is electricity generation, followed by transportation.  In California, 
however, transportation sources (including passenger cars, light duty trucks, other trucks, buses, and motorcycles 
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make up the largest source (second to electricity generation) of GHG emitting sources.  The dominant GHG 
emitted is CO2, mostly from fossil fuel combustion. 

There are typically two terms used when discussing the impacts of climate change.  “Greenhouse Gas Mitigation” 
is a term for reducing GHG emissions in order to reduce or “mitigate” the impacts of climate change. 
“Adaptation,” refers to the effort of planning for and adapting to impacts resulting from climate change (such as 
adjusting transportation design standards to withstand more intense storms and higher sea levels).18 

There are four primary strategies for reducing GHG emissions from transportation sources: 1) improving the 
transportation system and operational efficiencies, 2) reducing the growth of vehicle miles traveled (VMT), 3) 
transitioning to lower GHG emitting fuels, and 4) improving vehicle technologies.  To be most effective all four 
strategies should be pursued cooperatively.  The following Regulatory Setting section outlines state and federal 
efforts to comprehensively reduce GHG emissions from transportation sources. 

4.2.6.1 Regulatory Setting 

State 
With the passage of several pieces of legislation including State Senate and Assembly Bills and Executive Orders, 
California launched an innovative and pro-active approach to dealing with GHG emissions and climate change. 

Assembly Bill 1493 (AB 1493), Pavley.  Vehicular Emissions: Greenhouse Gases, 2002: requires the California 
Air Resources Board (ARB) to develop and implement regulations to reduce automobile and light truck GHG 
emissions.  These stricter emissions standards were designed to apply to automobiles and light trucks beginning 
with the 2009-model year.  In June 2009, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) 
Administrator granted a Clean Air Act waiver of preemption to California.  This waiver allowed California to 
implement its own GHG emission standards for motor vehicles beginning with model year 2009.  California 
agencies will be working with federal agencies to conduct joint rulemaking to reduce GHG emissions for 
passenger cars model years 2017-2025. 

Executive Order (EO) S-3-05: (signed on June 1, 2005, by former Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger) the goal of 
this EO is to reduce California’s GHG emissions to: 1) year 2000 levels by 2010, 2) year 1990 levels by the 2020, 
and 3) 80 percent below the year 1990 levels by the year 2050.  In 2006, this goal was further reinforced with the 
passage of Assembly Bill 32. 

AB 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, Núñez and Pavley:  AB 32 sets the same overall GHG 
emissions reduction goals as outlined in EO S-3-05, while further mandating that ARB create a scoping plan 
(which includes market mechanisms) and implement rules to achieve “real, quantifiable, cost-effective reductions 
of greenhouse gases.” 

                                                      
18http://climatechange.transportation.org/ghg_mitigation/ 
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Executive Order S-20-06 (signed on October 18, 2006 by former Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger) further 
directs state agencies to begin implementing AB 32, including the recommendations made by California’s Climate 
Action Team. 

Executive Order S-01-07:  (signed on January 18, 2007 by former Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger) set forth the 
low carbon fuel standard for California.  Under this EO, the carbon intensity of California’s transportation fuels is 
to be reduced by at least ten percent by the year 2020. 

Senate Bill 97 (SB 97), Chapter 185, 2007:  required the Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to 
develop recommended amendments to the State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines for 
addressing GHG emissions.  The amendments became effective on March 18, 2010. 

Caltrans Director’s Policy 30 (DP-30) Climate Change (approved June 22, 2012):  is intended to establish a 
Department policy that will ensure coordinated efforts to incorporate climate change into Departmental decisions 
and activities.  This policy contributes to the Department’s stewardship goal to preserve and enhance California’s 
resources and assets. 

Federal 
Although climate change and GHG reduction is a concern at the federal level; currently there are no regulations or 
legislation that have been enacted specifically addressing GHG emissions reductions and climate change at the 
project level.  Neither the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) nor the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) has promulgated explicit guidance or methodology to conduct project-level GHG 
analysis.  As stated on FHWA’s climate change website (http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/hep/climate/index.htm), climate 
change considerations should be integrated throughout the transportation decision-making process–from planning 
through project development and delivery.  Addressing climate change mitigation and adaptation up front in the 
planning process will facilitate decision-making and improve efficiency at the program level, and will inform the 
analysis and stewardship needs of project level decision-making.  Climate change considerations can easily be 
integrated into many planning factors, such as supporting economic vitality and global efficiency, increasing safety 
and mobility, enhancing the environment, promoting energy conservation, and improving the quality of life.  

The four strategies set forth by FHWA to lessen climate change impacts do correlate with efforts that the state has 
undertaken and is undertaking to deal with transportation and climate change; the strategies include improved 
transportation system efficiency, cleaner fuels, cleaner vehicles, and a reduction in the growth of vehicle hours 
travelled. 

Climate change and its associated effects are being addressed through various efforts at the federal level to 
improve fuel economy and energy efficiency, such as the “National Clean Car Program” and EO 13514 - Federal 
Leadership in Environmental, Energy and Economic Performance. 

Executive Order 13514 is focused on reducing greenhouse gases internally in federal agency missions, programs 
and operations, but also direct federal agencies to participate in the Interagency Climate Change Adaptation Task 
Force, which is engaged in developing a national strategy for adaptation to climate change.  
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On April 2, 2007, in Massachusetts v. EPA, 549 U.S. 497 (2007), the Supreme Court found that greenhouse gases 
are air pollutants covered by the Clean Air Act and that the U.S. EPA has the authority to regulate GHG.  The 
Court held that the U.S. EPA Administrator must determine whether or not emissions of greenhouse gases from 
new motor vehicles cause or contribute to air pollution which may reasonably be anticipated to endanger public 
health or welfare, or whether the science is too uncertain to make a reasoned decision.  

On December 7, 2009, the EPA Administrator signed two distinct findings regarding greenhouse gases under 
section 202(a) of the Clean Air Act: 

• Endangerment Finding: The Administrator found that the current and projected concentrations of the six key 
well-mixed greenhouse gases—carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), 
hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6)—in the atmosphere 
threaten the public health and welfare of current and future generations.  

• Cause or Contribute Finding: The Administrator found that the combined emissions of these well-mixed 
greenhouse gases from new motor vehicles and new motor vehicle engines contribute to the GHG pollution 
which threatens public health and welfare.  

Although these findings did not themselves impose any requirements on industry or other entities, this action was a 
prerequisite to finalizing the U.S. EPA’s Proposed Greenhouse Gas Emission Standards for Light-Duty Vehicles, 
which was published on September 15, 2009.19  On May 7, 2010 the final Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions Standards and Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards was published in the Federal Register. 

U.S. EPA and the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) are taking coordinated steps to 
enable the production of a new generation of clean vehicles with reduced GHG emissions and improved fuel 
efficiency from on-road vehicles and engines.  These next steps include developing the first-ever GHG regulations 
for heavy-duty engines and vehicles, as well as additional light-duty vehicle GHG regulations.  These steps were 
outlined by President Obama in a Presidential Memorandum on May 21, 2010.20 

The final combined U.S. EPA and NHTSA standards that make up the first phase of this national program apply to 
passenger cars, light-duty trucks, and medium-duty passenger vehicles, covering model years 2012 through 2016. 
The standards require these vehicles to meet an estimated combined average emissions level of 250 grams of 
carbon dioxide (CO2) per mile, (the equivalent to 35.5 miles per gallon [MPG] if the automobile industry were to 
meet this CO2 level solely through fuel economy improvements).  Together, these standards will cut GHG 
emissions by an estimated 960 million metric tons and 1.8 billion barrels of oil over the lifetime of the vehicles 
sold under the program (model years 2012-2016). 

On November 16, 2011, U.S. EPA and NHTSA issued their joint proposal to extend this national program of 
coordinated greenhouse gas and fuel economy standards to model years 2017 through 2025 passenger vehicles. 

                                                      
19http://www.epa.gov/oms/climate/regulations.htm#1-1 
20http://epa.gov/otaq/climate/regulations.htm 
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4.2.6.2 Project Analysis 
An individual project does not generate enough GHG emissions to significantly influence global climate change.  
Rather, global climate change is a cumulative impact.  This means that a project may contribute to a potential 
impact through its incremental change in emissions when combined with the contributions of all other sources of 
GHG.21  In assessing cumulative impacts, it must be determined if a project’s incremental effect is “cumulatively 
considerable” (CEQA Guidelines sections 15064(h)(1) and 15130).  To make this determination the incremental 
impacts of the project must be compared with the effects of past, current, and probable future projects.  To gather 
sufficient information on a global scale of all past, current, and future projects in order to make this determination 
is a difficult, if not impossible, task.  

The AB 32 Scoping Plan mandated by AB 32 contains the main strategies California will use to reduce GHG 
emissions.  As part of its supporting documentation for the Draft Scoping Plan, ARB released the GHG inventory 
for California (forecast last updated: October 28, 2010).  The forecast is an estimate of the emissions expected to 
occur in the year 2020 if none of the foreseeable measures included in the Scoping Plan were implemented.  The 
base year used for forecasting emissions is the average of statewide emissions in the GHG inventory for 2006, 
2007, and 2008. 

 
Figure 4.2-1 California Greenhouse Gas Forecast 
Source:  http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/forecast.htm 

                                                      
21This approach is supported by the AEP: Recommendations by the Association of Environmental Professionals on How to 
Analyze GHG Emissions and Global Climate Change in CEQA Documents  (March 5, 2007), as well as the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District (Chapter 6: The CEQA Guide, April 2011) and the US Forest Service (Climate Change 
Considerations in Project Level NEPA Analysis, July 13, 2009). 
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The Department and its parent agency, the Business, Transportation, and Housing Agency, have taken an active 
role in addressing GHG emission reduction and climate change.  Recognizing that 98 percent of California’s GHG 
emissions are from the burning of fossil fuels and 40 percent of all human made GHG emissions are from 
transportation, the Department has created and is implementing the Climate Action Program at Caltrans that was 
published in December 2006.22 

One of the main strategies in the Department’s Climate Action Program to reduce GHG emissions is to make 
California’s transportation system more efficient.  The highest levels of carbon dioxide (CO2) from mobile 
sources, such as automobiles, occur at stop-and-go speeds (0-25 miles per hour) and speeds over 55 mph; the most 
severe emissions occur from 0-25 miles per hour (see Figure 4.2-2 below).  To the extent that a project relieves 
congestion by enhancing operations and improving travel times in high congestion travel corridors GHG 
emissions, particularly CO2, may be reduced.   

 
Figure 4.2-2 Possible Effect of Traffic Operation Strategies in Reducing On-Road CO2 

Emission23 

One of the purposes of the proposed Project is to alleviate existing and future traffic congestion along SR 79 
during peak hours.  The proposed Project is intended to improve capacity to support increased local and regional 
travel demands associated with projected growth in the area.  For the No Build Alternative (Year 2035), 10 
roadway segments are expected to operate at LOS F (Traffic Analysis for SR 79 Realignment, July 2005, revised 
January 2006 and November 2009).  The Build alternatives include Build Alternatives 1a, 1b (including Design 
Option 1b1), 2a, and 2b (including Design Option 2b1).  The traffic data for the Build alternatives would be 

                                                      
22Caltrans Climate Action Program is located at the following web address:  
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ogm/key_reports_files/State_Wide_Strategy/Caltrans_Climate_Action_Program.pdf 
23Traffic Congestion and Greenhouse Gases: Matthew Barth and Kanok Boriboonsomsin(TR News 268 May-June 
2010)<http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/trnews/trnews268.pdf> 
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similar, so the analysis evaluates the Build alternatives collectively.  Under the Build alternatives, in the year 2035, 
SR 79 would be expected to operate at LOS C or better along the entire alignment, except for the segment 
Domenigoni to Simpson Avenue, which would operate at LOS D or better (Traffic Analysis for SR 79 
Realignment, July 2005, revised January 2006 and November 2009).  In October 2012, the Department submitted 
a memorandum confirming that the November 2009 traffic analysis is still valid.  The improvement in traffic flow 
with the Build alternatives would be expected to reduce overall regional GHG emissions. 

The Project would be beneficial to regional and local efforts to reduce GHG emissions.  It would help to achieve 
regional and subregional GHG emission reduction targets by reducing traffic congestion, thus reducing vehicle 
exhaust emissions.  The Project is listed in the 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) (SCAG 2012), 
which includes programs, policies, and measures to address air emissions, including greenhouse gases.  Measures 
in the RTP that help mitigate air emissions, including GHG emissions, are composed of strategies to reduce 
congestion, increase access to public transportation, improve air quality, and enhance coordination between land 
use and transportation decisions.  The City of Hemet General Plan 2030 identifies improving traffic conditions and 
reducing vehicle miles traveled as measures to reduce GHG emissions, in accordance with Senate Bill 375 regional 
and/or subregional targets established by the CARB.  The environmental impact report recently approved for this 
general plan proposes to create and implement programs that will aid in improving air quality by reducing motor 
vehicle trips, such as those programs recommended by the RTP, RCIP, and the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) (Hemet 2011b).  GHG emissions are not evaluated or discussed in the current 
City of San Jacinto General Plan (San Jacinto 2006). 

The early planning aspects of the Project and how the modal choice for the Project was selected are discussed in 
Chapter 1, Section 1.1.1.1 (Volume 1, page 1-1).  Additional details are in Section 1.2.7 (Volume 1, page 1-12). 

The existing SR 79 corridor is not compatible with a future multimodal transportation system because of roadway 
geometry and right-of-way constraints.  For the corridor to accommodate transit (HOV lanes, express bus service, 
rail, Transit Oasis), a sufficient roadway cross-section and right-of-way would be required. 

Quantitative Analysis 
CO2 emissions from the proposed Project were estimated using EMFAC2007 (version 2.3) and vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) for the proposed Project.  The estimated CO2 emissions are presented in Table 4.2-4 (page 4-80).  
Although the modeled CO2 emissions in the future years (2015 and 2035) would be higher than the existing (2004, 
the baseline year of the traffic analysis) emissions, the future CO2 emissions for the Build Alternative model would 
be less than the future No Build Alternative emissions.  In 2015, the modeled Build Alternative emissions would 
be 16,560 metric tons per year less than the future No Build Alternative emissions; in 2035, the modeled Build 
Alternative emissions would be 19,870 metric tons per year less than the No Build Alternative emissions.  This 
increase in GHG emissions under the No Build Alternative would be due to slower vehicle speeds and higher 
VMT when compared to the Build Alternative.  There are two reasons for the higher VMT for the No Build 
Alternative.  First, the Build Alternative would provide a more direct route than the existing SR 79, where drivers 
have to make multiple turns to remain on SR 79.  Second, congested conditions lead to increased VMT as drivers 
find other routes to avoid congested areas.  Because the proposed Project would reduce overall congestion, it 
would be expected that drivers would be able to take more direct routes, thereby reducing overall VMT.  Based on 
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the quantitative analysis, the Build Alternative would reduce CO2 emissions compared to the No Build Alternative, 
thus would be beneficial to the regional GHG reduction goals. 

Table 4.2-4 Direct Emissions of CO2 

Emissions  
(metric tons/day) 

Emissions  
(metric tons/yr) 

Alternative 

Vehicle 
Kilometers 
Traveled 

Vehicle Miles 
Traveled CO2 CO2 

Existing (2004) 5,149,900 3,200,000 2,222 811,085 

No Build Alternative (2015) 7,724,850 4,800,000 3,202 1,168,624 

Build Alternative (2015) 7,563,920 4,700,000 3,156 1,152,071 

No Build Alternative (2035) 12,231,010 7,600,000 5,306 1,936,672 

Build Alternative (2035) 12,070,080 7,500,000 5,252 1,916,808 

Source:  Traffic Analysis for SR 79 Realignment, July 2005, revised January 2006 and November 2009 
Note:  Emission factors from EMFAC2007 (version 2.3) for the Riverside County portion of the South Coast Air Basin. 
The results for the Build alternative represent Build Alternatives 1a, 1b (including Design Option 1b1), 2a, and 2b (including Design Option 2b1) 
because the traffic data for the Build alternatives are similar.  
 

Limitations and Uncertainties with Modeling 

EMFAC 
Although emission factors (EMFAC) can calculate CO2 emissions from mobile sources, the model does have 
limitations when it comes to accurately reflecting CO2 emissions.  According to the National Cooperative Highway 
Research Program (NCHRP), studies have revealed that brief but rapid accelerations can contribute significantly to 
a vehicle's carbon monoxide and hydrocarbon emissions during a typical urban trip (NCHRP 2008).  Current 
emission-factor models are insensitive to the distribution of such modal events (i.e., cruise, acceleration, 
deceleration, and idle) in the operation of a vehicle and instead estimate emissions by average trip speed.  This 
limitation creates an uncertainty in the model’s results when compared to the estimated emissions of the various 
alternatives with baseline in an attempt to determine impacts.  Although work by USEPA and the ARB is 
underway on modal-emission models, neither agency has yet approved a modal emissions model that can be used 
to conduct this more accurate modeling.  In addition, EMFAC does not include speed corrections for most vehicle 
classes for CO2 emissions.  For most vehicle classes, emission factors are held constant, which means that EMFAC 
is not sensitive to the decreased emissions associated with improved traffic flows for most vehicle classes.  
Therefore, unless a project involves a large number of heavy-duty vehicles, the difference in modeled CO2 
emissions due to speed change will be slight. 

The ARB is currently not using EMFAC to create its inventory of GHG emissions.  It is unclear why the ARB has 
made this decision.  The ARB website simply states: 

REVISION: Both the EMFAC and OFFROAD models develop CO2 and CH4 [methane] emission 
estimates; however, they are not currently used as the basis for [ARB's] official [GHG] inventory 
which is based on fuel usage information.  However, ARB is working towards reconciling the 
emission estimates from the fuel usage approach and the models. 
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Other Variables 
With the current science, project-level analysis of GHG emissions is limited.  Although a GHG analysis is 
included for this Project, there are numerous key GHG variables that are likely to change dramatically during the 
design life of the proposed Project and would thus dramatically change the projected CO2 emissions.   

First, vehicle fuel economy is increasing.  The USEPA’s annual light-duty automobile trend report provides data 
on the fuel economy and technology characteristics of new light-duty vehicles including cars, minivans, sport 
utility vehicles, and pickup trucks (USEPA 2008).  The report confirms that average fuel economy has improved 
each year beginning in 2005, and is now the highest since 1993 (USEPA 2008).  Most of the increase since 2004 is 
due to higher fuel economy for light trucks, following a long-term trend of slightly declining overall fuel economy 
that peaked in 1987.  These vehicles also have a slightly lower market share, peaking at 52 percent in 2004 with 
projections at 48 percent in 2008.  The options for vehicle fuel economy increases studied by the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) are presented in Table 4.2-5 (page 4-81) (NHTSA 2008a). 

Table 4.2-5 Model Year 2015 Required Miles per Gallon for Various Fuel Economy 
Options 

Required Miles per Gallon 

Vehicle Type No Action 
25% Below 
Optimized 

Optimized 
(Preferred) 

25% Above 
Optimized 

50% Above 
Optimized 

Total Costs Equal 
Total Benefits 

Cars  27.5 33.9 35.7 37.5 39.5 43.3 

Trucks 23.5 27.5 28.6 29.8 30.9 33.1 

Source:  Final EIS for New Corporate Average Fuel Economy, NHTSA 2008 
 

Second, near zero carbon vehicles will come into the market during the design life of this Project.  According to a 
report released by the University of California, Davis, Institute of Transportation Studies (Cunningham et al. 
2008):  

Large advancements have occurred in fuel cell vehicle and hydrogen infrastructure technology over 
the past 15 years.  Fuel cell technology has progressed substantially resulting in power density, 
efficiency, range, cost, and durability all improving each year.  In another sign of progress, 
automotive developers are now demonstrating over 100 fuel cell vehicles (FCVs) in California – 
several in the hands of the general public – with configurations designed to be attractive to buyers.  
Cold-weather operation and vehicle range challenges are close to being solved, although vehicle cost 
and durability improvements are required before a commercial vehicle can be successful without 
incentives.  The pace of development is on track to approach pre-commercialization within the next 
decade.  

A number of the United States Department of Energy (USDOE) 2010 milestones for FCV 
development and commercialization are expected to be met by 2010.  Accounting for a five to six 
year production development cycle, the scenarios developed by the USDOE suggest that 10,000s of 
vehicles per year from 2015 to 2017 would be possible in a federal demonstration program, 
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assuming large cost share grants by the government and industry are available to reduce the cost of 
production vehicles. 

Third, and as previously stated, California has recently adopted a low-carbon transportation fuel standard.  The 
ARB is scheduled to review the draft regulation for low carbon fuels in April 2009 with implementation of the 
standard to begin in 2010. 

Fourth, driver behavior has been changing as the U.S. economy and oil prices have changed.  The Congressional 
Budget Office found the following results based on data collected from California: 1) freeway motorists have 
adjusted to higher gas prices by making fewer trips and driving more slowly, 2) the market share of sports utility 
vehicles is declining, and 3) the average prices for larger, less-fuel-efficient models have declined over the past 5 
years as average prices for the most-fuel-efficient automobiles have risen, showing an increase in demand for the 
more-fuel-efficient vehicles (CBO 2008). 

Limitations and Uncertainties with Impact Assessment 
The range of uncertainties in assessing GHG impacts grows with each step of the analysis (NHTSA 2008a). 

Cascade of uncertainties typical in impact assessments showing the “uncertainty explosion” as 
these ranges are multiplied to encompass a comprehensive range of future consequences, 
including physical, economic, social, and political impacts and policy responses. 

Much of the uncertainty in assessing an individual project’s impact on climate change surrounds the global nature 
of the climate change.  Even assuming that the target of meeting the 1990 levels of emissions is met, there is no 
regulatory or other framework in place that would allow for a ready assessment of what any modeled increase in 
CO2 emissions would mean for climate change given the overall California GHG emissions inventory of 
approximately 430 million tons of CO2 equivalent.  This uncertainty only increases when viewed globally.  The 
IPCC has created multiple scenarios to project potential future global GHG emissions and to evaluate potential 
changes in global temperature, other climate changes, and their effect on human and natural systems.  These 
scenarios vary in terms of the type of economic development, the amount of overall growth, and the steps taken to 
reduce GHG emissions.  Non-mitigation IPCC scenarios project an increase in global GHG emissions by 9.7 up to 
36.7 billion metric tons CO2 from 2000 to 2030, which represents an increase of between 25 and 90 percent 
(IPCC 2007). 

The assessment is further complicated by the fact that changes in GHG emissions can be difficult to attribute to a 
particular project because the projects often move the location for some type of GHG emissions, rather than 
causing “new” GHG emissions.  It is difficult to assess the extent to which any project-level increase in CO2 
emissions represents a net global increase, reduction, or no change; there are no models approved by regulatory 
agencies that operate at the global or even statewide scale. 

The complexities and uncertainties associated with project-level impact analysis are further borne out in a recently 
released NHTSA report (NHTSA 2008b).  As the text quoted below shows, even when dealing with GHG 
emission scenarios on a national scale for the entire passenger car and light truck fleet, the numerical differences 
among alternatives is very small and well within the error sensitivity of the model.   
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In analyzing across the CAFE 30 alternatives, the mean change in the global mean surface 
temperature, as a ratio of the increase in warming between the B1 (low) to A1B (medium) 
scenarios, ranges from 0.5 percent to 1.1 percent.  The resulting change in sea level rise 
(compared to the No Action Alternative) ranges, across the alternatives, from 0.04 centimeter to 
0.07 centimeter.  In summary, the impacts of the model year 2011-2015 CAFE alternatives on 
global mean surface temperature, sea level rise, and precipitation are relatively small in the 
context of the expected changes associated with the emission trajectories.  This is due primarily to 
the global and multi-sectoral nature of the climate problem.  Emissions of CO2, the primary gas 
driving the climate effects, from the United States automobile and light truck fleet represented 
about 2.5 percent of total global emissions of all greenhouse gases in the year 2000 (EPA, 2008; 
CAIT, 2008).  While a significant source, this is a still small percentage of global emissions, and 
the relative contribution of CO2 emissions from the United States light vehicle fleet is expected to 
decline in the future, due primarily to rapid growth of emissions from developing economies 
(which are due in part to growth in global transportation sector emissions). 

Construction Emissions 
Greenhouse gas emissions for transportation projects can be divided into those produced during construction and 
those produced during operations.  Construction GHG emissions include emissions produced as a result of material 
processing, emissions produced by onsite construction equipment, and emissions arising from traffic delays due to 
construction.  These emissions will be produced at different levels throughout the construction phase; their 
frequency and occurrence can be reduced through innovations in plans and specifications and by implementing 
better traffic management during construction phases. 

In addition, with innovations such as longer pavement lives, improved traffic management plans, and changes in 
materials, the GHG emissions produced during construction can be mitigated to some degree by longer intervals 
between maintenance and rehabilitation events.  The following construction minimization measures will be 
implemented for air quality to reduce exhaust emissions during construction.  These measures would also be 
expected to reduce GHG emissions during construction. 

AQ-1 Second-Stage Smog Alerts.  Suspension of all construction equipment operations during second-stage 
smog alerts is required. 

AQ-2 Electricity.  To the extent feasible, use electricity from power poles rather than temporary diesel- or 
gasoline-powered generators. 

AQ-3 Construction Parking.  Configure construction parking to minimize traffic interference on local 
streets. 

AQ-4 Construction Truck Routes.  To the extent feasible, reroute construction trucks from congested 
streets or sensitive receptor areas. 

AQ-5 Onsite Construction Traffic Control.  Provide temporary traffic controls, such as a flag man, for 
onsite construction vehicles during all phases of construction to maintain smooth traffic flow. 
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AQ-6 Construction Vehicle Turn Lanes.  Provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction 
vehicles, if no turn lane currently exists. 

CEQA Conclusion 
As discussed above, both the future Build alternatives and future No Build Alternative show increases in CO2 
emissions over the existing levels; however, the future Build alternative CO2 emissions are less than the future No 
Build Alternative emissions.  In addition, as discussed above, there are limitations with EMFAC and with 
assessing what a given CO2 emissions increase means for climate change.  Therefore, it is the Department’s 
determination that in the absence of further regulatory or scientific information related to GHG emissions and 
CEQA significance, it is too speculative to make a determination regarding significance of the Project’s direct 
impact and its contribution on the cumulative scale to climate change.  However, the Department is firmly 
committed to implementing measures to help reduce the potential effects of the Project.  These measures are 
outlined below. 

Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategies 

AB 32 Compliance 
The Department continues to be actively involved on the Governor’s Climate Action Team as ARB works to 
implement Executive Orders S-3-05 and S-01-07 and help achieve the targets set forth in AB 32.  Many of the 
strategies the Department is using to help meet the targets in AB 32 come from the California Strategic Growth 
Plan, which is updated each year.  Former Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger’s Strategic Growth Plan calls for a 
$222 billion infrastructure improvement program to fortify the state’s transportation system, education, housing, 
and waterways, including $100.7 billion in transportation funding during the next decade.  The Strategic Growth 
Plan targets a significant decrease in traffic congestion below today’s level and a corresponding reduction in GHG 
emissions.  The Strategic Growth Plan proposes to do this while accommodating growth in population and the 
economy.  A suite of investment options has been created that combined together are expected to reduce 
congestion. The Strategic Growth Plan relies on a complete systems approach to attain CO2 reduction goals: 
system monitoring and evaluation, maintenance and preservation, smart land use and demand management, and 
operational improvements as depicted in Figure 4.2-3: The Mobility Pyramid.  
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The Department is supporting efforts to reduce 
vehicle miles traveled by planning and 
implementing smart land use strategies: 
job/housing proximity, developing 
transit-oriented communities, and high density 
housing along transit corridors.  The Department 
works closely with local jurisdictions on 
planning activities, but does not have local land 
use planning authority.  The Department assists 
efforts to improve the energy efficiency of the 
transportation sector by increasing vehicle fuel 
economy in new cars, light and heavy-duty 
trucks; the Department is doing this by 
supporting on-going research efforts at 
universities, by supporting legislative efforts to 
increase fuel economy, and by its participation 

on the Climate Action Team.  It is important to note, however, that the control of the fuel economy standards is 
held by U.S. EPA and ARB. 

Table 4.2-6 (page 4-86) summarizes the Department and statewide efforts that it is implementing in order to 
reduce GHG emissions.  More detailed information about each strategy is included in the Climate Action Program 
at Caltrans (December 2006). 

Figure 4.2-3 The Mobility Pyramid 
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Table 4.2-6 Climate Change/CO2 Reduction Strategies 

Partnership 
Estimated CO2 Savings (million metric 

tons) 
Strategy Program Lead Agency Method/Process 2010 2020 

Intergovernmental Review 
(IGR) 

Caltrans Local governments Review and seek to mitigate 
development proposals 

Not Estimated Not Estimated 

Planning Grants Caltrans Local and regional 
agencies & other 
stakeholders 

Competitive selection process Not Estimated Not Estimated 

Smart Land Use 

Regional Plans and Blueprint 
Planning 

Regional 
Agencies 

Caltrans Regional plans and application 
process 

.975 7.8 

Operational Improvements & 
Intelligent Transportation System 
(ITS) Deployment 

Strategic Growth Plan Caltrans Regions State ITS; Congestion Management 
Plan 

.07 2.17 

Mainstream Energy & GHG into 
Plans and Projects 

Office of Policy Analysis & 
Research; Division of 
Environmental Analysis 

Interdepartmental effort Policy establishment, guidelines, 
technical assistance 

Not Estimated Not Estimated 

Educational & Information 
Program 

Office of Policy  
Analysis & Research 

Interdepartmental, Cal/EPA, ARB, CEC Analytical report, data collection, 
publication, workshops, outreach 

Not Estimated Not Estimated 

Fleet Greening & Fuel 
Diversification 

Division of Equipment Department of General Services Fleet Replacement 
Biodiesel 20 
Biodiesel 100 

.0045 
.0065 
.045 

.0225 

Non-vehicular Conservation 
Measures 

Energy Conservation Program Green Action Team Energy Conservation Opportunities .117 .34 

Portland Cement Office of Rigid Pavement Cement and Construction Industries 2.5% limestone cement mix 
25% fly ash cement mix 
>50% fly ash/slag mix 

1.2 
.36 

4.2 
3.6 

Goods Movement Office of Goods Movement Cal/EPA, ARB, BT&H, MPOs Goods Movement Action Plan Not Estimated Not Estimated 

Total 2.72 18.18 

Source: Climate Change Program at Caltrans, December 2006 
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The following measures will also be included in the project to reduce the GHG emissions and potential climate 
change impacts from the project: 

GHG reduction measures: 

1. The Department and the California Highway Patrol are working with regional agencies to implement 
Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) to help manage the efficiency of the existing highway system.  ITS 
commonly consists of electronics, communications, or information processing used singly or in combination to 
improve the efficiency or safety of a surface transportation system. 

2. Landscaping reduces surface warming, and through photosynthesis, decreases CO2.  The Project proposes to 
provide landscaping where necessary in the corridor to provide aesthetic treatment, replacement planting, or 
mitigation planting for the Project. 

3. The Project would incorporate the use of energy-efficient lighting, such as light-emitting diode (LED) traffic 
signals.  LED bulbs cost $60 to $70 apiece but last five to six years, compared to the one-year average lifespan 
of incandescent light bulbs previously used.  The LED bulbs themselves consume 10 percent of the electricity 
of traditional lights, which will also help reduce the Project’s CO2 emissions (KBJ 2008). 

4. According to Caltrans Standard Specifications, the contractor must comply with all of the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District's rules, ordinances, and regulations in regards to air quality restrictions.  In 
addition, the contractor will restrict idling of construction vehicles to no longer than 5 consecutive minutes to 
comply with Title 13, California Code of Regulations §2449.  Compliance with this regulation reduces 
harmful emissions and GHG from diesel-powered construction vehicles. 

Adaptation Strategies 
“Adaptation strategies” refer to how the Department and others can plan for the effects of climate change on the 
state’s transportation infrastructure and strengthen or protect the facilities from damage.  Climate change is 
expected to produce increased variability in precipitation, rising temperatures, rising sea levels, variability in storm 
surges and intensity, and the frequency and intensity of wildfires.  These changes may affect the transportation 
infrastructure in various ways, such as damage to roadbeds from longer periods of intense heat; increasing storm 
damage from flooding and erosion; and inundation from rising sea levels.  These effects will vary by location and 
may, in the most extreme cases, require that a facility be relocated or redesigned.  There may also be economic and 
strategic ramifications as a result of these types of impacts to the transportation infrastructure. 

At the federal level, the Climate Change Adaptation Task Force, co-chaired by the White House Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ), the Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP), and the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), released its interagency report on October 14, 2010 outlining 
recommendations to President Obama for how federal agency policies and programs can better prepare the United 
States to respond to the effects of climate change.  The Progress Report of the Interagency Climate Change 
Adaptation Task Force recommends that the federal government implement actions to expand and strengthen the 
nation’s capacity to better understand, prepare for, and respond to climate change.  
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Climate change adaption must also involve the natural environment as well.  Efforts are underway on a 
statewide-level to develop strategies to cope with impacts to habitat and biodiversity through planning and 
conservation.  The results of these efforts will help California agencies plan and implement mitigation strategies 
for programs and projects. 

On November 14, 2008, former Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed EO S-13-08 which directed a number of 
state agencies to address California’s vulnerability to sea level rise caused by climate change.  This EO set in 
motion several agencies and actions to address the concern of sea level rise. 

The California Natural Resources Agency (Resources Agency) was directed to coordinate with local, regional, 
state and federal public and private entities to develop.  The California Climate Adaptation Strategy (Dec 2009),24 
which summarizes the best known science on climate change impacts to California, assesses California's 
vulnerability to the identified impacts, and then outlines solutions that can be implemented within and across state 
agencies to promote resiliency. 

The strategy outline is in direct response to EO S-13-08 that specifically asked the Resources Agency to identify 
how state agencies can respond to rising temperatures, changing precipitation patterns, sea level rise, and extreme 
natural events.  Numerous other state agencies were involved in the creation of the Adaptation Strategy document, 
including the California Environmental Protection Agency; Business, Transportation and Housing; Health and 
Human Services; and the Department of Agriculture.  The document is broken down into strategies for different 
sectors that include: Public Health; Biodiversity and Habitat; Ocean and Coastal Resources; Water Management; 
Agriculture; Forestry; and Transportation and Energy Infrastructure. As data continues to be developed and 
collected, the state's adaptation strategy will be updated to reflect current findings. 

The Resources Agency was also directed to request the National Academy of Science to prepare a Sea Level Rise 
Assessment Report by December 201025 to advise how California should plan for future sea level rise.  The report 
is to include:  

• Relative sea level rise projections for California, Oregon and Washington taking into account coastal erosion 
rates, tidal impacts, El Niño and La Niña events, storm surge and land subsidence rates;  

• The range of uncertainty in selected sea level rise projections;  

• A synthesis of existing information on projected sea level rise impacts to state infrastructure (such as roads, 
public facilities and beaches), natural areas, and coastal and marine ecosystems;  

• A discussion of future research needs regarding sea level rise for California.  

Prior to the release of the final Sea Level Rise Assessment Report, all state agencies that are planning to construct 
projects in areas vulnerable to future sea level rise were directed to consider a range of sea level rise scenarios for 
                                                      
24http://www.energy.ca.gov/2009publications/CNRA-1000-2009-027/CNRA-1000-2009-027-F.PDF 
25Pre-publication copies of the report, Sea Level Rise for the Coasts of California, Oregon, and Washington: Past, Present, 
and Future, were made available from the National Academies Press on June 22, 2012.  For more information, please see 
http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=13389. 
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the years 2050 and 2100 in order to assess project vulnerability and, to the extent feasible, reduce expected risks 
and increase resiliency to sea level rise. Sea level rise estimates should also be used in conjunction with 
information regarding local uplift and subsidence, coastal erosion rates, predicted higher high water levels, storm 
surge and storm wave data. 

Interim guidance has been released by The Coastal Ocean Climate Action Team (CO-CAT) as well as Caltrans as 
a method to initiate action and discussion of potential risks to the states infrastructure due to projected sea level 
rise. 

All projects that have filed a Notice of Preparation (NOP) as of the date of the EO S-13-08, and/or are 
programmed for construction funding from 2008 through 2013, or are routine maintenance projects may, but are 
not required to, consider these planning guidelines.  The NOP for the proposed Project was filed in March 2005.  
Therefore, no further analysis of adaptation strategies for sea level rise is required for the proposed Project. 

Executive Order S-13-08 also directed the Business, Transportation, and Housing Agency to prepare a report to 
assess vulnerability of transportation systems to sea level rise affecting safety, maintenance and operational 
improvements of the system and economy of the state.  The Department continues to work on assessing the 
transportation system vulnerability to climate change, including the effect of sea level rise. 

Currently, the Department is working to assess which transportation facilities are at greatest risk from climate 
change effects.  However, without statewide planning scenarios for relative sea level rise and other climate change 
effects, the Department has not been able to determine what change, if any, may be made to its design standards 
for its transportation facilities.  Once statewide planning scenarios become available, the Department will be able 
review its current design standards to determine what changes, if any, may be warranted in order to protect the 
transportation system from sea level rise. 

Climate change adaptation for transportation infrastructure involves long-term planning and risk management to 
address vulnerabilities in the transportation system from increased precipitation and flooding; the increased 
frequency and intensity of storms and wildfires; rising temperatures; and rising sea levels.  The Department is an 
active participant in the efforts being conducted in response to EO S-13-08 and is mobilizing to be able to respond 
to the National Academy of Science report on Sea Level Rise Assessment Report.  

4.3 Mitigation Measures for Significant Impacts under CEQA 
In response to the potential significant impacts identified in association with the proposed Project, a number of 
avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures were developed.  These measures, along with other measures 
for impacts that are less than significant, are presented in detail in the Environmental Commitment Record in 
Appendix E.  Specific mitigation measures for significant impacts under CEQA are listed below by environmental 
topic. 
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4.3.1 Aesthetics 
To address significant changes to views from scenic vistas, effects to scenic resources on a State Scenic Highway, 
degradation of visual character and visual quality, and additional roadway lighting, the following mitigation 
measures are proposed (see Section 3.1.7.4 [Volume 1, page 3-244] or the ECR [Appendix E] for full text of the 
measures): 

• VIS-1:  Corridor Master Plan 
• VIS-2:  Mitigation Planting/Highway Planting 
• VIS-3:  Plantings to Bring Down Apparent Scale 
• VIS-4:  Minimize Visual Impacts with Revegetation 
• VIS-5:  Textured Noise Barriers 
• VIS-6:  Aesthetic Treatment to Structures 
• VIS-7:  Planting on Structures to Minimize Glare 
• VIS-8:  Concentrations of Trees and Shrubs at Interchanges 
• VIS-9:  Screening Treatments in Winchester 
• VIS-10:  Noise Barrier Screening in Winchester 
• VIS-11:  Prepare Contour Grading Plans 
• VIS-12:  Cut Slope Design 
• VIS-13:  Over-Excavate Slopes 
• VIS-14:  Create Artificial Draws 
• VIS-15:  Weathering of Exposed Rock 
• VIS-16:  Revegetate Cut Slopes 
• VIS-17:  Erosion Control 
• VIS-18:  Hydroseed Fill Slopes 
• VIS-19:  Texturize Fill Slopes 
• VIS-20:  Revegetate Fill Slopes 
• VIS-21:  Benched Slopes 
• VIS-22:  Fill Slope Design 
• VIS-23:  Earthen Basins 
• VIS-24:  Non-Reflective Materials 
• VIS-25:  Overcrossing Design 
• VIS-26:  Noise Barrier Design Treatments 
• VIS-27:  Noise Barrier Landscaping 
• VIS-28:  Noise Barrier Surfaces 
• VIS-29:  Lighting 
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4.3.2 Air Quality 
To address violation of air quality standards and Project contributions to criteria pollutants that are in 
nonattainment during construction, the following minimization measures are proposed (see Section 3.2.6.4 
[Volume 1, page 3-376] or the ECR [Appendix E] for full text of the measures): 

• AQ-1:  Second-Stage Smog Alerts 
• AQ-2:  Electricity 
• AQ-3:  Construction Parking 
• AQ-4:  Construction Truck Routes 
• AQ-5:  Onsite Construction Traffic Control 
• AQ-6:  Construction Vehicle Turn Lanes 
• AQ-7:  Blasting Activities 
• AQ-8:  Signal Boards 
• AQ-9:  Environmentally Sensitive Areas 

4.3.3 Biological Resources 
To address impacts to biological resources, the following avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures are 
proposed (see Sections 3.3.1.4 [page 3-497], 3.3.2.4 [page 3-516], 3.3.3.4 [page 3-570], 3.3.4.4 [page 3-630], 
3.3.5.4 [page 3-673], 3.3.6.4 [page 3-683], or the ECR [Appendix E] for full text of the measures): 

Avoidance 
• BIO-11:  Bridge over Salt Creek Channel 
• BIO-12:  Avoidance of San Jacinto River 
• BIO-13:  Avoidance of Existing Constrained Linkage C 
• BIO-15:  Crossing Structures and Spacing Intervals for a Variety of Species  
• BIO-16:  Openings in K-Rails for Small Animals  
• BIO-17:  Wildlife Crossings Intended for Large Mammalian Wildlife 
• BIO-18:  Use of Tree and Shrub Buffers around Crossing Entrances, No Artificial Lighting 
• BIO-19:  Crossing Facilities Vegetated as Naturally as Possible 
• BIO-20:  Use of Natural Objects in the Crossing Facility 
• BIO-21:  Installation of Vegetative Cover near the Entrances to Culverts  
• BIO-22:  Installation of Dirt, Rock, or Concrete Benches on at Least One Side of the Large Mammal Crossing 

Facilities  
• BIO-23:  Welded Wire Fencing to Guide Large Wildlife to Appropriate Crossing Locations 
• BIO-24:  Fences Continue at Least 0.8 Kilometers (800 Meters) beyond the Critical Area 
• BIO-25:  Installation of One-Way Wildlife Doors  
• BIO-26:  Jump-Outs and One-Way Gates 
• BIO-28, 28a:  Environmentally Sensitive Area Fencing, Temporary Treatment BMPs 
• BIO-35:  Avoidance of Sensitive Plant Populations 
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Minimization 
• BIO-1 and BIO-2:  Landscaping Plans 
• BIO-3:  Barrier Fencing along ROW 
• BIO-4:  Slope Construction within ROW 
• BIO-5:  Equipment Storage, Fueling, and Staging Areas 
• BIO-6:  Training about Sensitive Biological Resources 
• BIO-7:  Fire Season Work 
• BIO-8:  Dust Minimization 
• BIO-9:  Designated Areas for Equipment Maintenance and Staging 
• BIO-10:  Litter Control 
• BIO-14:  Night Lighting 
• BIO-29:  Onsite and Offsite Drainage Facilities in the Project ROW 
• BIO-30:  Maintenance of Constructed Storm Water Systems 
• BIO-31:  No Erodible Materials Deposited in Water Courses 
• BIO-32:  Ongoing Monitoring and Reporting 
• BIO-36, 36a, 36b, 36c:  Avoid the Spread of Invasive Plant Species 
• BIO-40:  Conduct Presence/Absence Surveys Immediately Prior to Construction Each Year  
• BIO-41:  Relocation of Burrowing Owls 
• BIO-42:  Maintenance of Hydrology to Existing Vernal Pool/Alkali Playa Habitat 
• BIO-43:  Conducting Vegetation Clearance to Avoid Active Breeding Season (March 1 through June 30)  
• BIO-44:  Nesting Raptor Surveys and Implementation of Nest Exclusion 
• BIO-45:  Inspections for Roosting Bats before Demolition 
• BIO-49:  Conducting Clearance of Riparian Habitat Outside Riparian Bird Active Breeding Season (Generally 

March 1 through June 30)  

Mitigation 
• BIO-27:  Enhancements to Wildlife Corridors 
• BIO-33:  Modification of the Project Design to Construct a Gravity-Based Surface Water Diversion System 
• BIO-34:  Mitigation of Impacts to Water Features 
• BIO-37:  Mitigation for Robinson’s Peppergrass Populations 
• BIO-38:  Coulter’s Goldfields and Smooth Tarplant Populations 
• BIO-39:  Culvert/Drainage System for Coulter’s Goldfields and Smooth Tarplant Populations 
• BIO-46:  Installation of Bat-Friendly Gate on Mine Adit Adjacent to Roadway Segments A, B, and C 
• BIO-47:  Provision of Suitable Habitat for Vegetation-Roosting Bats 
• BIO-48:  DBESP for Los Angeles Pocket Mouse 
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4.3.4 Cultural Resources 
Mitigation and minimization measures CR-1 through CR-4 are presented in Section 3.1.8.4 (Volume 1, page 3-
266) and the ECR (Appendix E).  If any of the archaeological sites that have not yet been evaluated are found to 
qualify as historical resources after identification of a Preferred Alternative, specific avoidance, minimization, 
and/or mitigation measures for the Project will be included in the Final EIR/EIS and CEQA Checklist to address 
any impacts.  At a minimum, these would include data recovery by qualified professionals, analysis, reporting, and 
curation to ensure that impacts are reduced to a level that is less than significant. 

• CR-1:  Cultural Materials Discovered during Construction 
• CR-2:  Discovery of Human Remains 
• CR-3:  Establishment of ESAs for CA-RIV-6907/H 
• CR-4:  Additional Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation and minimization measure PALEO-1, including sub-measures PALEO-1a through PALEO-1h, is 
presented in Section 3.2.4.4 (Volume 1, page 3-331) and the ECR (Appendix E).  The literature review, archival 
searches, field survey, and a review of the geologic maps of the Project area indicate that a paleontologically 
highly sensitive rock unit (Younger Alluvium) is at or near the surface in areas  where earth-moving activities 
associated with Project construction would have high potential for encountering fossilized remains.  Therefore, 
measures to mitigate potential impacts to paleontological resources will be required.  The mitigation measure listed 
below represents the minimum required by Department guidelines.  Other measures may be added as Project 
design progresses.  

• PALEO-1:  Paleontological Mitigation Plan 

4.3.5 Geology and Soils 
To address rupture of known earthquake faults, seismic ground shaking, seismic-related ground failure, landslides, 
and soil erosion, the following mitigation measures are proposed (see Section 3.2.3.4 [Volume 1, page 3-322] or 
the ECR [Appendix E] for full text of the measures): 

• GEO-1:  Surface Fault Rupture 
• GEO-2:  Ground Shaking 
• GEO-3:  Liquefaction 
• GEO-4:  Compressible/Collapsible Soils 
• GEO-5:  Expansive Soils 
• GEO-6:  Slope Stability 
• GEO-7:  Groundwater 
• GEO-8:  Excavation Characteristics 
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4.3.6 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
To address significant hazards to the public and hazardous emissions, the following mitigation measures are 
proposed (see Section 3.2.5.4 [Volume 1, page 3-351] or the ECR [Appendix E] for full text of the measures): 

• HAZMAT-1:  Phase II Environmental Site Assessment 
• HAZMAT-2:  Aerially Deposited Lead Surveys 
• HAZMAT-3:  Asbestos Containing Materials and Lead-Based Paint Surveys 
• HAZMAT-4:  Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan 
• HAZMAT-5:  National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit  
• SERV-1:  Coordination with Emergency Responders Prior to Opening Year (2015) 
• SERV-2:  Coordination of Temporary Detours with Emergency Responders 

4.3.7 Hydrology and Water Quality 
To address hydrology and water quality impacts, the following mitigation measures are proposed (see Sections 
3.2.1.4 [Volume 1, page 3-283], 3.2.2.4 [Volume 1, page 3-310], or the ECR [Appendix E] for full text of the 
measures): 

• WQ-1:  Construction Best Management Practices in Compliance with Project Planning and Design Guide 
(PPDG), Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP), Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), and 
Standard Special Provisions (SSP) 

• WQ-2:  Revegetation 
• WQ-3:  Disturbed Slope Stabilization 
• WQ-4:  Treatment BMPs 
• WQ-5:  Dewatering Permit 
• HYDRA-1:  Construct Drainage and Flood Control Facilities 
• HYDRA-2:  Complete a Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) 

4.3.8 Land Use and Planning 
To address land use impacts, the following mitigation measures are proposed (see Sections 3.1.1.1 [Volume 1, 
page 3-25], 3.1.4.1 [Volume 1, page 3-138], or the ECR [Appendix E] for full text of the measures): 

• LU-1:  City of Hemet General Plan and Build Alternative 1a 
• LU-2:  City of San Jacinto General Plan and Build Alternative 1a 
• LU-3:  City of Hemet General Plan and Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 1b1 
• LU-4:  City of Hemet General Plan and Build Alternative 2a 
• LU-5:  City of San Jacinto General Plan and Build Alternative 2a 
• LU-6:  County of Riverside Circulation System 
• COM-1:  Establish Pedestrian/Bike/Equestrian Paths 
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4.3.9 Noise 
To address impacts caused by traffic noise, the following abatement measure is proposed (see Section 3.2.7.4 
[Volume 1, page 3-423] or the ECR [Appendix E] for full text of the measures): 

• NO-1:  Installation of Recommended Noise Barriers Shown to be Feasible and Reasonable 

To address impacts caused by construction noise, the following abatement measures are proposed: 

• NO-2:  Observation of Time Restrictions and Use of Alternative Alarms 
• NO-3:  Use Mufflers on Equipment with Internal Combustion Engines 
• NO-4:  Placement of Stationary Equipment 
• NO-5:  Construction Equipment Staging 

4.3.10 Population and Housing 
To address relocations, the following mitigation measure is proposed (see Section 3.1.4.2 [Volume 1, page 3-139] 
or the ECR [Appendix E] for full text of the measure): 

• RELOC-1:  Relocation Assistance 

4.3.11 Public Services 
To address impacts associated with public services, the following minimization and mitigation measures are 
proposed (see Sections 3.1.1.3 [Volume 1, page 3-60], 3.1.5.3 [Volume 1, page 3-165], 3.1.4.1 [page 3-138], or the 
ECR [Appendix E] for full text of the measures): 

Minimization 
• LU-7:  Public Notification of Alternative San Jacinto Parks 

Mitigation 
• SERV-1:  Coordination with Emergency Responders Prior to Opening Year (2015) 
• SERV-2:  Coordination of Temporary Detours with Emergency Responders 
• COM-1:  Establish Pedestrian/Bike/Equestrian Paths 
• COM-2:  School District Coordination 
• COM-3:  Traffic Management Plan for Access 

4.3.12 Recreation 
To address potential recreation impacts, the following mitigation measure is proposed (see Section 3.1.1.3 
[Volume 1, page 3-60] or the ECR [Appendix E] for full text of the measures): 

• LU-7:  Public Notification of Alternative San Jacinto Parks 
• BIO-8:  Dust Minimization 
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4.3.13 Transportation/Traffic 
To address transportation and traffic impacts, the following mitigation measures are proposed (see Section 3.1.5.3 
[Volume 1, page 3-165] or the ECR [Appendix E] for full text of the measure): 

• UTIL-3:  Temporary Detour for Railroad 
• SERV-1:  Coordination with Emergency Responders Prior to Opening Year (2015) 
• SERV-2:  Coordination of Temporary Detours with Emergency Responders 

4.3.14 Utilities and Service Systems 
To address utilities and service systems impacts, the following mitigation measures are proposed (see 
Section 3.1.4.1 [Volume 1, page 3-138], Section 3.2.2.4 [page 3-310], or the ECR [Appendix E] for full text of the 
measure): 

• COM-4:  Recycling during Operations 
• WQ-1:  Construction Best Management Practices in Compliance with Project Planning and Design Guide 

(PPDG), Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP), Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), and 
Standard Special Provisions (SSP). 
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Chapter 5 Comments and Coordination 

5.1 Introduction 
Early and continuing coordination with the general public and appropriate public agencies is an essential part of 
the environmental process.  It helps planners determine the necessary scope of environmental documentation, the 
level of analysis required, and to identify potential impacts and mitigation measures and related environmental 
requirements.  Appropriate coordination has been conducted for the Project in accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: 
A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

Among the earliest coordination products are publication of a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and publication of a Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA).  The NOI was published in the Federal Register on September 7, 2004.  The NOP was filed on 
September 10, 2004, and distributed to agencies by the State Clearinghouse.  A Supplemental NOP was distributed 
on March 7, 2005.  The following quote is from the NOI, but essentially the same statement was included in both 
NOP filings: 

The FHWA, in cooperation with the California Department of Transportation, District 8, and the 
Riverside County Transportation Commission, will prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to 
realign State Route (SR) 79 1.2 miles south of Domenigoni Parkway to Gilman Sprints Road.  The 
proposed realignment corridor to be evaluated is located east of the existing SR 79, through the 
community of Winchester, and west of the existing route as it passes through Hemet and San Jacinto. 

A range of alignment alternatives will be analyzed in the EIS/EIR.  Alignment alternatives in the western, 
central and eastern portions of the project area were identified through an alternatives analysis process 
described in detail in the Project Criteria and Alternatives Selection for Preliminary Agreement, dated 
June 22, 2004. 

Agency consultation and public participation for the Project have been accomplished through a variety of formal 
and informal methods.  Coordination included monthly Project Development Team (PDT) meetings, interagency 
coordination meetings, and focused discipline-specific technical meetings, as well as ongoing consultation with 
Native American tribes.  Public participation was incorporated into the environmental process through meetings 
held in September and October 2004 and October 2005, public notices, newsletters/factsheets, newspaper 
advertisements, updates on the Project website, and email notifications.  This chapter summarizes the results of the 
Department’s efforts to fully identify, address, and resolve Project-related issues through early and continuing 
coordination. 
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SAFETEA-LU is the federal transportation act that was signed into law on August 10, 2005.  It makes important 
changes in the environmental compliance process for transportation projects that fall under the purview of the 
United States Department of Transportation (USDOT). 

Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU makes changes in the preparation and processing of environmental documents for 
environmental impact reports with an NOI publication date of August 11, 2007, or later, so Section 6002 does not 
apply to the Project. 

5.2 Consultation and Coordination with Public Agencies 
Coordination for the Project was led by the Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) (the responsible 
agency) and the Department (the NEPA and CEQA lead agency), with participation by the United States Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE) (Cooperating Agency), United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and other agencies with an interest in the Project.  FHWA was also a 
participant in this regard until July 1, 2007, when the Department began its assignment of NEPA responsibilities, 
pursuant to Section 6005 of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, and Efficient Transportation Act: A Legacy for Users 
(SAFETEA-LU) (23 USC 327).  This team was formed to ensure collaborative planning at key decision points 
during the environmental review process. 

Team activities included coordination for technical assistance and concurrent review of environmental documents 
and technical reports.  Agencies were also consulted at key decision points and Project milestones that required 
discretionary action/input, including: 

• Preliminary Agreement on Purpose and Need from USACE and USEPA (December 2003) 
• Preliminary Agreement on the Final Project Criteria and Alternatives Selection (June 2004) 
• Response to the request for Cooperating Agency participation (April 2005) 
• Preliminary Agreement on Supplemental Information for Project Criteria and Alternatives Selection (May 

2005) 
• Final Agreement on the Build Alternatives to be Identified in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

(July 2007) 

The following sections summarize the activities surrounding key decision points and Project milestones that 
required discretionary action/input from the resource agencies. 

5.2.1 Cooperating Agency Participation 
In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulation 1501.6 and 23 CFR 771, the FHWA 
requested Cooperating Agency participation from USACE, USEPA, and USFWS in November 2004 (FHWA 
2004a, 2004b, 2004c).  In addition to their administrative responsibilities under Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act (CWA), the USACE agreed to be a Cooperating Agency. 
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Due to resource constraints at the time of the request, USEPA and USFWS declined the role of Cooperating 
Agency on the Project, but committed to providing technical assistance, input, and review/approval consistent with 
the NEPA/404 MOU (USEPA 2004a, USFWS 2004a). 

5.2.2 Alternatives Screening 
The Project alternatives were developed over many years and in accordance with the NEPA/404 Integration 
Process in a joint effort among federal, state, local agencies (California Department of Transportation 
[Department], Federal Highway Administration [FHWA], United States Army Corps of Engineers [USACE], 
United States Environmental Protection Agency [USEPA], United States Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWS], 
California Department of Fish and Game [CDFG], Regional Water Quality Control Board [RWQCB], Riverside 
County Transportation Commission [RCTC], City of Hemet, City of San Jacinto, and County of Riverside), 
supported by community involvement (see Section 5.3 [page5-5]).  The results of that effort are documented in the 
reports listed below.  Additional details about this coordination are included in Section 1.1.1.1 (Volume 1, page 1-
1) and Section 2.2.5 (Volume 1, page 2-26). 

• State Route 79 Realignment Study Report (January 1998) 

• Project Study Report/Project Development Support (January 2002) 

• Final Project Criteria and Alternatives Selection for Preliminary Agreement (June 2004) 

• Supplemental Information for Project Criteria and Alternatives Selection for Updated Preliminary Agreement 
(May 2005) 

• Request for Updated Preliminary Agreement for Project Criteria and Alternatives Selection and Responses 
(August 2005) 

5.2.3 Additional Public Agency Coordination 
The following sections summarize resource-specific coordination with public agencies. 

5.2.3.1 Farmlands/Agricultural Lands 
Coordination with the Riverside County Assessor’s Office staff member, Jim Harlow, took place on January 17 
and January 22, 2008, regarding Williamson Act contract lands.  Mr. Harlow provided information to determine 
property parcels enrolled in the Williamson Act program and their status (preserve or nonrenewal).  Subsequently, 
on November 10 and 12, 2009, via email, Mr. Harlow confirmed the status of Williamson Act contract land 
located within the Agricultural Study Area. 

Final coordination with the California Department of Conservation (CDC) and the federal Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS) was initiated by the Department in March 2010 via separate transmittals of 
documented summaries of the Project’s potential impacts to Williamson Act lands, and prime, unique, and 
farmland of statewide importance.  A response letter was received from the CDC in April 2010, and comments 
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were addressed (Appendix G).  The NRCS responded in June 2010 by filling out the remaining portions of Form 
CPA-106 (included in Appendix G). 

Coordination with the NRCS was initiated again by the Department in February 2012 to document updates to 
prime farmland, unique farmland, and farmland of statewide importance impacts on an updated Form CPA-106.  
The NRCS responded in July 2012 by filling out the remaining portions of Form CPA-106 (included in 
Appendix G). 

5.2.3.2 Isolated Waters/USACE 
USACE has reviewed the isolated waters of the United States jurisdictional determination forms for the Project 
and approved the jurisdictional determination on April 14, 2011.  This approval, as well as USACE's letter for 
Preliminary Agreement on the purpose and need, is included in Coordination with USACE at the end of this 
chapter. 

5.2.3.3 Cultural Resources 
Pursuant to Stipulation XII of the Section 106 Programmatic Agreement (PA), the Department is using a phased 
approach to evaluation and finding of effect for this Project.  The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) was 
notified of the Department’s intent to use a phased approach for the Project in a letter dated May 20, 2008, which 
is included at the end of this chapter. 

The Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR) is the document that transmits several technical studies (the 
Historical Resources Evaluation Report, Archaeological Survey Report, and Extended Phase I Proposal and 
Report, as well as the Area of Potential Effects map and documentation of Public Participation [including Native 
American consultation]) to SHPO requesting concurrence on the NRHP eligibility of properties that could be 
affected by the Project.  In accordance with PA Stipulation VIII.C.5, on June 24, 2010, the Department requested 
SHPO concurrence on determinations of eligibility for 12 built environment properties and two historical 
archaeological sites.  SHPO concurred with the determinations on August 2, 2010.  The SHPO concurrence letter 
is included at the end of this chapter. 

After public circulation of this Draft EIR/EIS, a Preferred Alternative will be identified, and a Phase II 
archaeological evaluation will be conducted based on that alternative. The Phase II archaeological evaluation will 
limit subsurface testing and additional study to the Preferred Alternative and will avoid unnecessary impacts to 
sites on other alternatives.  The Department will seek concurrence on evaluations for as many as 22 prehistoric 
archaeological sites, three historical archaeological sites, and three multicomponent sites.  The sites that could be 
affected by the Preferred Alternative will be evaluated and reported in a Supplemental HPSR, as documented in 
Notification of Intent to Phase Section 106, which is included at the end of this chapter. 

Following SHPO concurrence on NRHP eligibility, the Project impacts will be analyzed and a Finding of Effect 
will be submitted to SHPO for concurrence on the Colorado River Aqueduct and any other historic properties.  If 
necessary, a Memorandum of Agreement for resolving adverse effects would be developed to complete the 
Section 106 process. 
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See Section 5.6 (page 5-18) for details concerning the Native American consultation process. 

5.2.3.4 USFWS Species List 
The Department requested a Project Species List from USFWS on November 8, 2012.  The list of special-status 
species analyzed for the Project was developed consistent with the Western Riverside County Multiple Species 
Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP), which is documented in the Natural Environment Study prepared for the 
Project.  However, because the Project has its own conditions, the species that are required to be addressed by 
USFWS are listed separately in the USFWS Species List included at the end of this chapter. 

5.2.3.5 Parks and Recreation 
Coordination with the Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency, Riverside County, and the Cities of Hemet 
and San Jacinto took place in December 2010 and January 2011 to confirm whether the Project would impact 
certain resources that might be protected by the provisions of Section 4(f) of the 1966 Department of 
Transportation Act (49 USC 303).  Riverside County and the Cities of Hemet and San Jacinto confirmed the status 
of the bike paths and trails in the Project study area.  Meeting summaries are included as Appendix I.  Based on the 
information provided by the County of Riverside, Cities of Hemet and San Jacinto, and Riverside County Habitat 
Conservation Agency, the Department has determined that the bike paths and trails are expected to be recognized 
as an exception to 23 CFR 774, specifically in the context of 23 CFR 774.13 (f) (4), “Trails, paths, bikeways, and 
sidewalks that are part of the local transportation system and which function primarily for transportation.” 

5.2.4 Transportation Conformity Working Group 
The interagency consultation process is a tool used for project-level conformity determinations for particulate 
matter (PM) hot spot analyses.  The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) Transportation 
Conformity Working Group (TCWG) was developed to support interagency coordination and maintain 
transportation conformity in Southern California.  The TCWG is composed of federal (USEPA, FHWA, Federal 
Transit Administration [FTA]), state (California Air Resources Board [ARB], the Department), regional (Air 
Quality Management Districts, SCAG, etc.), and sub-regional (County transportation commissions) agencies and 
other stakeholders.  The Project PM hot spot analysis was presented to the TCWG to meet the interagency 
consultation requirements in October 2008.  The Department, FHWA, and USEPA approved the Project PM hot 
spot analysis for NEPA circulation.  The TCWG approval for NEPA circulation of the PM hot spot analysis is 
included at the end of this chapter. 

5.3 Public Participation 
Project scope development (scoping) was conducted between September 2004 and February 2006 to seek citizen, 
agency, and other stakeholder input regarding a new alignment for SR 79 in the cities of Hemet and San Jacinto 
and a part of unincorporated Riverside County.  Public feedback was solicited to identify concerns about and 
benefits of the alternatives to be considered in focused technical studies and defined for analysis in the Draft 
EIR/EIS.  The results of the scoping were detailed in the Final Scoping Summary Report (September 2005), Final 
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Hemet Public Information Meeting Summary Report (October 2005), and Final Meeting Summary, Winchester 
Homeowners Association Meeting (October 2005).  Those results are summarized below. 

5.3.1 Public Notifications 
Public notification was achieved using a number of methods to ensure that stakeholders received information about 
the Project, the public scoping process, and other opportunities for public participation.  These methods are 
discussed below. 

5.3.1.1 Website 
A Project website (http://www.sr79project.info) was developed to post information about Project contacts, status, 
and activities, as well as methods for the public to provide feedback. 

5.3.1.2 Mailing List 
A Project mailing list of agencies, landowners, stakeholders, and other interested parties was used to distribute 
letters of invitation to participate in the public scoping process and periodic newsletters with information about the 
Project.  The Project mailing list was updated throughout scoping and included current landowners, as well as the 
following: 

• Members of the public who had attended previous meetings associated with the Project 
• Landowners included in a 2002 court order for property access  
• Elected officials 
• Agency department heads 
• School districts 
• Water agencies 
• Utility companies 
• Other public representatives 
• Business organizations concerned with economic development and community development 
• Building industry representatives 
• Environmental groups 
• Community nonprofit groups 
• Local organizations 
• Native American representatives 
• Members of the public who had previously expressed an interest to RCTC regarding transportation projects 

5.3.1.3 Newspaper Notices 
Notices were published in the Press Enterprise, Hemet-San Jacinto Edition (a local, daily, subscriber-based 
newspaper) and Valley Chronicle (a local, weekly, subscriber- and nonsubscriber-based newspaper) to inform the 
public about the Project and announce public meetings.  Notices were placed prior to each public meeting, over a 
series of weekdays and weekend days in local newspapers. 
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Press Enterprise, Hemet-San Jacinto Edition 
Notice of the scoping meetings on Wednesday, September 29, 2004, and Wednesday, October 6, 2004, was 
published in the Press Enterprise, Hemet-San Jacinto Edition, on the following dates: 

Wednesday, September 15, 2004 
Saturday, September 18, 2004 
Wednesday, September 22, 2004 
Saturday, September 25, 2004 
Wednesday, September 29, 2004 

Notice of the public information meeting held on Wednesday, October 19, 2005, was published in the Press 
Enterprise, Hemet-San Jacinto Edition, on the following dates: 

Wednesday, October 5, 2005 
Saturday, October 8, 2005 
Wednesday, October 12, 2005 
Saturday, October 15, 2005 
Wednesday, October 19, 2005 

Valley Chronicle 
Notice of the scoping meetings on Wednesday, September 29, 2004, and Wednesday, October 6, 2004, was 
published in the Valley Chronicle on Friday, October 1, 2004.  Notice of the public information meeting held on 
Wednesday, October 19, 2005, was published in the Valley Chronicle on the following dates: 

Friday, October 7, 2005 
Friday, October 14, 2005 

5.3.1.4 Notice of Intent and Notice of Preparation 
In accordance with NEPA and CEQA, a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS and a Notice of Preparation 
(NOP) soliciting public participation in determining the scope of the EIR were prepared and distributed for the 
Project.  

The NOI was published in the Federal Register on Tuesday, September 7, 2004, to notify federal agencies of the 
Project.  The NOP was posted with the Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse (SCH) on Thursday, 
September 9, 2004, and with the County of Riverside County Clerk (County Clerk) on Friday, September 10, 
2004, to notify state, regional, and local agencies concerning the Project.  The Project was assigned 
SCH No. 2004031140.  Although no changes occurred to the Project as it was described in the September 2004 
NOP, a supplemental NOP was prepared in March 2005 to provide an extended opportunity for agency and public 
comment.  The supplemental NOP was posted with the SCH on Friday, March 4, 2005, and with the County Clerk 
on Monday, March 7, 2005.  It was also mailed to state, regional, and local agencies and to environmental and 
Native American groups on the Project mailing list.  The March 2005 supplemental NOP was filed under 
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SCH No. 2004031140, the same SCH number as the September 2004 NOP.  Thus the Project received two 30-day 
comment periods, established on each of the dates the NOPs were published. 

A summary of the comments received from the NOI and NOPs is provided later in this chapter (page 5-15). 

5.3.2 Public Meetings 
Two public scoping meetings were held to solicit input on the proposed alternatives for the Project.  These 
meetings were held on Wednesday, September 29, 2004, at the James Simpson Memorial Center in the city of 
Hemet (approximately 120 attendees) and on Wednesday, October 6, 2004, at the San Jacinto Unified School 
District Conference Room in the city of San Jacinto (approximately 36 attendees).  Descriptions of these 2004 
meetings are provided below. 

Two additional meetings were held in October 2005 to update the public and solicit feedback about changes to the 
Project.  A homeowners’ association (HOA) meeting was held in the town of Winchester, and a public information 
meeting was held in Hemet.  The Winchester HOA meeting was held on Thursday, October 6, 2005, at the 
Winchester Community Center (approximately 80 attendees), and the Hemet public information meeting was held 
on Wednesday, October 19, 2005, at the James Simpson Memorial Center (approximately 152 attendees).  
Descriptions of these 2005 meetings are provided below. 

5.3.2.1 2004 Scoping Meetings 
Except for location, the scoping meetings held in 2004 were organized and handled in a similar fashion.  The 
following discussion is applicable to both meetings unless otherwise noted. 

Meeting Activities 
Upon entering the venue, the meeting attendees were provided a nametag, an agenda/ comment card with self-stick 
Post-it® Notes, and a newsletter (dated September 2004).  A Spanish-speaking interpreter was available at both 
meetings, but no interpretation services were requested. 

Meeting attendees were directed to proceed to the exhibit area of the meeting room, where three large maps 
displayed the draft alignment alternatives proposed for the Project.  To determine support for and opposition to the 
three draft alignments under consideration, meeting attendees were asked to place a green Post-it® Note on the 
portions of the draft alignment alternatives they endorsed and a yellow Post-it® Note on the portions of the 
alternatives they opposed.  At the Hemet meeting, the Western and Eastern Alignments showed equal degrees of 
opposition, with the Western and Central Alignments showing about the same number of endorsements.  At the 
San Jacinto meeting, opposition to the Eastern Alignment was strong, but there was no clear endorsement of any 
particular alignment. 

Following the review of the alignment exhibits, RCTC staff and environmental and engineering technical staff 
were introduced to the attendees, the agenda for the evening was reviewed, and an overview of the proposed 
Project was presented.  Meeting attendees were divided into five “breakout” groups to discuss and respond to 



Chapter 5  Comments and Coordination 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT   
FEBRUARY 2013 

5-9 STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT 

 

five specific questions regarding the benefits and drawbacks of each alternative.  Each group was assigned two 
facilitators. 

Following the breakout group discussions, the meeting attendees reconvened to review the results from each 
group. 

Public Input/Feedback 
Feedback was provided either verbally during the meetings or written on comment cards.  Public feedback can 
generally be categorized into environmental, engineering, or general topic areas, as discussed below.  Based on 
public feedback, stakeholders were generally supportive of the Project.  However, the feedback indicated varying 
preferences for the alternative that might be chosen for the Project. 

Environmental Feedback 

Aesthetics/Visual Resources 
Commenters requested that the Project preserve the rural character of the community and use corridors that are 
already heavily impacted.  Some commenters were concerned about increased litter along the roadway.  Preserving 
the scenic nature of the valley was also identified as important. 

Agricultural Land and Farming/Livestock Activities 
Concerns about agricultural land and farming/livestock activities were raised by a number of public scoping 
meeting attendees, and several written comments were submitted on this topic.  Specifically, commenters were 
concerned about potential impacts to dairies, horse farms, ranches, and cow pastures. 

Air Quality 
Several written comments addressed air quality.  Concerns about air quality were specifically related to the effect 
of the Project on sensitive receptors, including homes and schools.  Many felt that the Eastern Alignment 
Alternative would have the most impact with respect to air quality because of its proximity to existing 
development. 

Biological Resources 
Biological resources, including wildlife, vernal pools, and biological preserves, were a topic of concern for a 
number of meeting attendees.  This topic area also was the subject of one of the written comments received 
through the Project website, which stressed the importance of protecting fairy shrimp and tadpoles that inhabit 
vernal pools in the Project area.  Specifically, concerns were voiced about reducing wildlife habitat and wasting 
natural resources.  One commenter suggested elevating the roadway over sensitive biological areas to avoid 
impacts. 
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Community Impacts 
Commenters want to preserve established communities and maintain their quality and character.  Some 
commenters identified a preference for an alignment through rural areas or open space/vacant land where it would 
disrupt fewer people. 

Cultural Resources 
Native Americans and local historical societies identified the importance of preserving cultural resources within 
the Project study area. 

Economics 
Economic concerns related to the cost of ROW acquisition were expressed.  Some commenters identified a 
preference for the alignment that would be the least costly with respect to ROW acquisition.  Several suggested the 
use of ROW along existing roads and surface water facilities to save money.  Additional concerns with respect to 
economics were related to the economic growth limitations to cities that the draft alignments might impose.  Some 
commenters were concerned that the proposed Project would increase their taxes, reduce their property value, or 
stand in the way of marketing and selling their property. 

Floodplain Issues 
Concerns were identified with respect to flooding and the location of the flood zone in relation to the Project. 

Growth 
Concerns that the proposed Project might impede growth and development were raised.  Specifically, commenters 
were concerned about impacts to development of future residential areas, schools, and commercial businesses.  
Commenters suggested that the proposed alignment be designed to support growth in the valley. 

Hazardous Materials 
Several commenters noted the importance of avoiding existing landfills in the Project study area. 

Hydrology 
Concerns about surface water channels and water quality were raised, environmental impacts to Seattle Channel in 
particular. 

Noise 
Concerns with noise produced by vehicular traffic along the proposed roadway were identified.  One commenter 
suggested the Project use rubberized asphalt to reduce noise emissions.  Another suggested that the existing 
topography be used as a natural sound barrier. 
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Public Safety 
Public safety concerns were raised.  Commenters acknowledged that roadway safety is very important, especially 
due to dangers on existing surface streets.  They suggested that the proposed alignment should not occur near 
housing, schools, or businesses for safety reasons.  Some commenters suggested that the Project may have the 
potential to increase crime in the Project area. 

Recreation 
Commenters stated that access to recreation facilities, including horse trails, was important.  They also requested 
that the Project provide trails for recreational activities. 

Relocation Impacts 
Relocation concerns were raised.  Many commenters said that it is important to avoid disturbing existing 
development, including businesses, homes, and schools.  It was suggested that the Project use existing ROW as 
much as possible to reduce the acquisition of private property, including alignments along Warren Road and 
Domenigoni Parkway.  In addition, several property owners requested information on how the value of property 
and the businesses and homes located on that property are assessed and valued. 

Topography 
Some commenters identified the importance of the topography of the Project area and requested that roadway 
construction not use fill from the surrounding areas. 

Traffic and Circulation 
Commenters were concerned with construction traffic and congestion during this portion of the Project.  
Commenters requested information about the effect that the Project would have on local surface streets.  Some 
commenters noted that the Project had the potential to increase traffic, but other commenters disagreed, saying that 
it would redirect traffic from local surface streets (such as Florida Avenue).  Commenters wanted to upgrade the 
traffic capacity of the area.  Commenters requested that the Project redirect traffic away from downtown areas and 
that alignments along Sanderson Avenue were not good because too much traffic is already there.  They also 
indicated concern with traffic congestion and requested that a circulation plan be developed. 

Engineering Feedback 

Airport 
Concerns about interference with the Hemet-Ryan Airport sphere of influence were raised at the public scoping 
meetings and in written comments. 

Construction Phasing 
Concerns about how the Project would be constructed were raised.  Several commenters stated that the Project 
should obtain ROW for the full Project buildout conditions.  They also commented that it should be built to full 
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capacity (six lanes), instead of four lanes initially, with expansion to six lanes in the future.  Some commenters 
requested that the roadway designation be assigned as a freeway and not a highway. 

Drainage Control 
In a written comment, one commenter identified the need to maintain drainage within the Project area. 

Future Roadway Development/Route Expansion 
Concerns about future roadway development and expansion activities were raised.  Comments identified the 
importance of the ability to appropriately expand the paved roadway and interchanges.  Specifically, a concern was 
raised regarding the proximity of the proposed alignment to existing facilities, such as railroad or canal, and the 
potential for these facilities to impede future roadway development and route expansion. 

Railroad 
Comments regarding the railroad identified concerns with an alignment parallel to the railroad tracks and how that 
might affect traffic. 

Route Design 
Commenters requested that the roadway be designed as straight as possible to avoid dangerous curves.  It was 
indicated that commenters valued a roadway that was easy to drive on that would not crowd the roadway into an 
existing developed area.  One commenter asked why the Project was not focusing on a transportation corridor 
between Winchester and Temecula.  Another commenter requested that the Project use high-quality materials for 
pavement and lighting.  Comments regarding access and connectivity were also provided in relation to route 
design. 

Access 
Commenters noted that the roadway alignment should consider the importance of connecting east-west access 
roads and a north-south route from Interstate 10 (I-10) to San Diego.  They also stated that it was important for the 
alignment to occur near existing and planned retail developments and downtown areas.  A limited access facility 
was suggested, as well as requests for increased access to existing streets and services.  Frontage roads providing 
access to development along the roadway were identified as important. 

Directness 
Commenters indicated that a direct route for the roadway alignment was preferred. 

General Feedback 

Decision-Making Authority for the Project 
Some commenters raised concerns regarding the decision-making authority for the Project and stated that 
individuals with local knowledge should have the ability to assist in the decision making. 
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Project Progress 
Concerns were expressed about Project progress and implementation.  Commenters indicated that the alignment 
selection process needs to be faster and asked if the proposed Project would ever be built.  Several indicated that 
the Project is moving too slowly. 

Property Access 
One commenter indicated that he would prefer that access to his property be restricted. 

Public Outreach 
Commenters requested that the Project continue to conduct public outreach and provide more publicity for Project-
related activities.  One commenter requested disclosure of Project decisions. 

5.3.2.2 2005 Winchester HOA Meeting 
The Winchester HOA meeting was held with members of the Winchester community to solicit feedback on 
changes that had been made to the Project since the 2004 scoping meetings. 

Meeting Activities 
Names and contact information were collected only from those individuals who indicated that they would like to 
be added to the Project mailing list.  Meeting materials included displays of the alignments presented at the 2004 
scoping meetings and displays of the updated alignments, as well as a display of the potential interchange locations 
along the updated alignments.  A presentation to illustrate the specific changes that had occurred to the alignments 
since the 2004 scoping meetings was given. 

Public Input/Feedback 
Feedback was provided verbally during the meeting and generally indicated the following concerns: 

• Attendees asked where they would be able to access the future roadway (intersections or interchanges).  They 
want to maintain access to their community, especially for businesses.  They did not want traffic diverted away 
from the local businesses. 

• Attendees were interested in the sequencing of local access.  This is related to how the Project would 
determine which intersections would be converted to interchanges and when. 

• Landowners do not want their property to be impacted by the Project, but if it needs to be impacted, then they 
want it to be purchased. 

• Attendees were interested in understanding how the Project is being funded. 
• Attendees were concerned by the potential impact to the topography of the hills located between Stowe Road 

and Florida Avenue, west of California Avenue and east of Winchester Road. 
• Attendees were concerned about potential economic impacts of the Project.  More specifically, they were 

concerned that property sales either will not occur or will fall out of escrow when this Project is disclosed to a 
buyer.  This is due to large Project study areas and the fact that a specific alternative has not been identified. 
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• Landowners were concerned that the Project will divide the community. 

Attendees asked technical questions about air quality, noise, and relocation schedules for businesses and 
residences. 

5.3.2.3 2005 Hemet Public Information Meeting 
The 2005 Hemet public information meeting was held to highlight Project changes made in response to ongoing 
public feedback and agency coordination. 

Meeting Activities 
Similar to the organization of the 2004 scoping meetings, attendees were provided a name tag, agenda/comment 
card, and fact sheet (dated October 2005), then were directed to an exhibit area of the meeting room to view two 
large exhibits.  Representatives of RCTC, as well as environmental and engineering technical staff, were present at 
each station and available to answer questions.  Spanish-language translators were available at the meeting, but no 
interpretation services were requested. 

Following the presentation, meeting attendees were asked about the benefits and drawbacks of the currently 
proposed alignments. 

Public Input/Feedback 
Feedback was provided verbally during the meeting and recorded on poster paper hung on the wall facing the 
audience.  In summary, the community was very interested in the status and outcome of the Project.  Feedback 
indicated that the public wanted the Project to be approved and constructed quickly to alleviate traffic congestion 
in the area and to avoid costly delays.  People wanted an alignment to be identified so that they could prepare to 
move forward with development plans.  They wanted the least amount of disruption to homeowners, and all 
preferred that the road not go near their homes. 

Concerns about quality of life were at the forefront of public input.  Although better traffic flow was welcomed, 
concerns remained about transforming the quiet, rural feel of the area.  Those who had lived in the area for a long 
time were concerned about the potential changes the Project represented to their community. 

5.4 Additional Public Input/Feedback 
In addition to public feedback provided at scoping meetings, public input was provided via emails submitted 
through the Project website and letter responses to the NOI and NOPs. 

5.4.1 Email Feedback 
The Project website was accessible throughout scoping (and the informational portion continues today).  During 
the Project scoping period, many people used the website for requests to be added to the Project mailing list; some 
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also provided feedback.  Comments received via email through the Project website are presented below, nearly 
verbatim, with clarifications in brackets. 

• We are against the western alignment. 
• Have you considered widening Winchester Road through the town [of] Winchester and then continue the route 

once it reaches the northern portion of Winchester Road? 
• We support the eastern routes.  The new middle route [New Alternative] will provide much needed fill 

material for this and other projects throughout the county. 
• Why is there no proposed route down Warren Road?  [Warren Road] is a straight shot to Domenigoni Parkway 

and doesn’t impact any current populations or homes.   
• The proposed route over the mountain [New Alternative] goes into our small community of more than 

20 years.  [The New Alternative] seems like a misuse of public funds because of the extra cost. 
• Development interests seem to be against using Warren Road. 
• The Western Alternative is disruptive and would affect property values.  The routes that utilize existing 

roadways and Domenigoni Parkway would be better. 
• Where can I obtain a written report showing the results of the October 19, 2005, meeting? 

5.4.2 Responses to the NOI and NOPs 
Letters received in response to the NOI (September 2004) and the two NOPs (September 2004 and March 2005) 
for the Project provided valuable insights into the issues and concerns of potentially affected agencies, groups, and 
individuals.  General information has been released to the public, and no specific responses have been provided.  
Although many of the letters identified topics that are required in the environmental analysis, the information and 
opinions provided in the letters identify specific issues to be addressed in the Draft EIR/EIS.  All substantive 
comments provided in response to the NOI and NOPs have been considered by the Department in developing the 
alternatives to be analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS.  The key issues raised in the letters are listed below. 

September 2004 NOI 

United States Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District (October 15, 2004) 
• Coordination consistent with the NEPA/Clean Water Act Section 404 Integration Process for Surface 

Transportation Project Memorandum of Understanding (NEPA/404 MOU) 
• Reasonable and practicable alternatives and impacts to water resources – specifically, the Least 

Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service (October 19, 2004) 
• Consistency with the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) to 

minimize and mitigate habitat loss and the incidental take of covered species under the section 10(a)(1)(B) 
permit 

• Avoidance and minimization of impacts to the Upper Salt Creek Vernal Pool Complex and MSHCP Criteria 
Area 
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• A Preferred Alternative consistent with both the Section 404(b)(1) guidelines and requirements of the MSHCP 

United States Environmental Protection Agency (October 22, 2004) 
• Compliance with the Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines 
• Reasonable and practicable alternatives and impacts to aquatic resources, specifically the LEDPA 
• Impacts to wildlife and native communities and compliance with the requirements of the MSHCP 
• Emissions from Project construction and operation in the nonattainment South Coast Air Basin 
• Traffic modeling to compare relative travel benefits among alternatives and to estimate air emissions 
• Growth inducement within the San Jacinto/Hemet area, as well as within the Banning/Beaumont-to-Temecula 

corridor 
• Cumulative impacts to air quality, water quality, wildlife habitat, and vernal pools and other wetlands 
• Environmental justice mitigation for adverse impacts to minority and low-income populations 
• Pollution prevention in accordance with the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), Section 6002 

September 2004 NOP 

Native American Heritage Commission (September 20, 2004) 
• Early consultation with tribes 
• Archaeological mitigation 

Hemet Unified School District (September 21, 2004) 
• Impacts to the ability to safely or adequately provide school facilities to students of the Hemet Unified School 

District (HUSD) would be opposed 
• A primary alternative roadway alignment along Warren Avenue 

California Highway Patrol (September 27, 2004) 
• A comprehensive traffic management program to address commuter and resident transportation needs during 

construction 
• Additional patrol personnel to manage traffic on the new roadway 
• Ramps and traffic management strategies to address additional traffic introduced by the Project 
• California Highway Patrol (CHP) involvement in the Project assessment and planning process 

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (October 13, 2004) 
• Potential impacts to Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD) facilities, property, rights-of-

way, and/or reserve lands 
• MWD involvement in the planning process to avoid or minimize impacts to MWD interests 
• Project consistency with the growth management plan adopted by SCAG 
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California Department of Fish and Game (October 26, 2004) 
• Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan to minimize and mitigate habitat loss 

March 2005 NOP 

South Coast Air Quality Management District (March 9, 2005) 
• Potential adverse air quality impacts from all phases of the Project and all air pollutant sources related to the 

Project 
• Feasible mitigation for all significant air quality impacts, including measures for controlling fugitive dust 

emissions 
• South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) rules and use of relevant air quality reports and 

data 

Native American Heritage Commission (March 23, 2005) 
• Early consultation with tribes 
• Archaeological mitigation 

Public Utilities Commission (March 28, 2005) 
• Safety of the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad (BNSF) rail corridor 

Southern California Association of Governments (March 30, 2005) 
• Regionally significant project 
• Relevant Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guidelines (RCP&G) policies 

California Department of Conservation (April 4, 2005) 
• Agricultural setting, qualitative/quantitative impacts, and mitigation measures 
• Williamson Act lands 

5.5 Development of the Design Options 
In May 2009, comments were received from the public (specifically the Winchester HOA and the County of 
Riverside) regarding the proposed design of the Project.  The Winchester HOA requested that two items be 
considered in a modified design.  The first was a lower profile of the roadway south of Stowe Road.  The second 
was access at Newport Road.  Because of the comments received, the Project alternatives were modified and now 
include design options to the base condition for Build Alternatives 1b and 2b.  The design options include 
variations in access at SR 79/Winchester Road, Simpson Road, and Ranchland/Future Street A and a lower 
roadway profile from Domenigoni Parkway north to California Avenue.  Stakeholders were informed about the 
proposed design options, and their feedback was positive.  In June 2009, the design options were incorporated as 
part of the Project. 
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5.6 Native American Consultation 
The FHWA and the Department (under the authority of the FHWA, pursuant to NEPA delegation) have 
maintained continuous consultation with Native American groups and individuals throughout the history of the 
Project.  Detailed accounts of the consultation process, specific tribal and individual contacts, and the substance of 
communications with various Native Americans are included in Exhibits 2, 4, and 5 (Archaeological Survey 
Report, Extended Phase I Proposal, and Extended Phase I Report) in the HPSR (June 2010).  The HPSR, and 
specifically the Native American correspondence included as Part 3 of Exhibit 6 to that report, is incorporated 
herein by reference.  Consultation and coordination efforts for the Project are summarized below. 

A letter, dated May 12, 2005, regarding the SR 79 Realignment Project was sent to the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) requesting a review of the Sacred Lands file.  The NAHC responded by letter on June 6, 
2005, stating that the search of the Sacred Land files indicated the presence of Native American sacred sites at 
undisclosed locations in the immediate vicinity of the Project.  NAHC provided a list of tribes and individuals to 
be contacted for additional information about resources in the vicinity and to be consulted formally about any 
Project concerns.  Thirteen individuals and tribal representatives from the list were contacted by mail in July 2005.  
The letter described the Project and the status of cultural resources identification tasks.  It also invited individuals 
and tribes to identify any traditional cultural properties or values in the Project area or to state any concerns about 
the Project. 

Thirteen letters were distributed, but only three responses were received.  The San Manuel Band of Mission 
Indians (San Manuel Band, a Serrano group) indicated that the Project is not within an area of known Serrano 
cultural resources.  Two groups, the Ramona Band of Cahuilla Indians (Ramona Band, a Cahuilla group) and the 
Morongo Band of Mission Indians (Morongo Band, which includes Cupeno, Serrano, and Cahuilla members), 
requested that Native American monitors be hired to observe ground-disturbing Project activities in sensitive 
locations. 

5.6.1 Extended Phase I Identification 
Tribes were notified about updated Project survey findings and preliminary plans to conduct Extended Phase I 
(XPI) studies via letter, dated July 5, 2007.  The letter also requested attendance at a meeting to discuss general 
concerns or monitoring plans for the Project.  The letter was sent to 11 groups or individuals who had either 
indicated they were interested in continued involvement in the Project or had not responded to previous 
correspondence regarding the Project.  Prior to this second letter, the Rincon Band of Mission Indians indicated to 
the Department Native American Coordinator that they did not wish to consult on projects in this part of Riverside 
County; thus they were not included in this mailing.   

In reply, seven groups expressed an interest in attending a meeting to discuss XPI studies and monitoring, 
including the Cahuilla Band of Mission Indians (Cahuilla Band), the Morongo Band, Pauma/Yuima Band of 
Mission Indians (Pauma/Yuima), the Ramona Band, the Santa Rosa Band of Mission Indians (Santa Rosa Band), 
the Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians (Soboba Band), and the Temecula Band of Luiseño Mission Indians 
(Pechanga Band).  Mr. Willie Pink (Luiseño) indicated that he would defer to the Pechanga Band on this Project, 
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and the Twenty-Nine Palms Band of Mission Indians had no specific comments at that time.  In addition, the 
La Jolla Band of Mission Indians indicated to the Department that they did not wish to consult further on this 
Project. 

A meeting with the interested Native American groups, the Department, RCTC, and the RCTC cultural resources 
consultant was held on July 26, 2007, at the RCTC office in Riverside, California, to review the sites that were 
proposed for XPI study, present the methods and procedures for conducting XPI investigations, and discuss tribal 
monitoring.  The meeting was intended to provide the Native American groups with an opportunity to comment on 
the goals and methods being presented.  Members from the Cahuilla Band, the Pechanga Band, the Santa Rosa 
Band, and the Soboba Band attended the meeting.  Representatives from the Morongo Band and the Ramona Band 
were unable to attend the meeting, but expressed an interest in the XPI study.  Copies of the Draft Archaeological 
Survey Report of May 2007 were circulated at the meeting or were mailed to those groups that were unable to 
attend.  No concerns from the groups were raised during this meeting, although all tribal representatives at the 
meeting expressed an interest in monitoring XPI fieldwork. 

Follow-up emails with the groups were circulated on August 13, 2007, to coordinate monitoring efforts for XPI 
investigations.  The Pechanga Band, the Ramona Band, the Santa Rosa Band, and the Soboba Band agreed to 
provide monitors; the Morongo Band deferred monitoring efforts to the other participating tribes.  No response 
was received from the Cahuilla Band. 

Following completion of the first phase of the XPI study (September 2007), the Pechanga Band issued a letter to 
the Department on October 8, 2007, expressing their concerns about the tribal consultation on the Project to date.  
Their concerns about the speed of Project development, adequacy of methods employed during fieldwork, and 
consideration of their tribal knowledge during archaeological site evaluations were expressed again in a meeting 
with the Department, RCTC, and the RCTC cultural resources consultant on September 24, 2008, and again by 
letter on November 26, 2008. 

The FHWA responded to the tribes’ comments and concerns in a letter dated January 29, 2008 (HPSR Exhibit 6, 
Public Participation: Native American Scoping and Consultation).  The FHWA provided clarification on the 
adequacy of technical approaches used during survey, consultation, and XPI to identify potentially NRHP-eligible 
properties in the APE.  The FHWA also acknowledged its obligations under existing laws to continue to consider 
Native American concerns as the Section 106 consultation proceeds and especially as they relate to evaluation of 
the NRHP eligibility of resources, selection of alternatives, and treatment of historic properties that would be 
affected by the Build alternatives, as well as inadvertent discoveries. 

Copies of the Draft XPI Report (Exhibit 5 of the HPSR) were sent to the Cahuilla Band, the Morongo Band, the 
Pechanga Band, the Ramona Band, the Santa Rosa Band, and the Soboba Band on July 22, 2008, for review and 
comment.  The Pechanga Band issued an email response to the Department on August 29, 2008, regarding their 
concerns with the Draft XPI report and requested a meeting with the Department to discuss their concerns about 
the report.  In September 2008, follow-up telephone calls were made to the Cahuilla Band, the Morongo Band, the 
Ramona Band, and the Soboba Band.  Those bands issued no concerns regarding the Draft XPI Report.  The Santa 
Rosa Band requested a replacement copy for review. 
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A revised Draft XPI Report was provided to the Pechanga Band and the Santa Rosa Band on October 24, 2008, for 
review and comment.  The Santa Rosa Band voiced no concerns with the revised draft report.  The Pechanga Band 
issued their comments in a letter to RCTC, dated November 26, 2008.  On behalf of the FHWA, the Department 
responded to the Tribes’ comments and concerns in a letter dated January 26, 2009 (HPSR Exhibit 6, Public 
Participation: Native American Scoping and Consultation). 

5.6.2 Phase II Evaluation 
The Department notified the SHPO by letter dated May 20, 2008, that the Project would phase the evaluation stage 
of the Section 106 process, as allowed for in 36 CFR 800.4(b)(2) and 800.5(a)(3) and Section XII of the PA.  As a 
result, the Phase II evaluation will occur once a Preferred Alternative has been identified for the Project.  Phase II 
evaluations will be conducted on those sites that could be affected by the Preferred Alternative and for which 
NRHP eligibility remains undetermined.  Phase II evaluations, possibly including excavations, will be undertaken 
for only those sites that could be impacted by construction of the Preferred Alternative.   

In preparation for the Phase II evaluation process, the Department and RCTC requested a meeting with the tribes 
to seek their input on evaluations of prehistoric sites.  Representatives from the Cahuilla Band, Soboba Band, 
Pechanga Band, and Santa Rosa Band attended a meeting in Hemet, California, on September 14, 2009, to discuss 
approaches for evaluating sites from both the tribes’ perspective and the archaeological perspective. 

Consultation with the tribes will be ongoing for the duration of the Project.  Results of Native American 
coordination/consultation for the Phase II evaluation will be included in the Final EIR/EIS. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA – THE RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

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

August 2, 2010 Reply To:  FHWA100523D 

Olufemi Odufalu, Office Chief 
Environmental Support/Cultural Studies 
Caltrans District 8 
Environmental Planning (MS 825) 
464 W Fourth Street, 6th Floor 
San Bernardino, CA  92401-1400 

Re:  Determinations of Eligibility for the Proposed State Route 79 Realignment Project, 
Riverside County, CA 

Dear Mr./Ms. Odufalu: 

Thank you for consulting with me about the subject undertaking in accordance with the 
Programmatic Agreement Among the Federal Highway Administration, the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation, the California State Historic Preservation Officer, and the California 
Department of Transportation Regarding Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act, as it Pertains to the Administration of the Federal-Aid Highway Program in 
California (PA).

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is requesting my concurrence that the 
following properties are not eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP): 

 CBJ Dairy (P-33-15752) 
 Ramona Boulevard Property (P-33-15748) 
 Second San Diego Aqueduct Canal (CA-RIV-8195H) 
 Reflection Lake Recreational Vehicle Resort (P-33-15741) 
 Braswell Property (P-33-15749) 
 Wilhelm Ranch (P-33-15751) 
 Bidondo Property (P-33-15750) 
 Shannon Drive Property (P-33-15744) 
 Vanderlinden Property (P-33-15740) 
 San Jacinto Valley Railway (CA-RIV-8196H) 
 Haddock Street Property (P-33-15747) 
 CA-RIV-1418H 
 CA-RIV-8158H 

Based on my review of the submitted documentation, I concur with the above findings. 

Caltrans is also requesting my concurrence that the Colorado River Aqueduct (CA-RIV-6726H) is 
eligible for the NRHP as a contributor to a potential Colorado River Aqueduct Historic District.  I 
concur.

Caltrans is also proposing to assume that CA-RIV-6907/H is eligible for the NRHP. Caltrans will 
protect CA-RIV-6907/H in place through designation and enforcement of an Environmentally 
Sensitive Area.  I have no objections to this proposal. 
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Thank you for considering historic properties during project planning.  If you have any questions, 
please contact Natalie Lindquist of my staff at (916) 445-7014 or email at nlindquist@parks.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Milford Wayne Donaldson, FAIA 
State Historic Preservation Officer 

The Office of Historic Preservation has moved.  Please note our new address and phone 
numbers as listed in the letterhead above.
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SlAI.ltQF CAI.U:ORNIA--lU:JS!NfSS IBANSPOK''ATJON AND HQUSINC ACENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT8 
t:NVIRONM ENTA L PLANNING (MS 825) 
464 W. FOURTH STREET, 6rn FLOOR 
SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92401-1400 
PHONE (909) 383-4042 
FAX (909) 383-6494 
TrY (909) 383-6300 

June 24,2010 

Milford Wayne Donaldson, FAIA 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
California Office of Historic Preservation 
1416 Ninth Street, Room 1442 
Sacramenlo, CA 95814 

Dear Mr. Donaldson: 

ARNOLD $(;t1WARZENI~(j(iER C'oOVW!'ilr 

Htx )'()Ur power! 
Be cncrgy~fficirnl! 

08-Riv-79-PM 25.1/52.8 
State Route 79 Realignment 
Project, Riverside County 
EA49400 

Subject: Determinations of Eligibility for the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
State Route 79 Realignment Project, located in Riverside County, California. 

Cal trans, on behalf of the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A), and the Riverside County 
Transportation Commission (RCTC) proposes to construct the State Route 79 (SR-79) 
Realignment Project, located in Riverside County, California. 

This consultation is undertaken in accordance with the Programmatic Agreement (PA) among 
the Federal Highway Administration, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the 
California State Historic Preservation Officer, and the California Department of Transportation, 
executed January I, 2004. 

By letter, dated May 20, 2008 (attached), the Department notified the State Office of Historic 
Preservation that it desired to phase the evaluation of cultural resources for the undertaking in 
accordance with the Section I 06 process, as allowed tor in 36 CFR 800.4(b)(2) and 800.5(a)(3) 
and Stipulation XII of the PA. Section I 06 documentation to date for this undertaking consists 
of an Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR, June 20 I 0) and attachments, which documents the 
development of the project's Area of Potential Effects (APE), consultation efforts with interested 
parties and Native Americans, identification of cultural resources within the APE, and the 
evaluation of the properties within the APE that do not require Phase II archaeological testing. 

At this time, in accordance with PA Stipulation VIILC(5), the Department is seeking SHPO 
concurrence on detennination of eligibility for 12 built environment properties and two historical 
archaeological sites. The department is also requesting concurrence with the appropriateness of 
the assumed eligibility for the purposes of this project of one multi-component site that will be 
protected in place with an Enviromncntally sensitive area (ESA), pursuant to PA Stipulation 

*Callramt improves mobility across California" 
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Vl!J.C(3). These results are detailed below. 

The following properties were evaluated and determined to be ineligible for the NRHP: 

OHP Map 
Status Reference Status of 

Name Resource Description Code Number Evaluation Report Reference 

"CBJ Dairy Late 1950s residence and 3CS 1 Not eligible HRER (EXhibit3) 

(P-33-15752) dairy 

Ramona Boulevard 1950s residence and former 
Property farmstead 

6Z 3 Not eligible HRER (Exhibit3) 

(P-33-15748) 

Second San Diego Late 1940s-late 1950s water 6Z 4 Not eligible HRER (Exhibit 3) 
Aqueduct Canal conveyance system 

(CA-RIV-8195H) 

Reflection Lake Early 1950s manmade lake 6Z 
Recreational and late 1960s Recreational 

5 Not eligible HRER (Exhibit 3) 

Vehicle Resort Vehicle Resort 

(P-33-1 5741) 

Braswell Property Early 1950s modem adobe 6Z 6 Not eligible HRER (Exhibit 3) 

(P-33-15749) block residence 

Wilhelm Ranch Early 1900s farmstead with 6Z 8 Not eligible HRER (Exhibit 3) 

(P-33-15751) multiple outbuildings (School 
house, Bunkhouse, Apiary, 
Milk house. Workshop, 
Garage, Tank house, 
Irrigation machine building, 
and Concrete reservoir) 
razed in 2006 

Bidondo Property Early 1950s modem adobe 6Z 9 Not eligible HRER (Exhibit 3) 

(P-33-15750) block residence 

Shannon Drive 1940s modem adobe block 
Property residence 

6Z 10 Not eligible HRER (Exhibit 3) 

{P-33-15744) 

Vanderlinden Modern farmstead consisting 6Z 11 Not eligible HRER (Exhibit 3) 
Property of a ranch house, modular 

(P-33-15740) house, sheds and water 
tower, and 1900s bam 

San Jacinto Valley Late 1880s railway 6Z 13 Not eligible HRER (Exhibit 3) 
Rai~vay 

(CA-RIV-8196H) 

Haddock Street Late 1950s vernacular 6Z 14 Not eligible HRER (Exhibit 3) 
Property residence 

(P-33-15747) 

CA-RIV-1418H Rock retaining wall 6Z 16 Not eligible ASR (Exhibit 2) 

HRER (Exhibit 3) 

"Caltf'(Ut$ improves mobility u.cross Califumia" 
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Name Resource Description 

CA·RIV-8158H Structu ral remains and 
concrete stand pipe 

OHP 
Status 
Code 

6Z 

Map 
Reference Statu s of 

Number Evaluation Report Reference 

7 Not eligible ASR {Exhibit 2) 

HRER (Exhibit 3) 

'Note that th1S resource was JOintly evaluated 1n conJunctiOn with the M1d County Parl<way Protect'" 2008; the SHPO has already 
provided preliminary concurrence for the lack of NRHP eligibility of this resource (see HPSR Appendix A). The property was 
determined to be inetigible for the NRHP. but is considered to be an Historical Resource for the purposes of CEQA. 

The following property was evaluated and detennincd eligible for the NRHP: 

OHP Map 
Status Reference Status of 

Name Resource Description Code Number Evaluation Report Reference 

•colorado River 1930s system conveying 3S 2 Eligible HRER (Exhibit 3) 
Aqueduct water from the Colorado 

{CA-RIV-6726H) River to much of Southern 
California 

.. •The Metropolitan Water District of Southern Caltfom1a, owner of this operating system. IS 1n the process of evaluating NRHP 
eligibility of the entire system and intends to seek SHPO concurrence on the evaluation at a later date. Only the portion of the 
property \Mthin the APE was evaluated. 

The following property will be presumed eligible for the purposes of this undertaking and will be 
protected in place through designation and enforcement with an ESA: 

OHP Map 
Status Reference Status of 

Name Resource Description Code Number Evaluation Report Reference 

•CA-RIV-6907/H 26 outcrops with 50 milling Presumed See APE To be ASR {Exhibit 2) 
slicks; rock wall, granite eligible Map Grid 6 & Protected in 
quarrying and bottle 10 ESA 
fragments 

'The ESA Is described in Section 5 of the HPSR. HoweV1!f. a full ESA Aclion plan will be developed after selection of a preferred 
alternative for the undertaking. Therefore. the ESA Action plan v.ill be submitted with a Supplemental HPSR. 

Pursuant to Stipulation Vlll.C.(3) and VIII.C.(S) of the Section 106 PA, we request your 
concurrence with the above-listed detenninations of eligibility. 

The remaining properties within the APE that require evaluation, conststmg of up to 28 
prehistoric and/or historical archaeological sites, will be evaluated following the selection of a 
preferred alternative for the project. These findings will be presented in a Supplemental HPSR. 
Following concurrence with the Supplemental HPSR, the Department will seek concurrence on a 
Finding of Effect for the project as a whole. Note that the Preliminary Archeological Evaluation 
Memorandum referred to in the May 2008 Phasing letter will no longer be submitted because it 
was detennined prudent to defer evaluation of all prehistoric sites and fully document them in 
the supplemental HPSR. 

"'CaUrans improues mobility across California" 
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We look forward to receiving your response within thirty (30) days of your receipt of this 
submittal, in accordance with Stipulation Vill.C.S.a of the Section I 06 PA. lf you have any 
questions or comments regarding the proposed project, please feel free to contact Andrew 
Walters, Associate Enviromnental Planner (Architectural History) at (909) 383-7566 
(andrew_ walters@dot.ca.gov). ln return correspondence, please refer to this project by the EA 
number provided. We look forward to your response. 

Sincerely, 

OLUFEMI ODUFALU 
Office Chief 
Environmental Support/Cultural Studies 

c. Jill Hupp, Section 106 Coordinator, Division of Environmental Analysis, HQ 

Enclosures 

Historic Property Survey Report for the State Route 79 Realignment Project: Domenigoni 
Parkway to Gilman Springs Road, (June 20/0). 

J:.'xlribit I 

Exhibit 2 

Exhibit 3 

Exlribit4 

Exlribit 5 

Exlribi/6 

Area of Potential Effects Map (bound separately) 

Archaeological Survey Report (bound separately) 

Historical Resources Evaluation Report (bound separately) 

Extended Phase I Proposal (bound seporately) 

Extended Phase 1 Report (bound separately) 

Public Participation: Native American Scoping and Consultation (bound 
separately) 

"Caltrons improves mobility cu:ro.'/!t Califomi4 .. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-BUSINESS TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT 8 
ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING (MS 825) 
464 W. FOURTH STREET, 6111 FLOOR 
SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92401-1400 
PHONE (909) 383-6933 
FAX (909) 383-6494 
TTY (909) 383-6300 

May 20,2008 

Mr. Milford Wayne Donaldson, FAIA 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Office of Historic Preservation 
P. 0. Box 942896 
Sacramento, CA 94296-0001 

Dear Mr. Donaldson: 

ARNOlD SCHW ARZENEGGER Governor 

08-Riv-79-PM 25.1/52.8 
State Route 79 
Realignment 
Riverside County 

EA494000 

Flex your power! 
Be energy efficient! 

SUBJECT: Notification for use of a phased approach to evaluate and determine Finding of Effect 
(FOE) under Section 106 for the State Route 79 Realignment Project, Riverside County 
California 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), on behalf of the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHW A), and the Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) propose to 
construct the State Route 79 (SR-79) Realignment project, located in Riverside County, California. 
The purpose of this letter is to provide background information on identification and evaluation 
efforts and to establish the document submittal process to the State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO) to fulfill Section 106 compliance for this project using a phased approach. 

Under the National Environmental Quality Act (NEPA) Delegation, which became effective July 1, 
2007, Cal trans has assumed the oversight responsibilities of the FHW A for compliance with NEP A 
and Section 106 of National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA, 36 CFR Part 800). The Section 106 
Programmatic Agreement (PA) among the FHW A, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
(ACHP), SHPO, and Caltrans also applies to this project. Caltrans desires to phase the evaluation 
and finding of effect (FOE) stage of the Section 106 process, as allowed for in 36 CFR 800.4(b)(2) 
and 800.5(a)(3) and Section Xll of the PA. After public circulation of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (DEIRIDEIS), a Preferred Alternative will be 
selected. The Phase II archaeological evaluation proposes to limit the evaluations to the Preferred 
Alternative in order to avoid unnecessary impacts to sites on other alternatives. 

To date, the identification phase of the project has been completed on all four (4) build alternatives. 
In addition, all built environment properties and the majority of the historical archaeological sites on 
all four (4) build alternatives have been evaluated. These identification and evaluation efforts will be 
presented for SHPO' s review and concurrence prior to the public circulation of the DEIRIDEIS in 
the following documentation: 

"Caltrans improves mobility across California" 
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1. Historic Properties Survey Report (HPSR), including rationale for the deferral of 
Phase U Evaluations; 

2. Project Maps/ Area of Potential Effects; 

3. Archaeological survey Report (ASR); 

4. Extended Phase I (XPl) Proposal and Report; 

5. Historic Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) for all Built Environmental 
resources and all historical archaeological sites for which there was no potential 
for subsurface deposits, or for which archival research demonstrated the lack of a 
focused historic context that would support NRHP eligibility under Criterion D; 

6. Preliminary Archaeological Evaluation Memorandum for all prehistoric sites for 
which there was no potential for subsurface deposits or XPl assessment 
confirmed that a subsurface component was lacking, and for which all potential 
for NRHP eligibility under Criterion D was realized and recovered during the 
process of site recording or XPl analysis. This Memorandum will include 
identification of all sites that will require formal Phase II Archaeological 
Evaluation in order to determine their NRHP eligibility status; 

7. Native American Consultation Documentation; and 

8. Public Participation/Consulting Parties Documentation. 

This documentation will constitute the bulk of the NRHP evaluations for the proposed project, 
covering all four (4) build alternatives, resulting in the completion of NRHP evaluation of all but 
five (5) archeological sites that must continue to Phase II evaluation. 

Following the circulation of the DEIRIDEIS, and selection of a Preferred Alternative, the Section 
106 process will be completed. Remaining activities would include NRHP-eligibility 
evaluations for archaeological sites requiring Phase II subsurface testing located only within the 
Preferred Alternative. Subsequent to the documentation of the site evaluations, Caltrans will 
request your concurrence on NRHP-eligibility on these sites on the basis of a Supplemental 
HPSR and combined HRER/ Archaeological Evaluation Report (HRER/ AER). Prior to issuance 
of the Final EIRIEIS, Cal trans will submit the FOE for the entire project, which will include one 
(1) built environment historic property, as well as any archaeological sites found eligible during 
Phase II evaluations. 

"Caltrans improves mobility across California" 
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In the event that adverse effects to historic properties would require resolution, a Memorandum 
of Agreement (MOA) would then be prepared to detail the negotiated and approved treatments or 
mitigation. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at (909) 383-6933. Thank you for your assistance 
with this project. 

Sincerely, 

U4··~ 
CHRISTIE HAMMOND 
Office Chief 
Environmental Support/Cultural Studies 

c: Jill Hupp, Section 106 Coordinator, HQ 

"Caltrans improves mobility across California" 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

ct:ra.1m 
A11L'f'IO'\ Qt 

Office of the Chief 
Regulatory Divi~ion 

Sea It Quinnell 

Aprl l14, 2011 

California D~partment ofTransporlation, DistrictS 
c/o CH2MJ-l1LL 
Attention: Carolyn Washburn 
3 Hutton Centre Drive Ste 200 
Santa Ana, Cali fornia 92707-8794 

RECEIVED 
APR l 9 2011 

REGULATORY OIVISION 
LOS ANGELES OFFICE 

SUBJECT: Approvecl Ju.risd.ichonal Determination regarding presence/absence of geographic 
jurisdiction 

Dear Mr. Quinnell : 

Reference is made t.o you r request (File No. SPL-2004-00289-SJH) dated October 8, 2008, 
requesting verification of t.he julisdictional Limits of the Section 404 of the Cle<U1 Water Act 
(CWA) for a number of water bodies, tributaries and wetlands occu.ro-i:ng wi thin the State Route 
79 (SR-79 Realignment Prt>ject study area locMed between Domenigoni Parkway and Gilman 
Springs Road, in the Cities of Hemet and San Jacinto, a nd the County of Riverside, California. 
Your jurisdictional determination verHication request is a formal concurrence point specified in 
the m11lti-agency collaborative process to integrate and streamline the requirements of the 
National Envi rollmental Policy Act aod Section <t04 of the CWA f.or Surface Transportntiat1 
Projects in the State of Cali fornia. This letter of veri fka Non fu llills this concurrence point. 

Thb letter contains 1111 approved jurisdictiona l determination of the SR-79 Realignment 
Project As you may know, the Corps' evalua tion process for determining whether or not a 
Department of the Army permit i$ needed involves two tests. If both tests are met; then a 
permit is required. The first test determines w hether or not the proposed p~ojecl is located in a 
water of the United Sta tes (i.e., it is within the Ct•rps' geographic jurisdiction). Tile second test 
detennines whether or not the proposed project is a regulated activity under Section 10 of the 
Ri ver and Harbor Act or Sec.tion 404 of the Clean Water AcL As part of the evaluation process, 
pertaining to the first test only, we have made the jurisdictional detenuination below. 

Based on our May 17, 2006 site visit and information furnished to our office, including 
the September 2008 jurisdictional delineation report entitled "Stale Route 79 Renligmuenl Pn•;ect: 
Domeni~ocrri Pork-way to Gilmnrr Springs Ronrf. Finn/ }urisdictionnl Wetln11d nmf Otlrcr Wntcrs 
Deli>watiou Ri!parl, • we have determined there Me \Vi\ters of the United Slat~s on the project 
sit~. as well as non-jurisdictional a<]ualic resources, and that your proposed project does 
discharge dredged or fill material into a water of the United Slates (U.S.). l l 1erefore, the 
project is subject to our jurisdiction under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) and a 
Department of the Amy (DA) permit is required from our office. According to the ddineation 
repor~ realignment of the SR-79 would result in the placement of fi ll material into the 
following water bodies, tributaries, and adjacent wetlands: San Jacinto River, Salt Cree-k 
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Channet and Hemet Channel. Preliminary estimates indicate a range of approximately 2'J .73 to 
24.66 acres of waters of the U.S., including wetlands, would be permanen tly impacted by the 
proposed SR-79 realignment, depending on the alternati.ve selected. Similarly, approximately 
2.85 to 4.47 acres of waters of the U.S., including wetlands, would be temporarily impacted. 

The enclosed tables lL<>t the waters of the United States, including wetlands, IeguJated by 
Section 404 o.f the CWA. Specifically, Table 1 identiCies the permanent and temporary direct 
impacts to jurisdictional waters of the U.S/ includi.11g wetlands, occurring within each of the 
proposed SR-79 project al ternatives under consideration, Table 2 identifies permanent direct 
impacts to jurisdictio.nal wa ters of the U.S. within the San Jacinto Watershed and Associated 
Hydrologic Sub-Areas, and Table 3 identifies watersheds and drainages and the maxhnum 
temporary impacts associated. Table 4 identifies Isolated Wetlands. The aquatic resources 
identified in Table 4 as Isolated Wetlands, are intrastate isolated waters with no apparent 
interstate or foreign commerce connection. As such, these waters are not currently regulated 
by the Corps of Engineers. This disclaimer of jurisdiction is only for Section 404 of the O ean 
Water Act. Other Federal, State, and local laws may apply to your activities. In particular, you 
may need authorization from the California State Water Resources Control Board and/or the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Table 5 identifies all jurisdictional wetland and non-wetland 
waters. All tables referenced in this letter correspond to figures and maps compiled in the SR-
79 Realignment Project, Final Jurisdictional Wetland and Other Waters Delineation Report 
(Caltrans, September 2008). The subject report will be retaLned in our office files as part of the 
project's official administrative record and the Corps' approved jurisdictional 
delineation/detennina.tion. 

This delineation/determination has been conducted to identify the limits of the Corps 
jurisdiction for the particular site indentified in this request. This delineation/detertnina tion 
may not be valid for the wetland conservation provisions of the Food Security Act of 1985, as 
amended. lf you or your tenant are USDA program participants, or anticipate participation in 
tl1e USDA programs, you should request a certified wetland determination from the local office 
of the Natural H.esources Conservation Service prior to starting work. 

This letter contains an approved jurisdictional determination f<'r the SR 791~eaHgnment 
Project, Dmnenigoni Parkway to Gilman Springs Road, in the Cities of Hemet and San Jacinto, 
and the County of Riverside, California If you object to this decision, you may request an 
administrative appeal under Corps regulations at 33 CPR Part 331. Enclosed you will find a 
Notification of Appeal Process (NAP) fact sheet (Appendix A) and Request for Appeal (RFA) 
form. If you request to appeal this decision you must submit a completed RFA fm:m to the 
Corps South Pacific Division Office at the following address: 

Tom Cavanaugh 
Administrative Appeal Review Officer, 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
South Pacific Division, CESPD-PDS-0, 2042B 
1455 Market Street, San Francisco, Califo111ja 941 03~ 1399 

In order for an RFA to be accepted by the Corps, the Corps must det·ermine that i t is 
complete, that it meets the criteria for appeal u11der 33 C.F.R Part 331 .5, and that it has been 
received by the Division Office within 60 days of the date on the NAP. Should you. dedde to 
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submit an RFA form, it must be received at the above address by May 16,2011. It is not 
necessary to submit an RFA form to the Division offic,e if you do not object to the decision U.1 
this letter. 

This verification is valid for five years .from the date of this letter, unless new information 
warrants revision of the determination before the expiration date. If you wish to submit new 
information regarding the approved jurisdictional determination for this site, please submit 
this information to Stephanie Hall at the letterhead add ress by May 16, 201 1 . The Corps will 
consider any new information so submitted and respond within 60 days by eithe·r revising the 
prior determination, if appropriate, or re.issuing the prior determination. A revised or reissued 
jurisdictional determination can be app ealed as described above. 

lf you have any questions, p lease contact Stephanie Hall of my staff at213~452~3410 or via 
e-mail at Stephanie.J.Hall@usace.clrmy.tnil. 

Please be advised that you can now comment on your experience with Regulatory 
Divis.ion by accessing the Corps web-based customer survey fonn at: 
http://per2.nwp.usace.army.miJ/survey.html. 

Sincerely, 

Mark D. Cohen 
Deputy Chief, Regulatory Division 

Enclosures 
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NOTIFTCATION OF AO.Mli'11STRATIVE .\PJ'llAL OPTIONS \NO l'ROCilSSANU 
REQUEST FOlt APPEAL 

Applknn~ Scott Quinnel~ File Number: Sl'l-2QO.l-00289-SJH Oatc:O-If141201 1 
California Depa rtment ofTronsport:ation, District S 

Attnche..l Is: See Section below 
INmAL PROFFERED PERMIT (Stnndard Permit c r L~tter of permission) A 
PROFFERED PERMIT (Stnndard Permit or Letter of permission) B 
l'ERMITDENIAL c 

X APPROVED JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATlON D 
PRELIMINARY JURISDICTIONA L DETERMlNATION E 

SI!.Cl10N I-The followinll ld~ntilicos your risht.s nnd options rcgardi~g an adminiSIT'IIive appeal of U1c above d'-odslon. 
Addttional infoJ:91lltion 'nll!J ~found ,lt.l.!.t!p:/Jusace.army.m;l/lnet/bmctjon,<lgw/ccywo/reg or Corps rcgulalions at 33 
CJ'R Part 331. 
A: INTTIAL PROFFERED PERMIT: You moy accept or object to thepermiL 

• ACCEPT: If you received • 5t;lndard Permh, you moy sign the p~rmit document and l'l?tum it to the district engineer lot 
fonnlllu thorizaii<'l•. If you received a Lett<r of Permission (LOP). you may a~e1>pt the LOP and your work is authori1.ed. 
Your signature on the St.'lndard l'em1it or "cccproncc of the LOP me~ns th~t. you llcccp t the J"'rmit in its entirety. and 
waive all rl&Jlts to appeal the permit, Including its terms and conditions, ond approwd jurisdictional d e temlinations 
associated wiUt Ute permit. 

• OBIECT: If you object to I he penn it (Standard or LOP) because ol certain terms and cnnd ltion< therein, you may request 
th.1Lthc permit be modified accordingly. You must complete St>ction .II of this fonm and return the form to the district 
engineer. Your objections must be received by the disiTkt ~ngirteer within 60 days of the date of this notice, or you will 
f01feit your right to appeal Ute pem1it ln the fu ture. Upon receipt of your lt>tter, the district engineer will evalua te your 
objections and mayc(a) modify the l"'nmit to addr~• a ll ofyourconce~ (b) mod ify the pem1il to address some o f your 
objl'<tions. or (c) not modify the penmil having determined that the pennlt should be issued as p«'viously written. After 
l'valuoling your objection.<, the dlstrJct engineer will send you n proffered permit for your reronsiderotion, as indicawd in 
St>ction B below. 

B: PROFFERED PERMTr: You may a<>:ep l o r appeal th• permit. 

• ACCEPT: If you received a Standard Permit,. you m11y sign the permit document ond retu rn it to the district engineer lor 
final au tl1oritation. If you received a Letter ol Permission (LOP~ you may accept the LOP and your work is authoriz•d . 
Your signature on the Stand~rd l'ennlt or accept-•nce of the LOP means that you acceptlhe permit in its en tirety, nnd 
1vni\'e a ll rights to ap peal the permit. including its terms and conditions, and approved jurisdictional determinotions 
iiSSodoted with the permiL 

• APPEAL If you choose to decline the proffered penmit (Standard or LOP) because of certain terms nnd conditions lhe,·ein, 
you may appeal the declined penn it u nder the Corps of Engineers Administrative Appeal Process by completil•g Section n 
of this form and sending the lom110 the division ongineer. This form must be received by the division engineer within 60 
<lays of the dote or this notice. 

C: PE&I.11T DENIAL: You moy nppealthe denial of a permit under the Corps of Engineers Administrative Appeall'rOC<SS by 
completing Section n of this form and sending tlte form to the division engineer. This form must be received b~· "the divismn 
engineec within 60 days of the date or this n()tice. 

D: APPROVED ]UR!SOICTIONA.L DETERMINATION: You may occcptor appcalth<.> approved JD or provide new 
infonnalinn. 

• ACCEPT: You do not need to no ti fy the Corps to •crept an approved JD. Foilure Ia notify the O,rps within EO days (If the 
dale of this no tic.., tn<!ons that you ncoxpt the ilpproved JD in its entirety, ond waive a ll righ ts to appeal the appro ve.:j JD. 

• Al'PEAV If you disagree with the npproved ]D. you moy appNI th" approved JD under the Corps of Engine~rs 
Administrative. Appeal Pn1C~ss by completing Si'<:lit>n II Qf U1is form and Si!nJingthe form 10 the division ~nginecr. This 
fonn must be received by the division engineer within 60 d nys oi the date of this rtQtic;e. 

E: PRELIMINARY jURJSOICllONAL DETERMINATION: You do not n-.!d to respond to1he Corps regarding the 
prcliminary JD. n., Prelimiru!r-• JD b nnt oppenlnble. lf you wish, you moy request on approved JD (which may be 
appealed). by contacting the Corps d istrk l for further instnaction. Also you may provide new informntiun for further 
consideration by lhe Corps to reevalu;ue the JD. 
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your 1\.""llsons to an 
proffered permit in dear cone~ starements. may nttnch additional to lhls form to clarify whf're your reasons 
or objections o.re addres~d in theodministrntive record.! 

urn 
the record of th~ appeal ron(~reoceor meeting; and any supplemental information that Ut~ review officer has determined is 
n""ued to clarily the n<lmioisttativc n?cord. Neither the appellant nor tM Corps may add m~w information or analyses to the 
r&oni rlowever, you !1U1)' provide odditional information to darlfy the location of infonmation that is already'" the 

you 
appeal process you may oontn<t 

DISTRICT ENGJNEER 
los Angeles District, Corps o f Engineers 
A TIN: Chief, Regulatory Division 
P.O. Bo "' 53271 1 
l os Angele& CA 9«1053·2325 

Tel. (213)452-3425 

DIVISION ENGINEER 
SouUt Pacific Dlvisitm, Corps of EnginL"C'rs 
ATrN: TomCavll.nough 
Adrnini.strntiv.l A ppe.a.l ~vi~w Officer, 
South Podfi~ Division, CESPD-PDS.O, 20426 

pr.ocess you 

1455 Morket St....,t. S.n l'rancisco, California 9{103·1399 
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Administrative Appeal Process for 
Approved Jurisdictional Determinations 

Approved JD valid 
for 5 years. 

District makes new 
approved JD. 

To continue with appeal 
process, appellant must 

revise RFA. 
See Appendix D. 

Division engineer or designee 
remands decision to district, 
with specific instructions, for 
reconsideration; appeal 
process completed. 

Appendix C 

District issues approved 
Jurisdictional Determination (JD) 
to applicant/landowner with NAP. 

Applicant decides to appeal approved JD. 
Applicant submits RFA to division engineer 
within 60 days of date of NAP. 

Corps reviews RFA and notifies 
appellant within 30 days of receipt. 

Optional JD Appeals Meeting and/or 
site investigation. 

RO reviews record and the division engineer 
(or designee) renders a decision on the merits 
of the appeal within 90 days of receipt of an 
acceptable RFA. 

District's decision is upheld; 
appeal process completed. 
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State Route 79 Summary Tables for Waters of the United States 

TABLE 1. 
Permanent and Tem~ora~ Direct lmeacts to Jurisdictional Waters of the United States 

Build Alternative Build Alternative Build Alternative Build Alternative 
1a 1b 2a 2b 

Permanent 

Waters 1 7.72 10.76 7.59 10.97 

Wetlands 13.55 11.57 11.71 13.69 

Total 21.27 22.33 19.30 24.66 

Temporary 

Waters 2 0.29 1.00 2.14 1.64 

Wetlands3 2.56 2.49 2.56 2.83 

Total 2.85 3.49 4.70 4.47 

1 Permanent impacts to waters include drainage ditches and constructed ponds 
2 Temporary impacts to waters include the Salt Creek Channel and the Hemet Channel 
~etlands include the vegetated portion of the Salt Creek Channel 

TABLE 2. 
Permanent Direct Impacts to Jurisdictional Waters of the United States within the San Jacinto Watershed 
{HUC 18070202) and Associated Hydrologic Sub·Areas 

Hydrologic Build Build Build Build 
Sub-Areas Alternative 1 a Alternative Alternative 2a Alternative 

1b 2b 

Gilman Hot Springs Waters 1 6.04 9.96 6.04 9.98 

Wetlands 11.39 11.39 11.53 11.53 

Total 17.43 21.35 17.57 21.51 

Hemet Waters2 0.96 0.80 0.80 0.96 

Wetlands 2.16 0.18 0.18 2.16 

Total 3.12 0.98 0.98 3.12 

Winchester Waters 2 0.72 0 0.75 0.03 

Wetlands 0 0 0 0 

Total 0.72 0 0.75 0.03 

1 Permanent impacts to waters include drainage ditches and constructed ponds 
2 Permanent impacts to waters include only ditches 



8 of 16 Coordination with USACE

TABLE 3. 
Watersheds and Drainages 

Watershed/ Drainage Latitude Longitude Wetland Waters Total 
Hydrologic Sub-area 

San Jacinto I Salt Creek -117.08564 33.69903 2.83 0.32 3.15. 
Winchester Channel 

San Jacinto I Hemet Channel -117.065965 33.711204 0 1.85 1.85. 
Winchester 

• Represents the maximum area of temporary impacts. 

TABLE 4. 
Isolated Wetland Included in the Wetland Delineation Report 

Wetland ID Figure1 Roadway Acreage2 Latitude Longitude 
Segment 

VP0001 E-1a South of AilSA 1 0.51 33.718934 -117.059853 

VP0068 E-1d East of AilSA 1 0.04 33.733942 -117.030191 

VP0071 E-1d East of AilSA 1 0.01 33.734271 -1 17.030286 

VP0072 E-1d East of AilSA 1 0.02 33.734434 -117.030003 

VP0073 E-1d East of AilSA 1 0.002 33.734520 - 117.029740 

VP0075 E-1d East of AilSA 1 0.002 33.734588 -117.029605 

VP0077 E-1d East of AilSA 1 0.02 33.734611 -117.029735 

VP0086 E-1d West of AIISA1 0.05 33.745254 -117.040366 

VP0089 E-1d West of AilSA 1 0.22 33.745965 -117.041744 

VP0090 E-1d West of AIISA1 0.004 33.746368 -1 17.038888 

VP0091 E-1d West of AilSA 1 0.01 33.747900 -1 17.039252 

VP0092 E-1d West of AIISA1 0.02 33.748703 -117.038781 

VP0093 E-1d West of AilSA 1 0.05 33.748731 -117.038322 

VP0094 E-1 d West of AIISA1 0.004 33.748800 -117.038684 

SW0016 E-1d East of AilSA 1 0.32 33.734494 -117.031394 

SW0017 E-1d East of AilSA 1 0.02 33.734598 -117.030218 

SW0019 E-1d G,H 0.12 33.738439 - 117.052279 

SW0028 E-1d West of AIISA1 0.25 33.745065 -117.041600 

AW0001 E-1a B 0.02 33.686084 -11 7.080038 

AW0003 E-1b East of AIISA1 0.40 33.718689 -117.043245 

AW0004 E-1b East of AilSA 1 0.12 33.719603 -117.041935 

AW0005 E-1b East of AilSA 1 6.94 33.719678 -117.035716 
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TABLE4. 
Isolated Wetland Included in the Wetland Delineation Report 

Wetland ID Figure1 Roadway Acreage2 Latitude Longitude 
Segment 

VP0001 E-1a South of AilSA 1 0.51 .33.718934 -117.059853 

VP0068 E-1d East of AilSA 1 0.04 33.733942 -117.030191 

AW0006 E-1b East of AilSA 1 0.44 33.720001 -117.040581 

AW0007 E-1b East of AilSA 1 0.27 33.720666 -117.040018 

AW0008 E-1b East of AilSA 1 0.44 33.721395 - 117.038729 

AW0009 E-1d AIISA1 0.35 33.736660 -117.045617 

AW0016 E-1e M 0.12 33.794248 -117.008124 

CP0001 E-1e J,K 0.40 33.780200 -1 17.029137 

CP0003 E-1e M 0.35 33.794664 -117.010302 

CP0004 E-1e, E-1f M 3.36 33.799923 -1 17.004683 

CP0008 E-1f L, M 0.52 33.818146 -11 7.004666 

1 Figure number refers to the figures included in the final Jurisdictional Wetlands and Others Water Delineation 
Report 
2 Represents delineated acreage of the feature only- does not include impacts 
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TALBE 5: Jurisdictional Waters of the U.S. 

Waters_Name Cowadin_C HGM_CodtArea (acre~ Linear (ft) Waters Ty~ Latitude(dd nad83) Longitude dd nad83) Local_ Waterway 

VP0002 R 0.22 RPWWD 33.722207 -117.050887 San Jacinto River 

VP0003 R 0.004 RPWWD 33.722314 -117.045150 San Jacinto River 

VP0004 R 0 RPWWD 33.722379 -1 17.044967 San Jacinto River 

VP0005 R 0.004 RPWWD 33.722405 -117.044970 San Jacinto River 

VP0006 R 0 RPWWD 33.722516 -117.050732 San Jacinto River 

VP0007 R 0.01 RPWWD 33.722549 -117.050840 San Jacinto River 

VP0008 R 0.002 RPWWD 33.722553 -117.050946 San Jacinto River 

VP0009 R 0.07 RPWWD 33.722579 -117.050717 San Jacinto River 

VP0010 R 0.89 RPWWD 33.722590 -1 17.052015 San Jacinto River 

VP0011 R 0.004 RPWWD 33.722726 -117.042342 San Jacinto River 

V00012 R 0 RPWWD 33.722815 -117.043874 San Jacinto River 

VP0013 R 0.02 RPWWD 33.722900 -1 17.051080 San Jacinto River 

VP0014 R 0.79 RPWWD 33.723188 -117.052049 San Jacinto River 

VP0015 R 0.45 RPWWD 33.723447 -117.050848 San Jacinto River 

VP0016 R 0.05 RPWWD 33.723664 -117.051965 San Jacinto River 

VP0017 R 0.3 RPWWD 33.725182 -117.045609 San Jacinto River 

VP0018 R 0 RPWWD 33.725305 -117.044474 San Jacinto River 

VP0019 R 0.37 RPWWD 33.725898 -117.047154 San Jacinto River 

VP0020 R 0 RPWWD 33.726456 -117.041211 San Jacinto River 

VP0021 R 0 RPWWD 33.727124 -1 17.040945 San Jacinto River 

VP0022 R 0.002 RPWWD 33.727214 -117.040940 San Jacinto River 

VP0023 R 0.02 RPWWD 33.727346 -117.040906 San Jacinto River 

VP0024 R 0 RPWWD 33.727918 -117.049656 San Jacinto River 

VP0025 R 0.67 RPWWD 33.727938 -117.046728 San Jacinto River 

VP0026 R 0.07 RPWWD 33.728101 -117.049395 San Jacinto River 

VP0027 R 0.002 RPWWD 33.728532 -117.040729 San Jacinto River 

VP0028 R 0.01 RPWWD 33.729311 -1 17.047751 San Jacinto River 

VP0029 R 0.002 RPWWD 33.729657 -117.043696 San Jacinto River 

VP0030 R 0.02 RPWWD 33.729725 -117.047686 San Jacinto River 

VP0031' R 0.05 RPWWD 33.729896 -117.043690 San Jacinto River 

VP0032 R 5.8 RPWWD 33.730081 -117.028332 San Jacinto River 

VP0033 R 0.4 RPWWD 33.730153 -117.037120 San Jacinto River 

VP0034 R 0.01 RPWWD 33.730319 -117.036862 San Jacinto River 

VP0035 R 0.1 RPWWD 33.730279 -117.043730 San Jacinto River 

VP0036 R 0.02 RPWWD 33.730358 -117.047393 San Jacinto River 

VP0037 R 0.01 RPWWD 33.730497 -117.036629 San Jacinto River 
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TABLE 5 : (Continued) 
VP0038 R 0.05 RPWWD 33.730600 -117.044855 San Jacinto River 

VP0039 R 0.02 RPWWD 33.730664 -117.036545 San Jacinto River 

VP0040 R 0.02 RPWWD 33.730750 -117.036323 San Jacinto River 

VP0041 R 6.67 RPWWD 33.730721 -117.045740 San Jacinto River 

VP0042 R 0.02 RPWWD 33.730921 -117.036191 San Jacinto River 

VP0043 R 0.77 RPWWD 33.731075 -117.046726 San Jacinto River 

VP0044 R 0.01 RPWWD 33.731141 -1 17.036209 San Jacinto River 

VP0045 R 0.02 RPWWD 33.731575 -117.046850 San Jacinto River 

VP0046 R 6.77 RPWWD 33.731732 -117.042608 San Jacinto River 

VP0047 R 0.25 RPWWD 33.732000 -117.032038 San Jacinto River 

VP0048 R 0.02 RPWWD 33.732009 -117.033743 San Jacinto River 

VP0049 R 0.1 RPWWD 33.731993 -117.046756 San Jacinto River 

VP0050 R 0.05 RPWWD 33.732025 -117.047137 San Jacinto River 

VP0051 R 0.01 RPWWD 33.732239 -117.033634 San Jacinto River 

VP0052 R 0 RPWWD 33.732246 -117.047198 San Jacinto River 

VP0053 R 0.02 RPWWD 33.732419 -117.046932 San Jacinto River 

VP0054 R 1.04 RPWWD 33.732539 -117.031939 San Jacinto River 

VP0055 R 0.1 RPWWD 33.732574 -117.037932 San Jacinto River 

VP0056 R 0.05 RPWWD 33.732592 -117.046823 San Jacinto River 

VP0057 R 0.02 RPWWD 33.732606 -11('.045729 San Jacinto River 

VP0058 R 0.02 RPWWD 33.732697 -117.046110 San Jacinto River 

VP0058a R 0.02 RPWWD 33.732729 -117.047083 San Jacinto River 

VP0059 R 0.01 RPWWD 33.732728 -117.046199 San Jacinto River 

VP0060 R 0.02 RPWWD 33.732735 -117.046934 San Jacinto River 

VP0061 R 0.05 RPWWD 33.732983 -117.036171 San Jacinto River 

VP0062 R 1.66 RPWWD 33.733217 -117.031768 San Jacinto River 

VP0063 R 3.34 RPWWD 33.73331 4 -117.041826 San Jacinto River 

VP0064 R 0.004 RPWWD 33.733387 -117.035228 San Jacinto River 

VP0065 R 1.24 RPWWD 33.733364 -117.045636 San Jacinto River 

VP0066 R 2.62 RPWWD 33.733577 -117.047037 San Jacinto River 

VP0067 R 0.01 RPWWD 33.733689 -117.033714 San Jacinto River 

VP0069 R 0.02 RPWWD 33.734127 -117.033418 San Jacinto River 

VP0070 R 0.02 RPWWD 33.734170 -1 17.034374 San Jacinto River 

VP0074 R 0.02 RPWWD 33.734502 -117.039044 San Jacinto River 

VP0076 R 0 RPWWD 33.734567 -117.033285 San Jacinto River 

VP0078 R 0.17 RPWWD 33.735090 -1 17.039136 San Jacinto River 

VP0079 R 0.02 RPWWD 33.735210 -1 17.041689 San Jacinto River 
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VP0080 R 0.002 RPWWD 33.735710 -117.041504 San Jacinto River 

VP0081 R 0.002 RPWWD 33.735892 -117.041436 San Jacinto River 

VP0082 R 0.004 RPWWD 33.736144 -117.041324 San Jacinto River 

VP0083 R 0 RPWWD 33.744249 -117.036804 San Jacinto River 

VP0084 R 0.004 RPWWD 33.744279 -117.037231 San Jacinto River 

VP0085 R 0.01 RPWWD 33.745041 -117.038158 San Jacinto River 

VP0087 R 0.05 RPWWD 33.745491 -117.037889 San Jacinto River 

VP0088 R 0.05 RPWWD 33.745736 ·117.037546 San Jacinto River 

VP0095 R 0.02 RPWWD 33.749400 ·117.036294 San Jacinto River 

VP0096 R 0.01 RPWWD 33.769090 -117.031739 San Jacinto River 

VP0097 R 0.02 RPWWD 33.769112 -117.033081 San Jacinto River 

VP0098 R 0.02 RPWWD 33.769290 -117.032978 San Jacinto River 

VP0099 R 0.002 RPWWD 33.769450 -117.03161.2 San Jacinto River 

VP0100 R 0.02 RPWWD 33.769555 -117.031378 San Jacinto River 

VP0101 R 0.02 RPWWD 33.769553 -117.032382 San Jacinto River 

VP0102 R 0 RPWWD 33.769742 ·117.032596 San Jacinto River 

VP0103 R 0.02 RPWWD 33.769936 -117.032248 San Jacinto River 

VP0104 R 0.07 RPWWD 33.769977 -117.033082 San Jacinto River 

VP0105 R 0.44 RPWWD 33.770017 -117.031586 San Jacinto River 

VP0106 R 0.02 RPWWD 33.770077 -117.032355 San Jacinto River 

VP0107 R 0.02 RPWWD 33.770204 ·117.032315 San Jacinto River 

VP0108 R 1.9 RPWWD 33.770788 -117.032467 San Jacinto River 

VP0109 R 1.98 RPWWD 33.773603 -117.034721 San Jacinto River 

VP0110 R O.Oi RPWWD 33.773989 ... "'.., 1"\nArnl'\ 
- I I I .Uv'!-00.:1 San Jacinto Rivei 

VP0111 R 0.02 RPWWD 33.774069 ·117.034816 San Jacinto River 

VP0112 R 0.02 RPWWD 33.783131 -1 17.029879 San Jacinto River 

SW0003 R 0.32 RPWWD 33.708388 -117.0455854 San Jacinto River 

SW0004 R 0.02 RPWWD 33.717965 -117.032151 San Jacinto River 

SW0005 R 1.46 RPWWD 33.719733 -1 17.0475113 San Jacinto River 

SW0006 R 0.3 RPWWD 33.720743 -117.0321569 San Jacinto River 

SW0007 R 0.39 RPWWD 33.723412 -117.0497368 San Jacinto River 

SW0008 R 0.15 RPWWD 33.725500 -117.0446427 San Jacinto River 

SW0009 R 1.01 RPWWD 33.725644 -117.0449274 San Jacinto River 

SW0010 R 0.07 RPWWD 33.726040 -117.0448578 San Jacinto River 

SW0011 R 0.05 RPWWD 33.727819 -117.049693 San Jacinto River 

SW0012 R 0.05 RPWWD 33.728735 -117.0407819 San Jacinto River 

SW0013 R 0.05 RPWWD 33.733182 -117.0342729 San Jacinto River 
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SW0014 R 0.05 RPWWD 33.734300 -117.0446441 San Jacinto River 

SW0015 R 0.15 RPWWD 33.734494 -117.0313941 San Jacinto River 

SW0018 R 1.14 RPWWD 33.738439 -117.0522797 San Jacinto River 

SW0020 R 0.001 RPWWD 33.739647 -117.0395121 San Jacinto River 

SW0021 R 0 RPWWD 33.739787 -117.0393402 San Jacinto River 

SW0022 R 0.002 RPWWD 33.740080 -117.0400005 San Jacinto River 

SW0023 R 0.01 RPWWD 33.742853 -1 17.0414056 San Jacinto River 

SW0024 R 0.17 RPWWD 33.743518 -117.033243 San Jacinto River 

SW0025 R 0.02 RPWWD 33.743495 -117.0402312 San Jacinto River 

SW0026 R 0.1 2 RPWWD 33.744305 -117.0401552 San Jacinto River 

SW0027 R 1.41 RPWWD 33.745068 -117.0415994 San Jacinto River 

SW0029 R 1.8 RPWWD 33.755610 -117.0375078 San Jacinto River 

SW0030 R 0.05 RPWWD 33.755915 -117.037497 San Jacinto River 

SW0031 R 0.02 RPWWD 33.773151 -117.0350771 San Jacinto River 

SW0032 R 0.35 RPWWD 33.717965 -1 17.032151 San Jacinto River 

SW0033 R 0.15 RPWWD 33.785047 -117.0299197 San Jacinto River 

SW0034 R 0.02 RPWWD 33.787196 -117.0307131 San Jacinto River 

SW0035 R 0.15 RPWWD 33.817677 -117.0051338 San Jacinto River 

SW0036 R 0.05 RPWWD 33.823410 -117.0065883 San Jacinto River 

SW0037 R 0.4 RPWWD 33.823423 -117.0052525 San Jacinto River 

SW0038 R 0.15 RPWWD 33.829631 -117.0039129 San Jacinto River 

SW0039 R 0.57 RPWWD 33.832093 -117.0038795 San Jacinto River 

AW0017 R 0.15 RPWWD 33.81968279 -1 17.005384 San Jacinto River 

AW0018 R 0.69 RPWWD 33.82038306 -117.0048222 San Jacinto River 

AW0019 R 0.35 RPWWD 33.82050516 -117.0040207 San Jacinto River 

AW0020 R 0.05 RPWWD 33.82120515 -117.0048914 San Jacinto River 

AW0021 R 8.82 RPWWD 33.82624597 -1 17.0050714 San Jacinto River 

AW022 R 0.27 RPWWD 33.83102435 -117.0046909 San Jacinto River 

RP0001 R 0.52 RPW 33.80134626 -117.0025044 San Jacinto River 

RP0002 R 2.6 RPW 33.81870202 -1 17.0073896 San Jacinto River 

RP0003 R 2.29 RPWWD 33.83072596 -117.0031455 San Jacinto River 

RP0004 R 0.84 RPWWD 33.83113079 -117.0039472 San Jacinto River 

DD0001 R 0.1 RPW 33.695945 -1 17.083750 San Jacinto River 

000002 R 0.2 RPW 33.696436 -117.091555 San Jacinto River 

DD0003 R 0.1 RPW 33.697398 -117.084546 San Jacinto River 

DD0004 R 0.62 RPW 33.698601 -117.086127 San Jacinto River 

DD0005 R 0.04 RPW 33.701306 -117.050086 San Jacinto River 
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000006 R 0.12 RPW 33.703722 -117.076173 San Jacinto River 

000007 R 0.02 RPW 33.708564 -11 7.045466 San Jacinto River 

000008 R 0.04 RPW 33.716149 -117.050051 San Jacinto River 

000009 R 0.5 RPW 33.716796 -117.054951 San Jacinto River 

000010 R 0.02 RPWWO 33.719302 -117.032459 San Jacinto River 

000011 R 0.08 RPW 33.720258 -117.050199 San Jacinto River 

000012 R 0.02 RPWWO 33.721926 -117.047219 San Jacinto River 

000013 R 0.34 RPW 33.722592 -117.045553 San Jacinto River 

000014 R 0.23 RPW 33.723159 -117.050027 San Jacinto River 

000015 R 0.13 RPW 33.724794 -117.050168 San Jacinto River 

000016 R 0.002 RPWWO 33.726068 -117.047523 San Jacinto River 

000017 R 0.03 RPW 33.726217 -117.044027 San Jacinto River 

000018 R 0.59 RPWWO 33.726281 -117.048654 San Jacinto River 

000019 R 0.25 RPW 33.729108 -1 17.041243 San Jacinto River 

000020 R 0.09 RPWWO 33.729707 -117.041919 San Jacinto River 

000021 R 0.01 RPWWO 33.730255 -1 17.045118 San Jacinto River 

000022 R 0 RPWWO 33.730445 -117.045193 San Jacinto River 

000023 R 0.07 RPWWO 33.731048 -117.046903 San Jacinto River 

000024 R 0.09 RPW 33.731979 -117.032631 San Jacinto River 

000026 R 0.07 RPWWO 33.732833 -117.041334 San Jacinto River 

000027 R 0.02 RPWWO 33.732824 -117.044437 San Jacinto River 

000028 R 0.07 RPWWO 33.734178 -117.043659 San Jacinto River 

000029 R 0.22 RPWWO 33.734682 -1 17.044141 San Jacinto River 

000030 R 0.02 RPW 33.735706 -117.032605 San Jacinto River 

000031 R 0.45 RPW 33.729285 -117.040294 San Jacinto River 

000032 R 0.32 RPW 33.736596 -1 17.030569 San Jacinto River 

000034 R 1.16 RPWWO 33.740618 -117.041964 San Jacinto River 

000035 R 0.02 RPW 33.744020 -1 17.031916 San Jacinto River 

000037 R 0.22 RPWWO 33.752307 -1 17.036310 San Jacinto River 

000042 R 0.23 RPW 33.769221 -117.035949 San Jacinto River 

000043 R 0.27 RPW 33.770884 -117.033486 San Jacinto River 

000044 R 0.07 RPWWO 33.771 138 -117.031959 San Jacinto River 

000045 R 0.22 RPWWO 33.771224 -117.033303 San Jacinto River 

000046 R 0.12 RPW 33.772794 -117.028818 San Jacinto River 

000048 R 0.03 RPWWO 33.773077 -117.034145 San Jacinto River 

000049 R 0.1 RPWWO 33.773964 -117.033340 San Jacinto River 

000050 R 0.32 RPW 33.776384 -117.033534 San Jacinto River 
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000051 R 0.19 RPW 33.787336 -117.029231 San Jacinto River 

000054 R 0.1 RPW 33.801345 -117.002192 San Jacinto River 

000055 R 0.39 RPW 33.805520 -11 7.007063 San Jacinto River 

000056 R 1.02 RPW 33.809074 -117.004840 San Jacinto River 

000057 R 0.63 RPW 33.809236 -117.006853 San Jacinto River 

000058 R 0.1 RPW 33.815721 -117.003538 San Jacinto River 

000060 R 0.02 RPWWO 33.817317 -117.005329 San Jacinto River 

000061 R 0.01 RPWWO 33.818325 -117.006677 San Jacinto River 

000062 R 0.21 RPWWO 33.818493 -117.007693 San Jacinto River 

000064 R 0.07 RPW 33.821906 -117.003944 San Jacinto River 

000065 R 0.15 RPW 33.821955 -117.003552 San Jacinto River 

000066 R 0.13 RPW 33.822772 -117.006122 San Jacinto River 

000069 R 2.1 RPW 33.830503 -117.004135 San Jacinto River 

000070 R 0.29 RPW 33.833378 -117.004893 San Jacinto River 

CP0002 R 0.17 RPW 33.786422 -1 17.031762 San Jacinto River 

CP0005 R 2.12 RPW 33.801699 -117.001550 San Jacinto River 

CP0006 R 1.73 RPW 33.817191 -117.003992 San Jacinto River 

CP0007 R 0.27 RPW 33.818272 -117.005863 San Jacinto River 

CP0009 R 0.37 RPW 33.818646 -11 7.005603 San Jacinto River 

Salt Creek Channel R 13.1 RPW 33.699035 -117.085829 San Jacinto River 

Hemet Channel R 16.8 RPW 33.714488 -117.060430 San Jacinto River 

Flood Control Channe R 3.61 RPW 33.734813 -117.037226 San Jacinto River 

OW0001 R 0.15 RPW 33.830859 -117.003148 San Jacinto River 
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HS, CB, BH, GQ 

REPLY TO 

A TIENTION OF: 

Office of the Chief 
Regulatory Branch 

Mahfoud Licha 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
LOS ANGELES DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

P.O. BOX 532711 

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90053-2325 

December 19, 2003 

ffi)~©§~~§w 
li\\ DEC 2 3 1003 L 

Federal Highway Administration 
650 Capitol Mall, 4-100 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

TRAN~~ft8~guJ}~SSION 

Dear Mr. Licha: 

66600 

At the request of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the California 
Department of Transportation (Department) and the Riverside County Transportation 
Commission (RCTC), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has been asked to participate 
in the evaluation of the purpose and need for the State Route 79 Project (Domenigoni Parkway 
to Gilman Springs Road). 

We appreciate the opportunity for early involvement in the State Route 79 Project. 
Pursuant to the NEP AI CW A Section 404 Integration Process Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU), the above agencies have also requested our concurrence on the purpose and need 
statements on the above project per your letter dated October 27, 2000. Although the MOU 
does not require our final concurrence on the purpose and need statements until the Draft EIS 
development, we are providing our preliminary agreement on the purpose and need 
statements by means of this response letter. 

My staff has completed a review of the purpose and need statements. Our feedback 
during meetings, conference calls, and in previous written correspondence has precipitated 
revisions to several draft statements over the course of the past two months. We do not have 
any substantive objections to the most current version (dated December 18, 2003) of the 
purpose statement. As you may know, the overall project purpose provides for a more specific 
definition of the purpose and need of the project. It is important that the overall project purpose 
be specific enough to define the needs, but not so restrictive as to preclude all discussion of 
alternatives. The defined project purpose is used to evaluate practicable alternatives under the 
Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines of the Clean Water Act (CWA). Accordingly, we endorse the 
following language for the project purpose: 

To construct a realigned SR 79 facility between Domenigoni Parkway and Gilman 
Springs Road that will increase capacity to facilitate the regional movement of people 
and goods for the planning design year of 2030, enhance safety, and protect right-of-way 
needed for the SR 79 facility improvements. 

8.1.15.22 
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In accordance with the provisions of the MOU, we offer our preliminary agreement on 
the December 18,2003 draft version of the Purpose and Need Statement. We appreciate your 
efforts to seek our early participation in this process and we look forward to our continued 
involvement with the SR 79 project. Should you have any questions, please contact 
Ms. Stephanie Hall of my staff at (213) 452-3410. Please refer to this letter and Corps reference 
number 200400289-SJH in your reply. 

Enclosure( s) 

CC: 
FHW A, Maiser Khaled 
FHW A, Larry Vinzant 
EPA, Liz V amhagen 
EPA, Mary Butterwick 
USFWS, Doreen Stadtlander 
USFWS, Karin Cleary Rose 
RWQCB-Region 8, Adam Fischer 
CDFG, Scott Dawson 
Caltrans-District 8, Marie Petry 
Caltrans-District 8, Aaron Burton 
Caltrans, Susan Glasgow 
RCTC, Hideo Sugit~ 
RCTC, Cathy Bechtel 
RCTC, Bill Hughes 
RCTC, Gustavo Quintero 
CH2M HILL, Rick Simon 
CH2M HILL, Carolyn Washburn 

Aaron 0. Allen, Ph. D 
Acting Chief, Regulatory Branch 
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United States Department of the Interior 

In Reply Refer To: 
FWS-WRIV -09BO 190-13 SL0059 

Mr. Scott Quinnell 
Senior Environmental Planner 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Ecological Services 

Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office 
6010 Hidden Valley Road, Suite 101 

Carlsbad, California 92011 

California Department of Transportation - District 8 
Environmental Planning (MS 1222) 
464 West 4th Street, 6th Floor 
San Bernardino, California 92401-1400 

NOV 15 2012 

Subject: Request for a List of Proposed, Threatened, or Endangered Species Potentially 
Occurring in the vicinity of the SR-79 Realignment Project in Riverside County, 
California 

Dear Mr. Quinnell: 

This letter is in response to your request, received by our office on November 8, 2012, for 
information on federally endangered, threatened, proposed, and candidate species that may 
occur in the vicinity of the State Route 79 Realignment Project in Riverside County. To assist 
you in evaluating the potential occurrence of federally listed endangered, threatened, proposed, 
and candidate species that may occur in the vicinity of the proposed action, we are providing 
the enclosed list. 

Because we do not have site-specific information for the proposed project, we recommend that 
you seek assistance from a biologist familiar with the habitat conditions and associated species 
in and around the project site to assess the actual potential for direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impacts likely to result from the proposed activity. We also suggest that you contact the 
California Department ofFish and Game regarding State-listed and sensitive species that may 
occur within the project area. Please note that State-listed species are protected under the 
provisions of the California Endangered Species Act. 

As a reminder, if a proposed project is authorized, funded, or carried out by a Federal agency 
and may affect a federally listed species, then section 7 consultation pursuant to the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973 (Act), as amended, is required. If a proposed project does not involve a 
Federal agency, but is likely to result in the take of a listed animal species, then the project 
proponent should apply for an incidental take permit, pursuant to section 10 of the Act. 
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Mr. Scott Quinnell (FWS-WRIV -09BO 190-13 SL0059) 

Please note that the Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office is hosting all critical habitat GIS data 
within our jurisdictional area on our website at http://www.fws.gov/carlsbad. Select the GIS 
DATA link to access current critical habitat layers. 

Should you have any questions regarding the species listed or your responsibilities under the 
Act, please contact Sally Brown of this office at 760-431-9440, extension 278. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

.tf'v Kennon A. Corey 
Assistant Field Supervisor 

2 
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Federally Endangered, Threatened, Proposed, and Candidate Species and Critical Habitat 
that May Occur in the Vicinity of the SR-79 Realignment Project in Riverside County, 

California 
November 14,2012 

Common Name Scientific Name Federal Critical Habitat in 
Status Vicinity 

Plants 

Munz' s onion Allium munzii endangered none 

thread-leaved brodiaea Brodiaea filifolia threatened present 

Slender-homed spine flower Dodecahema leptoceras endangered NIA* 

spreading navarretia Navarretia fossa/is threatened present 

California Orcutt grass Orcuttia californica endangered NIA 

San Jacinto Valley Atriplex coronata var. 
endangered present 

crownscale notatior 

Invertebrates 

Riverside fairy shrimp Streptocephalus woottoni endangered none 

vernal pool fairy shrimp 
Branchinecta lynchi threatened none 

Quino checkerspot butterfly 
Euphydryas editha quina endangered none 

Birds 

coastal California Polioptila californica 
threatened 

gnatcatcher californica 
none 

least Bell's vireo Vireo bellii pusillus endangered none 

southwestern willow Empidonax traillii extimus endangered 
flycatcher 

none 

Mammals 

Stephens' kangaroo rat Dipodomys stephensi endangered NIA 

San Bernardino kangaroo rat Dipodomys merriami parvus endangered none 

* N/ A= Not Applicable 
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DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT   
FEBRUARY 2013 

6-1 STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT 

Chapter 6 List of Preparers 
This chapter lists the Local Agency and State personnel, including consultants, who were primarily responsible for 
preparation of this Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) and/or the 
supporting Technical Studies, and/or the associated required quality assurance/quality control reviews. 

Agencies 

California Department of Transportation 
Anwar Ali, Biological Studies, review of environmental documents 

Maria Aranguiz, Traffic Forecasting, review of engineering documents 

Jody Brown, North Region Environmental Coordinator, review of environmental documents 

Jon Bumps, Design Oversight, review of engineering and environmental documents 

Aaron Burton, Senior Environmental Planner, review of environmental documents 

Eduardo Castaneda, Associate Environmental Planner, review of environmental documents 

Meenu Chandan, Environmental Engineering, review of engineering documents 

Ray Desselle, Office Chief, Landscape Architecture, review of environmental documents 

Irene Dominguez, Associate Environmental Planner/Support A, review of environmental documents 

Gabrielle Duff, Branch Chief, Cultural Studies and Paleontology, review of environmental documents 

Jamal El Saleh, Regional Project Manager, oversight 

Dicken Everson, Archaeology, review of environmental documents 

Ed Farnaghi, Traffic Operations, review of engineering and environmental documents 

Kourtney Graves, Sr., Environmental Planner, review of environmental documents 

Rebecca Guirado, Right-of-Way, review of engineering documents 

Christie Hammond, Branch Chief, Cultural Studies, review of environmental documents 

Kerrie Hudson, Senior Environmental Planner, Branch Chief, Environmental Studies “A,” review of environmental 
documents 

Candice Hughes, Environmental Planner, review of environmental documents 

Edison Jaffery, Environmental Engineering, review of engineering documents 

Catherine Jochai, Office Chief, NPDES/Storm Water Quality, review of engineering and environmental documents 

Gary Jones, District Native American Coordinator, review of environmental documents 

Roy King, Hydraulics, review of engineering and environmental documents 

Juan Lopez-Torres, Environmental Planner, review of environmental documents 

Tony Louka, Branch Chief, Environmental Engineering, review of environmental documents 

Orlando Palitang, Traffic Forecasting, review of engineering documents 
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Rodrigo Panganiban, Environmental Engineering, review of engineering documents 

Hoang B. Pham, Environmental Engineering, review of engineering documents 

Scott Quinnell, Biological Studies, review of environmental documents 

Anthony Rizzi, Right-of-Way, review of engineering documents 

Rosanna Roa, Hazardous Waste, review of environmental documents 

John Rogers, Office Chief, Hydraulics, review of engineering and environmental documents 

James Shankel, Branch Chief, Environmental Studies “C,” review of engineering and environmental documents 

John Stanton, Landscape Architecture, review of environmental documents 

Karen Swope, District Native American Coordinator, review of environmental documents 

Meardey Tim, Project Manager, oversight 

Andrew Walters, Architectural Historian, review of environmental documents 

Russell Williams, Branch Chief, Environmental Studies “A,” review of environmental documents 

City of San Jacinto 
Tim Hults, City Manager, local coordination for environmental documentation 

City of Hemet 
Deanna Elliano, Community Development Director, local coordination for environmental documentation 

Richard Masyczek, Contract Planner, local coordination for environmental documentation  

County of Riverside (County) 
Jim Force, Facilities Management, local coordination for environmental documentation 

Burt Presnell, Principal Real Property Agent, local coordination for environmental documentation 

Juan Perez, TLMA Transportation Director, local coordination for environmental documentation 

Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) 
Cathy Bechtel, Project Development Director, oversight and review of environmental documents 

Eliza Echevarria, Community Relations, community relations coordination 

Mark Massman, Project Manager – RCTC/Bechtel, review of environmental documents 

George Nomura, Project Manager – RCTC/Bechtel, review of environmental documents 

Steve Keel, Project Coordinator – RCTC/Bechtel, review of environmental documents 

Gustavo Quintero, Project Coordinator – RCTC/Bechtel, review of environmental documents 
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Consultants 

CH2M HILL 
Rebecca Anhorn Birtley, GIS Analyst.  B.A., Geography, California State University, Fullerton; 8 years of 

experience.  Contribution: Geographic Information System 

Benjamin Beattie, Staff Engineer.  B.S., Chemical Engineering, Georgia Institute of Technology; 6 years of 
experience.  Contribution:  Air Quality 

Chad Blackney, Associate Engineer.  M.S., Civil Engineering, University of Michigan; B.S., Civil Engineering, 
University of Michigan; 7 years of experience.  Contribution:  Engineering 

Loren Bloomberg, Traffic Engineer.  M.E., Civil Engineering, University of California, Berkeley; M.S., Civil 
Engineering, University of California, Berkeley; B.S., Systems Engineering, University of Virginia; 
21 years of experience.  Contribution:  Traffic 

Colleen Bredensteiner, GIS Analyst.  B.A., Geography, California State University, Fullerton; 12 years of 
experience.  Contribution:  Geographic Information System 

Kerry Byrne, Botanist.  B.S., Environmental Biology and Management, University of California, Davis; 6 years of 
experience.  Contribution:  Botany 

Alicia Cannon, Traffic Engineer.  B.S., Civil Engineering, California State Polytechnic University, Pomona; 
12 years of experience.  Contribution:  Project Engineer 

Sophie Chiang, Associate Biologist.  M.S., Environmental Science, California State University, Fullerton; B.A., 
Environmental Analysis & Design, University of California, Irvine; 12 years of experience. Contribution:  
Biology 

Vania Climan, Project Controls Coordinator.  15 years of experience.  Contribution: Project Controls. 

Amy Clymo, Associate Air Quality Engineer.  M.S., Civil and Environmental Engineering, University of California, 
Davis; B.S., Environmental Toxicology, University of California, Davis; 9 years of experience.  
Contribution:  Air Quality 

Nichole Coulter, Biologist.  M.S., Bioscience and Biotechnology, Drexel University; B.S., Biology, Chestnut Hill 
College; 12 years of experience.  Contribution:  Biology 

MariaElena Conserva, Staff Planner.  Ph.D., Geography, University of California, Berkeley; M.A., Geography, 
University of California, Berkeley; B.A., Environmental Studies/Geography, University of California, 
Los Angeles; 11 years of experience.  Contribution:  Visual Impact Assessment 

Jennifer Daigre, Traffic Engineer.  B.S., Civil Engineering, Colorado State University; 8 years of experience.  
Contribution:  Traffic 

Lisa David, Associate Planner.  M.S., Environmental Studies, California State University, Fullerton; B.A., English, 
California State University, Fullerton; 13 years of experience.  Contribution:  Cumulative Impacts 
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Ava Edens, Associate Biologist.  B.A., Biology and Aquatic Ecology, University of California, Santa Barbara; 
8 years of experience.  Contribution:  Biology 

Farshad Farhang, Project Manager.  M.B.A., California State University, Fresno; B.S., California State University, 
Fresno; 20 years of experience.  Contribution:  Noise 

Jeff Friesen, P.E., Project Engineer.  B.A.Sc., Civil Engineering, University of British Columbia; 16 years of 
experience.  Contribution:  Water Quality 

Kirsten Garrison, Associate Project Manager.  B.S., Environmental Horticulture, University of California, Davis; 
11 years of experience.  Contribution:  Community Impact Assessment 

Kevin Grant, GIS Analyst.  B.A., Geography, University of California, Santa Barbara; 4 years of experience.  
Contribution:  Geographic Information System 

Tianpeng Guo, Project Engineer.  Ph.D., Civil Engineering, Louisiana State University; M.S., Environmental 
Engineering, Tsinghua University; B.S., Material Science and Engineering, Zhejiang University; 9 years of 
experience.  Contribution:  Water Quality 

Susie Hanson, Senior Editor.  B.S., Education, Ball State University; 30 years of experience.  Contribution:  
Publications 

Wendy Haydon, Project Planner.  M.S., Recreation Administration, California State University, Sacramento; B.A., 
Environmental Studies, California State University, Sacramento; 23 years of experience.  Contribution:  
Community Impact Assessment 

Robert Hernandez, Biologist.  B.S., Wildlife Management, Minor in Natural Resources, Humboldt State University; 
10 years of experience.  Contribution:  Biology 

Kathleen Higgins, P.E., Project Manager.  M.S., Civil Engineering, California State University, Long Beach; B.S. 
Civil Engineering, California State University, Long Beach; 28 years of experience.  Contribution:  QA/QC 
Review Water Quality 

Amy Hiss, Senior Botanist.  M.A., Ecology and Systematic Biology, San Francisco State University: B.S., Botany 
and Environmental Biology, Humboldt State University; 17 years of experience.  Contribution:  Biology 

Gretchen Honan, Wetland Scientist.  M.A., Marine Affairs, University of Rhode Island; B.A., Physical Geography, 
California State University, Long Beach; 23 years of experience.  Contribution:  Biology 

Russell Huddleston, Wetlands Ecologist/Botanist.  M.S., Ecology, University of California, Davis; B.S., Biology, 
Southern Oregon University; 11 years of experience.  Contribution:  Biology 

Wilfred Hsu, P.E., Water Quality Task Lead.  M.S., Civil and Environmental Engineering, University of California, 
Los Angeles; B.S., Civil and Environmental Engineering, University of California, Berkeley; 11 years of 
experience.  Contribution:  Water Quality Task Lead  

Tom Ionta, Project Manager.  B.S., Civil Engineering, University of Connecticut; 27 years of experience.  
Contribution:  Project Management 
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Victor Leighton, Biologist.  A.S., Forestry/Wildlife Biology, American River College; 15 years of experience.  
Contribution:  Biology 

Iosefa Matagi, Project Engineer.  M.S., Water Resources Engineering, Utah State University; B.S., Civil 
Engineering, Utah State University; 6 years of experience.  Contribution:  Engineering 

Lynn Matthews, Graphic Design/Publications Lead.  B.A., English, Creative Writing, California State University, 
Long Beach; 32 years of experience.  Contribution:  Publications 

Michael Maxwell, Staff Engineer.  B.S., Environmental Engineering, University of California, Irvine; 6 years of 
experience.  Contribution:  Water Quality 

Dan Medina, P.E., Principal Technologist.  Ph.D., Hydrology and Hydraulics, Cornell University; B.S., Civil 
Engineering, Universidad de los Andes, Colombia; 22 years of experience. Contribution:  QA/QC Review 
Water Quality 

Dennis Mengel, Senior Habitat Management and Planning Technologist.  Ph.D., Soil Science, North Carolina State 
University; M.S., Forest Resources. University of Idaho; B.S., Wildlife Biology, University of Idaho; 
26 years of experience.  Contribution:  Biology 

Robert Miller, Senior Technologist.  M.S., Environmental Resources/Forest Ecology, Pennsylvania State University; 
B.S., Natural Resources Management, Rutgers University; 18 years of experience.  Contribution:  
Community Impact Assessment, Noise 

Tom Priestley, Principal Technologist.  Ph.D., Environmental Planning, Department of Landscape Architecture, 
University of California, Berkeley; M.C.P., City Planning, Department of City and Regional Planning, 
University of California, Berkeley; M.L.A., Environmental Planning, Department of Landscape 
Architecture, University of California, Berkeley; B.U.P., Urban Planning, Department of Urban and 
Regional Planning, University of Illinois; 30 years of experience.  Contribution:  Visual Impact Assessment 

Cindy Salazar, Associate Planner.  M.S., Biological Science, California State University, Fullerton; B.S., Applied 
Geology, University of California, Irvine; 11 years of experience.  Contribution:  Community Impact 
Assessment 

Joel Shaich, Wetland Ecologist.  M.S., Environmental Science, State University of New York; B.A., History, Lewis 
and Clark College; 13 years of experience. Contribution:  Biology 

Rick Simon, Project Manager.  B.S., Civil Engineering, Michigan State University; 30 years of experience.  
Contribution:  Project Management. 

Carolyn Trindle, Senior Technologist.  M.A., Business Administration, Pepperdine University; M.A., Education, 
University of Missouri, Kansas City; B.A., Journalism, University of Missouri, Columbia; 28 years of 
experience.  Contribution:  QA/QC Review, Community Impact Assessment 

David Vomacka, Senior Planner.  Ph.D., Political Science/Quantitative Methods, Florida State University; M.A., 
Political Science/Public Opinion, Florida State University; B.S., Political Science, Florida State University; 
31 years of experience.  Contribution:  Senior Reviewer 
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Carolyn Washburn,  Senior Project Manager.  Ph.D., University of Washington, Washington Cooperative Fish and 
Wildlife Research Unit; M.S., Botany, North Carolina State University; B.S., Biology, Rensselaer 
Polytechnic Institute; 20 years of experience.  Contribution:  Environmental Task Lead  

Melissa Williams, Associate Planner.  B.S., Biology, California State University, Fullerton; 10 years of experience.  
Contribution:  Biology and Community Impact Assessment 

MaryBeth Yansura, Air Quality Scientist.  B.A., Chemistry, Rutgers University; 19 years of experience.  
Contribution:  QA/QC Review, Air Quality 

Fatuma Yusuf, Project Consultant.  Ph.D., Economics, Washington State University; M.S., Statistics, Washington 
State University; M.A., Agricultural Economics, Washington State University; B.S., Range Management, 
University of Nairobi; 16 years of experience.  Contribution:  Community Impact Assessment 

Hong Zhuang. Air Quality Engineer.  M.S., Civil and Environmental Science and Engineering, California Institute 
of Technology; B.S., Master of Philosophy, (research degree) in Chemical Engineering, Hong Kong 
University of Science and Technology; Master of Philosophy, (research degree) in Chemical Engineering, 
Hong Kong University of Science and Technology; 15 years of experience.  Contribution:  Air Quality 

Applied Earthworks 
Peggy Beedle, Architectural/Landscape Historian.  M.A., University of  Wisconsin; 16 years of experience.  

Contribution:  Architectural/Landscape Historian 

Joan George, Archaeological Surveyor.  B.S., University of California, Davis; 13 years of experience.  Contribution:  
Archaeology 

Susan Goldberg, Principal Archaeologist.  M.S., Anthropology, University of Missouri, Columbia; B.A., 
Anthropology, Northwestern University; 37 years of experience.  Contribution:  Archaeology 

Colleen Hamilton, Senior Architectural Historian/Historical Archaeologist.  M.A., University of Missouri; 12 years 
of experience.  Contribution:  Archaeology 

Melinda Horne, Senior Archaeologist.  M.A., Geography, University of Utah; 34 years of experience.  Contribution:  
Archaeology 

Dennis McDougall, Associate Archaeologist.  35 years of experience.  Contribution: Archaeology 

Vanessa Mirro, Senior Archaeologist.  M.A., Anthropology, Colorado State University; B.A., University of Western 
Ontario; 15 years of experience.  Contribution:  Archaeology 

Michael Mirro, Senior Archaeologist.  M.A., Anthropology, California State University, Los Angeles; B.S., 
Anthropology, Radford University; B.S., Crop and Soil Environmental Science, Virginia Polytechnic 
Institute and State University; 17 years of experience.  Contribution:  Archaeology 

April Van Wyke, Senior Archaeologist.  B.A., Anthropology, University of California, Santa Barbara; 17 years of 
experience.  Contribution:  Archaeology 
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Baxter Miller Landscape Architecture 
Baxter Miller, Landscape architect.  B.S., Landscape Architecture, California Polytechnical State University, San 

Luis Obispo; 26 years of experience.  Contribution:  Visual Impact Assessment 

Entech 
Sharif Carter,  Noise Engineer.  B.S., Mechanical Engineering; 14 years of experience.  Contribution:  Noise Study 

Michelle Jones, Noise Engineer.  B.S., Civil Engineering, University of Washington; 16 years of experience.  
Contribution:  Noise Study 

Epic Land Solutions 
Duncan Bush, Project Manager.  California State University, Long Beach.  Contribution:  Relocations 

Lynette Overcamp, Project Manager.  B.S., Business Administration, California State University, Dominguez Hills; 
20 years of experience.  Contribution: Relocations 

Geographics 
Dawn Hassett, Managing Partner.  M.P.W., Writing, University of Southern California; 28 years of experience.  

Contribution:  Public Outreach 

Kimley-Horn 
Jennifer Daigre, Traffic Engineer. B.S., Civil Engineering, Colorado State University; 8 years of experience.  

Contribution:  Traffic 

J.D. Douglas, Senior Project Manager.  M.A., Urban Planning, University of California, Los Angeles; B.A., 
Geography and Political Science, University of California, Los Angeles; 30 years of experience.  
Contribution:  Traffic 

Ninyo and Moore 
Catherine Gough, Senior Staff Environmental Scientist.  B.A., Business Administration, California State University, 

Fullerton.  Contribution:  Hazardous Waste 

Scott Johnson, Principal Geologist.  B.S., Geology, University of California, Davis.  Contribution:  Hazardous 
Waste 

Beth Padgett, Project Environmental Scientist.  B.S., Geology: Structures and Tectonics, University of Idaho.  
Contribution:  Hazardous Waste 

Michael T. Pearce, Senior Engineer.  M.S., Civil Engineering, University of California, Berkeley.  Contribution:  
Hazardous Waste 

David Shaler, Project Environmental Geologist.  B.S., Geological Sciences, Sonoma State University; 20 years of 
experience.  Contribution:  Hazardous Waste 
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Jalal Vakili, Principal Engineer.  Ph.D., Geotechnical Engineering, University of Paris.  Contribution:  Hazardous 
Waste 

Julie Wozencraft, Project Environmental Scientist.  M.P.H., Environmental Health and International Health, Loma 
Linda University; B.S., Health Sciences, Loma Linda University.  Contribution:  Hazardous Waste 

Paleo Environmental Associates, Inc. 
Bruce Lander, Senior Archaeologist.  Ph.D., Paleontology, 1977, University of California, Berkeley; 34 years of 

experience.  Contribution:  Paleontology 

Independent Consultants 

Michelle Balk, Botanist.  M.S., Biology, University of Akron (Ohio); B.S., Zoology, Iowa State University; 10 years 
of experience.  Contribution:  Biology 

Pete Bloom, Consulting Biologist (Biological Subconsultant to CH2M HILL).  Ph.D., Candidate, Wildlife 
Resources, University of Idaho, in progress; M.S., Biology, California State University, Long Beach; 
B.S., Zoology, California State University, Long Beach; 39 years of experience.  Contribution:  Biology. 

David Bramlet, Consulting Botanist (Biological Subconsultant to CH2M HILL).  B.S., Zoology.  Coauthor, The 
Vasular Plants of Western Riverside County, California, an Annotated Checklist; 30 years of experience.  
Contribution:  Biology 

Daniel Grout, Senior Biologist, Grout Biological Services, (Biological Subconsultant to CH2M HILL).  B.S., 
University of Wisconsin-Madison, Honors program Graduate; 23 years of experience.  Contribution:  
Biology 

J. Herbert Huddleston, Soil Scientist (Biological Subconsultant to CH2M HILL).  Ph.D., Soil Science, Iowa State 
University; M.S., Soil Science, Cornell University; B.S., Agronomy, Cornell University; 43 years of 
experience.  Contribution:  Biology 

Anthony Mann, Wildlife Biologist (Biological Subconsultant to CH2M HILL).  B.A., Geography with minors in 
Biology, Environmental Studies, and Geology, California State University, Stanislaus; 16 years of 
experience.  Contribution: Biology 

Stephen Montgomery, Wildlife Biologist/President, SJM Biological Consultants, (Biological Subconsultant to 
CH2M HILL).  M.S., Biology/Ecology, Utah State University; B.S., Wildlife Biology, Utah State 
University; 36 years of experience.  Contribution:  Biology 

Rick Reifner, Consulting Botanist (Biological Subconsultant to CH2M HILL).  B.S., Biology, Towson State 
University, Maryland; 33 years of experience.  Contribution:  Biology 

Fred Roberts, Consulting Botanist (Biological Subconsultant to CH2M HILL).  B.A., Geography, University of 
California, Santa Barbara.  Coauthor, The Vasular Plants of Western Riverside County, California, an 
Annotated Checklist; 31 years of experience.  Contribution:  Biology 
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Chapter 7 Distribution List 
This Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) has been made available for 
review by elected officials, federal, state, and local agencies, interested parties, and the general public.  The 
notification process announcing the availability of this Draft EIR/EIS is summarized below. 

7.1 Federal Register Notice of Availability 
Availability of this Draft EIR/EIS and information regarding the review period and public hearing schedule was 
transmitted for publication in the Federal Register following approval by the Department for the Draft EIR/EIS 
prepared for this proposed Project to proceed to circulation. 

7.2 Notice of Completion 
The Notice of Completion announcing release of this Draft EIR/EIS was filed with the State Clearinghouse and 
Planning Unit (SCH) within the Governor's Office of Planning and Research, following approval by the 
Department for the Draft EIR/EIS prepared for this proposed Project to proceed to circulation. 

7.3 Notice of Availability 
Following approval by the Department for the Draft EIR/EIS prepared for this Project to proceed to circulation, the 
Notice of Availability for this Draft EIR/EIS, containing the project description, the locations where this Draft 
EIR/EIS can be reviewed, the comment period, and the invitation to the public hearing was published in the Press 
Enterprise, La Prensa, and the Valley Chronicle.  Notice of this information was also mailed (postcards) to all 
contacts included in the Draft EIR/EIS Notice Distribution List in Section 7.4. 

The Draft EIR/EIS is available for review at the California Department of Transportation District 8 office at 
464 West Fourth Street, San Bernardino, CA 92401, on weekdays from 9 a.m. to 3 p.m.  There are also hard copies 
available at the Riverside County Transportation Commission, 4080 Lemon Street, Third Floor, Riverside, CA 
92501, Monday through Thursday from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m.; the Hemet Library, 300 E. Latham Avenue, Hemet, CA 
92543; and the San Jacinto Public Library, 500 Idyllwild Drive, San Jacinto, CA 92583, during business hours.  
An electronic copy is available online at http://www.sr79project.info/. 

7.4 Draft EIR/EIS Notice Distribution List 
Following approval by the Department for the Draft EIR/EIS prepared for this Project to proceed to circulation, the 
following elected officials, federal, state, and local agencies, interested parties, and the general public received 
either a copy (hard copy or electronic) of the Draft EIR/EIS or a notice informing them of its availability 
(postcard). 
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7.4.1 Elected Officials 
 
The Honorable Dianne Feinstein 
United States Senate 
Los Angeles Office 
11111 Santa Monica Blvd., Suite 915 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 

The Honorable Barbara Boxer 
United States Senate 
Inland Empire Office 
3403 10th Street, Suite 704 
Riverside, CA 92501 

The Honorable Raul Ruiz 
U.S. House of Representatives 
36th District 
777 East Tahquitz Canyon Way 
Palm Springs, CA 92262 

The Honorable Mark Takano 
U.S. House of Representatives 
41st District 
3403 10th Street, Suite 610 
Riverside, CA 92501 

The Honorable Ken Calvert 
U.S. House of Representatives 
42nd District 
4160 Temescal Canyon Road, Suite 214 
Corona, CA 92883 

The Honorable Bill Emmerson 
California State Senate 
District 23 
8577 East Haven Avenue, Suite 210 
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 

The Honorable Brian Nestande 
California Assembly 
42nd District 
73-710 Fred Waring Drive, Suite #116 
Palm Desert, CA 92260 

The Honorable Jose Medina 
California State Assembly 
61st District 
1223 University Avenue, Suite 230 
Riverside, CA 92507 

The Honorable Melissa Melendez 
California State Assembly 
67th District 
41391 Kalmia Street, Suite #220 
Murrieta, CA 92562 

The Honorable Kevin Jeffries 
Riverside County Board of Supervisors 
District 1 
4080 Lemon Street, 5th Floor 
Riverside, CA 92501 

The Honorable John Tavaglione 
Riverside County Board of Supervisors 
District 2 
4080 Lemon Street, 5th Floor 
Riverside, CA 92501 

The Honorable Jeff Stone 
Riverside County Board of Supervisors 
District 3 
4080 Lemon Street, 5th Floor 
Riverside, CA 92501 

The Honorable John Benoit 
Riverside County Board of Supervisors 
District 4 
4080 Lemon Street, 5th Floor 
Riverside, CA 92501 

The Honorable Marion Ashley 
Riverside Board of Supervisors 
District 5 
4080 Lemon Street, 5th Floor 
Riverside, CA 92501 

The Honorable Daryl Busch 
Mayor 
City of Perris 
101 North D Street 
Perris, CA 92570 

The Honorable Mark Yarbrough 
Mayor Pro Tem 
City of Perris 
101 North D Street 
Perris, CA 92570 

The Honorable Rita Rogers 
Perris City Council 
101 North D Street 
Perris, CA 92570 

The Honorable Al Landers 
Perris City Council 
101 North D Street 
Perris, CA 92570 

The Honorable Julio Rodriguez 
Perris City Council 
101 North D Street 
Perris, CA 92570 

The Honorable Mark Bartel 
Mayor, City of San Jacinto 
595 S. San Jacinto Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

The Honorable Alonso Ledezma 
Mayor Pro Tem 
City of San Jacinto 
595 S. San Jacinto Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

The Honorable Crystal Ruiz 
San Jacinto City Council 
595 S. San Jacinto Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

The Honorable Andrew Kotyuk 
San Jacinto City Council 
595 S. San Jacinto Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

The Honorable Scott Miller 
San Jacinto City Council 
595 S. San Jacinto Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

The Honorable Karen Spiegel 
Chair, RCTC 
Corona City Council 
400 South Vicentia Avenue 
Corona, CA 92882 

The Honorable Bob Botts 
Mayor Pro Tem 
City of Banning 
99 East Ramsey Street 
Banning, CA 92220 

The Honorable Roger Berg 
Mayor 
City of Beaumont 
550 East 6th Street 
Beaumont, CA 92223 

The Honorable Joseph DeConinck 
Blythe City Council 
City of Blythe 
235 N. Broadway Street 
Blythe, CA 92225 

The Honorable Ella Zanowic 
Calimesa City Council 
City of Calimesa 
908 Park Avenue 
Calimesa, CA 92320 
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The Honorable Mary Craton 
Mayor 
City of Canyon Lake 
31516 Railroad Canyon Road 
Canyon Lake, CA 92587 

The Honorable Greg Pettis 
Cathedral City City Council 
City of Cathedral City 
68-700 Avenida Lalo Guerrero 
Cathedral City, CA 92234 

The Honorable Steven Hernandez 
Coachella City Council 
City of Coachella 
1515 Sixth Street 
Coachella, CA 92236 

The Honorable Scott Matas 
Mayor Pro Tem 
City of Desert Hot Springs 
65-950 Pierson Boulevard 
Desert Hot Springs, CA 92240 

The Honorable Adam Rush 
Mayor Pro Tem 
City of Eastvale 
12363 Limonite Avenue, Suite 910 
Eastvale, CA 91752 

The Honorable Larry Smith 
Mayor Pro Tem 
City of Hemet 
445 East Florida Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92543 

The Honorable Douglas Hanson 
Indian Wells City Council 
City of Indian Wells 
44-950 Eldorado Drive 
Indian Wells, CA 92210 

The Honorable Glenn Miller 
Indio City Council 
City of Indio 
100 Civic Center Mall 
Indio, CA 92201 

The Honorable Frank Johnston 
Mayor Pro Tem 
City of Jurupa Valley 
8304 Limonite Avenue, Suite M 
Jurupa Valley, CA 92509 

The Honorable Terry Henderson 
La Quinta City Council 
City of La Quinta 
78-495 Calle Tampico 
La Quinta, CA 92253 

The Honorable Robert Magee 
Mayor 
City of Lake Elsinore 
130 South Main Street 
Lake Elsinore, CA 92530 

The Honorable Scott Mann 
Mayor 
City of Menifee 
29714 Haun Road 
Menifee, CA 92586 

The Honorable Tom Owings 
Mayor 
City of Moreno Valley 
14177 Frederick Street 
Moreno Valley, CA 92552 

The Honorable Rick Gibbs 
Mayor 
City of Murrieta 
One Town Square 
24601 Jefferson Avenue 
Murrieta, CA 92562 

The Honorable Berwin Hanna 
Mayor Pro Tem 
City of Norco 
2870 Clark Avenue 
Norco, CA 92860-1169 

The Honorable Jan Harnik 
Mayor 
City of Palm Desert 
73-510 Fred Waring Drive 
Palm Desert, CA 92260 

The Honorable Ginny Foat 
Palm Springs City Council 
City of Palm Springs 
3200 Tahquitz Canyon Way 
Palm Springs, CA 92263 

The Honorable Ted Weill 
City of Rancho Mirage 
City of Rancho Mirage 
69-825 Highway 111 
Rancho Mirage, CA 92270 

The Honorable Steve Adams 
Riverside City Council 
City of Riverside 
3900 Main Street, 7th Floor 
Riverside, CA 92522 

The Honorable Ron Roberts 
Temecula City Council 
City of Temecula 
41000 Main Street 
Temecula, CA 92589 

The Honorable Ben Benoit 
Wildomar City Council 
City of Wildomar 
23873 Clinton Keith Road, Suite 211 
Wildomar, CA 92595 

 

 

7.4.2 Federal Agencies 
 
Cesar Perez 
Federal Highway Administration 
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA), Office of Federal Activities  
(Mail Code 2252-A) 
EIS Filing Section 
401 M Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20460 

Susan Sturges 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA), Region IX 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
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Eric Raffini 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA), Regional Office 
600 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 1460 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Federal Transit Administration,  
Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 2210 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Director, Office of Environmental 
Policy and Compliance, Department of 
Interior, Main Interior Building, 
MS 2340 
1849 “C” Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20240 

Jim Bartel 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (Carlsbad) 
6010 Hidden Valley Road 
Carlsbad, CA 92011 

Director, Office of Environmental 
Compliance, U.S. Department of 
Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, SW, 
Rm 4G-O 
Washington, DC 20585 

Federal Railroad Administration, Office 
of Policy and Plans 
400 – 7th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20590 

Director, Office of Environmental 
Affairs, Department of Health and 
Human Services 
200 Independence Avenue, SW,  
Rm 537 F 
Washington, DC 20201 

Centers for Disease Control,  
Environmental Health and Injury 
Control, Special Programs Group,  
Mail Stop F-29 
1600 Clifton Road 
Atlanta, GA 30333 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,  
Los Angeles District 
Attention: Stephanie Hall 
CESPL-CO-R 
915 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 1101 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Susan Meyer, Regulatory Branch 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
CESPL-RG Building 230 (Bldg.T214) 
Ft. Shafter, HI 96858-5440 

Environmental Clearance Officer, 
Department of Housing and Urban 
Development 
450 Golden Gate Avenue,  
P.O. Box 36003 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Natural Resources Conservation 
Service–Program Delivery Point 
950 Ramona Boulevard, Suite 6 
San Jacinto, CA 92582-2571 

Natural Resources Conservation 
Service–Riverside Area Office 
4500 Glenwood Drive 
Riverside, CA 92501-3042 

Chief, Airports Branch,  
Federal Aviation Administration 
5885 West Imperial Highway 
Los Angeles, CA 90045 

Regional Director  
Federal Emergency Management 
Agency 
Region IX, Bldg. 105 
Presidio, CA 94129 

National Park Service,  
Pacific Great Basin System Support 
Office 
1111 Jackson Street, Suite 700 
Oakland, CA 94607 

USDA Forest Service 
Pacific Southwest Research Station  
Riverside Fire Lab 
4955 Canyon Crest Drive 
Riverside, CA 92507-6099 

Manager 
USDA Forest Service 
Cleveland National Forest  
1147 East 6th Street 
Corona, CA 91719 

District Ranger 
U.S. Forest Service, Cleveland National 
Forest 
1147 East 6th Street 
Corona, CA 91719 

U.S. Indian Affairs Bureau 
2038 Iowa Avenue, Suite 101 
Riverside, CA 92507-2401 

 

 

 

7.4.3 State Agencies 
 
Director 
Department of Water Resources 
1416 Ninth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Director 
State Department of Housing and 
Community Development 
P.O. Box 997413 
Sacramento, CA 95899-7413 

Executive Office 
State Lands Commission 
100 How Avenue, Suite 100 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Director 
Department of Fish and Wildlife 
1416 Ninth Street, 12th Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Director 
Department of Parks and Recreation 
915 I Street, 5th Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Executive Office 
State Water Resources Control Board 
1001 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
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Director 
Department of Conservation 
801 K Street MS 24-01 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Executive Office 
Integrated Waste Management Board 
8800 Cal Center Drive 
Sacramento, CA 95826 

Secretary 
Resources Agency 
1416 Ninth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Executive Office 
State Air Resources Board 
1001 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95812 

Executive Director 
Energy Commission 
1516 Ninth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Director 
Department of Health Services 
714/744 P Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Chief, Bureau of School Planning 
Department of Education 
721 Capitol Mall 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Director 
Department of Food and Agriculture 
1220 N. Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Executive Director 
Public Utilities Commission 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Executive Secretary 
Native American Heritage Commission 
915 Capitol Mall, Rm 364 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Chief, Environmental Planning and 
Management  
Department of General Services 
400 R Street, Suite 5100 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Department of Toxic Substances 
Control –  
CEQA Tracking Center, Office of 
Environmental Planning and Analysis 
400 P Street, 4th Floor 
P.O. Box 806 (1001 I Street) 
Sacramento, CA 95812-0806 

Assistant Vice President 
University of California Berkeley 
Budget, Analysis, and Planning 
247 University Hall 
Berkeley, CA 94720 

AICP Campus Physical Planner  
University of California, Riverside  
Capital and Physical Planning 
3637 Canyon Crest Drive, Bannockburr 
Riverside, CA 92507 

California Native Plant Society 
2707 K Street, Suite 1 
Sacramento, CA 95816-5113 

Conservation Committee Chair  
California Native Plant Society 
4477 Picacho Drive 
Riverside, CA 92507 

California Wildlife Federation 
1012 J Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

California Department of 
Transportation 
Division of Environmental Analysis 
Attn: Division Chief 
Headquarters Environmental Program 
1120 N Street, Mail Station 27, POB 
942874 
Sacramento, CA 94274-0001 

Office of Public Affairs 
California Highway Patrol 
P.O. Box 942898 
Sacramento, CA 94298-0001 

 

 

7.4.4 Regional/County/City Agencies 
 
Program Manager 
Metro CEQA Review Coordination 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

Executive Director  
San Bernardino Associated 
Governments 
1170 West 3rd Street, 2nd Floor 
San Bernardino, CA 92401-1715 

Government and Public Affairs  
Southern California Association of  
Governments 
3600 Lime Street, Suite 216 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Intergovernmental Review  
Southern California Association of 
Governments 
818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

Manager, Environmental Division  
Southern California Association of 
Governments 
818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

Executive Director 
Western Riverside Council of 
Governments 
4080 Lemon Street, 3rd Floor 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Program Supervisor – CEQA Section,  
South Coast Air Quality Management 
District 
21865 Copley Drive 
Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182 

Office of Education,  
County of Riverside 
3939 13th Street 
Riverside, CA 92502-0868 

Director 
County of San Bernardino  
Transportation Department 
825 E. 3rd Street, Room 143 
San Bernardino, CA 92415-0835 
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Chairman 
County Service Area 128 (East) 
20850 Oaknoll Drive 
Lake Mathews, CA 92570 

Chairman 
County Service Area 128 (West) 
21200 Ridgedale 
Perris, CA 92570 

Executive Director 
Riverside County Farm Bureau 
21160 Box Spring Road, #102 
Moreno Valley, CA 92557 

General Manager/Chief Engineer 
Riverside County Flood Control & 
Water Conservation District. 
1995 Market Street 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Riverside County Habitat Conservation 
Agency 
4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor 
Riverside, CA 92501 

County Superintendent of Schools 
Riverside County Office of Education 
P.O. Box 868 
Riverside, CA 92502-0868 

Director 
Riverside County Transportation and 
Land Management Agency 
4080 Lemon Street, 14th Floor 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Western Riverside County  
Regional Conservation Authority 
3403 Tenth Street, Suite 320 
Riverside, CA 92501 

City Manager 
City of Banning 
99 East Ramsey Street 
Banning, CA 92220 

City Manager 
City of Beaumont 
550 East 6th Street 
Beaumont, CA 92223 

City Manager 
City of Hemet 
445 East Florida Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92543 

City Manager  
City of Moreno Valley 
14177 Frederick Street 
Moreno Valley, CA 92530 

City Manager  
City of Murrieta 
26442 Beckman Court 
Murrieta, CA 92562 

Director, Public Works Department 
City of Riverside 
3900 Main Street 
Riverside, CA 92522 

City Manager  
City of San Jacinto 
595 S. San Jacinto Avenue 
Building A 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

Headquarters,  
Riverside County Fire Department 
210 West San Jacinto Avenue 
Perris, CA 92570 

Riverside County Sheriff’s Department 
4095 Lemon Street 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Chief Executive Officer  
Southern California Regional Rail 
Authority 
700 South Flower Street 
26th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Chief Executive Officer 
Riverside Transit Agency 
1825 Third Street 
Riverside, CA 92517-1968 

Principal Development  
Riverside County Economic 
Development Agency 
P.O. Box 1180 
Riverside, CA 92502 

President/CEO  
San Jacinto Valley Chamber of 
Commerce 
615 N. San Jacinto Street 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Membership Executive 
San Jacinto Valley Chamber of 
Commerce 
615 N. San Jacinto Street 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Board of Directors  
Hemet San Jacinto Valley Chamber of 
Commerce 
615 N. San Jacinto Street 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Executive Director  
Riverside Land Conservancy 
4075 Mission Inn Avenue 
Riverside, CA 92501 

District Conservationist 
Riverside Corona Resource 
Conservation District 
4500 Glenwood Drive, Building A 
Riverside, CA 92501-3042 

Executive Officer 
RWQCB – Santa Ana Region 8 
3737 Main Street, Suite 500 
Riverside, CA 92501-3339 

Mark Brown 
Santa Ana Regional Water Quality 
Control Board 
3737 Main Street, #500 
Riverside, CA 92501 

San Diego Regional Water Quality 
Control Board 
9174 Sky Park Court, Suite 100 
San Diego, CA. 92123-4340 

Chairman 
March Joint Powers Authority 
23555 Meyer Drive 
Riverside, CA 92518 

Public Works Director 
City of San Jacinto Public Works 
Department 
270 Bissell Place 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Director, County of Riverside Public 
Works Department 
3900 Main Street 
Riverside, CA 92522 

Director, County of Riverside 
Department of Building Service 
3133 7th Street 
Riverside, CA 92501 
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7.4.5 Native American Contacts 
 
Southern California Agency 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
1451 Research Park Drive, Suite 100 
Riverside, CA 92507 

Patricia Garcia-Tuck, Director 
Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians 
Tribal Historic Preservation Office 
5401 Dinah Shore Drive 
Palm Springs, CA 92264 

Judy Stapp, Director of Cultural Affairs 
Cabazon Band of Mission Indians 
84-245 Indio Springs Parkway 
Indio, CA 92203 

Luther Salgado, Chairperson 
Cahuilla Band of Indians 
P.O. Box 391760 
Anza, CA 92539 

Bernie Acuna, Tribal Councilman 
Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe 
1875 Century Park East, Suite 1500 
Los Angeles, CA 90067 

Samuel Dunlap, Tribal Chair 
Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe of Los 
Angeles 
P.O. Box 86908 
Los Angeles, CA 90086 

William Madrigal 
Cultural Resource Coordinator 
Morongo Band of Mission Indians 
12700 Pumarra Road 
Banning, CA 92220 

Anna Hoover, Cultural Resource Center 
Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians 
P.O. Box 2183 
Temecula, CA 92593 

Joseph Hamilton, Chairman  
Ramona Band of Cahuilla Indians 
56310 Highway 371, Suite B 
Anza, CA 92539 

Goldie Walker 
Serrano Band of Indians 
6588 Valaria Drive 
Highland, CA 92346 

Joseph Ontiveros, Cultural Resources 
Director 
Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians 
P.O. Box 487 
San Jacinto, CA 92581 

Ann Brierty, Environmental 
Department 
San Manuel Band of Mission Indians 
26569 Community Center Drive 
Highland, CA 92346 

James Ramos, Chairperson  
San Manuel Band of Mission Indians 
26569 Community Center Drive 
Highland, CA 92346 

John Marcus, Chairperson  
Santa Rosa Band of Mission Indians 
P.O. Box 391820 
Anza, CA 92539 

Cindi Alvitre 
Ti’At Society 
6602 Zelzah Avenue 
Reseda, CA 91335 

 

7.4.6 School Districts 
 
Superintendent 
San Jacinto Unified School District 
2045 S. San Jacinto Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

Superintendent 
Riverside Unified School District 
3380 14th Street 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Superintendent 
Hemet Unified School District 
2350 W. Latham Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

7.4.7 Interested Parties 
 
Archaeological Research Unit 
University of California Riverside 
900 University Avenue  
4148 Hinderacker Hall 
Riverside, CA 92521 

Board of Directors 
Riverside Community College 
4800 Magnolia Avenue 
Riverside, CA 92501 

John Byrns 
U.S. Foodservice 
1283 Sherborn Street Suite 102 
Corona, CA 92879 

California Bicycle Coalition 
1017 L Street, #288 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Damon De Frates  
El Sobrante Landfill, USA Waste of 
California 
10411 Dawson Canyon Road 
Corona, CA 92883 

Autumn DeWoody 
Programs Director 
Inland Empire Waterkeeper 
3741 Merced Drive, Unit F2 
Riverside, CA 92503 

Lynn Durrett 
Area Cable Project Engineer 
SPRINT 
282 South Sycamore Street 
Rialto, CA 92376 

Jonathan Evans 
Staff Attorney 
Center for Biological Diversity 
8033 Sunset Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90046-2401 

Cindy Ferry 
16115 Rocky Bluff Road 
Gavilan Hills, CA 92570-7471 
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General Manager 
RTA 
1825 Third Street 
Riverside, CA 92507 

John Goller 
General Manager/Customer Operations 
GTE 
3633 E. Inland Empire Blvd., #600 
Ontario, CA 91764 

Jim Guthrie 
Transportation NOW 
647 N. Main Street, Suite 2C 
Riverside, CA 92501 

George Hague 
Sierra Club, San Gorgonio Chapter 
26711 Ironwood Avenue 
Moreno Valley, CA 92555 

Kenneth J. Halama, Ph.D. 
Director, Natural Reserve 
System/Department of Biology 
University of California Riverside 
900 University Avenue 
1208 Spieth Hall 
Riverside, CA 92521 

General Manager 
Western Municipal Water District 
450 Alessandro Blvd 
Riverside, CA 92508 

Eddy Konno 
San Jacinto Wildlife Refuge  
California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife 
78078 Country Club Drive, Suite 109 
Bermuda Dunes, CA 92203 

Clem Kunkel 
Operations Manager 
High Valleys Water District 
47781 Twin Pines Road 
Banning, CA 92220 

Bill Leahy 
Field Rep. The Nature Conservancy 
22115 Tenaja Road 
Murrieta, CA 92562 

Rob Lindquist, Jr. 
General Manager 
Lake Hemet Municipal Water District 
2480 E. Florida Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Mike Luker 
Director of Water Reclamation 
Eastern Municipal Water District 
2270 Trumble Road 
P.O. Box 8300 
Perris, CA 92572-8300 

Manager 
Pacific Bell Telephone Co. 
3073 Adams Street 
Riverside, CA 92504 

Manager 
AT&T 
3073 Adams Street 
Riverside, CA 92504 

Frank D. Marshall 
Director 
Lake Hemet Municipal Water District 
2480 E. Florida Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92544-0039 

Ann L. Turner McKibben, President 
Friends of the Northern San Jacinto 
Valley 
P.O. Box 9097 
Moreno Valley, CA 92552-9097 

President/CEO 
Metropolitan Water District 
700 N. Alameda Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Museum of Vertebrate Zoology 
2593 Life Sciences Building 
Berkeley, CA 94720 

Leonard Nunney 
Department of Biology 
University of California Riverside 
900 University Avenue 
4148 Hinderacker Hall 
Riverside, CA 92521 

Anthony Pack 
Deputy Gen. Manager of 
Operations/Administration 
Eastern Municipal Water District 
2270 Trumble Road P.O. Box 8300 
Perris, CA 92572-8300 

David Perlman 
Chair 
Sierra Club 
3435 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 320 
Los Angeles, CA 90010-1904 

President 
Jensen Alvarado Ranch Association 
4756 Foxbourough Court 
Riverside, CA 92509 

Lily Quiroa 
Waste Management–El Sobrante 
Landfill 
10411 Dawson Canyon 
Corona, CA 92883 

Riverside County Flood Control 
c/o Coen Couwenberg 
1995 Market Street 
Riverside, CA 92501 

President 
Riverside Sheriff's Association 
6215 River Crest Drive, #A 
Riverside, CA 92507 

Riverside-Corona Resource 
Conservation District 
4500 Glenwood Drive 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Andrew Sanders, Botanist 
Department of Botany and Plant 
Species 
University of California Riverside 
900 University Avenue  
4148 Hinderacker Hall 
Riverside, CA 92515 

Thomas A. Scott 
Professor of Conservation Biology 
Department of Earth Sciences 
University of California Riverside – 
Geology 
900 University Avenue  
4148 Hinderacker Hall 
Riverside, CA 92521 

John Shamma, P.E. 
Metropolitan Water District 
700 N. Alameda Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Sierra Club 
1414 K Street, Suite 500 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dan Silver 
Executive Director Endangered Habitats 
League 
8424-A Santa Monica Blvd., #592 
Los Angeles, CA 90069-4267 
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Laura Simonek 
Metropolitan Water District 
700 N. Alameda Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Karen Tachiki 
General Counsel 
Metropolitan Water District 
700 N. Alameda Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Verizon Communications 
150 South Juanita Street 
Hemet, CA 92543 

John L. West 
Director 
West Riverside Canal Co. 
P.O. Box 3617 
Riverside, CA 92519 

 

 

 

7.4.8 Distribution List for Notice of Availability 
 
Loralee L. Aarestacl 
Everett A. Aarestacl 
Audrey C. Hammer 
21 Two Rivers Road N 
St Regis, MT 59866 

Joseph S. Abatti 
12466 Lewis 
Chino, CA 91710 

Remedios Abe 
c/o Remie Freeman 
3369 Orange Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92104 

Sergey Abramovich 
Valentina Abramovich 
384 Northwood Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Louis Acevedo 
Duston Decoria 
Leta M. Hill 
450 S. Sanderson Avenue  
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Judith Achord 
630 W. Thornton Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92543-7822 

Marcelo Acob 
Estrella Acob 
P.O. Box 3935 
La Mesa, CA 91944 

Camille Acton 
2575 S. San Jacinto 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

A. Lee Adair 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #382 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Neil Adams  
Board of Directors  
Hemet Chamber of Commerce 
615 N. San Jacinto Street 
Hemet, CA 92543 

John Adams 
411 Brentwood Circle 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Rogelio H. Adarlo 
2785 Newcastle Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

ADC Prop 
25310 Los Rancherias Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Stephen Adewole 
Josephine L. Adewole 
330 Palo Santa Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Gary D. Adkins 
Rosa C. Adkins 
466 Melbourne Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

AFL/CIO 
1074 La Cadena Drive #1 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Jermaine Agregado 
Jean N. Carlos 
543 Hyacinth Road 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Robert Aguilar 
8030 La Mesa Blvd, Suite 190 
La Mesa, CA 91941 

Fidel Aguilar 
Irma Aguilar 
567 Louisville Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Nejia Ahmed 
2780 Placentia Street 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Ramon Ahumada 
Nidia M. Gonzalez 
1257 Spicestone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Airport Prop 
5850 Avenida Encinas 
Carlsbad, CA 92008 

Roman Aja 
Rufino F. Aja 
Roman Aja 
1151 W. Esplanade Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Joseph Aklufi  
City Attorney  
Aklufi & Wysocki 
3403 10th Street, Suite 610 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Martin Alba 
33901 El Centro Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Clayton F. Albert 
3489 Catalina Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Ramiro Alcala 
1416 Turnstone Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jorge L. Alcala 
295 Northwood Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Evelyn L. Alcantara 
1260 Cragstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 
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Robert Alcaraz 
Yolanda Alcaraz 
2886 Tuberose Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Andrew Alderette 
7688 Couples Way 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Jaime Alejo 
Gloria Alejo 
3936 Florence Street 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Serafin Q. Aleman 
Maria Schmitz 
31231 Highway 74 
Homeland, CA 92548 

Dave Aleshire  
City Attorney  
City of San Jacinto 
248 E. Main Street 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

Bruce Allen  
c/o The Provo Group, Inc.  
Attn: Mark Cooper 
4801 W. 96th Street 
Overland Park, KS 66207 

Bruce Allen 
c/o Cooper and Company, Inc. 
13661 166th Street 
Bonner Springs, KS 66012 

Bruce Allen 
c/o The Provo Group, Inc. 
Attn: Mark Cooper 
9401 Nall Avenue, Suite 202 
Prairie Village, KS 66207 

Mark Allen 
Dawn Allen 
1203 Cragstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Elizabeth M. Allen 
Lawrence H. Allen 
P.O. Box 490 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Alliance For Mentally Ill 
27980 Vista Del Valle 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Alliance For Mentally Ill 
P.O. Box 4141 
Riverside, CA 92514 

Christine Allies 
43529 Ridge Park Drive 
Temecula, CA 92590 

Gena Alltizer 
1176 Cragstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Victor Hugo Almazan 
1657 Dartmouth Street 
Chula Vista, CA 91913 

Ricardo Almejo 
33145 Finch Street 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Myron R. Alnutt 
P.O. Box 3780 
Hemet, CA 92546 

Jose Alonzo 
Meliton Alonzo 
Genoveva Alonzo  
2814 Pansy Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Javier Alonzo 
Veronica Alonzo 
2837 Violet Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Clark Alsop  
City Attorney  
Best, Best, & Krieger 
3750 University Avenue 
Corona, CA 92502 

Ismael Altamirano 
451 N. Franklin Street 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Manuel Anthony Alvarado 
5296 Inglestone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Grace Alvarez 
201 E. Main Street 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

Thomas A. Alvis 
Gayle R. Alvis 
3645 Sydney Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Sara A. Amador 
2790 Placentia Street 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Robert Ambrose 
Angel Ambrose 
P.O. Box 183 
Winchester, CA 92596 

American Manteiv Corp 
P.O. Box 457 
Wildomar, CA 92595 

American Recon, Inc. 
c/o West Florida Gold 
41 Lexington Way 
Coto De Caza, CA 92679 

Marwan Andary 
113 Ibiza Lane 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Vernetta Andeel 
24160 Trail Wood Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Anden Group 
685 Copenhagen Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Bob Andersen 
1950 Market Street 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Andy Anderson  
Board of Directors  
Hemet Chamber of Commerce 
615 N. San Jacinto Street 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Bruce Anderson 
Evelyn Anderson 
27965 California Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Brian D. Anderson 
Mellownee N. Fields 
489 Memphis Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Larry Anderson 
Patricia D. Anderson 
34740 Marvin Hull Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Pedro Andrade 
34776 Lyn Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

R.G. & D.M. Andrei 1999 Trust 
27775 Pachea Trail 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Robert G. Andrei 
Dawn M. Andrei 
3500 Tanya Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 
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Hazel Andrews 
c/o Mike Andrews 
P.O. Box 158 
Homeland CA 92548 

Hazel B. Andrews 
c/o Mike Andrews 
P.O. Box 892 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Randall Andrus 
2575 E. Camelback #700 
Phoenix, AZ 85016 

Eriberto Anguiano 
Maria Ana Anguiano 
2888 Eureka Road 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Enrique Angulo 
9400 Dearborn 
Southgate, CA 90280 

D. Ankrum 
25433 Rancherias Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Randy Anstine, City Manager  
City of Calimesa 
P.O. Box 1190 
Calimesa, CA 92320 

Ljupco Antovski 
Kalina Antovski 
1723 W. Country Club Lane 
Escondido, CA 92026 

Regina Anzaldua 
4102 Northam Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Daniel Apodaca 
6004 Parkside Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Veronica Arana 
202 Gladiolus Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Juan C. Arcasi 
Desiree R. Rachels 
2722 Azalea Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Francisco Arechiga 
33785 Milan Road 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Clemente Ortiz Arellano 
1290 Berylstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Gilberto Arellano 
217 Overleaf Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Frank Arena 
Jeanne C. Arena 
26809 California Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jose G. Arias 
Erika Arias 
2720 Newcastle 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Roger Armenta  
Enriqueta Armenta 
3337 W. Florida Avenue, Pmb88 
Hemet, CA 92541 

Rene Armenta 
2852 Hartley Parkway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Rogelio Armenta 
Enriqueta Armenta 
41802 Kandis Court 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Laurence Downey Armintrout 
Ruth B. Armintrout 
195 Village Lane 
Grants Pass, OR 97527 

Frederick Armstrong 
4067 Menlo Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jorge Arreola 
6021 Salvado Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Lino Arroyo 
Norma Arroyo 
2857 Violet Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Miguel G. Arroyo 
Oralia Q. Arroyo 
2753 Pansy Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

S. Arthofer 
P.O. Box 1387 
San Jacinto, CA 92581 

Ashbrook Development Company, Inc. 
Richard Crook, President 
1545 Faraday Avenue  
Carlsbad, CA 92008 

Benny Ashley 
P.O. Box 845 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Annie N. Ashworth 
2943 Peppertree Lane 
Costa Mesa, CA 92626 

AT & SF RF 
Attn: Roadmaster 
740 E. Carnegie Drive 
San Bernardino, CA 92408 

Ivan Atanassov 
523 Stockholm Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Roger A. Atchley 
Geraldine H. Atchley 
26860 California Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Roger A. Atchley 
Geraldine H. Atchley 
28050 Patti Lane 
Romoland, CA 92585 

Athalon Prop, Inc. 
P.O. Box 11179 
Newport Beach, CA 92658 

Wasef Atiya 
278 Mahogany Street 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Robert M. Ault 
Bernice A. Ault 
15821 Ward Street 
Westminster, CA 92683 

Robert M. Ault 
Bernice A. Ault 
26633 California Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Inigo Austria 
Lorelie Lapa 
c/o Lorelie Lapa 
408 La Clarita Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Gabriel Avalos 
1335 Spicestone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Maria Del Pilar Avalos 
Sonia Guerrero 
1257 Cragstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 
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Gilberto G. Avila 
33941 El Centro Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Bobby D. Avila 
Maria G. Avila 
3639 Paris Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Phillip Paul Ayala 
Denise Lynn Ayala 
273 Hibiscus Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Charles Amos Babb 
Nancy Helen Babb 
3665 Oslo Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Babco Group, Inc. 
P.O. Box 340 
Rialto, CA 92377 

Hector R. Baez 
Milagros Baez 
135 Playa Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Keith A. Bagnell 
Phyllis A. Bagnell 
P.O. Box 7085 
Hemet, CA 92545 

James N. Bahan  
c/o Paul Bahan 
427 S. Marengo Avenue, Suite 1 
Pasadena, CA 91101 

James N. Bahan 
Patricia A. Jordan 
Lillian A. Bahan Heideman 
c/o Paul Bahan 
Six Bees 
AAA Egg Farms 
P.O. Box 890 
Nuevo, CA 92567 

Michael Bahn 
c/o Peter W. Bahan 
2617 Stingle Avenue 
Rosemead, CA 91770 

Roy Baker 
110 Madonna Drive 
Newbury Park, CA 91320 

Kenneth Baker 
1321 N. Palm Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92543 

William Baker 
34885 Donald Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Duane Baker 
445 E. Florida Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Kenneth C. Baker, Jr. 
Roseanne Baker 
41638 Lori Lane 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Arturo Balace 
Mary R. Balace 
2731 Azalea Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Michelle Lea Ballard 
2721 Hartley Parkway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Alex J. Ballard 
Candace M. Ballard 
1450 Jewelstone Circle 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jeff Ballinger  
BB&K 
3750 University Avenue 
Riverside, CA 92502 

Greg Ballmer  
President  
Tri-County Conservation League 
P.O. Box 51127 
Riverside, CA 92517 

Lynn Balsi 
P.O. Box 3203 
Beaumont, CA 92223 

Francisco S. Barajas 
2812 Azalea Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Skye A. Barbarena 
Alejandro Barbarena 
2750 Placentia Street 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Christopher L. Bares 
Emily Bares 
665 Drake Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Elda E. Barios 
c/o Brumilda A. Barios 
1822a E. Route 66 No. 355 
Glendora, CA 91740 

Rodney Barnes 
25412 Browca Street 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Frank Barrett 
P.O. Box 275 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Harold Barsch  
Commission Member  
City of Banning Planning Commission 
99 East Ramsey Street 
Banning, CA 92220 

Dale Bartel 
2733 Cottonwood Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Michael J. Basel 
3494 Coronado Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Frank C. Basto 
Jess Villaluna 
1291 Stepstone Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Alan B. Bato 
Zenaida D. Bato 
138 Playa Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Traci Ann Bauer 
3680 Anchorage Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Don Bean 
P.O. Box 135 
Nuevo, CA 92567 

Randle S. Bearden 
Ginger K. Bearden 
Timothy M. Bearden 
Susan B. Bearden 
4160 Barnstaple Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Graydon Bearden 
P.O. Box 456 
Winchester, CA 92566 

Ronald Beatty 
34911 Shannon Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Dan Beck 
Karen Beck 
343 Palo Santa Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 
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Walt Beckman 
38201 Cherry Valley Blvd. 
Cherry Valley, CA 92223 

George W. Beeman 
1587 Avenida Arriba 
El Cajon, CA 92020 

James B. Behringer 
Cana M. Behringer 
P.O. Box 1256 
San Jacinto, CA 92581 

Wilma Beiley 
34949 Donald Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Bel Air Estates, Inc. 
Ambassador Equities, Inc. 
1180 Lackman Lane 
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272 

Dwight Belden 
17461 Derian Avenue, Suite 106 
Irvine, CA 92614 

Carole Bell  
The Nature Conservancy  
Santa Rosa Plateau Ecological Reserve 
22115 Tenaja Road 
Murrieta, CA 92562 

C. Bell 
37 Mirada Circle 
Rancho Mirage, CA 92270 

Robin Bell 
P.O. Box 301 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Belmonte-Seville Community 
Association 
c/o Martin Lighterink 
12235 El Camino Real Suite 100 
San Diego, CA 92130 

Belmonte-Seville Community 
Association 
c/o Mike Romo 
P.O. Box 1107 
Murrieta, CA 

Belmont-Seville Community 
Association  
c/o Assessment Mgmt Services 
26895 Aliso Creek No. B611 
Aliso Viejo, CA 92656 

Larry Belz 
Ann Belz 
564 Reeves Parkway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Nicole C. Bemis 
2855 Newcastle Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Wanda Marie Beniquez 
2771 Azalea Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Ernest J. Benson 
Sandra L. Benson 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #351 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jorge Madrigal Berber 
Maria Martha Madrigal 
1355 Riverstone Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Berean Fellowship Baptist Church 
P.O. Box 5132 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Brenda Beresford 
5370 Satinstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Richard Berling 
404 La Clarita Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Lopecino S. Bernabe 
5375 Circlestone Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Orlando B. Bernabe 
Susan M. Bernabe 
1355 Spicestone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Antonio Bernal 
Silvia Bernal 
484 Madrid Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Enrique Voltaire D. Bernales 
Trisha O. Bernales 
558 Louisville Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Joshua Bernard 
1475 Alabaster Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Adrien Bernard 
Mona Bernard 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #75 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jim Bernardin  
Honey Bernas  
Riverside County TLMA 
4080 Lemon Street, 7th Floor 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Alan Berry  
California Integrated Waste 
Management Board  
Closure and Technical Services 
1001 I Street, MS 20 
Sacramento, CA 95812 

David Bertoldo 
7606 Isla Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Donald T. Bertrand 
Ethel M. Bertrand 
PMB 287 
1601 Mt Rushmore Rd Suite 4 
Rapid City, SD 57701 

Jorge Biagioni, Principal Engineer  
City of Hemet 
445 East Florida Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Gabrielle Bidondo 
2573 Segovia 
La Verne, CA 91750 

Stephanie R. Billions 
5355 Satinstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Brian W. Birkinshaw 
Jamie Lynn Birkinshaw 
1295 Berylstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jennifer Hije Bisco 
Zenaida Pamintuan 
520 Drake Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Scott Bisel 
3385 Hilldale Drive 
Lake Havasu, AZ 86406 

Scott W. Bisel 
5355 Satinstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Ruby M. Bissett  
4537 Atwood Cay Circle  
Sarasota, FL 34233 

Elwood G. Bissett 
4537 Atwood Cay Circle 
Sarasota, FL 34233 
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Tom Bitney 
1250 Corona Point Circle  Suite 210 
Corona, CA 92879 

Robert A. Bixler 
Julia Gianotti 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #443 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jennie Blackadar  
Henry Blackadar 
574 Bolt 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Tommy Blair 
344 Mossy Oak Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Leonard W. Blair 
Mary L. Blair 
3800 Florence Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Mary Blankenship 
Senior Center Director  
City of Beaumont 
550 East 6th Street 
Beaumont, CA 92223 

Charles Blankson 
Air Quality Specialist  
South Coast Air Quality Management 
District 
CEQA Section 
21865 Copley Drive 
Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182 

BLM-PS/S Coast  
U.S. Dept of Interior 
P.O. Box 581260 
North Palm Springs, CA 92258 

Jane Block  
Endangered Habitats League 
424 Two Trees Road 
Riverside, CA 92507 

John Blodgett 
Deborah Blodgett 
3636 Oslo Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Christopher C. Blondon 
Christine M. Blondon 
4007 Paris Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Mikki Bloomer 
1265 West Ramsey 
Banning, CA 92220 

Lee W. Bloomer 
Trudy J. Bloomer 
4142 Northam Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Gary Blum, SIOR  
Vice President  
Lee & Associates – Riverside 
3240 Mission Inn Avenue 
Riverside, CA 92507 

BMack Dev Corp 
41735 Elm Street No. 201 
Murrieta, CA 92562 

Bocarda LLC 
Robert F. Smith 
Carol E. Smith 
37 Mirada Circle 
Rancho Mirage, CA 92270 

Sam Boersma 
1224 Stepstone Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Sam Boersma 
Mary K. Boersma 
35650 Hidden Springs Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Raymond M. Bolles 
Leslie E. Bolles 
2781 Hartley Parkway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Charles Bolton 
Lynn Bolton 
2817 Violet Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Bonam, Inc. 
25945 Blascos 
Mission Viejo, CA 92691 

Bonam, Inc. 
P.O. Box 2321 
Laguna Hills, CA 92654 

Paula Bonanno 
5355 Ravenstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Robert L. Bonelli 
3657 W. Menlo Avenue  
Hemet, CA 92545 

Alfred Bonnett, President  
Riverside-Corona Resource 
Conservation District 
4500 Glenwood Drive, Building A 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Kevin Book 
1462 Cloudstone Lane 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Kerry K. Booker 
549 Memphis Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Aaron Booth 
Lisa Booth 
410 La Clarita Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Ronald Booth 
Sandra Booth 
406 La Clarita Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

John Bootsma 
32190 Ramona Expy 
Lakeview, CA 92567 

Paul A. Bopp 
Danielle Lopez Bopp 
3776 Florence Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Doleen Borba  
Joseph Borba 
14651 S. Grove Avenue 
Chino, CA 91710 

Joan Borba 
1891 Liveoak Way 
Upland, CA 91784 

Joan Borba 
3350 Shelby Street, No. 200 
Ontario, CA 91762 

Joseph A. Borba 
Doleen Borba 
14651 S. Grove Avenue 
Chino, CA 91710 

Moe Boutorabi 
24901 Luna Bonita Drive 
Laguna Hills, CA 92653 

John Box 
159 Oldenburg 
Norco, CA 92860 

Lee S. Boy 
Ma Jasmin J. Boy 
260 Northwood Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

C. Keith Boyd 
Catherine Boyd 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue 387 
Hemet, CA 92545 
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Michael Boyett 
529 Memphis Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

David L. Boyett 
Peggy L. Boyett 
3159 Wimbledon Way 
Hemet, CA 92545 

BP West Coast Products 
c/o BP Property Tax 
P.O. Box 5015 
Buena Park, CA 90623 

Jesus B. Bracamontes 
1283 Stepstone Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Joshua Brady 
374 Cantata Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Barbara Brady 
P.O. Box 155 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Brigitta Braswell 
461 S. Johnston 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Brigitta Braswell 
P.O. Box 598 
Hemet, CA 92546 

Daniel A. Brault 
Ofelia Brault 
275 Northwood Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

William Breliant 
1003 N. Beverly Drive 
Beverly Hills, CA 90210 

Kevin-Barry Brennan 
Wildlife Biologist  
California Dept. of Fish & Wildlife 
P.O. Box 1336 
Idyllwild, CA 92549 

John L. Brewer 
Karla J. Brewer 
PMB F 232 
3507 W. Stetson Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Mercedes Bribiesca 
4017 Menlo Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jack R. Bringhurst 
Marseille M. Bringhurst 
PMB 1395 
113 Rainbow Drive 
Livingston, TX 77399 

Dorothy L. Brinkworth 
2899 Agoura Rd No. 543 
Westlake Village, CA 91361 

Miguel Briones 
2884 Pansy Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Armando Briseno 
Debra Briseno 
821 S. Harvaro Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Marino Brito 
4328 Mira Luna Lane 
Perris, CA 92571 

Floyd A. Brodeau 
Renee A. Brodeau 
3720 Oslo Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Darryl Brook, Manager  
Second Harvest Food Bank 
2950 #b Jefferson Street 
Riverside, CA 92504 

Corman Brooke 
c/o Rhonda Obrien 
32823 Highway 79 S 
Temecula, CA 92592 

Ronald Brooks 
24075 Circle S8 
Dolores, CA 81323 

David Brostrom  
Advisory Council on Aging 
23791 Five Tribes Trail 
Murrieta, CA 92562 

Robert Brower 
Jacqueline Brower 
340 N. Kirby Street 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Ian Brown  
c/o Grubb & Ellis Co. 
4675 MacArthur Ct., Suite 1600 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Mike Brown  
Fire Chief, Riverside County 
54001 Madison Avenue 
La Quinta, CA 92253 

Brie Brown 
10143 Pawnee Circle 
Cherry Valley, CA 92223 

Donald P. Brown 
2201 South A. Street 
Perris, CA 92570 

Antonia Brown 
3879 Seattle Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Aaron Brown 
3896 Florence Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Gary Brown 
541 Copenhagen Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Andrea Gayle Brown 
c/o Michael A. Brown 
1390 Alabaster Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Kent Michael Brown 
Denise Irene Brown 
138 Ibiza Lane 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Lucious H. Brown 
Mandie L. Brown 
3847 Anchorage Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

John Curtis Brown 
Mildred Lefrere 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue, Unit 435 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Lorena Brown 
P.O. Box 412 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Aaron S. Brown 
Susan E. Brown 
3896 Florence Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Karen Browne 
1727 Sanderson Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Ralph Lewis Brownell 
Joanna Rae Brownell 
435 Cerro Vera Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Margie Brutkreuz 
27860 LocuStreet 
Moreno Valley, CA 92555 
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Terry Garland Bryan 
5260 Satinstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Robert R. Buchanan 
25601 Thoroughbred Lane 
Hemet, CA 92545 

John M. Bucholzer 
Mary Bucholzer 
207 Cavendish Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

David E. Buck 
Bonnie B. Buck 
5335 Ravenstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Leah G. Buckner 
3608 Oslo Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Buena Vida Farms 
c/o Robert E. Osborne 
30001 Comercio 
Rancho Santa Margarita, CA 92668 

Silvia Bueno 
474 Stockholm Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Richard Buenrostro 
2953 Coffeeberry Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Leland S. Bugbee 
Lynne A. Bugbee 
442 Stockholm Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Linda Builard 
759 Alpine Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Building Management Services 
Catherine Fraser 
19625 Gilman Springs Road 
Gilman Hot Springs, CA 92583 

Mike Buoye 
990 W. Florida Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Kanchana Buranasilpin 
28120 Dakota Drive 
Sun City, CA 92587 

Peter Burcham 
Laurel E. Burcham 
3490 London Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Charles R. Burdett 
26180 Bernice Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Samuel B. Burg 
Victoria Z. Burg 
4683 Paint Horse Trl 
Santa Maria, CA 93455 

Duane Burk  
Public Works Director/City Engineer  
City of Banning 
99 East Ramsey Street 
Banning, CA 92220 

Duane L. Burk 
Pao Tsaee Burk 
450 Stockholm Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Duane L. Burk 
Pao Tsaee Burk 
451 Stockholm Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Evelyn Burke 
P.O. Box 787 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

Richard E. Burks 
Ella M. Burks 
2762 Hartley Parkway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Ralph J. Burney 
Jacqueline A. Burney 
2340 W. 7th Street 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Liz Burns 
3419 Via Lido #452 
Newport Beach, CA 92663 

Glen Dale Burns 
5160 Ravenstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Wendell J. Burson 
Janet A. Burson 
1710 Monroe Street 
Riverside, CA 92504 

James E. Bushway 
Candace L. Bushway 
5316 Inglestone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Michael R. Bussey 
Carol Y. Bussey 
569 Memphis Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Keith Butler 
Principal 
2466 Piedmont Drive 
Riverside, CA 92506 

Johnie V. Buton 
3696 Anchorage Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Johnie Buton 
5985 Parkside Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Mary Butterwick  
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
75 Hawthorne Street, Cmd-2 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

CA Communities Loans First Corp 
824 S. Euclid 
Fullerton, CA 92832 

Lavenskie Cage 
2835 Placentia Street 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Kevin Cahill 
Jocelyn C. Cahill 
530 Stockholm Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Bennae Calac  
Pauma and Yuma 
P.O. Box 369 
Pauma Valley, CA 92061 

Julio Calderon 
116 Ibiza Lane 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Juana Calderon 
2887 Tuberose Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Gary D. Caldwell 
Lois Caldwell 
594 Hyacinth Road 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

James E. Calkins  
Planning Commission  
City of Hemet 
450 East Latham Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Kathryn Call 
28800 Highway 79  
Winchester, CA 92396 

Allan Call 
P.O. Box 1466 
Romoland, CA 92585 
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Allan R. Call 
Phillip Call 
27835 Baroni Road 
Romoland, CA 92585 

Kieran Callanan  
Metropolitan Water District 
700 N. Alameda Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Elvira Camacho 
287 Cavendish Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Donald R. Campbell 
435 Stockholm Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Robert A. Campbell 
Hsueher H. Campbell 
1275 N. Sanderson Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Donald D. Campbell 
Shirley J. Campbell 
539 Memphis Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

John Campbell, Representative  
U.S. House of Representatives, 45th 
District 
20 Pacifica, Suite 660 
Irvine, CA 92618 

Leo P. Campey 
Verna A. Campey 
178 Rainbow Drive #7887 
Livingston, TX 77399 

Daniel R. Campos 
Lupe M. Campos 
34885 Donald Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Evelyn A. Candido 
2740 Placentia Street 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Norman R. Canfield 
40265 Poppy Drive 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Gene Canfield 
Adrianne Canfield 
1251 Osprey Street 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

Meredith Cann  
Jacobs Engineering 
3850 Vine Street, Suite 120 
Riverside, CA 92507 

Ursula Canonico 
Giovanni Canonico 
255 Cavendish Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Thomas Cantrell 
2922 Cherry Laurel Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Celest Cantu, General Manager  
Santa Ana Watershed Project Authority 
P.O. Box 7729 
Riverside, CA 92513 

Chuan Viet Cao 
Cuc Thi Nguyen 
Tai Van Nguyen 
Phuong Thi Cao 
20303 Union Street 
Wildomar, CA 92595 

Capital Property Management, LLC 
c/o David Dudek 
Sydney Dudek 
40960 California Oaks 103 
Murrieta, CA 92562 

Walter Capps 
29905 Patterson Avenue 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Rudolph A. Cardaci 
Barbara A. Cardaci 
68 Windjammer Court 
Bayville, NJ 8721 

Jerry Carillo 
28760 Warren Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Tammy Carlberg 
John Carlberg 
2876 Violet Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Adalberto Carlos 
Graciela Carlos 
2847 Violet Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Thomas M. Carman 
Carolyn S. Carman 
659 Liverpool Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jose Carmona 
33203 Willard Street 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Arnulfo Carmona 
421 Cantata Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Sheryl H. Carne 
637 Copenhagen Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Juan Carranza 
2963 Coffeeberry Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Ricardo Carrasco 
3799 Paris Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Gerardo Carretero 
Noemi Torres Buelna 
2763 Burgundy Lace Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Richard E. Carroll 
3984 Florence Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Dana L. Carter 
Penny L. Carter 
36205 Corsica Circle 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Robert L. Carter 
Regina G. Carter 
2856 Tuberose Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Jorge Carvajal 
2711 Hartley Parkway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Jon H. Carver 
Victoria L. Carver 
3816 Paris Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

CAS Dev 
PMB 519 
668 N. Coast Hwy 
Laguna Beach CA 92651 

CAS Development, LLC 
15 Camelpoint Drive 
Laguna Beach, CA 92631 

Steven Casados 
2872 Hartley Parkway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Walter Casas 
27336 Cedar Court 
Moreno Valley, CA 92555 

Dorothy G. Casella 
Steven Jerome Casella 
2124 Valley Glen Drive 
Orange, CA 92867 
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Mary Casper 
732 Shinnecock 
Banning, CA 92220 

William Russell Cass 
403 Palo Santa Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

David Castaldo, Chairman  
City of Beaumont Planning 
Commission 
550 East 6th Street 
Beaumont, CA 92223 

Gonzalo Castellanos 
Lupe G. Castellanos 
402 Stockholm Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Rodolfo Castillo 
204 Mossy Oak Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Rosendo Castro 
Patricia Castro 
27135 Yale Street 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Lucia Caudill 
25782 4th Street 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Cawston Avenue Ltd 
555 E. Florida Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92543 

CDI San Jacinto I 
c/o Covenant Dev, Inc. 
22365 Barton Road Suite 110 
Grand Terrace, CA 92313 

C.W. Cecchi 
2433 Tulip Court 
Hemet, CA 92545-4748 

Bernardo Ceja 
Rebeca Ceja 
34850 Cherry Street 
Wildomar, CA 92595-9794 

Christopher Cejka 
5460 Sagestone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Manuel Celedon 
7830 Danvers Street 
Downey, CA 90240 

Alfredo Centeno 
c/o Martha Alicia Valle 
372 Mossy Oak Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Central Asia Institute 
P.O. Box 7209 
Bozeman, MT 59771 

Central Pacific Bank 
c/o Jane L. Ratcliffe 
220 S. King Street 2nd Floor 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

Laura Cervantes 
741 Bravo Drive 
Oxnard, CA 93030 

Feliciano D. Cesa 
Carrie Ann G. Cesa 
2841 Hartley Parkway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

CH2M HILL 
Carolyn Washburn 
6 Hutton Center, Suite 700 
Santa Ana, CA 92707 

CH2M HILL 
Tom Ionta 
6 Hutton Center, Suite 700 
Santa Ana, CA 92707 

Joe M. Chacon 
710 Cawston Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Gilbert P. Chacon 
Mario A. Chacon 
361 Oleander Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Maurice Chacon, Environmental 
Coordinator  
Cahuilla Tribal Hall 
391760 California Highway 371 
Anza, CA 92539 

Alma Chamberlain 
Berdean B. Chamberlain 
34777 Donald Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Chan Family Trust 
4634 Valle Del Sol 
Bonsall, CA 92003 

Bob Chaparro 
1654 Via Simpatico 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Paul Marshall Chaplin 
Luz E. Chaplin 
128 Playa Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Charities Support Foundation 
c/o Sue Smith 
2925 Professional Pl 201 
Colorado Springs, CO 80904 

Charwin Prop 
3950 Lycaum Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90006 

Thanhliem Le Chau 
590 Drake Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Steven Chau 
P.O. Box 471 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Steven Chau 
Zheng Hong Lei 
So Yuen Li 
Jimmy Jin Situ 
33180 Olive Avenue  
Winchester, CA 92563 

Kalip Chaudhuri 
1225 E. Latham Avenue # A 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Kalip Chaudhuri 
42830 Chaudhuri Circle 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Kalip Chaudhuri 
6800 Indiana Avenue Suite 130 
Riverside, CA 92506 

Edit Bernardo Chavez 
Esmeralda Osorio 
335 Northwood Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Lydia F. Chavira 
34800 Marvin Hull Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Ronnie B. Chavira 
Lydia F. Chavira 
34800 Marvin Hull Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

May Chen 
11003 Van Uffelen Drive 
Loma Linda, CA 92354 

Leo Chen 
18422 E. Vantage Pointe Drive 
Rowland Heights, CA 91748 

Chen An Chen 
27 Sunflower 
Irvine, CA 92604 
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Guang Chen 
650 Camino De Gloria 
Walnut, CA 91789 

Leo Chen 
Hsin Hung Chen 
Chi Wen Chen 
Shiow Hui Chen 
895 E. Yorba Linda 205 
Placentia, CA 92870 

Chao Wen Chen 
Yi Ju Wang 
16106 Falcon Crest Drive 
San Diego, CA 92127 

Molin Onn Cheun 
2814 Burgundy Lace Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Chevron USA, Inc. 
c/o Property Tax Dept 
P.O. Box 1392 
Bakersfield, CA 93302 

Yvonne L. Ching 
3343 N. Tyler Avenue 
El Monte, CA 91731 

Joong H. Choh  
4 N. 680 Ware Woods Drive  
St. Charles, TN 60175 

Sin Jo Choi 
751 Los Altos Avenue 
Los Altos, CA 94022 

Ronnie Choura 
1427 Alabaster Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Tsu Show Chow 
1701 S. Summer Lawn Way 
Hacienda Heights, CA 91745 

Clyde Christensen  
Eileen Christensen 
27581 Pachea Trail 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Bobbie Christie  
Brian Christie 
320 Juel Lane 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Bobbie Christie  
VEDC 
800 E. Florida Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Nikki Chumley 
10370 Trademark Street 
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91737 

Lala Church 
Jon Darling 
27825 California Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Dominic Cianfarani 
44055 Palma Drive 
Temecula, CA 92592 

Dominic Cianfarani 
c/o Robert Cianfarani 
323 Shalako 
Oakdale, CA 95361 

Dominic Cianfarani 
Ofelia Cianfarani 
Robert Cianfarani 
Cindy Cianfarani 
44055 Paloma Drive 
Temecula, CA 92592-2308 

Fred E. Cimino  
c/o Charles Lester 
P.O. Box 1996 
Palm Desert, CA 92261 

Vincent J. Cirbus 
Beverly M. Cirbus 
4103 Northam Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Robert Clack 
270 Northwood Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Lucille Clancey 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #418 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Larry Clark 
34789 Donald Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Captain R. W. Clark 
Commander, California Highway Patrol 
San Gorgonio Pass Areal 
195 Highland Springs Avenue 
Beaumont, CA 92223 

James L. Clark 
Susan B. Clark 
34789 Donald Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Shawn Clayton 
Parthina Clayton 
3770 Anchorage Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

James D. Clemmer 
Cheryl C. Clemmer 
540 N. Cawston Avenue  
Hemet, CA 92545 

Edwin Clifford 
Kimberly Clifford 
2849 Eureka Road 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Marilynn Clinard 
24770 California Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

William F. Clum 
25190 Hyatt Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

CMSBC 
c/o Brent Ogden 
1400 Quail Street Suite 255 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

H. Coast 
2625 W. Florida Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Darin Coberly 
178 Ropango Way 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Richard Coehoorn 
5410 Sagestone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Kenneth Coffey 
1421 Lindengrove 
Rowland Heights, CA 91748 

Janet Cogorno 
15959 El Soneto Drive 
Whittier, CA 90603 

Danny J. Cohn 
Cristina S. Cohn 
639 Liverpool Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Gerald Colapinto  
Riverside County Board of Education 
870 Encanto Street 
Corona, CA 91719 

Harold F. Cole 
Helen P. Cole 
27761 Smith Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Michael J. Cole 
Mary E. Cole 
3494 Catalina Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 
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Juan Colin 
P.O. Box 342 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Jose Colin 
Rosa Colin Sanchez 
2848 Eureka Road 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

June Collins  
Dudek 
605 3rd Street 
Encinitas, CA 92024 

Cory Collom 
24235 Maze Stone Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Suzie Colon 
10370 Trademark Street 
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 

Joel Colon 
1404 Turnstone Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Debra L. Colson 
533 Stockholm Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Charles Colvin 
1476 Turnstone Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Joan Colwell 
P.O. Box 235 
Claverack, NY 12513 

Betty L. Coman 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #476 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jim Conner 
1766 Camino Miranda 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

Roxanne Conner 
232 Gladiolus Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Shirley A. Conner 
519 Memphis Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Peter J. Connors 
Cynthia L. Connors 
557 Louisville Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jose Constantino 
990 West Florida Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Ninfa Contreras 
2831 Azalea Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Mike Cook, Trustee  
Hemet Unified School District 
2350 W. Latham Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Greg Cook 
20035 Kayne Street 
Corona, CA 92881 

Geneva Cook 
27118 Scott Road 
Sun City, CA 92584 

John W. Cook 
Mary K. Cook 
1275 Berylstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Kathleen Cooks 
5385 Satinstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Joshua Cooley 
386 Cantata Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jo Cooper 
c/o Kenneth Cooper 
34979 Donald Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Brian J. Cooper 
Kellie J. Rose Cooper 
27560 Aucilla Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Beverly Copeland 
2694 Elderwood Place 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Matthew J. Cordatos 
Rita E. Castellanos 
225 Northwood Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Eddie Cordero 
1123 S. State Street 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Ignacio Cordero 
Maria De La Paz Cordero 
Lourdes Garcia 
Elizabeth Garcia 
1481 N. Sanderson Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Corelco 
1718 Monrovia Avenue 
Costa Mesa, CA 92627 

Corman Leigh-Boone Tres Cerritos, 
LLC 
c/o Sharon Lindsey 
32823 Highway 79 South 
Temecula, CA 92592 

Stephen Corona  
Riverside County 
33320 Highway 79 
Temecula, CA 92592 

Juanita Coronado 
P.O. Box 654 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Jesus Corral 
P.O. Box 166 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Guadalupe Cortez 
Refugio Lopez Cortez 
3720 Sydney Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Bicc & Lynne Corwin 
24980 Mountain Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Costadini Trust 
509 Pacesetter Street 
Oceanside, CA 92057 

Catherine Cotis  
Barry J. Cowan 
1 City Boulevard West Suite 1285 
Orange, CA 92868 

Cottonwood & Warren 
c/o McRae Group of Co 
8800 N. Gainey Center Drive 255 
Scottsdale, AZ 85258 

Ruby Couts 
34919 Donald Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Richard Lee Couts 
Ruby Jane Couts 
34919 Donald Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Gregg Cowdery 
P.O. Box 69 
Winchester, CA 92596 
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Mary Cox 
Joseph A. Bodo 
Christopher J. Bodo 
1499 Old Mountain Avenue #180 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

Thomas M. Cox 
Joy Faul Cox 
1024 Clubhouse Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Mary Cox 
P.O. Box 941 
Winchester, CA 92596 

CR&R Disposal/Hauling/Recycling 
P.O. Box 1208 
Perris, CA 92572 

Lynne Craig, Member  
Riverside County Board of Education 
P.O. Box 868 
Riverside, CA 92502 

Lawrence Crain  
Advisory Council on Aging 
40443 Royal Circle 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Bill Cramer  
Riverside County 
42105 Rockview Drive 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Carole Cramer 
2951 Cherry Laurel Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Wayne Crawford 
32293 Ascot Way 
Menifee, CA 92584 

Phillip Createman 
P.O. Box 5015 
San Diego, CA 92165 

Rick Crimeni  
Planning Commissioner  
City of Hemet 
445 East Florida Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Antoinette Crisp 
25496 Rancherias Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Harry Croneberger 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue No. 416 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Karen K. Crosbie 
4008 Florence Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Phyllis Crosby 
P.O. Box 324 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Bonita Cross 
25433 Los Rancherias Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Bonita Cross 
490 N. State Street 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Crossroads at Winchester LLC 
27710 Jefferson Avenue, No. 302 
Temecula, CA 92590 

Crown General Baptist Church Corp 
350 S. Sanderson Avenue  
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Crowne Real Estate 
c/o Marjorie M. Chamberlin 
24845 Three Springs Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Dale E. Crutchfield 
Donna L. Crutchfield 
3730 Sydney Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Felino L. Cruz 
Dolores R. Cruz 
532 Madera Avenue 
Morro Bay CA 93442 

Herbert J. Cruz 
Elvira G. Cruz 
1185 Cragstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

CRV Hemet 55  
c/o John Trotter 
11682 El Camino Real 300 
San Diego, CA 92130 

CRV Hemet 55 
c/o Capstone Advisors 
9255 Towne Center Drive, Suite 520 
San Diego, CA 92121-3038 

Jaime Cubides 
2913 Coffeeberry Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Jaime Cuevas 
Maria Cuevas 
2874 Pansy Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Richard M. Cuppett 
Julie M. Cuppett 
28790 Highway 79 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Yolanda Lorenza Curiel 
33240 Finch Street 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Yolanda Curiel 
P.O. Box 932 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Robert A. Curry 
1061 Crestview Drive 
Fullerton, CA 92833 

Larry Curti 
1718 Smiley Ridge 
Redlands, CA 92373 

Larry Curti 
c/o Sharon Haagsma 
74637 Peppertree Drive 
Palm Desert, CA 92260 

Ruth E. Curti 
Sharon Haagsma 
Atkins Joe B. Estate of 
Larry L. Curti 
8176 Grapewin Avenue 
Corona, CA 92880 

Joseph Cusumano 
Grace Cusumano 
3614 Sydney Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Dennis Cutschall 
34914 Shannon Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

CVK Ltd Partnership 
7100 W. Florida Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jacob W. Daffin 
Melanie E. Daffin 
673 Copenhagen Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Matt Dahl 
8052 Sundance Lane 
La Palma CA 90623 

Keith Dahlgren 
38653 Florence 
Beaumont, CA 92223 

John E. Daley 
35525 Pony Trail Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 



Chapter 7  Distribution List 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT   
FEBRUARY 2013 

7-22 STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT 

 
 

Dan Damon 
Pat Damon 
25874 Faircrest Circle 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Pete Dangermond 
2400 "O" Street 
Sacramento, CA 95816 

Ronald Daniel 
2834 Burgundy Lace Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Thomas M. Daniels 
Phyllis L. Daniels 
626 Reeves Parkway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Juanita Danielson 
25496 Rancherias Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Lyn D. Danish 
Shirley A. Danish 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #366 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Richard H. Daum 
T. Kay Daum 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Susan Davidson-Davis 
1365 Beckett Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Phillip Davies 
Linda Davies 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #419 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Phillip N. Davies 
Linda K. Davies 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #420 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jesus Davila 
Sanjuana Davila 
33875 Milan Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Joe Davis  
Chairman  
Beaumont Planning Commission 
550 East 6th Street 
Beaumont, CA 92223 

Janette A. Jose Davis 
1191 Beacon Hill 
San Marcos, CA 92069 

Jeremy Davis 
278 Mossy Oak Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Bill Davis 
31455 Willowood Way 
Menifee, CA 92584 

Maureen Davis 
32910 Olive Avenue 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Joe W. Davis 
Helen C. Davis 
3591 Seattle Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Sabrina Davis 
Stephen Davis 
466 Stockholm Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Scott Dawson  
California Dept. of Fish & Wildlife 
3602 Inland Empire Blvd. Suite C-220 
Ontario, CA 91764 

DBJ Dev Corp 
27201 Puerta Real #360 
Mission Viejo, CA 92691 

DDB Midway 
c/o Steve Delson 
10 Belaire 
Laguna Niguel, CA 92677 

Betty De Santis  
Banning Planning Commission 
99 East Ramsey Street 
Banning, CA 92220 

Frank Deaguilar 
5330 Satinstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Terry W. Dean 
Carolyn J. Dean 
P.O. Box 2639 
Hemet, CA 92546 

Terry Dean 
P.O. Box 520 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Michael Dear, Director  
Southern California Studies Center 
(SC2)  
University of Southern California 
3601 Watt Way, GFS 344 
Los Angeles, CA 90089 

Danny L. Dearman 
Stephanie J. Dearman 
4071 Seattle Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Frank Debenedetto 
P.O. Box 14236 
Orange, CA 92863 

George Deddeh 
10015 Merry Brook Trail 
Santee, CA 92071 

George P. Deddeh 
Najat H. Deddeh 
7572 Tamarindo Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

William G. Deeble 
1000 N. Farrel Drive No. 102 
Palm Springs, CA 92262 

William Deeble, Jr. 
30595 Sea Horse Circle 
Canyon Lake, CA 92587 

Howard Deets 
153 S. Estudillo 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

Dr. Lisa DeForest  
Board of Directors  
Hemet Chamber of Commerce 
615 N. San Jacinto Street 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Solilo Deguzman  
c/o Ernie L. Obien 
5038 Blackhorse Road 
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275 

Scott R. Dehnert 
243 Cavendish Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Willie Dejong  
Nelva Dejong 
c/o John D. Haagsma 
18731 SE 432nd Street 
Enumclaw, WA 98022 

Willie Dejong 
Herman Douma 
John D. Haagsma 
Sharon M. Haagsma 
c/o John D. Haagsma 
1700 S. Elderberry Court 
Ontario, CA 91762 

Rick Del Carlo 
4300 Edison Avenue 
Chino, CA 91710 
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Mercedes B. Delarosa 
342 Gladiolus Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Jaime Delatorre 
2874 Burgundy Lace Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Jose Delatorre 
30821 11th Street 
Nuevo, CA 92567 

Jorge Delgadillo 
Maria I. Delgadillo 
3679 Oslo Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Alexander Delgado 
Tina Delgado 
434 Stockholm Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Ricardo Dell 
Marsha Dell 
568 Louisville Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Robert Deming  
City Treasurer  
City of Beaumont 
550 East 6th Street 
Beaumont, CA 92223 

Brenton Demko 
13015 Vista View Drive 
Poway, CA 92064 

Kevin Demler 
1455 N. Warren Road 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Demler, John Edmund & Linda Marilyn 
Trust 
c/o John Demler 
1455 N. Warren Road 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Mark Demonte 
34762 Lyn Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Kirk A. Denison 
Christine L. Denison 
125 Playa Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Shawn L. Denman 
2836 Tuberose Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

James C. Dennis 
Naoma J. Dennis 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue 385 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Department of Facilities Management  
County of Riverside 
3133 Mission Inn Avenue 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Lois Depezynski 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #383 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Stanley S. Derain 
Maria E. Derain 
575 Drake Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

William T. Derouchey 
Margaret G. Derouchey 
342 La Clarita Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Brock Desantis 
Jeanne Desantis 
403 Madrid Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Desert Dunes Golf Club  
c/o Diamond Hill Golf 
13115 Sydney Road 
Dover, FL 33527 

Shane Desilets 
Michelle Desilets 
475 Stockholm Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Deutsch Industrial US 
3850 Industrial Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Julia Devries 
P.O. Box 370 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Garrett D. Devries 
P.O. Box 559 
Lakeview, CA 92567 

Richard C. Devuyst 
P.O. Box 250 
Nuevo, CA 92567 

Diamond Valley Investments LLC 
c/o Flavio Jaen 
780 S. Corrida Drive 
Covina, CA 91724 

Dolores B. Diaz 
1213 Seven Hills Drive 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Raymond Diaz 
2981 Cherry Laurel Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Ricardo R. Diaz 
359 W. 9th Street 
Perris, CA 92570 

Rigoberto I. Diaz 
Dolores B. Diaz 
2155 Silver Oak Wy 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Edward Diaz 
Laura Diaz 
3793 Menlo Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Doris Dickerson 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #491 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Bill Dickson  
Banning Planning Commission 
99 East Ramsey Street 
Banning, CA 92220 

Donald L. Digby 
Sherryn A. Digby 
25080 California Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Joseph Digiovanni 
5395 Satinstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

David Dillon  
Economic Development Director  
City of Beaumont 
550 East 6th Street 
Beaumont, CA 92223 

Donna L. Dillon 
Janell Potts 
2760 Placentia Street 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

James Dilworth  
c/o Janet K. Dilworth Parish 
1656 Churchill Lane 
Mansfield, TX 76063 

Nelson S. Dilworth 
2097 Begonia Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 
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Mittie G. Dilworth 
856 June Drive 
Fort Worth, TX 76108 

James W. Dilworth 
Alice R. Dilworth 
Mittie G. Dilworth 
Nelson S. Dilworth 
1520 Country Club Drive 
Riverside, CA 92506 

Jack H. Dimond 
2517 Valmonte Glen 
Escondido, CA 92029 

Paul Dinh 
7592 Isla Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Tommy Dinh 
Kim Ngoc Pham 
44280 Charlotte Drive 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Peter DiPietro  
Teresa DiPietro 
28366 Chia Trail 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Director of Land Acquisition  
and Property Management  
RCA 
3403 10th Street, Suite 320 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Distinguished Inv 
160 S. Old Springs Road 250 
Anaheim Hills, CA 92808 

Kenisha Dixon 
2817 Tuberose Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Cathey Dixon 
P.O. Box 548 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Nghia Do 
Hanh Nguyen 
34771 Simpson Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Lawrence A. Dobbs 
Betty L. Dobbs 
P.O. Box 1575 
Romoland, CA 92585 

Leda Dockstader Trust 
1860 Cresta Drive 
Palm Springs, CA 92264 

Andy Domenigoni  
Cindy Domenigoni 
31851 Winchester Road 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Robert A. Domenigoni  
Marie Domenigoni 
P.O. Box 45 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Domenigoni Barton Property 
33011 Holland Road 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Robert A. Domenigoni 
Evelyn B. Domenigoni 
P.O. Box 295 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Sylvia N. Dominguez 
Daniel Speigner 
475 Melbourne Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Frederick W. Donica 
458 Stockholm Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Archie E. Doolittle 
Joan M. Doolittle 
351 Trim Street 
Kirkwood, NY 13795 

Peter W Dotinga 
Laraine A. Dotinga 
1455 N. Cawston Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Pauline Priscilla Dotson 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #472 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Josiah Douglas 
1428 Turnstone Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Lisa Douglas 
476 Madrid Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Elizabeth Dover 
6960 Magnolia Avenue, Suite 205 
Riverside, CA 92506 

Joshua M. Dowhen 
Amber J. Dowhen 
304 Northwood Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Jim Dowling 
Dina Dowling 
550 Cawston Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Dave Downey  
c/o North County Times 
207 E. Pennsylvania Avenue 
Escondido, CA 92025 

Keith Downs  
Riverside County Economic 
Development Agency 
3525 14th Street 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Roy D. Downs 
Nancy J. Downs 
558 Memphis Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

George Drake 
Darlene Drake 
P.O. Box 23 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Larry Dressel  
Council Member  
City of Beaumont 
550 East 6th Street 
Beaumont, CA 92223 

William Driscoll 
c/o Dona Reusch 
1440 N. Kirby Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

David Dudek 
Sydney Dudek 
40960 California Oaks 103 
Murrieta, CA 92562 

Muriel Dufresne 
19625 Hwy 79 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

Eric Duguid 
25124 Los Rancherias Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Albert Duhart 
35376 Bovel Road 
Temecula, CA 92596 

Bob Duistermars  
Planning Commissioner Chairman  
City of Hemet 
445 East Florida Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92543 
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Jeanne Dukes 
562 Bolt Lane 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Gloriane Duncan 
5380 Circlestone Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Terry D. Dunkel 
Carol L. Dunkel 
27795 California Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Sam Dunlap  
Native American Representative 
P.O. Box 1391 
Temecula, CA 92593 

Tim Dunlap  
Planning Commission  
City of San Jacinto 
595 S. San Jacinto 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

William E. Dunlap 
Jean Dunlap 
3677 W. Menlo Avenue  
Hemet, CA 92545 

Linda Dunn  
Inland Agency-ICHSA 
6235 Rivercrest Drive, Suite L 
Riverside, CA 92553 

Andrew J. Dunn 
Victoria L. Dunn 
5285 Satinstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Eric Dunphy 
P.O. Box 524 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Luis Duran 
34922 Lyn Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Ignacio R. Duran 
Raul Rodriguez 
Leticia Flores 
3648 Anchorage Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Arthur J. Durbin 
Sharon Marie Myers Durbin 
3527 Anchorage Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Durga Sai, Inc. 
27110 Soboba 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Henry Duro  
San Manuel Band of Mission Indians 
P.O. Box 266 
Patton, CA 92369 

Dwyer Prop, Inc. 
1129 State Streer No. 21 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 

Bradley E. Dybevick 
Janet Dybevick 
PMB 6026 
160 Rainbow Drive 
Livingston, TX 77399 

Don Dyer 
39642 Bordeaux Place 
Murrieta, CA 92562 

Keith Dyer 
Quindrella Dyer 
302 Gladiolus Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Leticia Dyska 
3460 Claremont Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

East View, LLC 
c/o Stonegate Development 
27071 Cabot Road Suite 106 
Laguna Hills, CA 92653 

Eastern Municipal Water District 
P.O. Box 8300 
Perris, CA 92572 

Judy L. Ebbah 
Rossano A. Ebbah 
625 Drake Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Sarah Eberhardt  
Commissioner  
Beaumont Planning Commission 
550 East 6th Street 
Beaumont, CA 92223 

Janet Eberli 
5280 Ravenstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Rito Echegaray 
Luisa Echegaray 
428 Madrid Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

George Echevarria 
33112 Haddock Street 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Economic Development Agency  
County of Riverside/Airport 
3525 14th Street 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Presley Edge 
Judith Edge 
3638 Paris Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Orval A. Edmiston 
Elmonda R. Edmiston 
P.O. Box 427 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Billie E. Edmiston 
Patricia A. Edmiston 
4122 Watts Lane 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Robert K. Edmunds 
707 Broadway, Suite 800 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Ewell Edwards 
28308 El Grande 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Loreta Edwards 
451 Melbourne 
Hemet, CA 92545 

James V. Edwards 
Felicia C. Edwards 
3943 W. Menlo Avenue  
Hemet, CA 92545 

Ernie Eggers  
Planning Director  
City of Beaumont 
550 East 6th Street 
Beaumont, CA 92223 

Eggs West  
c/o Ruth N. Gross 
493b Calle Cadiz 
Laguna Hills, CA 92653 

Kevin Ehiemere 
2854 Burgundy Lace Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Gordon Eisenbarth  
Beth Eisenbarth 
27751 Smith Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Gordon B. Eisenbarth 
Beth M. Eisenbarth 
P.O. Box 2220 
Sun City, CA 92586 
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Michael Ekema 
1427 Alabaster Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

William A. Elan 
Lydia Dela Cruz Elan 
2843 Pansy Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Frank Elardi 
2780 N. Mountain Avenue 
Upland, CA 91786 

Anna Maria Elgersma 
Cheryl S. Peterson 
c/o Henry Elgersma 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #421 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Hughston P. Elijah 
443 Copenhagen Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Janice Elkins 
Edward Elkins 
565 Drake Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Deanna Elliano  
Community Development Director  
City of Hemet 
450 East Florida Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Harold Elliott 
2821 Azalea Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Bobbi E. Ellis 
1416 Alabaster Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Scott Ellis 
3775 Paris Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Rosie A. Ellis 
Melchor E. Ellis 
7860 Eastridge Drive 
La Mesa, CA 91941 

Richard P. Ellison 
Shirley J. Ellison 
Michael P. Ellison 
570 Cawston Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Dennis Allan Elmore 
2045 La Clarita Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Jeffrey Elrod 
P.O. Box 94 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Lecia Elzig  
California Highway Patrol 
195 Highland Springs Avenue 
Beaumont, CA 92223 

Emerald Acres  
c/o Tahiti Group 
P.O. Box 5441 
San Bernardino, CA 92412 

John Emery 
Erica S. Emery 
335 Cerro Vera Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Empire Homes II Ltd 
3435 Pocahontis 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Empire Homes II 
c/o Westcor Const 
5620 Stephanie Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89122 

Sophoan En 
3697 Anchorage Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

ENVIRO Eggs West  
c/o Jerry D. Irion 
5225 Canyon Crest Drive Suite 259 
Riverside, CA 92507 

Allan Reid Erlandson 
Linda Marie Erlandson 
676 Reeves Parkway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Barbara Erskine 
2962 Cherry Laurel Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

William Escandel  
Vice Chairperson  
Banning Planning Commission 
99 East Ramsey Street 
Banning, CA 92220 

Fabian Escobar 
1119 S. Albany Street, No. 134 
Los Angeles, CA 90015 

Erving Jose Escoto 
2825 Placentia Street 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Esplanade & Cawston 
8800 N. Gainey Center 255 
Scottsdale, AZ 85258 

Melendrez G. Esporas 
Nora Q. Esporas 
P.O. Box 64 
Kumai, HI 96759 

John Joseph Etchart 
601 S. Sanderson Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jonathon Evans  
Center for Biological Diversity 
8033 Sunset Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 

Ronald J. Evans 
646 Reeves Parkway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Lyle Evans 
P.O. Box 417 
Bloomington, CA 92316 

Lyle R. Evans 
Rose Marie Evans 
P.O. Box 31 
Bloomington, CA 92316 

Robert D. Evans 
Valerie Pavelec Evans 
649 Liverpool Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Event Advertising, Inc. 
2900 Adams Street, No. C230 
Riverside, CA 92504 

Desiderio Fabunan 
Susan Fabunan 
491 Copenhagen Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Desiderio M. Fabunan 
Susan O. Fabunan 
570 Stockholm Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Steve Falk 
27708 Jefferson Avenue Suite 200 
Temecula, CA 92590 

Fannie Mae  
c/o Lender Business Process Services 
14523 Sw Millikan Suite 200 
Beaverton, OR 97005 



Chapter 7  Distribution List 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT   
FEBRUARY 2013 

7-27 STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT 

 
 

Charles Fantroy  
President  
Inland Empire African American 
Chamber 
1911 Commercenter E., Suite 313 
San Bernardino, CA 92408 

Ramadan Mohamed Farag 
Kenya Campbell Farag 
2766 Violet Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Jack Faris 
3500 W. Orangewood Blvd. 
Orange, CA 92868 

Clyde Farquhar 
Lois Farquhar 
601 North Kirby Street #183 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Ella G. Fassitt 
1913 Paseo La Paz 
Pomona CA 91768 

Ronald C. Faught 
Stella M. Faught 
663 Foxbrook Drive 
Glendora, CA 91740 

Steve Favero 
1452 Turnstone Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jason W. Fay 
3801 Seattle Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Colleen Feberg 
44077 Olive Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corp  
c/o Aurora Loan Services 
10350 Park Meadows Drive 
Littleton, CO 80124 

Federal National Mortgage Association  
c/o Wells Fargo Bank 
3476 Stateview Boulevard 
Ft Mill, SC 29715 

Federal National Mortgage Association 
888 E. Walnut Street 
Pasadena, CA 91101 

Federal National Mortgage Association 
c/o Recontrust Co 
1800 Tapo Canyon Sv 2202 
Simi Valley, CA 93063 

Drew Feldman  
Audubon Society 
P.O. Box 10973 
San Bernardino, CA 92423 

James Femino 
Stella Faught 
DSL 
Dayton Hudson Corp 
433 N. Camden Drive #900 
Beverly Hills, CA 90210 

James Femino 
Stella Faught 
Hemet Valley Center 
Morgan ADA Enterprises, Inc. 
433 N. Camden Drive #900 
Beverly Hills, CA 90210 

James Femino 
Stella Faught 
Hemet Valley Center 
c/o 3D Investments 
5371 Wilshire Blvd No. 210 
Los Angeles, CA 90036 

James J. Femino 
Sue Femino 
3650 Locksley Drive 
Pasadena, CA 91107 

Linda Feng 
Eddie Feng 
559 Memphis Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Rod Fermin 
1101 California Avenue Suite 100 
Corona, CA 92881 

Jose P. Fernandez 
Sandra A. Fernandez 
2833 Pansy Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Edward H. Ferrara 
Julie R. Ferrara 
418 Stockholm Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Wayne A. Ferrin 
Ula Jean Ferrin 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #356 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Nancy Fessel  
Southern California Association of 
Governments 
818 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

James Fidler 
3040 Fruitvale Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Harley D. Fidler 
Linda D. Fidler 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #359 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Greg Figgins  
Board Member  
Hemet Unified School District 
2350 W. Latham Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Roman Finale  
California Highway Patrol 
195 Highland Springs Avenue 
Beaumont, CA 92223 

Guy A. Finn 
3681 Anchorage Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Daniel Finnerty 
17408 Harlan Drive 
Yorba Linda, CA 92886 

Fire & Rescue Division  
State Office of Emergency Services 
4080 Lemon Street, Suite 8 
Riverside, CA 92502-1412 

Fire Chief  
CDF County Fire 
210 W. San Jacinto Avenue 
Perris, CA 92570 

First American 
3625 14th Street 
Riverside, CA 92502 

Maxmilian Fish 
34090 Stowe Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

William Fishburn 
2837 Tuberose Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Ralph Fisher 
Myrtle Fisher 
33831 Wagon Train Drive 
Wildomar, CA 92595 

Harold Flanders 
39970 Dutton Street 
Cherry Valley, CA 92223 
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Robert V. Flavell 
Kathryn M. Flavell 
5180 Ravenstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Travis B. Fleming 
27865 California Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Margaret Fleming 
34867 Donald Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Clifford Flemming 
Sandra Flemming 
29600 Patterson Avenue 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Carl Fletcher 
2266 Flordawn Dr Apt 7 
Florissant, MO 63031 

Carl James Fletcher 
4390 Hollyvale Lane 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Kenneth C. Fletcher 
M.J. Fletcher 
3855 Seattle Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Denise Flohr 
5999 Celeste Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Rogelio Flores 
33425 Simpson Avenue 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Floream Flores 
3686 Cedar Avenue 
Lynwood, CA 90262 

Floream Flores 
Aurelio Flores 
490 S. Santa Fe Street 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Victor Manuel Flores 
Griselda Flores 
2857 Tuberose Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Lupe Florez 
33923 El Centro Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Wesley N. Floyd 
Pamela R. Floyd 
27625 Smith Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Daniel I. Fluke 
1481 Los Cedros Lane 
Escondido, CA 92026 

FN Dev Co Alpha 
801 N. Park Center, Suite 235 
Santa Ana, CA 92705 

FN Projects, Inc. 
c/o Pacific Bay Homes 
4041 MacArthur Blvd, Suite 500 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Ray Fogleman 
657 E. Flagstone Drive 
Washington, UT 84780 

Ray C. Fogleman 
Sandra Fogleman 
34809 Donald Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Sandra Folk 
3616 Anchorage Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jim Force 
County of Riverside 
3133 Mission Inn Avenue 
Riverside, CA 92502 

Travis John Forester 
Daniel John Segaar 
Justin Kenneth Forester 
c/o Justin Forester 
244 Hibiscus Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Chad Fountain 
1462 Alabaster Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Four One Investments LLC 
28368 Aerie Road 
Valley Center, CA 92082 

Michael B. Foutz 
1045 E. Morton Place 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Michael B. Foutz 
1225 E. Latham, Suite A 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Larry Fowler 
3216 Stark Street 
Eugene, OR 97404 

Larry Fowler 
92420 Territorial Hwy 
Junction City, OR 97448 

Fox Hound Way 
1440 Chalgrove No. F 
Corona, CA 92882 

Gerald Franchville 
170 Ibizi Lane 
Hemet, CA 92545 

John Schuylar Francis 
Trenquilla Francis 
433 Madrid Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jose A. Franco 
Gloria Franco 
427 Stockholm Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Donald G. Frank 
Sally Frank 
4183 Northam Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Deborah Franklin 
1077 E. Hoffer Street 
Banning, CA 92220 

Catherine Fraser 
19625 Gilman Springs Road 
Gilman Springs, CA 92583 

Russell Frear 
150 South Juanita Street 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Dale Frederick 
Shirley Frederick 
2853 Pansy Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

Lucy Frederiksen 
Diane Marie Stewart Zimmerman 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #357 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Tom Freeman  
Chief Media Information Officer  
Banning Correctional Rehabilitation 
1627 Hargrave Street 
Banning, CA 92220 

Tania Antuzzi Freeman 
Julian Freeman 
212 Gladiolus Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Bob French  
Public Works Director  
City of Calimesa 
P.O. Box 1190 
Calimesa, CA 92320 
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William French 
Mary French 
2819 Eureka Road 
San Jacinto, CA 92585 

James R. French, Jr. 
Kimberly E. French 
1450 Cloudstone Lane 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Philip Frey 
48 Braeburn Lane 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Gene Frick  
Riverside County 
17205 Monterey Road 
Lake Elsinore, CA 92530 

John S. Fricker  
Treasurer  
Lake Hemet Municipal Water District 
P.O. Box 5039 
Hemet, CA 92544 

President  
Friends-San Jacinto Mtns Co Parks 
625 W. Stetson Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Mike A. Fross 
3650 Oslo Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Herbert C. Frost  
Secretary  
Lake Hemet Municipal Water District 
P.O. Box 5039 
Hemet, CA 92544 

James Futcher 
28032 Whispenwood Drive 
Menifee, CA 92584 

James Futcher 
830 Parsley Way 
Oceanside, CA 92057 

James W. Futcher 
Noreen E. Futcher 
28032 Whisperwood Drive 
Menifee, CA 92584 

GA79 Prop 
c/o Sean Frost 
c/o Shari Lawrence 
27071 Cabot Road No. 106 
Laguna Hills, CA 92653 

Eugene M. Gabrych 
Marian G. Gabrych 
2006 Highway 395 
Fallbrook, CA 92028 

Robert B. Galante 
Georgina L. Galante 
261 Cavendish Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Carlos Galdamez 
P.O. Box 341 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Loren V. Gallagher 
Kathryn H. Gallagher 
26721 California Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92546 

Loren V. Gallagher 
Kathryn H. Gallagher 
P.O. Box 280 
Hemet, CA 92546 

Joe Gallardo 
Diana Marina Gallardo 
109 Playa Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Kathy Gallaway 
28610 Bridgewater 
Menifee, CA 92584 

Joseph L. Galleta  
c/o Parvin Zabetian 
3390 Crystal Springs Drive NE 
Bainbridge Island, WA 98110 

Teresita Galleta 
c/o Parvin D. Zabetian 
2922 Western Avenue No. 522 
Seattle, WA 98121 

Joseph Galletta 
4020 West Florida Avenue, Suite G 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Michael Gallichio 
Evelyn Gallichio 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #393 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Concepcion Garces 
640 Brisbane Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jonathan Garcia 
3062 Coffeeberry Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Martin Garcia 
33195 Finch 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Michael R. Garcia 
3642 Sydney Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Carlos Garcia 
368 La Boca Street 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Mariano G. Garcia 
560 Stockholm Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Julian Garcia 
584 Reeves Parkway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Gustavo Garcia 
68 Madrid Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Henry Garcia 
Alida M. Garcia 
4143 Northam Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jose M. Garcia 
Elisa Garcia 
31801 Allen Avenue 
Homeland CA 92548 

Carlos Garcia 
Maria Del Pilar Garcia 
33097 Haddock Street 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Salvador Garcia 
Mercedes Garcia 
561 Madrid Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Carlos Garcia 
P.O. Box 354 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Yshmael M. Garcia 
Rebeca Garcia 
3619 Paris Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Kevin B. Garcia 
Stacey M. Garcia 
253 Hibiscus Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Jose Garnica 
2889 Eureka Road 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 
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Shawna Garrett 
315 Northwood Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Paul Garrett 
43529 Ridge Park Drive 
Temecula, CA 92590 

Damon Garrett 
Kathleen Domenica Garrett 
2768 Eureka Road 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Salma R. Garrido 
2751 Hartley Parkway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

James W. and J.M. Garvin Trust 
3827 Industrial Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Gas Plus Hemet 
374 Encinitas Boulevard 
Encinitas, CA 92024 

Neil D. Gascon  
Pacific Century Homes, Inc. 
40925 County Center Drive, #110 
Temecula, CA 92591 

Brad Gates 
28546 Paseo Diana 
San Juan Capistrano, CA 92675 

Debra Gates 
3560 Coronado Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Gatti Productions, Inc. 
P.O. Box 3967 
Tustin, CA 92681 

Gloria Gatton  
c/o James Dilworth 
1529 Country Club Drive 
Riverside, CA 92506 

Steven A. Gaughen 
Michelle A. Gaughen 
2828 Eureka Road 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

William Gauthier 
2833 Burgundy Lace Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Robert Gauthier 
Anne Gauthier 
305 Northwood Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Richard R. Gayeska 
Esther E. Gayeska 
4123 Northam Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

GBMF Inv 
c/o Su Wen Hou 
19853 Red Roan Lane 
Yorba Linda, CA 92886 

Ninfa Gelsomino 
Mark Kirk 
Guido Dimitri 
5180 Inglestone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Bruce A. Gentz 
Diane V. Gentz 
7389 Westwood Drive 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Donald Gerber 
1821 Whispering Bells Road 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Judith E. Gerbershagen 
George W. Gerbershagen 
P.O. Box 3067 
Palm Springs CA 92263 

Rita W. Gerrity 
John M. Gerrity 
3687 Sydney Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Edward Ghosn 
Denise Ghosn 
527 Louisville Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Martin Gibson 
1250 N. Kirby Street #131 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Suzanne Gibson 
476 Madrid Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Steven A. Gibson 
Lynette A. Gibson 
Ronald J. Hartley 
HUB Enterprises 
31568 Railroad Canyon Rd 130 
Canyon Lake, CA 92587 

Scott Gibson 
Theresa Gibson 
5280 Satinstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Dr. Richard Giese  
Board of Directors  
Hemet Chamber of Commerce 
615 N. San Jacinto Street 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Susan Gilchrist 
29163 Highland Blvd. 
Moreno Valley, CA 92555 

Larry G. Giles 
Linda Giles 
2754 Burgundy Lace Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Martha Z. Gillett 
1385 Alabaster Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

President  
Gilman Ranch Hands 
560 N. 16th Street 
Banning, CA 92220 

Donald Lee Gilmer 
Editha Gilmer 
2876 Tuberose Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Douglas E. Gilmore 
Betty R. Gilmore 
4144 Sidmouth Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Richard A. Girvin 
34888 Lyn Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Shirley Girvin 
8264 Scottsdale Drive 
Sacramento, CA 95828 

Richard A. Girvin 
Mary J. Girvin 
57 F Calle Cadiz 
Laguna Woods, CA 92653 

Steve Gjorkovski 
8695 Leisure Lane 
Escondido, CA 92026 

Garrett Glava 
3637 Clarington Avenue #206 
Los Angeles, CA 90034 

Steven Glavadanovic 
c/o Jerry Kreitz 
561 Stevens Lane 
Mitchell, IN 47446 
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Steven W. Glavadanovic 
Victoria A. Glavadanovic 
Jerry Kreitz 
Janet Kreitz 
c/o Jerry Kreitz 
1 S. Crappie Corner Drive No. 3 
Johnson Lake, NE 68937 

Globex Living Trust 
20 Via Lucca No. C124 
Irvine, CA 92612 

Dimiter Gluhcheff 
Mary A. Gluhcheff 
2540 W. 7th Street 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

GMAC Mortgage 
1100 Virginia Drive 
Ft Washington, PA 19034 

GMAC Mortgage 
c/o Harold Frank Heide 
411 Cantata Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Rick Goacher 
8921 Research Drive 
Irvine, CA 92618 

Julie Godwin 
8301 Lakeview Pky Suite 111 
Rowlett, TX 75088 

Cornelius Goedhart 
Jennie Goednart 
1950 S. Mountain Avenue No. 19 
Ontario, CA 91762 

Samuel Goepp 
2055 Blossom Lane 
Durham, CA 95938 

John Goey 
35 Cocado Avenue 
Long Beach, CA 90583 

Carla J. Golden 
283 Cavendish Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jim Golledge  
Sheri Golledge 
30551 Cove Crest Circle 
Menifee, CA 92584 

Ryan Gomez 
1440 Alabaster Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Juanita Gomez 
34987 Shannon Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Erica Gomez 
3790 Anchorage Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Gabriel A. Gomez 
Megan Gomez 
2827 Violet Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Gabriel Gomez 
Rosa J. Gomez 
419 Copenhagen Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Richard Benny Gomez 
Sandra L. Gomez 
2829 Eureka Road 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

John A. Gomez, Jr.  
Spokesperson, Ramona Band of 
Mission Indians 
41801 Corte Valentine 
Temecula, CA 92592 

Bobbie Lou Gonsalvez 
33300 Merritt Road 
Menifee Valley, CA 92545 

Juan Gonzalez 
Rosalinda Gonzalez 
Jose Gonzalez 
25062 Los Rancherias Road 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Martin Gonzalez 
2812 Azalea Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Nancy Gonzalez 
28760 Winchester Road 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Daniel Gonzalez 
2934 Coffeeberry Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Eloisa Gonzalez 
3892 Paris Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Guadalupe R. Gonzalez 
Carmen Gonzalez 
P.O. Box 504 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Juan A. Gonzalez 
Olga M. Gonzalez 
2813 Burgundy Lace Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Ramon E. Gonzalez 
Tricia Yvonne Gonzalez 
2830 Placentia Street 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Russell G. Goodman 
109 Ropango Way 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Nancy Goodman 
38591 Florence Street 
Beaumont, CA 92223 

Frank Goossens 
335 La Familia Circle 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Richard Gordon  
Membership Executive  
San Jacinto Valley Chamber of 
Commerce 
615 N. San Jacinto Street 
Hemet, CA 92543 

J. & G. Gosch 
c/o Jack Gosch 
71225 W. Thunderbird Terrace 
Rancho Mirage, CA 92270 

Paige Gosney  
Jackson, DeMarco, Tidus, Peterson & 
Peckenpaugh 
2030 Main Street, 12th Floor 
Irvine, CA 92614 

Clodoveo M. Gosuico 
Elisa R. Gosuico 
530 Drake Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Joshua Gottheim  
Sr. VP & General Counsel  
SE Corporation 
280 Corporate Terrace Circle 
Corona, CA 92879 

Ken Gotthelf 
1020 Prospect Street, #350 
La Jolla, CA 92037 

Harland Gottula 
26263 California Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 
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Harland A. Gottula 
Marjorie Gottula 
P.O. Box 8092 
Hemet, CA 92546 

Mike Gow  
Public Works Engineering Director  
City of Hemet 
445 East Florida Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Steven Grady 
7938 Ivanhoe Avenue 
La Jolla, CA 92037 

Alley Graff 
298 Zolder Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Donald G. Graham 
Teruko K. Graham 
3871 Paris Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Martin Granados 
2914 Coffeeberry Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Stephen W. Grant 
Cynthia L. Grant 
3804 Tulsa Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Earl Gene Graue 
Mildred A. Graue 
PMB 249 
3337 W. Florida 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Donald W. Graul 
Marie T. Graul 
1970 N. Leslie Street, No. 3304 
Pahrump, NV 89060 

Kevin Gravley 
Virginia Gravley 
3491 London Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Heidi M. Gray 
2711 Azalea Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Great Pacific Dev Corp 
Zoilo Deguzman 
Ermie Obien 
Susan Deguzman 
5038 Blackhorse Road 
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275 

Clark Greeley 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #400 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Charles Green 
31152 Norma Way 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Mark Green 
6260 Beachcomber Drive 
Long Beach, CA 90803 

Jeremiah Greene 
3535 Pocahontis 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Wendell Corey Greenlee 
Machelle Parker 
2755 Newcastle Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Walter Ray Greenman 
Jean Greenman 
530 Bradbury Road 
Monrovia, CA 91016 

Bill Greenwood  
Board Member  
Beaumont Unified 
P.O. Box 187 
Beaumont, CA 92223 

Linda J. Grembowski 
5421 Inglestone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Steven A. Grewe 
Kathy A. Grewe 
3823 Paris Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Curtis M. Gridiron 
Deandra R. Scallion 
41238 Essex Court 
Temecula, CA 92591 

Brigitte Griffis 
26981 Kalmia Drive 
Moreno Valley, CA 92555 

Erika Griffiths 
1452 Alabaster Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Erika K. Griffiths 
459 Copenhagen Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Brigitta Grimaldi 
35480 Pony Trail 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Steven Grob 
1274 Mulberry Lane 
Corona, CA 92879 

Michael Paul Grohs 
Maria S. Grohs 
601 Copenhagen Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Pascual Guardado  
Riverside County Economic 
Development Agency 
3525 14th Street 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Clifford Guenther 
3679 Paris Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Adolfo Guerrero 
2760 New Castle Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Jose Guerrero 
Norma Guerrero 
2838 Eureka Road 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Maria M. Guevara 
650 Drake Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Salvatore J. Guida 
Clara M. Guida 
333 Palo Santa Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Ismael Guillen 
216 S. 33rd Street 
San Diego, CA 92113 

Cynthia Guitron 
Edgardo R. Sanchez 
26425 Calvert Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Rogelio Gutierrez 
1436 Cloudstone Lane 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Ruben Gutierrez 
33961 El Centro Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Hector S. Gutierrez 
443 Cerro Vera Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Linh N. Gutierrez 
Pedro N. Gutierrez 
934 Sendero Avenue 
Escondido, CA 92026 
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Joe G. Gutierrez 
Ramona Gutierrez 
3927 Seattle Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Guzman Inv Dev Co 
5038 Blackhorse Road 
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275 

Jose Luis Guzman 
2775 Placentia Street 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Fortina Guzman 
Anabel Guzman 
467 Stockholm Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Gerardo Guzman 
Esperanza Fernandez 
2767 Tuberose Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

GVP LLC 
7855 Herschel Avenue #201 
La Jolla, CA 92037 

Ken Hachtmann 
P.O. Box 728 
Rialto, CA 92377 

Thomas P. Hack 
Betty I. Hack 
651 Brisbane Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Sally Hadden 
537 Louisville Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Robert D. Hadden 
Wenche T. Hadden 
538 Nashville Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

HAH Ltd 
4335 N. Golden State, #103 
Fresno, CA 93722 

Jauhar Haji 
2822 Hartley Parkway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Jack Hale  
Rita Hale 
26201 Wheat Street 
Sun City, CA 92585 

David Hale 
42570 Thornton Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92544 

David Hale 
601 East Florida 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Debra Ranae Haley 
1365 Alabaster Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Connie Hall  
Board of Directors  
Hemet Chamber of Commerce 
615 N. San Jacinto Street 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Linn A. Hall 
1459 Darwin 
Oceanside, CA 92056 

Tambara R. Hall 
34962 Shannon Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Billie S. Hallifax 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #475 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Anita Rhoden Hamilton 
2772 Azalea Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Larry J. Hamilton 
Joann M. Hamilton 
2733 Burgundy Lace Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Don Hammond  
Ila Hammond 
399 Bjorn Ct. 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Dwayne Hammond  
Planning Commission Vice Chair  
City of Perris 
101 North D. Street 
Perris, CA 92570 

Jimmie Hamner 
5335 Satinstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jeremy A. Hansen 
372 La Clarita Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Darin L. Hardin 
1001 Avenida Pico No. C202 
San Clemente CA 92673 

Alvin W. Hardy 
Mavis M. Hardy 
213 Cavendish Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Daylin L. Hargrove 
324 Northwood Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Haringa 2001 Trust 
1882 N. Ramona Blvd. 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

David Harris 
1424 Cloudstone Lane 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Alex Elton Harris 
3785 Tulsa Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Leland Harrison 
1021 Monarch Mystic Avenue 
North Las Vegas, NV 89081 

Timothy Harrison 
34962 Shannon Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Paul S. Harrold 
Amy C. Harrold 
3185 Blenkarne Drive 
Carlsbad, CA 92008 

Barbara Hart 
927 Malaga Place 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Denise E. Hatter 
27985 California Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Christopher Haught 
10409 Messina Drive 
Whittier, CA 90603 

Robert Haussler, Manager  
Environmental Protection Office  
California Energy Commission 
1516 Ninth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Buddy Hawkins  
Banning Planning Commission 
99 East Ramsey Street 
Banning, CA 92220 

Helen C. Hays 
Daniel M. Hays 
Esther F. Hays 
c/o Daniel M. Hays 
P.O. Box 435 
E. Glacier Park, MT 59434 
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HD Dev of Maryland, Inc. 
The Home Depot USA  
Prop Tax Dept 0464 
P.O. Box 105842 
Atlanta, GA 30348 

Heartland Golf  
c/o Landscape Unlimited 
1201 Aries Drive 
Lincoln, NE 68512 

Heartland Msk Realty Ventures 
P.O. Box 300489 
Escondido, CA 92030 

Heartland Msk Realty Ventures 
P.O. Box 819 
Carlsbad, CA 92018 

Steve Heathcoat  
Metropolitan Water District 
33740 Borel Road 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Jack Heberle 
P.O. Box 2430 
Temecula, CA 92593 

Travis W. Heier 
Karie A. Heier 
1239 Cragstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Dick Heil 
27591 Cottonwood Avenue 
Moreno Valley, CA 92555 

Edward R. Heinze 
Betty J. Heinze 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #431 
Hemet, CA 92545 

James Heiser 
P.O. Box 232368 
Encinitas, CA 92023 

Paul R. Heller 
5471 Inglestone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Erika Helms  
Cultural Resources Director  
Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians 
P.O. Box 487 
San Jacinto, CA 92581 

Hemet Auto Center Leasing 
P.O. Box 8328 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Hemet Commercial 
c/o Karen Hatz 
5440 Morehouse Drive Suite 4000 
San Diego, CA 92121 

Hemet Highlands Assoc 
34443 Florida Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Hemet Highlands Assoc 
c/o Ranco Realty Group 
41743 N. Enterprise Circle 
Temecula, CA 92590 

Hemet Highlands Assoc 
Randy Blanchard 
40935 County Center Drive, Suite #A 
Temecula, CA 92591 

Hemet Land 
c/o Tulsi Savani 
1142 Diamond Bar Blvd 456 
Diamond Bar, CA 91765 

Hemet Mountain 
c/o Bruce Degler 
P.O. Box 923 
Alta Loma  CA 91737 

Hemet of San Jacinto Ventures LLC 
20750 Ventura Blvd #205 
Woodland Hills, CA 91364 92582 

Hemet San Jacinto Ventures 
c/o Annette Hill 
20750 Ventura Blvd No. 205 
Woodland Hills, CA 91364 

Hemet Valley Country Club Estates 
c/o Jerrel Barto 
1041 W. 18th Street Suite 101a 
Costa Mesa, CA 92627 

Hemet Valley Country Club Estates 
c/o Robert L. Johnson 
4335 N. Golden Street No. 101 
Fresno, CA 93722 

Hemet Valley Country Club Estates 
c/o Sheri Pflieger 
4181 W. Menlo Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Hemet Valley Country Club Estates 
c/o Signal Hill Family 
1041 W 18th Street #101a 
Costa Mesa, CA 92627 

Board of Directors  
Hemet, San Jacinto Valley Chamber of 
Commerce 
615 N. San Jacinto Street 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Leroy E. Hendershott 
Betty L. Hendershott 
670 Cawston Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Rick L. Hendershott 
Lisa L. Hendershott 
669 Liverpool Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Marc Hendon, Sr. 
61 W. Ramsey Street 
Banning, CA 92220 

David Hennessey  
Golden State MH Owners League 
P.O. Box 876 
Garden Grove, CA 92642 

Ayon Josefina Heraz Rev Trust 
c/o Josefina Heraz Ayon 
3022 Coffeeberry Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Katherine Mae Herd 
635 Drake Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Heriberto Hernandez 
26465 Calvert Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Diana Hernandez 
2904 Coffeeberry Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Julie Hernandez 
3717 Seattle Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

William D. Hernandez 
4183 Devonport Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Garcia Hernandez 
Elizabeth Zuniga De Garcia 
34878 Lyn Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Ciro Hernandez 
Marcia Hernandez 
563 Stockholm Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 
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Johnny Hernandez 
Maria C. Hernandez 
2821 Azalea Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Larry Hernandez 
Peggy Hernandez 
660 Cawston Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jeffrey Hewitt, Council Member  
City of Calimesa 
P.O. Box 1190 
Calimesa, CA 92320 

Hexagonal Partnership 
c/o Girdhari Purohit 
1225 E. Latham Avenue No. B 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Hickory Inv.  
c/o Steven C. Welllington 
501 W. Broadway Suite 900 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Hickory Investors LLC 
1650 Hotel Circle N. Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 

Milton Higgins 
10426 Casanes Avenue 
Downey, CA 90241 

Virginia H. Hightower 
275 Cavendish Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Christine P. Higley 
568 Nashville Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Walter Hill 
34510 Marvin Hull Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Demetria Hill 
376 Mossy Oak Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

William M. Hill 
Caroljo I. Hill 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #398 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Phillip E. Hinkle 
Ruth C. Hinkle 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #433 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Sergio Hinojosa 
584 S. 980 E 
Heber City, UT 84032 

Ho Bet Group, Inc. 
6615 E. PCH No. 260 
Long Beach, CA 90803 

Sandy Ho 
6241 Softwind Place 
Alta Loma, CA 91737 

Charles Ho 
Brandy Ho 
3627 Seattle Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

George Hoanzl  
Jaguar Computer Systems 
4135 Indus Way 
Riverside, CA 92503 

Kenneth J. Hoffer  
Layman Financial Services, Inc. 
P.O. Box 7216 
Santa Monica, CA 90406 

Kenneth J. Hoffer 
1605 San Vicente Boulevard 
Santa Monica, CA 90402 

Kenneth Hoffer 
c/o W. Andrew Layman 
1638 Wellesley Drive 
Santa Monica, CA 90405 

Rick Hoffman 
26620 River Road 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Ron Hoffman 
Board of Directors 
Hemet Chamber of Commerce 
615 N. San Jacinto Street 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Rich Hofman 
8105 Irvine Center Drive, Suite 1460 
Irvine, CA 92618 

Ryan Hoitt 
5933 Parkside Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Chong Cha Holcomb 
4122 Northam Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Leon D. Holcomb 
Wanda Holcomb 
3623 Oslo Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jack Holden  
Executive Director  
Banning Chamber of Commerce 
P.O. Box 665 
Banning, CA 92220 

Michael R. Holden 
L. Louise Holden 
23 Homestead Way SE 
High River, Canada T1V1J7 

Jan Holgate  
A9-125 
748 South Meadows Parkway 
Reno, NV 89521 

Stephen R. Holgate 
Karen L. Holgate 
2785 Placentia Street 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Raymond H. Holguin 
Armida Holguin 
P.O. Box 307 
Homeland  CA 92548 

James E. Hollingsworth 
Cathy R. Hollingsworth 
545 Drake Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Betty Hollington 
730 Colorado Drive 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Andrew O. Hollins 
Valerie E. Hollins 
5384 Circlestone Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Bonny Holt 
Holt Trust 
24155 Maze Stone Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Garry Holyoak 
Gayle M. Holyoak 
1200 Garry Lane 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Ellen Homan 
1464 Turnstone Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Home Front Investment  
Properties  
c/o Stephen C. Bello, Inc. 
6621 E. PCH #150 
Long Beach, CA 90803 
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Chau Hong 
4328 Camino Lile 
Santa Fe, NM 87507 

Barbara Honorable 
Tyrone Honorable 
Octavia Honorable 
2810 Newcastle Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Stephen Wayne Hooper 
Marilyn Louise Hooper 
1200 Cragstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Robert Hopkins 
902 Monarch Street Apt B 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Walter J. Hopp 
Opal B. Hopp 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #352 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Trip Hord  
Trip Hord Associates 
P.O. Box 1235 
Riverside, CA 92502 

Lori Hornback 
24180 Juniper Flats Road 
Homeland, CA 92548 

Andrew Horner 
25372 Los Rancherias Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Eric Horowitz 
17542 East 17th Street, Suite 100 
Tustin, CA 92780 

John Horton  
Police Chief  
City of Banning 
660 Orange Avenue 
Banning, CA 92223 

Barbara Houck 
Jeff Lindquist 
1476 Turnstone Court 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Joann Houk 
33895 Milan Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Joann Houk 
Stella Joann Houk 
489 Greenwood Drive 
Meadow Vista, CA 95722 

Vahan Hovsepian 
8519 Avenida Miravilla 
Cherry Valley, CA 92223 

Gary F. Howard 
Marlene Y. Howard 
866 Cawston Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Beth C. Howden 
P.O. Box 928 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Connie Hradecky 
567 San Nicolas Drive, Suite 300 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

HRD Inv 
c/o Mark Cheeseman 
4250 Executive Sq 440 
La Jolla, CA 92037 

Chuan Hsiao 
6241 Softwind Place 
Alta Loma, CA 91737 

Hsiung Hsiao 
Jih Hsiung Yang 
Oneforman Co, Inc. 
27352 Compostela 
Mission Viejo, CA 92692 

Chuan Hsiung Hsiao 
Oneforman Co, Inc. 
Jih Hsiung Yang 
P.O. Box 4408 
Cucamonga, CA 91729 

Patrick Hsu 
12660 Valley View Lane 
Redlands, CA 92373 

Jack D. Hubbard 
Sharon L. Hubbard 
1173 Cragstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Robert Hubbs 
34458 Simpson Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

David Hudson 
5350 Satinstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Terry Hughes, Spokesperson  
Santa Rosa Band of Indians 
P.O. Box 609 
Hemet, CA 92546 

Thomas Huizar 
214 Mossy Oak Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Warren D. Hulbert 
Sandra L. Hulbert 
P.O. Box 8328 
Hemet, CA 92546 

Joann Hulett 
c/o Jo Ann Hulett 
511 Copenhagen Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

William B. Hull 
1062 Ron Circle 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Howard H. Hummer 
Lillian E. Hummer 
3645 Seattle Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Rebecca L. Humphrey 
45828 Hopactong Street 
Temecula, CA 92592 

Michael Hun 
Nancy Hun 
1285 Berylstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Andrew Huneck 
P.O. Box 891205 
Temecula, CA 92589 

Frank Hungate 
P.O. Box 812 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Hunt Family Trust 
Thomas T. Hunt 
Maria Roeliza G. Hunt 
2816 Violet Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Kevin Hunt, General Manager  
Metropolitan Water District 
700 N. Alameda Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

William A. Hurst 
Kimberly A. Hurst 
6725 W. Stetson Avenue  
Hemet, CA 92545 

Walter Hurtado 
Luciana S. Hurtado 
363 Palo Santa Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 
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Dale Hutchinson  
Fire Chief, Riverside County Fire 
Department 
210 West San Jacinto Avenue 
Perris, CA 92570 

Robert E. Hutchinson 
Dianne Hutchinson 
1604 Hector Road 
Edmonton AB, Canada T6R 2Z5 

Nancy M. Henry Hutton 
33640 Simpson Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jim Hyatt, Council Member  
City of Calimesa 
P.O. Box 1190 
Calimesa, CA 92320 

Donald D. Hydinger 
33631 Clinton Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Iacono Dev, Inc. 
3000 Broad Street 
Newport Beach, CA 92663 

Ibarc 
c/o Mark Whalen 
4533 MacArthur Blvd Suite B 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Guillermo Ibarra 
Alison Ibarra 
27549 California Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Gracieuse Idiart 
492 S. Sanderson Street 
Hemet, CA 92582 

Devin Ikenberry 
2753 Burgundy Lace Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

International Benefit Planners, Inc.  
c/o R & G International 
6241 Softwind Place 
Alta Loma, CA 91737 

International Benefit Planners, Inc. 
c/o R & G International 
P.O. Box 2841 
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91729 

Jennie Iparaguirre 
775 N. Sanderson Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Frank Ippolito 
Marie Ippolito 
291 Cavendish Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Thomas Ittig 
44265 Compiegne Drive 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Ilene Itzkovics 
33775 Stowe Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Judy Jackson 
3694 Sydney Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Mike Jackson 
831 Beacon Street Number 273 
Newton Centre, MA 02459 

Lakeysha Jackson-Darby 
2877 Violet Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Flavio Jaen  
Diamond Valley Automotive Group 
300 Carriage Circle 
Hemet, CA 92545 

JAKS 
c/o Kaufman Group 
4727 Wilshire Blvd Suite 610 
Los Angeles, CA 90010 

Janel James 
2883 Pansy Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Timothy Neal James 
3792 Paris Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Victor A. James 
Barbara A. James 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #470 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Curtis L. James 
Jennifer L. James 
225 Cavendish Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Virgil M. James 
Linda M. James 
650 Seattle Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Marek Janecka 
5360 Circlestone Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Rodney Janousek 
P.O. Box 31 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Duraid Y. Jaouhari 
35645 W. Stetson Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Susana Jaouhari 
518 Memphis Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Wissam Jauhari 
Nataly Jauhari 
541 Madrid Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

JBL Inv, Inc. 
P.O. Box 173231 
Arlington, TX 76003 

JBL Investments 
Gene Tobin 
27740 Jefferson Avenue, Suite 100 
Temecula, CA 92590 

Donald R. Jeanneret 
Kathleen D. Jeanneret 
2633 226th Avenue SE 
Sammamish, WA 98075 

Suzann Jeffers 
32900 Olive Avenue 
Moraga, CA 94556 

Jeffrey MDM Partners VII 
27201 Puerta Real Suite 360 
Mission Viejo, CA 92691 

Jeffrey MDM Partners VII 
c/o Jeff Holbrook 
34179 Golden Lantern #202 
Dana Point, CA 92629 

Wendy Lee Jeffries 
6489 W. Stetson Avenue  
Hemet, CA 92545 

Sam Jelinek 
2874 Melbourne Drive 
San Diego, CA 92123 

Diana Jenkins  
City of Riverside 
3900 Main Street, 7th Floor 
Riverside, CA 92522 

Bill Jenkins 
1006 S. Riviera 
Banning, CA 92220 
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Jennie San Jacinto Prop Family 
19505 Mountain Avenue No. 19 
Ontario, CA 91762 

Jennie San Jacinto Prop Family 
c/o Jennie Goedhart 
1996 N. Ramona Blvd 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

James F. Jennings 
24422 Avenida De La Carlota, Suite 
100 
Laguna Hills, CA 92653 

Evelyn Jensen 
10401 San Vicente Blvd 
Spring Valley, CA 91977 

Jhaska 
100 Wilshire Boulevard #950 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 

Canciano L. Jimenez 
Ma Ethel G. Jimenez 
2731 Hartley Parkway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Jimmy A. Jimenez 
Susan A. Jimenez 
3561 London Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

John M. Sachs, Inc. 
c/o JMS Acquis Essex Portfolia Prop 
Tax 
925 E. Meadow Drive 
Palo Alto, CA 94303 

Doris Johnson  
Advisory Council on Aging 
1122 Highland Home Road 
Banning, CA 92220 

Bonnie Johnson  
Finance Officer  
City of Banning 
99 East Ramsey Street 
Banning, CA 92220 

R. Johnson Properties, Inc. 
4335 N. Golden State 101 
Fresno, CA 93722 

R. Johnson Properties 
c/o Landamerican Financial Group, Inc. 
1 Market Plaza, Suite 1850 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

R. Johnson Properties 
4181 W. Menlo Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Clifford Johnson 
11282 Laurianne Lane 
Garden Grove, CA 92641 

Chuck Johnson 
2591 Peach Tree Street 
Hemet, CA 92545-8141 

David Johnson 
34900 Lyn Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

John Dennis Johnson 
4105 Sidmouth Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Karl E. Johnson 
7424 4th Street NW 
Los Ranchos De Albuquerque, NM 
87107 

Kevin M. Johnson 
Dawn A. Johnson 
2821 Hartley Parkway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Robert K. Johnson 
Gladys C. Johnson 
39481 Newport Road 
Hemet, CA 92543 

K.O. Johnson 
Laquita Johnson 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #374 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Mervin B. Johnson 
P.O. Box 9405 
Newport Beach, CA 92658 

Sheldon N. Johnson 
Susan L. Johnson 
4199 Watts Lane 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jerry Jolliffe  
Riverside County TLMA 
4080 Lemon Street, 7th Floor 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Hamilton Jones  
Board of Directors  
Hemet Chamber of Commerce 
615 N. San Jacinto Street 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Nick Jones  
Miller Jones Mortuary 
P.O. Box 1077 
Hemet, CA 92546 

Nick Jones  
Planning Commissioner  
City of Hemet 
450 East Florida Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Farrell W. Jones 
25105 Hyatt Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

James Jones 
27130 Scott Road 
Riverside, CA 92584 

Thomas W. Jones 
2744 Burgundy Lace Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Donnitta J. Hill Jones 
3824 Tulsa Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Joan Jones 
4141 Barnstaple Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jacob Jones 
Ashley Jones 
1248 Cragstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Ralph P. Jones 
Dorothy Ruth Jones 
485 Madrid Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Larry Richard Jones 
Edda Luz Jones 
3867 W. Menlo Avenue  
Hemet, CA 92545 

James H. Jones 
Roberta Jones 
513 St George Drive 
El Cajon, CA 92019 

Steve D. Jones 
Rochelle A. Jones 
3827 Anchorage Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Horace L. Jones 
Sherrie A. Jones 
3540 Coronado Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Mary Nadine Jongsma 
8050 Hellman Avenue 
Corona, CA 92880 
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William W. Jongsma 
8290 Hellman Avenue 
Corona, CA 92880 

Tom Joy  
Nancy Joy 
2561 Apple Tree Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

JWP Ltd 
27072 Cabot Road Suite 106 
Laguna Hills, CA 92653 

K. Hovnanians Four Seasons  
Hemet Comm Association  
c/o K. Hovnanian Homes 
1500 S. Haven Suite 100 
Ontario, CA 91764 

Thomas C. Kaelin 
Grace M. Kaelin 
42245 Oak Canyon Drive 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Robert Kahn, PE 
20201 S.W. Birch Street, Suite 250 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Grace M. Kalein 
c/o Thomas C. Kaelin 
42245 Oak Canyon Drive 
Hemet, CA 92543 

John Kalish, Field Manager  
Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. Box 581260 
N. Palm Springs, CA 92258 

Ron Kammeyer 
170 S. Ramon Blvd. 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

Ron Kammeyer 
2837 Kellogg Avenue 
Corona, CA 92881 

Norma H. Kamp 
3664 Oslo Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jon Kaniewski 
18000 E. Quail Cove Way 
Rowland Heights, CA 91748 

Tim Kaniewski 
607 Reposado Drive P.O. Box 2598 
Lahabra Heights, CA 90632 

Zygmunt A. Kanigowski 
Jadwiga Kanigowski 
3672 Sydney Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Susan Kanner 
44225 French Circle 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Usa Kanokvechayant 
34015 Simpson Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Mollie Kaplan 
Samuel C. Kaplan 
c/o Commonwealth Thrift Bancorp 
P.O. Box 291 
San Jacinto, CA 92581 

Randall Kappe 
661 Copenhagen Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Brian Karczewski 
1525 West Oakland Avenue #72 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Judyth Karney 
26225 Snow Creek Drive 
Sun City, CA 92586 

Henry P. Karwan 
Mary B. Karwan 
10141 Stilbite Avenue 
Fountain Valley, CA 92708 

Ann Kasper  
HICAP 
6235 Rivercrest Drive, Suite P 
Riverside, CA 92507 

Karen L. Kay 
Irwin Howard Kay 
648 Bynner Drive 
San Pedro, CA 90732 

Dr. Barry Kayrell  
Superintendent, Beaumont Unified 
P.O. Box 187 
Beaumont, CA 92223 

KB Home Coastal, Inc. 
12235 El Camino Real Suite 100 
San Diego, CA 92130 

KB Home Coastal, Inc. 
26201 Ynez Road Suite 104 
Temecula, CA 92591 

KBONE 
6802 Paragon Pl Paragon Ii #360 
Richmond, VA 23230 

KBS Development 
c/o Anthony Souza 
16051 Avenida San Miguel 
La Mirada, CA 90638 

Joan A. Kean 
Robert A. Kean 
1295 S. Cawston Ave, Unit 396 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Charles G. Keith 
28095 Washington Avenue 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Katherine Kellerman 
41211 Johnston Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Jerome Kelley 
25601 Thoroughbred Lane 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Terri Kelly 
9260 Nickellaus Court 
Corona, CA 92583 

Joan Kelsey, Director  
Menifee Chamber of Commerce  
The Emmons Company 
30141 Antelope Road #M 
Menifee, CA 92584 

Versa Kendrick 
P.O. Box 721 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Glen Kennedy 
410 Tewell Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Dennis E. Kennedy 
Evelyn Kennedy 
4185 Sidmouth Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Glen Kennedy 
Irene Konopasek 
Geraldine L. Leadbetter 
Helen Hartman 
c/o R.A. Hartman 
42245 Oak Canyon Drive 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Candy Kennedy 
Jon Apogee 
P.O. Box 956 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Michael Kenny  
Executive Officer  
Air Resources Board 
1001 "I" Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Vertis Kent 
25370 Vakarier Lane 
Moreno Valley, CA 92555 
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Eve Kent 
683 Linden Avenue 
Riverside, CA 92507 

Anthony Kerch 
Charlotte Kerch 
640 Drake Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Randy Kercher 
5957 Hope Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Regina Kerr 
P.O. Box 1060 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Michael J. Kerwin 
Trisha Kerwin 
3573 Seattle Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Alex Kesler 
2933 Coffeeberry Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Willie Lucille Kessee 
1306 Alabaster Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Gary Kessler 
Vanessa Kessler 
332 La Clarita Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Bobby Joe Keys 
Marrietta Keys 
42325 Stetson Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Farah Khorashadi  
Riverside County TLMA 
3525 14th Street 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Ed Kibbey  
Riverside County 
77-564 Country Club Drive Suite 400B 
Palm Desert, CA 92211 

Jeffrey Kightlinger, General Manager  
Metropolitan Water District 
P.O. Box 54153 
Los Angeles, CA 90054 

Joanne Kilburn  
W.M. "Martie" Killough  
Council Member, City of Beaumont 
550 East 6th Street 
Beaumont, CA 92223 

Aaron Kilburn 
Joanne Kilburn 
2844 Burgundy Lace Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Deandre D. Kimble 
604 Hyacinth Road 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Anthony Gerard Kindred 
Maria Marie Kindred 
490 Cawston Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jay King 
325 La Familia Circle 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Ryan King 
362 Cantata Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Robert King 
5375 Ravenstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

David D. King 
5590 Earthstone Lane 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Theodore King 
711 Church Hill Road 
La Habra Heights, CA 90631 

Kingsly Inv Co 
3007 Santa Monica Blvd 
Santa Monica, CA 90404 

Peter Kiriakos  
Conservation Chair  
Sierra Club, San Gorgonio Chapter 
568 Mountain View Ave, Suite 130 
San Bernardino, CA 92401 

Peter Kiriakos  
San Timoteo Greenway Conservancy 
29421 Sunharbor Ct. 
Lake Elsinore, CA 92530 

Ruth Kirk 
371 Cantata Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Peggy Kissack 
2250 Redwood Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

KJBco, Inc. 
7768 Sterling Avenue 
San Bernardino, CA 92410 

Lawrence D. Klarer 
Darlena R. Klarer 
124 Playa Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Ryan Klein 
30931 Avenida Buena Suerte 
Temecula, CA 92591 

Timothy Kleinsmith 
130 Ibiza Lane 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Arllyn Kling 
c/o Kenneth G. Kling 
526 Emerald Bay 
Laguna Beach CA 92651 

Jim Klinko  
Peggy Klinko 
2027 Seven Hills 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Leeona Klippstein  
Spirit of the Sage Council 
30 N. Raymond Street, Suite 302 
Pasadena, CA 91103 

Jim Kneepkens  
Riverside Transit Agency 
1825 Third Street 
Riverside, CA 92517 

Jim Kneepkens  
Riverside Transit Agency 
P.O. Box 59968 
Riverside, CA 92517 

William Knight  
Berean Fellowship Baptist Church 
P.O. Box 5132 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Duane Knowles 
2773 Burgundy Lace Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Duane W. Knowles 
Maria C. Knowles 
444 Palo Santa Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Charles E. Knox 
Amanda A. Knox 
34785 Simpson Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Odile T. Kobus 
Linda M. Kobus 
1250 N. Kirby Street 214 
Hemet, CA 92545 
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Daniel Koby 
20400 Via Zaragoza 
Yorba Linda CA 92887 

Daniel Duane Koby 
Alan Edward Koby 
9641 Mansor Avenue 
Garden Grove, CA 92844 

Louise Koetters 
P.O. Box 154 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

Richard R. Kokes 
359 South Inez 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Helen Komai 
470 Westview Drive 
Chula Vista, CA 91910 

John Koons 
27940 Patti Lane 
Romoland, CA 92585 

Keith Koons 
33481 Simpson Road 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Larry Koscheski 
3665 Anchorage Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Kosh Inv 
5 Vista Court 
Laguna Niguel, CA 92677 

Robert L. Kozel 
1353 Peppertree Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Kenneth C. Kraemer 
Elizabeth C. Kraemer 
P.O. Box 82 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Nathan Kraft 
Amanda M. Devine 
2811 Hartley Parkway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Daniel Paul Kreitz 
La Rae Kreitz 
434 Palo Santa Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Douglas M. Kruse 
Erin A. Kruse 
4023 Seattle Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Darcy Kuenzi  
5th Supervisorial District, Riverside 
County 
29807 Calle San Martine 
Menifee, CA 92584 

Robert S. Kuhry 
242 Gladiolus Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Glenn Kuromi 
4510 E. Pacific Coast Hwy. Suite 500 
Long Beach, CA 90804 

Connie R. Kyle 
William B. McMillen 
Sharon A. McMillen 
c/o William B. McMillen 
4163 Northam Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Douglas Labelle 
436 Melbourne Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Tom Lacey 
327 Lombardy Lane 
Banning, CA 92220 

Manuel C. Ladiana 
Narcisa I. Ladiana 
423 Madrid Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Philip J. Lafountain 
Megan C. P. Lafountain 
3469 Catalina Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Lakeside Center  
Standard Management Company 
6151 West Century Blvd. Suite 300 
Los Angeles, CA 90045 

Me Lam 
Thu Kim Tang 
373 Palo Santa Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Shelli Lamb  
Riverside-Corona Resource Consv Dist 
4500 Glenwood Drive 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Larry Lamb 
4330 Hollyvale Lane 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Larry L. Lamb 
Jenell M. Lamb 
27640 Smith Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Francis John Lambert 
3491 Sydney Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Ronald J. Lambert 
Brenda S. Lambert 
1380 Alabaster Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Milton R. Lambrou 
Tamme D. Lambrou 
4162 Watts Lane 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jim Lamparter 
256 Lapaloma 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

Sandra K. Lancaster 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue # 353 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Todd E. Landen 
Shelley D. Landen 
4145 Sidmouth Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Diane Landry 
P.O. Box 711 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Landsmith Regional Property Holding 
64 Cinnamon Teal 
Aliso Viejo, CA 92656 

John Lane 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #273 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jonathan Lanegan 
Holly Lanegan 
2842 Hartley Parkway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Donald E. Lange 
Eleanor W. Lange 
2989 South 3435 E Street 
Salt Lake City, UT 84109 

Robert J. Langknecht 
Joan C. Langknecht 
4143 Devonport Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Greg Lansing  
U.S. Holdings 
291 S. La Cienega Boulevard, #307 
Beverly Hills, CA 90211 
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Lansing & Associates  
Page Ranch LLC 
291 S. La Cienega Blvd. Suite 307 
Beverly Hills, CA 90211 

James P. Lantz 
34922 Lyn Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Josephine Lara 
531 Copenhagen Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Javier A. Lara 
Dolores Melgoza 
3617 Anchorage Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Robert Lara 
P.O. Box 763 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Susie Lara, Clerk  
Beaumont Unified 
P.O. Box 187 
Beaumont, CA 92223 

Wanda Larkins 
c/o Jeremy E. Howard 
2887 Violet Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

George A. Larose 
Wilma A. Larose 
303 Aberdeen Place Box 624 
Pilot Butte SK, Canada 
S0G 3Z0+ 

Gina Larrabee 
328 La Familia Circle 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Erma J. Lauda 
Bertrand Lauda 
35750 Ramona Expressway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Jon P. Lauer 
Marilyn M. Lauer 
P.O. Box 347 
Covina, CA 91723 

M. Joyce Lausund 
1527 Lyle Avenue 
Bremerton, WA 98312 

Charleen Lavallee 
4184 Devonport Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Bob Lavin  
Utilities Superintendent  
City of San Jacinto 
595 S. San Jacinto Avenue, Building A 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

Victor N. Lawford 
Judith A. Lawford 
24080 Trailwood Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

W. Andrew Layman 
Rose Marie Layman 
P.O. Box 7216 
Santa Monica, CA 90406 

Marvin S. Lazernik 
Susan S. Lazernik 
520 Cawston Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Roberto Lazo 
201 Cavendish Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Tung Thanh Le 
Tuyet Hong Thi Nguyen 
547 Louisville Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Ramona Lynn Leavitt 
Roseann Marie Leavitt 
499 Memphis Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

David Ledbetter 
28990 Old Mine Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Imelda Ledesma 
32870 Olive Avenue 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Hector Ledon 
238 Overleaf Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Marshall Lee  
County of Riverside 
4080 Lemon Street, 14th Floor 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Eric Lee 
237 Rebecca Drive 
San Dimas CA 91773 

Kelly Lee 
33351 Simpson Road 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Jeffery C. Lee 
660 Seattle Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Aaron Lee 
P.O. Box 4408 
Rancho Cuacmonga, CA 91729 

Adrian Leflore 
33899 Pegase Circle 
Temecula, CA 02592 

Adrian D. Leflore 
Nicolette A. Leflore 
141 Playa Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Aldrin Legaspi 
561 Copenhagen Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Emma Rae Leilua 
2879 Eureka Road 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Rick Leitz 
42190 Carnegie Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Irvin M. Lemon 
Helen E. Lemon 
713 Avenida Presidio 
San Clemente, CA 92672 

Rebecca Fetters Lemon 
P.O. Box 5046 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Darrin L. Lemon 
Patty E. Lemon 
680 Seattle Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Letisia Lemus 
3967 W. Menlo Avenue  
Hemet, CA 92545 92545 

Lennar Homes of Calif, Inc. 
25 Enterprise Avenue Suite 200 
Aliso Viejo, CA 92656 

Janis Leonard, Executive Assistant  
Western Riverside Council of 
Governments 
4080 Lemon Street 3rd Floor, MS 1032 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Mike Leone 
33025 Haddock Street 
Winchester, CA 92596 
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Manuel Leos 
Maria Matilde Leos 
513 Stockholm Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jennifer Lew 
15 Haggerston Aisle 
Irvine CA 92603 

Kenneth Lewis  
Geneva Lewis 
27118 Scott Road 
Sun City, CA 92584 

Kevin A. Lewis 
2810 Placentia Street 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Enriqueta C. Lewis 
33970 E. Grand Avenue  
Hemet, CA 92545 

Enriqueta Lewis 
33970 Grand Avenue 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Royce H. Lewis 
Christine Lewis 
8111 San Hilario Circle 
Buena Park, CA 90620 

Bruce Lewis 
Lennar Homes 
25 Enterprise, Suite 200 
Aliso Viejo, CA 92656 

Sergio Leyva 
348 La Familia Circle 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jose V. Leyva 
Bertha Villanueva 
290 Northwood Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Luis S. Leyva 
Lynniece L. Leyva 
2741 Hartley Parkway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Joy Liang 
2813 Burgundy Lace Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Chih P. Liang 
Jennifer Lee 
131 Segovia Avenue 
San Gabriel, CA 91775 

Thomas P. Lick 
Lori Lick 
4104 Devonport Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Lighthouse Res Mtg Corp 
1900 Sunset Drive No. G 
Escondido, CA 92025 

Bruce A. Lilly 
1464 Riverstone Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Ah Lim 
174 Prado Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Joey Lim 
Lorenza Lim 
1300 Berylstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Rodrigo Lim 
Yolanda Lim 
1375 Alabaster Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Anthony Lima 
5908 Parkside Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Mao Nan Lin 
Norman C. Hung 
Raymond Chen Tai Ho 
Tung Pei Chen 
c/o Norman Hung 
509 Via Codo 
Fullerton, CA 92835 

John R. Linares 
Adela Linares 
686 Reeves Parkway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Ted Lincke 
2053 Montepelier Court 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Mark K. Lind 
10468 Fairton Street 
Bellflower, CA 90706 

Debbie Lindberg 
41607 Margarita Road, Suite 103 
Temecula, CA 92591 

Henry C. Linder 
Edythe S. Linder 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #473 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Pam Lindgren 
39592 Grand Avenue 
Cherry Valley, CA 92223 

Michael J. Lindner 
Carol Anne Lindner 
24230 Mazestone Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Rob Lindquist 
43135 E. Acacia 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Scott D. Lint 
April M. Lint 
210 Northwood Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

James K. Liou 
Ching Shu Wang 
Judy Yuh Jiuan Chow 
c/o Tsu Show Chow 
829 Brigham Young 
Claremont, CA 91711 

Angela Little 
P.O. Box 181 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Jimmy Y. Liu  
811 Oyster Court  
Odenton, MD 21113 

Jimmy Y. Liu 
Chih Hung Yu 
2954 Massih Court 
Campbell, CA 95008 

Menh Hau Liu 
P.O. Box 870 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Philip Livesey 
3651 Oslo Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Philip D. Lobaton 
Maria Roxane Jorbina Lobaton 
2817 Tuberose Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Larry Locke 
Teresa M. Locke 
20250 Calle Presa 
Murrieta, CA 92562 

Larry Locke 
Teresa M. Locke 
23905 Clinton Keith Road 
Suite 114 298 
Wildomar, CA 92595 
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Lewis S. Lohr  
West Coast Engineering 
2177 Legrande Drive 
Hemet, CA 92544 

John David Lomba 
Angela C. Lomba 
352 La Clarita Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Louis Lombardo 
23 Corn Flower Street 
Coto De Caza, CA 92679 

Louis Michael Lombardo 
5 Douglass Drive 
Trabuco Canyon, CA 92679 

Angelica Lomeli 
2931 Cherry Laurel Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Clyde W. Longerbona 
7000 W. Florida Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545-3413 

Miryam Longest 
P.O. Box 11 
Mad River, CA 95552 

Renato Longordo 
Ariane G. Longordo 
1 Sand Pointe 
Laguna Niguel, CA 92677 

Tom Loogman 
Karen Sue Loogman 
27550 Smith Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Robert Lopez  
Board of Directors  
Hemet Chamber of Commerce 
615 N. San Jacinto Street 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Mike Lopez  
Metropolitan Water District 
33740 Borel Road 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Gregorio Lopez 
1275 Cragstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Julio Cesar Lopez 
1475 Alabaster Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Patricia C. Lopez 
2025 La Clarita Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Boris Lopez 
232 Gladiolus Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

Boris Lopez 
272 Gladiolus Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Juan T. Lopez 
2765 Placentia Street 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Adrian Lopez 
3580 Coronado Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Randy Lopez 
4124 Sidmouth Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Felipe Lopez 
6321 Frank Avenue 
Mira Loma CA 91752 

Luis Lopez 
Linda I. Marentes Cortez 
147 Playa Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Felipe Lopez 
Micaela Lopez 
27400 Stueber Lane 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jose A. Lopez 
Nery Lopez 
2824 Burgundy Lace Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Epifanio Lopez 
P.O. Box 981 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Vidal Lopez 
Ramon Lopez 
P.O. Box 994 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Ann D. Lorenzana 
235 Northwood Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Deanna Lorson  
Riverside County Economic 
Development Agency 
3525 14th Street 
Riverside, CA 92506 

Ronald Lorson 
Kathleen Lorson 
4778 Arizona Street 
San Diego, CA 92116 

Jim Love, Commissioner  
Beaumont Planning Commission 
550 East 6th Street 
Beaumont, CA 92223 

Kristi Lovelady  
Riverside County 
P.O. Box 1605 
Riverside, CA 92502 

Edward W. Lovett 
Kasandra Lovett 
3693 Oslo Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

C. Robin Reeser Lowe  
Council Member  
City of Hemet 
450 East Florida Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Ray Lowerison 
Joanne Lowerison 
459 Madrid Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Lowe's HIW, Inc. 
1530 Faraday Avenue, Suite 140 
Carlsbad, CA 92008 

Maria Lozano 
33197 Willard Street 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Jim Luangket 
2903 Coffeeberry Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Luberski, Inc. 
c/o Timothy Luberski 
310 N. Harbor Blvd Suite 205 
Fullerton, CA 92832 

Liondro Lucero 
25521 Lincoln Avenue #76 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Rafael Lucero 
2811 Azalea Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Luiten 30 
c/o Scott Baumgardner 
P.O. Box 65629 
Tucson, AZ 85728 

Luiten Inv 
c/o L. De Vayst 
P.O. Box 2233 
Pampa, TX 79066 
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Gregory Luke 
391 Cantata Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Arthur N. Luna 
364 Palo Santa Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Gonzalo J. Luna 
Patricia R. Luna 
5400 Circlestone Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

McCrea Luzon 
Teresita Luzon 
3699 Paris Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Marilyn Lymuel 
2832 Azalea Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Emmett O. Lymuel 
Marilyn J. Lymuel 
2832 Azalea Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Mark Lynch 
34866 Lyn Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Richard Lynch 
34866 Lyn Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Don Lynwalter 
26205 California Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Douglas C. Lyons 
3843 W. Menlo Avenue  
Hemet, CA 92545 

M&B Investments 
25240 Thoroughbred Lane 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Michael Arnel Macadang 
Aileen Carlos Macadang 
2834 Pansy Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Mark Macarro  
Tribal Chairman  
Pechanga Band of Indians 
P.O. Box 1477 
Temecula, CA 92593 

Jackie E. Macarthur 
509 Memphis Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Brian MacDonald 
151 Costa Brava 
Laguna Niguel, CA 92677 

Bonnie MacDonald 
25957 Clearview Drive 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Florencia Macedo 
P.O. Box 1944 
Temecula, CA 92593 

Florenico Macedo 
P.O. Box 251 
Winchester, CA 92596-0251 

John Machisic  
Council Member  
City of Banning 
99 East Ramsey Street 
Banning, CA 92220 

Jose Maciel 
P.O. Box 1746 
Romoland, CA 92585 

Frederick Craig MaClean 
Debra Lorraine MaClean 
P.O. Box 865 
Palmer Lake, CO 80133 

William A. MacMillan 
Martha S. MacMillan 
Laurie MacMillan 
613 Copenhagen Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Christine Macomber 
938 Rosemount Road 
Oakland, CA 94610 

Gertrude H. Platt Macomber 
938 Rosemount Road 
Oakland, CA 94610 

Richard Thomas MacPherson 
Stacey Lynne MacPherson 
2730 Placentia Street 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Michael W. Madden 
3628 Sydney Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Madhuri Investments  
c/o Madhuri Kolli 
42217 Richbrough Road 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Marie Madsen 
526 Olinda Drive 
La Habra, CA 90631 

Quinciano B. Maestrado 
Nona M. Maestrado 
2773 Pansy Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Charles Magee  
Planning Commission  
City of Hemet 
450 East Latham Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Pat Maher 
43727 Ridge Park Drive 
Temecula, CA 92590 

Harrison M. Makau 
Mary M. Makau 
31538 Royal Oaks Drive 
Temecula, CA 92591 

Caswell Malcolm 
2877 Tuberose Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Caswell E. Malcolm 
3807 Seattle Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Michael Malcom 
24080 Trail Wood Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Rosas Maldonado 
324 Mossy Oak Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Timothy Maloney, President  
Community Works Design Group 
3750 University Avenue Suite 175 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Juan Mandujano 
Maria C. Mandujano 
34855 Donald Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Stephen J. Manfredi 
Jennifer S. Manfredi 
3803 Sydney Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Paul Mangini 
6905 W. Devonshire 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Frank Arellanes Manqueros 
Stacy Lee Manqueros 
534 Reeves Parkway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 
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John Mansperger  
City of San Jacinto 
248 E. Main Street 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

Albert L. Mapstead 
Josephine E. Mapstead 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue 391 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Alan Marchone 
29782 Painted Desert Drive 
Menifee, CA 92584 

Dan Marconi 
1245 La Tremolina Lane 
Corona, CA 92879 

Felecia J. Marino 
1224 Cragstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Alejandro Marquez 
2911 Cherry Laurel Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Barry J. Marr 
Karolyn K. Marr 
45920 Paseo Gallante 
Temecula, CA 92592 

Jason Marshall  
Assistant Director Government & 
Environmental Relations  
California Department of Conservation 
HQ 
801 K Street, MS-24-01 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Neal P. Martel 
Lindi S. Martel 
548 Memphis Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Louise Martin  
Coudures Family Management 
Company 
1688 North Perris Blvd, Suite F-4 
Perris, CA 92571 

Shirley Martin 
10867 Delicious 
Cherry Valley, CA 92223 

Paula Martin 
1258 Palm Avenue 
Beaumont, CA 92223 

Norman Martin 
145 East Sixth Street 
Beaumont, CA 92223 

Suzanne Martin 
5002 Rockledge Drive 
Riverside, CA 92506 

Dale Martin 
535 N. Sycamore Avenue 
Fullerton, CA 92831 

Daniel P. Martin 
Esther S. Martin 
374 Palo Santa Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Bradley D. Martin 
Mary E. Martin 
510 Cawston Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jaime Martinez 
2750 Newcastle Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Elizer Pineda Martinez 
2864 Pansy Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Olga Martinez 
2943 Coffeeberry Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Omar I. Martinez 
345 Cerro Vera Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Jamie Martinez 
476 Cerro Vera Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Jorge C. Martinez 
Araceli Carlos Martinez 
2866 Violet Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Frank Martinez 
Belinda Martinez 
Jody Hua 
655 Drake Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Maritza Martinez 
Carlos Sanchez 
2721 Azalea Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Rafael Martinez 
Cedra Martinez 
23678 Piedras Road 
Perris, CA 92570 

Jose A. Martinez 
Claudia Martinez 
4164 Devonport Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Manuel A. Martinez 
Diane D. Martinez 
3581 London Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Salvador Martinez 
Maritza Martinez 
459 Stockholm Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Danilo Ivan Martinez 
Mayra J. Martinez 
2757 Tuberose Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Ernest Martinez 
Starr K. Martinez 
590 Cawston Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Dennis Mariano Martinez 
Wendy Lissette Martinez 
293 Hibiscus Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Andrew Masiel 
43150 Benjamin Street 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Andrew Masiel 
43152 Calle Ventura 
Temecula, CA 92592-3110 

James Mason 
34788 Lyn Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Deloris Mason 
Kenneth J. Mason 
P.O. Box 1222 
San Jacinto, CA 92581 

Judy A. Masonis 
571 Copenhagen Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Sharry Massey 
1421 N. Sanderson 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Fred Massey 
Sharry Massey 
1421 N. Sanderson Avenue  
Hemet, CA 92545 
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Richard Masyczek  
Contract Planner City of Hemet 
450 East Florida Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Beverly Matheson  
Advisory Council on Aging 
5326 Avlondale Way 
Riverside, CA 92506 

Jeff Mathews 
3855 Atherton Road 
Rocklin, CA 95765 

Herman Mathias 
Blanche Mathias 
27770 Pachea Trail 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Herman Mathias 
Blanche Mathias 
391 N. San Jacinto Street 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Rex Mathis 
1045 Slyon 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Michael Matlack 
475 Cerro Vera Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Frances M. Matson 
26589 California Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Robert O. Matson 
541 N. Warren Road 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Stephen Robert Matson 
Catherine Fast Matson 
26726 California Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Edwin H. Matteson  
c/o Patricia A. Matteson 
26383 Cynthia Street 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Gary P. Mattingly 
Julie K. Mattingly 
1265 Cragstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Vera E. Maude 
9146 De Adalana 
Rosemead, CA 91770 

Max Club, Inc. 
c/o Home Depot Tax Dept Re 6637 
P.O. Box 105842 
Atlanta, GA 30348 

Thomas H. Maxey 
Beulah M. Maxey 
3866 Paris Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Wanda Mayfield 
3555 Seattle Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Michael Mays 
228 Overleaf Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

William E. Mays 
44210 Compiegne Drive 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Beryl H. McArthur 
4480 Lone Trail 
Riverside, CA 92509 

Lawrence C. McArthur 
Beyrl H. Jackie McArthur 
27319 Cabrillo Drive 
Sun City, CA 92586 

Michael F. McCann 
26985 California Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Thomas F. McCarthy 
Amilie McCarthy 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #399 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Helen McClair 
1295 S. Cawston #502 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Heather McClard 
2778 Eureka Road 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

McCleish Group 
920 W. Ramona Expressway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

James McClintock  
Gloria McClintock 
27130 Scott Road 
Menifee, CA 92584 

Richard McClure 
Christina McClure 
3659 Paris Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Donald McCollum 
30085 Alicante Drive 
Homeland, CA 92548 

Robert McConville 
1760 11th Street 
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266 

Colleen R. Mccorkle 
1281 Knollwood Road #44f 
Seal Beach, CA 90740 

Gordon P. McCoy 
Mary Lou McCoy 
27690 Smith Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

McCredie Family Partnership 
c/o Don P. McCredie 
101 W. Florida Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Jerry C. McCright 
27905 California Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Zelda E. McCrummen 
4335 N. Golden Street, No. 103 
Fresno, CA 93722 

Margaret Mcculley 
David James Mcculley 
2840 Newcastle Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Charles M. McCullough 
Paula L. McCullough 
511 Madrid Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Edith Mccutcheon 
790 Michigan Avenue 
Beaumont, CA 92223 

Collin McDonald 
1568 Sunset Cliffs Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Patty McDonald 
44220 Charlotte Drive 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Carlos E. McDonald 
Diana H. Mcdonald 
34842 Lyn Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Demetris McDonough 
Jeanne L. Baranowski 
344 Northwood Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 
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Duncan Mcgilvray 
27425 Cataluna Court 
Sun City, CA 92585 

Joyce McIntire  
Council Member  
City of Calimesa 
P.O. Box 1190 
Calimesa, CA 92320 

Lee Allen McIntire 
Mary Rebecca McIntire 
5371 Inglestone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Patrick S. McInturff 
1451 Alabaster Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Carol A. McKay 
5326 Ravenstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Cindy Mclaughlin 
1330 Eaton Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

David McMillan 
Crystal McMillan 
3737 Seattle Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Kathy McNamara  
Superintendent, Banning Unified 
161 W. Williams Street 
Banning, CA 92220 

Tiffany McNeely 
2777 Tuberose Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Michael C. McNeese 
3824 Florence Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Colin McNie  
Chief Building Official  
City of Hemet 
445 East Florida Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Charles J. McSweeny 
Joan L. McSweeny 
1749 S. State Street 
Hemet, CA 92543 

James McWalters  
The Coudures FLP 
3 San Joaquin Plaza, Suite 230 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Rodney M. Medeiros 
Janette D. Medeiros 
2772 Hartley Parkway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Miguel A. Medina 
5380 Sagestone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Dan Medina 
c/o Lynnechau D. Burks 
274 Hibiscus Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Martin Medina 
Maria Elena Medina 
1252 Stepstone Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Arthur S. Medore 
Dorothy W. Medore 
Douglas A. Medore 
26350 Rio Vista Drive 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Terrance N. Meekins 
Shavon J. Meekins 
436 Cerro Vera Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Mega International Enterprise, Inc. 
3303 White Cloud Drive 
Hacienda Heights, CA 91745 

Samir S. Mehta 
265 Northwood Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Debi Meiers 
43460 Ridge Park Drive # 200 
Temecula, CA 92590 

Thomas Alex Meinhart 
Gladys Alvarez Zamano 
2880 Newcastle Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Julio Melendez 
Claudia L. Melendez 
504 Reeves Parkway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Ken Mello  
Fire Chief, Riverside County 
132 S. San Jacinto Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

Trish Melton  
Riverside County Economic 
Development Agency 
3525 14th Street 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Bill Melvin  
Pat Melvin 
78277 Gray Hawk Drive 
Palm Desert, CA 92211 

Raul Mendez 
34843 Donald Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Camilo C. Mendez 
R. Isabel Mendez 
514 Reeves Parkway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Wigs Mendoza  
Planning Commissioner  
City of Hemet 
450 East Florida Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Greg Mendoza  
Vandaele Development 
2900 Adams, Suite C-25 
Riverside, CA 92504 

Roberto Mendoza 
1250 Riverstone Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Raul Mendoza 
Carmen Mendoza 
3489 Coronado Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Marcos Menjivar 
25105 Hyatt Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

William Menold 
Lorie L. Menold 
362 La Clarita Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Mike Mensing 
3255 Shipley Place 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Shaun Ryan Mensior 
2862 Hartley Parkway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Heidi Meraz  
Manager, Community Services  
City of Banning 
99 East Ramsey Street 
Banning, CA 92220 

Dale Mercado  
Susan Mercado 
24335 Rosita Drive 
Wildomar, CA 92595 



Chapter 7  Distribution List 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT   
FEBRUARY 2013 

7-49 STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT 

 
 

Hector F. Mercado 
Victoria Mercado 
554 Hyacinth Road 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Dirk Meredith 
P.O. Box 247 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Kenneth Merritt 
Lana G. Merritt 
558 Nashville Court 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Metropolitan Life Insurance Co 
c/o Washington Mutual Bank 
19735 Dearborn Street 
Chatsworth, CA 91311 

Rolf K. Metz 
Susan Anne Metz 
42111 Whittier 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Oliver L. Meuser 
Frances B. Meuser 
4101 Barnstaple Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Daniel Mexia 
645 Drake Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Cassandra Meza 
2972 Cherry Laurel Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Manuel A. Meza 
34524 Simpson Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Roberto Meza 
4712 E. 6th Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90022 

Roberto Meza 
607 S. Kern Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90022 

MHC Royal Holiday 
c/o Paul N. Yannias 
2 N. Riverside Plaza No. 800 
Chicago, IL 60606 

Arlene G. Michalovitz Trust 
641 Brisbane Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Diane Michna 
P.O. Box 482 33955 (33845b) East 
Grand 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Thomas R. Michna, Sr. 
P.O. Box 752 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Marla M. Mier 
22038 Vacation Drive 
Canyon Lake, CA 92587 

Darell Mike  
Twenty-Nine Palms Band of Mission 
Indians 
46-200 Harrison Place 
Coachella, CA 92236 

Walter L. Milhous 
Enid K. Milhous 
624 Arabesque Circle 
Roseville, CA 95678 

Lyle Millage 
Margaret Millage 
9107 Avenida Miravilla 
Cherry Valley, CA 92223 

Marianne Millard 
2661 W. Esplanade Avenue  
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Baxter Miller  
BMLA, Inc. 
310 North Joy Street 
Corona, CA 92879 

Jim Miller 
2669 Maple Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Mare Miller 
33320 Merritt Road 
Menifee, CA 92584 

Rosland N. Miller 
695 Drake Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Michael K. Miller 
Amber L. Miller 
4120 Barnstaple Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

John C. Miller 
Amorette Miller 
3807 Anchorage Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Larry R. Miller 
Janet L. Miller 
3618 Paris Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Bonnie J. Miller 
Janine J. Overby 
25957 Clearview Drive 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Corey Daniel Miller 
Kelly Ann Miller 
2710 Placentia Street 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Kenneth Nickolas Miller 
Wendy Lee Miller 
510 Drake Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Robert Mills 
34989 Donald Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Norman Milner 
Andrea Milner 
3823 Sydney Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Robert D. Milos 
Janice M. Milos 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #397 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Larry Minor, Director  
Lake Hemet Municipal Water District 
P.O. Box 5039 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Laura Miranda  
General Council  
Pechanga Band of Indians 
P.O. Box 1477 
Temecula, CA 92390 

Jesus Miranda 
Rebecca Miranda 
344 Palo Santa Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Violette Mirhan  
c/o Allen Su 
2305 River Ridge Road 
Arlington, TX 76017 

Violette So Mirhan, Trustee KVM 
Irrevocable Trust 
JBL Investments 
Allen D. and Mitzie Marie T. Su 
Henry Rodriguez 
Dr. Allen Su 
P.O. Box 173231 
Arlington, TX 76003 
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Carol Mitchell 
Robert Mitchell 
25240 Thoroughbred Lane 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Charles E. Mitchell 
33955 Stowe Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Gary Mitchell 
Dana Schiltz Mitchell 
573 Stockholm Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Thomas Joseph Mithers 
25681 Cavendish Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Peter Mitten 
34777 Donald Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Arlene Mitter 
2230-86 Lake Park 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

Alex T. Mlikotin 
P.O. Box 1975 
Santa Monica, CA 90406 

Mohan 
c/o Kali Pradip 
1225 E. Latham Avenue No. A 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Donna E. Cochran Molver 
Michael E. Molver 
c/o Michael Molver 
P.O. Box 128 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Michael Molver 
P.O. Box 272 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Joe Monaco  
Dudek 
605 3rd Street 
Encinitas, CA 92024 

Julio C. Monge, Jr. 
2732 Azalea Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Victor Monreal 
P.O. Box 134 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Marcia Monroy 
28966 Longfellow Street 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Amador Montalvo 
Angelina Montalvo 
3903 Seattle Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Monterey Bay Resources, Inc. 
4601 W. Walnut Street No. 7 
Soquel, CA 95073 

Harry Montgomery 
1309 Pine Valley Road 
Banning, CA 92220 

Allan Montgomery 
1451 Alabaster Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

John Montgomery 
5258 Ravenstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Anthony Ray Montosa 
Devorah K. Montosa 
633 Hyacinth Road 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Linda Montour  
c/o Armando Jumenez 
27628 Hemet Street 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Rodolfo F. Montoya 
Irene Montoya 
3993 Menlo Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Daniel J. Moody 
2850 Newcastle Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Brian Moore  
Deputy District Engineer for PM  
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 532711 
Los Angeles, CA 90053-2325 

David M. Moore 
Debra S. Moore 
34760 Marvin Hull Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Steve Moore 
Nina Moore 
2892 Janae Way 
Hemet, CA 92545 

John Moore 
Rene Moore 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #477 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Deepak Moorjani  
City Engineer/Public Works Supervisor  
City of Beaumont 
550 East 6th Street 
Beaumont, CA 92223 

Daniel Morales 
Olga L. Morales 
2762 Azalea Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Rob Moran  
Riverside County Economic 
Development Agency 
3525 14th Street 
Riverside, CA 92506 

Mark Moreau 
22180 Las Palmas Court 
San Jacinto, CA 92283 

Mark A. Moreau 
7502 Tamarindo Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Gary J. Moreau 
Rosemary E. Moreau 
935 W. 223rd Street 
Torrance, CA 90502 

Lillian Moreno 
1415 Alabaster Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Julia Orlena Moreno 
362 Gladiolus Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Enrique Morentin 
P.O. Box 251 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Wayne Moreton 
Marlene Moreton 
52 10th Street NE 
Medicine Hat, Canada T1A5S4 

Susan Morgan  
AT&T Liaison 
1265 Van Buren Street, Rm 180 
Anaheim, CA 92807 

Jerry Morgan 
1031 18th Street S 
Arlington, VA 22202 

James Heath Morgan 
1272 Cragstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 
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Jenny Morgan 
38920 Wayman Way 
Sage, CA 92544 

William J. Morgan 
Jean Ann Morgan 
21671 Membrilla 
Mission Viejo, CA 92692 

Marcella Morrilo 
2912 Cherry Laurel Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

David Morris 
351 Cantata Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jim Morrissey 
41738 Fulton Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Carl L. Morse 
Mary P. Morse 
27505 California Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

German Mosqueda 
Silvia Mosqueda 
3698 Paris Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Marshall Mota 
P.O. Box 985 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Marshall Mota 
Teri Mota 
P.O. Box 1047 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Habib Motlagh  
City Engineer  
City of San Jacinto 
595 S. San Jacinto Avenue, Building A 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

Habib Motlagh  
City Engineer  
Trilake Consultants 
170 Wilkerson Avenue 
Perris, CA 92570 

Habib M. Motlagh 
Rebecca J. Gaudet 
1810 Avenida Del Mundo No. 707 
Coronado, CA 92118 

Habib Motlaub 
755 Margarita Avenue 
Coronado, CA 92118 

Franklin Motte 
15970 Gilman Springs 
Moreno Valley, CA 92555 

Jonathan Motte 
28741 Lakeview Avenue 
Nuevo, CA 92567 

Sai Moua 
2831 Harley Parkway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Sai Moua 
Tong Yang 
394 Northwood Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Karina Nalee Moua 
Zootoua Kevin Moua 
375 Northwood Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Roger M. Moulin 
Mary A. Richardson 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #467 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Mountain Shadows RV Resort 
Homeowners Assn 
555 E. Florida Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Mountain Shadows RV Resort 
Homeowners Assn 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Therese Moyak-Green  
Advisory Council on Aging 
23584 Gary Court 
Moreno Valley, CA 92557 

Lance A. Moyer 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #394 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Diane E. Mozeleski 
24383 Topacio Court 
Wildomar, CA 92595 

Barbara Rachael Mozeleski 
2855 Placentia Street 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Richard M. Mozeleski 
Diane Mozeleski 
24383 Topacio Court 
Wildomar, CA 92575 

MPJ 76, Inc. 
3885 W. Florida Avenue  
Hemet, CA 92545 

Glenn Mueller 
610 West Ash Street, Suite 1005 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Danny G. Mullen 
Carole Gibson Mullen 
3831 Seattle Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

David Mulligan 
Marjorie Mulligan 
508 Memphis Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Multimatic Screw Co 
860 S. Cawston Avenue  
Hemet, CA 92545 

Janine Mundwiler  
Board of Directors  
Hemet Chamber of Commerce 
615 N. San Jacinto Street 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Gloria Muniz 
Marlina Muniz 
350 N. Kirby Street 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Norma C. Munoz 
33190 Finch Street 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Rosa Munoz, P.E. 
Utilities Engineer, Public Utilities 
Commission  
Rail Crossings Engineering Section 
Consumer Protection & Safety Division 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 500 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 

William Munsey 
Cindy Munsey 
625 Copenhagen Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Ruth Munson 
43721 Frank Court 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Glenn Murphy  
Cecilia Murphy 
P.O. Box 2196 
Homeland, CA 92548 

Jolyn Murphy  
District Director  
Congressman Calvert's Office 
3400 Central Avenue, #200 
Riverside, CA 92506 
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Sean G. Murphy 
Kelly R. Murphy 
1316 Alabaster Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Donna R. Murphy 
Ronald B. Faulkner 
365 Cerro Vera Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Michael J. Murr 
Jill M. Murr 
2846 Violet Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Dustin Murray 
Amanda Murray 
3810 Anchorage Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Martin Muschinske  
California Dept. of Fish & Wildlife 
4949 Viewridge Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92123 

Ruth Mussche Family Trust 
Ruth Mussche 
34939 Donald Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Lucy N. Muya 
2830 Newcastle Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

MWD 
P.O. Box 54143 
Los Angeles, CA 90052 

Leonard D. Myers 
Theresa M. Myers 
P.O. Box 9313 
Boise, ID 83707 

Richard Philip Myres 
Rachel Myres 
3631 Sydney Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Edward H. Nacua 
Elayne S. Nacua 
544 Reeves Parkway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Noboru Nakatani 
2005 W. 236th Street 
Torrance, CA 90501 

Sreenivasa Nakka 
1600 E. Florida Avenue No. 110 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Sreenivasa & Hemalatha Nakka 
Rastogi Family Ltd Partnership 
1600 E. Florida Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Sophia Nalasco  
Planning Commission Secretary  
County of Riverside Administrative 
Center 
4080 Lemon Street, 9th Fl. P.O. Box 
1409 
Riverside, CA 92520 

Gary Narvaez 
35375 Tres Cerritos Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Susan Nash 
P.O. Box 1254 
Lakeview, CA 92567 

Susan Nash 
P.O. Box 253 
Nuevo, CA 92567 

Nationwide Advantage Mortgage Co 
c/o Martha Cook 
1100 Locust Street, Dept 2009 
Des Moines, IA 50391 

Hossein Nattagh 
2282 Canyonback Road 
Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Gil Navarro  
Regional Director  
MAPA 
3243 Arlington Avenue, Suite 291 
Riverside, CA 92506 

Gilberto Navarro 
Araceli Navarro 
680 Cawston Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Vladimir Navrotskiy 
515 Drake Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Paul Naylor 
Wendy Naylor 
3745 Tulsa Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

NBS/GFG 
41661 Enterprise Circle North 
Temecula, CA 92590 

Joseph C. Necerato 
Genevieve Necerato 
1441 Riverstone Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Santiago D. Necochea 
Cynthia E. Necochea 
27623 California Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Renee Nelson 
5957 Celeste Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

James Nelson 
Shannon Conaway Nelson 
540 Stockholm Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Network Engineering  
General Telephone Company 
1500 Crafton Avenue 
Mentone, CA 92359 

Katheryn Neubacher 
660 Drake Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Cindy J. Neudorff 
5191 Inglestone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

New West Investment Group, Inc. 
3511 Cam Del Rio S. #210 
San Diego, CA 92108 

Newco 
P.O. Box 4067 
Riverside, CA 92514 

Jeanne Newman 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #355 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Rose Ann Newman 
2845 Placentia Street 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Kam Leung Ng 
Yanzhi Chen Ng 
538 Memphis Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Simon Nguyen 
13775 Calle Seco 
Poway, CA 92064 

Thanh Nguyen 
33875 Milan Road 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Thu V. Nguyen 
34514 Simpson Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Shawn Nguyen 
34959 Donald Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 
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Kimcuc Thi Nguyen 
P.O. Box 10772 
Westminster CA 92685 

Nicholas A. Nicholls 
Brandon S. Nicholls 
2839 Eureka Road 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Robert A. Nichols 
Donna M. Nichols 
1901 Mariners Drive 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Dietmar J. Niederstrass 
Susan Petronella 
151 Rainbow Drive 5111 
Livingston, TX 77399 

Ron Nielson 
2732 Kingsbury Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Stephane E. Niemen 
Lisa M. Lerno 
2771 Hartley Parkway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Gilbert A. Nieto 
Paula M. Nieto 
2824 Pansy Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Takashi B. Nishida 
Kristin A. Nishida 
2868 Eureka Road 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Jaime Nolasco 
1147 Pacific Avenue No. A 
Salinas, CA 93905 

Erfain Nolazco  
c/o Isidro Nolazco 
33203 Willard Street 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Efrain Nolazco 
Isidro Nolazco 
33203 Willard Street 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Dane Norem 
5997 Parkside Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Donna North 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue 386 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Mathew Finley Null 
Tamara Rychen Null 
3825 Tulsa Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jose Antonio Nunez 
12621 Penske Street 
Moreno Valley, CA 92553 

Angie Nunez 
18 King Eider Lane 
Aliso Viejo CA 92656 

Librado Nunez 
550 Drake Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Abraham Nunez 
630 Drake Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Danny Nunez 
Donna Nunez 
557 Nashville Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Gregory Nunnally 
298 Mossy Oak Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Lydia Nyaggah 
2805 Newcastle Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

M. Duane Oberlander 
Teressa M. Oberlander 
4108 Laura Lane 
Yakima, WA 98904 

Donna Obien 
22829 Hawthorne Blvd. 
Torrance, CA 90505 

Kathleen O'Brien 
29950 Haun Road, Suite #101 
Menifee, CA 92586 

Ocean Springs LLC 
The Garrett Group 
Attn: Jim Immer 
1 Betterworld 
Temecula, CA 92590 

Francisco J. Ocegueda 
c/o Calif Empire Escrow 
2866 Tuberrose Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Jorge Ochoa 
358 La Familia Circle 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Wilfredo Ochoa 
Trisha Ochoa 
3893 W. Menlo Avenue  
Hemet, CA 92545 

Larry Odell 
28263 Patterson Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Aubrey D. Oden 
Yvonne M. Oden 
115 Northwood Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Peter Odencrans  
Eastern Municipal Water District 
P.O. Box 8300 
Perris, CA 92572 

Bruce Odou 
Shirley Odou 
4165 Warner Avenue No. 202 
Huntington Beach, CA 92649 

Robert D. Oehler 
Michaele Oehler 
25601 Thoroughbred Lane 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Edward Ogier 
34946 Lyn Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Edward D. Ogier 
Sherry L. Ogier 
P.O. Box 1077 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Esosa Ogunbor 
Cleo Ogunbor 
2820 Placentia Street 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Dwight W. Johnson 
Patricia A. Johnson 
3664 Anchorage Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Regina Olarick 
4125 Sidmouth Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jimmy Olguin 
Donna Olguin 
426 Melbourne Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Amber L. Oliver 
661 Brisbane Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 
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Todd Olson, Esq.  
The Towne Group 
2201 Dupont Drive, Suite 210 
Irvine, CA 92612 

Andrea Olswang 
460 Madrid Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Judith Oltman  
City Treasurer, City of Hemet 
450 East Florida Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Fidel Olvera 
Diana Olvera 
2816 Tuberose Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Todd Oneal 
2923 Coffeeberry Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Oneforman Co., Inc.  
c/o Fu Lee Li Ching 
5336 Running Fawn Court 
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91737 

Oneforman Co., Inc. 
c/o R&G International 
6241 Softwind Place 
Alta Loma, CA 91737 

Therese Ontkean 
34850 Marvin Hull Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Sai Ooi 
11646 Rosemary Avenue 
Fountain Valley, CA 92708 

John & Margie Oostdam 
1970 N. Warren Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Oscar Orci  
Community Development Director  
City of Banning 
99 East Ramsey Street 
Banning, CA 92220 

Sandra Y. Orellana 
1284 Cragstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Esther Ornelas 
3633 Anchorage Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jorge Ornelas 
Yadira Ornelas 
Jorge Ornelas 
27660 Avalon Road 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Jesse Orozco 
2870 Newcastle Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Noemi Orozco 
P.O. Box 8336 
Moreno Valley, CA 92552 

Rogelio Guillermo Ortega 
2742 Hartley Parkway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Carmelino Antonio Ortiz 
4121 Watts Lane 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Darren Orwen 
22186 Woodcreek Lane 
Wildomar, CA 92595 

Janie Osborn 
30210 Shoreline Drive 
Menifee Lakes, CA 92584 

Robert E. Osborne  
Buena Vida Farms LLC 
22892 Mill Creek Drive 
Laguna Hills, CA 92653 

Robert E. Osborne  
Buena Vida Farms 
25301 Cabot Road, Suite 105 
Laguna Hills, CA 92653 

Catherine Otis 
1920 Main Street, Suite 1150 
Irvine, CA 92614 

Duane Otrambo 
Kristine Otrambo 
2884 Burgundy Lace Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Gerald Otten  
Helen Otten 
4270 Denver Street 
Montclair, CA 91763 

Michelle Ouellette  
Best Best & Krieger 
3750 University Avenue 
Corona, CA 92502 

Overby Janine Joann, Estate of 
25957 Clearview Drive 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Ali Ozer 
3723 Veteran Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90034 

PAC Holdings 
P.O. Box 6890 
Torrance, CA 90504 

Judy Pack 
9255 Towne Centre Drive Suite 380 
San Diego, CA 92121 

Tony R. Padilla  
c/o Carlos Padilla 
13551 Magnolia Avenue 
Corona, CA 92879 

Luz Elena Padilla 
2795 Placentia Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Page Ranch 
801 N. Park Center, Suite 235 
Santa Ana, CA 92705 

Page Strata BPP 
Carollyn Lobell, Nossaman, Guthner, 
Knox & Elliott 
18101 Von Karman Avenue, Suite 1800 
Irvine, CA 92612 

Kevin Lee Page 
11412 Sierra Vista Drive 
Loma Linda CA 92354 

Richard Allen Pallies 
26405 Calvert Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Michael Palmer 
1506 Avocado Drive 
Vista, CA 92083 

Michael R. Palmer 
Nancy E. Palmer 
34969 Donald Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Florencio E. Pando 
Esther G. Pando 
27681 California Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Vicky M. Pangilinan 
Alfredo Pangilinan 
553 Hyacinth Road 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Herbert Pangretitsch 
Dena Pangretitsch 
171 Sulgrave Drive 
Hemet, CA 92544 
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Jae Y. Park 
107 Ibiza Lane 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Renee E. Park 
237 Cavendish Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

John Chung Hwe Park 
Moon Hwa Park 
26305 N. Saint Marys Road 
Mettawa, IL 60048 

Vick Parker 
277 Rancheros Drive, Suite 300 
San Marcos, CA 92069 

Tiffany Parry 
c/o Austin M. Diaz 
410 Cantata Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Robert Ernest Parsley 
Eileen Carole Parsley 
1442 Cinnabar Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Alfonso Partida 
Debra Partida 
35224 Simpson Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Virginia Partridge 
701 B Street, Suite 800 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Richard Parzonko 
23625 Applewood Place 
Murrieta, CA 92562 

Richard Parzonko 
29121 Overland Drive 
Temecula, CA 92591 

Dominick Patafio 
3692 Oslo Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Sam Patalano, Commissioner  
Beaumont Planning Commission 
550 East 6th Street 
Beaumont, CA 92223 

Alka Patel 
7582 Dulce Way 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Boyd Patrick 
P.O. Box 1030 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Ken Patterson  
Meredith Patterson 
548 Nashville Court 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Pat Patterson 
1295 S. Cawston #146 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Kenneth James Patterson 
548 Nashville Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Tom Paulek  
San Jacinto Wildlife Refuge 
P.O. Box 253 
Nuevo, CA 92567 

Tom Paulek 
P.O. Box 1254 
Nuevo, CA 92567 

Chuck Pavia 
1465 Senator Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

Henry W. Pawlowicz 
Hermine D. Pawlowicz 
28325 California Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Sean Payne 
Yolanda Payne 
2770 Newcastle Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

PCG Peppertree 
c/o William W. Lo 
2030 Main Street, Suite 240 
Irvine, CA 92614 

Peacefield Inv 
560 S. Melrose Street 
Placentia, CA 92870 

Peak Emerald Acres 
9595 Wilshire Blvd Suite 710 
Beverly Hills, CA 90212 

Peak Emerald Acres 
c/o Stewart A. Rubin 
8424 Santa Monica A 292 
West Hollywood, CA 90069 

Linda A. Pearson  
Steven Pearson 
130 S. San Jacinto Street 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Clinton E. Pearson 
Danielle Y. Pearson 
1497 Angelus Hill 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Ronald Pei 
Marianne Gunter 
2812 Hartley Parkway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Dr. Philip Pendley  
Board of Directors, Immediate Past 
Chair  
Hemet San Jacinto Valley Chamber of 
Commerce 
615 N. San Jacinto Street 
Hemet, CA 92543 

John E. Pennington 
Carla E. Pennington 
3510 Claremont Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Lynn Penny 
32085 Lindenberger Road 
Menifee, CA 92585 

Aurelio Peralta 
1485 Hollister Street 
San Diego, CA 92154 

Jose Perez 
2971 Cherry Laurel Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Efren Perez 
29765 Patterson Avenue 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Leida Perez 
2982 Coffeeberry Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Bienvenido S. Perez 
770 Via Barquero 
San Marcos, CA 92069 

Rodolfo Perez 
8459 Elizabeth Avenue 
Southgate CA 90280 

Rutilio Perez 
Jose Guadalupe Perez 
32870 Olive Avenue 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Roberto H. Perez 
Maria G. Perez 
27625 California Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 
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Rosalio Perez 
Martha L. Perez 
2743 Burgundy Lace Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Rutilio Perez 
P.O. Box 436 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Bob Perkins  
Riverside County Farm Bureau 
21160 Box Spring Road #102 
Moreno Valley, CA 92557 

Vicki Perkins 
Garner L. Perkins 
1403 Alabaster Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Richard L. Perry 
Doris J. Perry 
3743 W. Menlo Avenue  
Hemet, CA 92545 

David Peters  
Board Member  
Hemet Unified 
2350 W. Latham Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

David Wayne Peters 
4102 Watts Lane 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Sharon Peterson 
5934 Parkside Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

John S. Peterson 
6649 Radlock 
Los Angeles, CA 90056 

Laurie Leigh Peterson 
Melvin James Peterson 
Melvin James Peterson III 
505 Drake Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Phyllis Petri  
Board Member  
Hemet Unified 
2350 W. Latham Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

John Petty  
3rd Dist. Planning Commissioner  
Riverside County Planning Commission 
4080 Lemon Street, 9th Fl.  
P.O. Box 1409 
Riverside, CA 92520 

Elaine A. Pfuehler 
3688 Sydney Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Dan Q. Pham 
28140 Dakota Drive 
Quail Valley, CA 92587 

Terry M. Phillips 
Tammy S. Phillips 
363 Selkirk Drive 
Corona, CA 92881 

Weera Phlawadana 
c/o Julie R. Godwin 
8301 Lakeview Pky Suite 111 
Rowlett, TX 75089 

Steve Piccinonno 
Jane K. Reiseck 
403 Garcia Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Wendy Picht  
Metropolitan Water District 
P.O. Box 550 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Michael R. Pieratt 
Laurie E. Pieratt 
3637 Oslo Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Brad Pierce 
1440 N. Harbor, #900 
Fullerton, CA 92835 

Myrl D. Pierce 
Billie J. Pierce 
3681 Seattle Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Rod Pierson 
P.O. Box 4617 
Anaheim, CA 92803 

Humberto Pierucci 
258 Mossy Oak Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Ando Pilve 
Irene Pilve 
3697 W. Menlo Avenue  
Hemet, CA 92545 

Pinheiro Family 
10616 Rycroft 
Bakersfield, CA 93311 

Pinheiro Family 
11011 E. Riverside Drive 
Ontario, CA 91761 

Pinheiro Family 
26589 California Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

William Pink  
Native American Representative 
48310 Pechanga Road 
Temecula, CA 92592 

Jeffrey S. Pinney 
Debra A. Pinney 
5310 Satinstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Sandra M. Pipitt 
John L. Pipitt 
42525 Mayberry Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Joseph Pistilli  
Vice President  
Beaumont Planning Commission 
550 East 6th Street 
Beaumont, CA 92223 

Mathew Pistilli  
Vice President  
Beaumont Unified 
P.O. Box 187 
Beaumont, CA 92223 

PJRJ Howard Inv 
c/o Young Homes 
10370 Trademark Street 
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 

Plantation on the Lake 
10961 Desert Lawn Drive 
Calimesa, CA 92320 

Jacoby Plantenga 
1484 Clydesdale Court 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Ismael Plasencia 
2770 Placentia Street 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Platt Gertrude H. Estate Of 
c/o Christine P. Macomber 
938 Rosemount Road 
Oakland, CA 94610 

Gertrude H. Platt 
P.O. Box 1216 
Marysville, CA 95901 

Susan Plesko 
Forrest Plesko 
385 Northwood Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 
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Katheleen Plueger 
833 Jacana Court 
Arroyo Grande, CA 93420 

Donald N. Plueger 
Lorraine F. Plueger 
3001 Mockingbird Lane 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Ronald A. Plummer Trust 
c/o Ronald Plummer 
26491 Bluebell Street #440 
Sun City, CA 92586 

Ronald A. Plummer 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #365 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Bessie L. Pokorny 
4420 Brighton Court 
Hemet, CA 92544 

John Eugene Pokorny 
Beth Ann Lodal 
Michael Margulies 
Efraim & Kristan J. Oren 
Michael Margulies 
11054 Ventura Blvd #482 
Studio City, CA 91604 

Buck Polk 
431 Cantata Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Nancy Polk 
c/o Sally Polk Garcia 
30 Carmel Court 
Laguna Beach, CA 92651 

John Pollock 
30748 Flossie Way 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Arturo B. Pompa 
Norma Aguilar 
606 Reeves Parkway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Billy J. Ponder 
34541 Simpson Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Robert Pone 
5314 W. Henderson Pl 
Santa Ana, CA 92704 

R. Jackson Pope 
7132 Regal Lane 
Knoxville, CA 37918 

Jim Porras  
4th Dist. Planning Commissioner  
Riverside County Planning Commission 
4080 Lemon Street, 9th Fl. P.O. Box 
1409 
Riverside, CA 92520 

Joseph E. Porter 
Nancy Porter 
697 Copenhagen Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Leo W. Portune 
Diane M. Portune 
5715 Tower Road 
Riverside, CA 92506 

Matthew J. Posson 
Robbi J. Tougas 
5101 Inglestone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Robert Postel 
2902 Cherry Laurel Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

James Potts  
City of San Jacinto 
595 S. San Jacinto Avenue, Building A 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

John Potts 
One Better World Circle 
Temecula, CA 92590 

Mark R. Poulter 
Jenna F. Poulter 
1328 Riverstone Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Lila J. Powell 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #429 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Frank Powell 
Evangeline Powell 
568 Memphis Court 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Rafael Prado 
Elva Luz 
Atilano Tejeda 
Elva Miranda Tejeda 
P.O. Box 886 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Charles Preshaw 
34950 Shannon Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Burt Presnell  
County of Riverside 
3133 Mission Inn Avenue 
Riverside, CA 92502 

Eric Price 
338 La Familia Circle 
Hemet, CA 92545 

James A. Price 
Alicia A. Price 
3959 Paris Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Roger J. Price 
Lidia C. Price 
3935 Paris Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Prince of Peace Lutheran Church Hemet 
Calif 
c/o Pastor Erv Goehring 
701 N. Sanderson Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Thomas Procharchuck 
467 Madrid Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Harold Provin 
23863 Corte Emerado 
Murrieta, CA 92562 

Harold R. Provin 
Lynn Provin 
26445 Calvert Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Ron Proze  
Water Superintendent  
City of San Jacinto 
595 S. San Jacinto Avenue, Building A 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

Robbie Ann Prude 
2764 Burgundy Lace Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Susan Marie Prusa 
P.O. Box 580 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Andrea Puga 
2600 Raven 
Corona, CA 92882 

Pablo Puga 
3707 Anchorage Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 
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Bud E. Pugh 
Debbie A. Pugh 
Grace Lara 
520 Stockholm Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Bertha E. Pulido 
205 Northwood Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Pulte Home Corporation 
Latham & Watkins  
Attn: Kenneth Wolfson, Esq. 
650 Town Center Dr., Suite #2000 
Costa Mesa, CA 92626 

Scott G. Putman 
Marta E. Putman 
4016 Paris Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Donald Welford Pyle 
Judith Anne Pyle 
249 Cavendish Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

QT Inv Group, Inc. 
c/o David Heiser 
1925 Comanche Street 
Oceanside, CA 92056 

Su Hong Quach 
Loan Kim Tang 
402 La Clarita Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Ted Quackenbush 
2952 Cherry Laurel Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Keith E. Quamina 
Kimberly H. Quamina 
2815 Placentia Street 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Bang Quan 
643 W. Houston Avenue 
Fullerton, CA 92832 

Jason Quast 
350 Quail Meadow 
Irvine, CA 92603 

Megan Quigley  
RWQCB - San Diego 
9174 Sky Park Court, Suite 100 
San Diego, CA 92123-4340 

Juan A. Quinoy 
Angelina Quinoy 
3530 W. Devonshire Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Pedro H. Quintanilla 
Herlinda Quintanilla 
2836 Violet Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Jaime Quiroz 
P.O. Box 3964 
Lennox, CA 90304 

Ahmad Qutami 
28609 Windridge Drive 
Menifee, CA 92584 

Shelley H. Raby 
2505 South Euclid Avenue 
Ontario, CA 91762 

Shelley H. Raby 
998 Cornflower Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Desiree Rachels 
2722 Azalea Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92581 

Barbara Ragan 
34854 Lyn Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Aaron Rains 
10590 Bel Air Drive 
Cherry Valley, CA 92223 

Georgina Ramirez  
Luis Ramirez 
3975 Seattle Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Hector Ramirez 
11853 E. 164th Street 
Norwalk, CA 90650 

Linda S. Ramirez 
3766 Paris Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Alexandra Ramirez 
c/o John A. Perez 
2954 Coffeeberry Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Luis M. Ramirez 
Georgina M. Ramirez 
3975 Seattle Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Lucas Ramirez 
Laura Ramirez 
2831 Azalea Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Severino Ramirez 
Maria Leticia Ramirez 
P.O. Box 641 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Albert Ramos 
Billie Sue Ramos 
1364 Flamingo Drive 
Corona, CA 92879 

Robert J. Ramos 
Grace A. Ramos 
3617 W. Menlo Avenue  
Hemet, CA 92545 

Rancho Diamante Investment LLC 
Carollyn Lobell, Nossaman, Guthner, 
Knox & Elliott 
18101 Von Karman Avenue, Suite 1800 
Irvine, CA 92612 

Rancho Estrella Land Co 
1110 E. Chapman Avenue No. 206 
Orange, CA 92866 

Rancho Kasanka  
c/o J.S. Yeager 
994 Shaker Drive 
Riverside, CA 92506 

Rancon Crossroads 
41391 Kalmia Street No .200 
Murrieta, CA 92562 

James M. Rancore 
Irene J. Rancore 
482 Stockholm Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Vinay Rao  
San Jacinto Planning Commission 
1587 Napa Court 
San Jacinto, CA 92544 

Louis D. Rappaport 
Maria P. Borden 
1250 N. Kirby No. 32 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Gary Rasmussen  
CAMCO 
1776 All American Way 
Corona, CA 91719 

Wendy Rasmussen 
2761 Azalea Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Anil Rastogi 
1275 E. Latham Suite A 
Hemet, CA 92543 
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Melvin E. Rathgeber 
Ramona J. Rathgeber 
10760 Rogue River Bend 
Tustin, CA 92728 

P. Ravishanker  
Deputy General Manager  
Eastern Municipal Water District 
9400 Cherry Avenue, Bldg A 
Perris, CA 92570 

Valerie Ray 
311 Potrero Street 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Paul Ray 
381 Cantata Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Cindy Reagan  
c/o Clayton Record 
43500 Ridge Park Drive Suite 101 
Temecula, CA 92590 

Wilma Reaser 
1042 Hawk 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

Luis F. Rebolledo 
567 Nashville Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Michael Record  
McCleish Group 
1600 East Florida Avenue Suite 100 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Randolph A. Record 
Anne M. Record 
Clayton A. Record 
c/o Mike Record 
1600 E. Florida Avenue No. 110 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Randolph A. Record 
Anne M. Record 
Clayton A. Record 
Ella Mae Record 
c/o Clayton Record 
920 W. Ramona Expressway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Mike Reed  
Regional Sales Manager  
North American Title Company 
721 S. Parker Street, Suite 100 
Orange, CA 92668 

Dick Reely 
Pat Reely 
10096 Live Oak 
Cherry Valley, CA 92223 

Michael Rees 
Diane L. Lopez 
416 Melbourne Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Regent Garrett Ranch  
c/o Jeff Dinkin 
11990 San Vicente Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Giles J. Reil 
Kathleen R. Reil 
1014 E. Merced Avenue 
West Covina, CA 91790 

Cheryl D. Reisinger 
543 Stockholm Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Rem Group LLC 
1600 East Florida Ave, Suite 110 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Clara Taruc Remulla 
594 Reeves Parkway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Shengmei Ren 
656 Reeves Parkway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Crispin Rendon 
3430 Bahia Place 
Riverside, CA 92507 

Daniel R. Renner 
Shirley Ann Renner 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #504 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Willard J. Renzema 
Rhonda D. Renzema 
31628 Millcreek Drive 
Menifee, CA 92584 

REO Dept 
c/o Osborne Dev Corp 
30001 Comercio 
Rancho Santa Margarita, CA 92688 

REO Inv 
Robert E. Osborne 
Kelly Osborne 
c/o Robert E. Osborne, Jr. 
4 Lusitano 
Coto De Caza, CA 92679 

Melva J. Revelez 
Lisa L. Beal 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #430 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Victor Reyes 
1363 13th Street #11 
Imperial Beach, CA 91932 

Rosa Reyes 
203 Center Grove Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Vince Reyes 
2775 Newcastle Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Joseph R. Reyes 
Genevieve Reyes 
P.O. Box 6805 
Warner Robins, GA 31095-6805 

Sonia Reyes 
Gustavo Reyes 
392 Gladiolus Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Joseph A. Reyes 
Margaret Fowler 
33970 El Centro 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jose J. Reynoso 
Norma A. Reynoso 
547 Nashville Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

David W. Rheingans 
967 Sanderson Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jason Ugean Rhoades 
Richard E. Hinkle 
3942 Paris Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Milton Rhoten 
Mayzelle Rhoten 
1482 Bishop Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Maddalena Riboli 
737 Lamar Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90031 

Antony M. Rice 
155 Northwood Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 
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Joe Richards  
Riverside County 
3621 Beechwood 
Riverside, CA 92506 

Josephine Richards 
34912 Lyn Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Joann Richards 
9762 Pali Avenue 
Tujunga, CA 91042 

Brent V. Richins 
Heather T. Richins 
31805 Via Del Paso 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Martin Richter 
34808 Lyn Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

James W. Richter 
Nancy D. Richter 
435 Copenhagen Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Martin Richter 
Vicki Richter 
34806 Lyn Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Linda S. Ricketts 
35125 Simpson Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Arthur G. Ricketts 
P.O. Box 28 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Kenneth R. Ricks 
1918 S. Business Center Drive, Suite 
250 
San Bernardino, CA 92408 

Rico Enterprises, Inc. 
4405 Manchester Avenue 107 
Encinitas, CA 92024 

Viola Rico 
2924 Coffeeberry Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Stan Riddell 
Arlene Riddell 
9601 Avenida San Timoteo 
Cherry Valley, CA 92223 

Ridgeley Farm 
3901 W. Esplanade Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Robert Ridgeway 
34309 Northhaven Drive 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Robert Vernon Ridgway 
June Louise Ridgway 
34820 Lyn Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Francis Riedell 
34875 Donald Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Rietkerk Family Prop 
c/o Robert J. Rietkerk 
5232 Ivywood Drive 
La Palma, CA 90623 

Tony Rietkerk 
Robert John Rietkerk 
Donald Jay Rietkerk 
Kenneth Wayne Rietkerk 
Bernard Dean Rietkerk 
1950 S. Mountain Avenue #2015 
Ontario, CA 91762 

John Riley 
5210 Shadestone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Rincon Band of Mission Indians  
Attn: Cultural Committee 
P.O. Box 68 
Valley Center, CA 92082 

A.L. Rist 
Margaret E. Rist 
7103 Argonauta Way 
Carlsbad, CA 92009 

Robert Ritchie  
Council Member  
City of San Jacinto 
248 E. Main Street 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

Joseph Rivani 
3470 Wilshire Blvd Suite 1020 
Los Angeles, CA 90010 

Julio A. Rivera 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #402 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Gerardo Rivera 
237 Overleaf Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Minerva Rivera 
395 Northwood Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Kenneth J. Rivera 
Charles R. Foulger 
Gosch Jack & Gwenyth Revoc Trust 
Don P. McCredie 
c/o Rod Tolliver 
475 W. Stetson Suite D 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Fidel S. Rivera 
Maria C. Rivera 
2820 Newcastle Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Riverside County Fire Chiefs 
Association 
3775 Fairmount Blvd. 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Riverside County Transportation 
Department 
c/o Department of Facilities 
Management Real Estate Division 
3133 Mission Inn Avenue, MS 2600 
Riverside, CA 92507 

Roy Rob  
La Jolla Band of Mission Indians 
2200 Highway 76 
Pauma Valley, CA 92061 

Terry Robbins 
P.O. Box 1328 
Idyllwild, CA 92549 

John Roberts  
Executive Officer  
RWQCB - San Diego Region 9 
9174 Sky Park Ct, Suite 100 
San Diego, CA 92123-4340 

Jim Roberts  
RANCON Real Estate 
27740 Jefferson Avenue Suite 100 
Temecula, CA 92590 

Robin Roberts 
32721 Ascot Way 
Menifee, CA 92584 

Annie Roberts 
4042 Paris Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

George Roberts 
Marjorie Roberts 
25395 Germaine 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Keith Robinson 
1403 Alabaster Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 



Chapter 7  Distribution List 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT   
FEBRUARY 2013 

7-61 STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT 

 
 

Mary Dee Robinson 
32770 St Andrews Drive 
Thousand Palms, CA 92276 

Mary Robinson 
33181 Barcelona Drive 
Thousand Palms, CA 92276 

Walter L. Robinson 
3649 Wild Canary Lane 
Murrieta, CA 92562 

Benjamin F. Rocco 
Rebecca L. Humphrey 
45828 Hopactong Street 
Temecula, CA 92592-5739 

Juan F. Rocha 
Sandra Rocha 
4181 Barnstaple Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Joann K. Rocheleau 
27791 California Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Randy G. Rockwell 
Amber M. Rockwell 
336 Cerro Vera Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Rocky Glen 
250 N. Sanderson Avenue  
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Ben Roco 
45828 Hopactong Street 
Temecula, CA 92592 

Carlos Rodrigues 
Maria I. Rodriguez 
3490 Sydney Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Raul Rodriguez 
2823 Burgundy Lace Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

John M. Rodriguez 
2840 Placentia Street 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Graciela Rodriguez 
34798 Lyn Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Paul Rodriguez 
3685 Main Street 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Maria Rodriguez 
3742 Paris Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Ysidro Rodriguez 
5430 Sagestone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Santiago Rodriguez 
Erlinda Rodriguez 
27700 Smith Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jaime Barbarito Rodriguez 
Maria Delrefugio Rodriguez 
427 Copenhagen Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Paul Rodriquez  
Wildrose Ranch 
23091 Coffee Berry Circle 
Corona, CA 91719 

David A. Rogers 
Suzanne M. Rogers 
3744 Tulsa Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Chuck Rogness 
800 E. Florida 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Myrna Rohr  
Board of Directors  
Hemet Chamber of Commerce 
615 N. San Jacinto Street 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Lucio Rojas 
385 Mossy Oak Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Manuel S. Rojas 
Marie C. Rojas 
528 Memphis Court 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Silverio H. Roman 
Maria G. Roman 
Yolanda Roman 
5386 Inglestone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Mario Romanello 
33210 Finch Street 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Saul Romero 
30596 Milano Road 
Temecula, CA 92591 

Zaragoza Romero 
Carolina Romero 
2845 Newcastle Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Eduardo Romero 
Phanrana Noi Romero 
2844 Pansy Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Guillermo Romo 
Maribel Romo 
3699 Seattle Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Rudy M. Rosales 
Elvira L. Rosales 
27680 Smith Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Miguel Rosales 
P.O. Box 251 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Irwin B. Rosales 
Royce B. Rosales 
2720 Placentia Street 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Vern Roscewski 
Jan Roscewski 
26898 Dartmouth Street 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Brad Rose 
Laura Rose 
26810 California Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Dayton E. Rosevink 
Patricia F. Rosevink 
3663 Seattle Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Janice M. Ross 
2813 Pansy Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Evelyn Ross 
551 W. Santa Ana Fe #312 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Aaron Ross 
5990 Salvado Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Mark Ross 
P.O. Box 52 
Winchester, CA 92596 

John Roth  
1st District Planning Commissioner  
Riverside County Planning Commission 
4080 Lemon Street, 9th Fl. P.O. Box 
1409 
Riverside, CA 92520 
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Craig Rothage 
2584 Bedford Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Raymond Rothwell 
Andrea Regalado 
2878 Eureka Road 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Virginia Roug 
111 Pine Bluff Drive 
Beaver Creek, OH 45440 

Steven Rowe 
601 E. Florida 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Michael F. Rowe 
P.O. Box 507 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Robert L. Roy 
Pauline M. Roy 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #474 
Hemet, CA 92545 

RT Co 
33785 Milan Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Edith Rubalcava 
8461 Elizabeth Avenue 
South Gate, CA 90280 

Dion D. Ruben 
Vicki R. Sellers 
2825 Newcastle Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Brian Rubin 
1694 Via Simpatico 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jesus V. Rubio 
Ines Rebeca Rubio 
2826 Tuberose Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Jesus Rubio 
Maria C. Rubio 
31530 Cala Carrasco 
Temecula, CA 92592 

Guillermo Rubio 
Maria Rubio 
525 Drake Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Irma Rueda 
Victor T. Rueda 
5366 Inglestone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Erik Ruehr  
VRPA Technologies 
9683 Tierra Grande Street, Suite 205 
San Diego, CA 92126 

Reynaldo Ruiz 
33205 Finch Street 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Damian Ruiz 
Carrol Ruiz 
3750 Anchorage Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jose De Jesus Ruiz 
Lourdes Araujo 
33155 Finch Road 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Jose Ruiz 
P.O. Box 141 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Susann Marie Ruiz 
Pedro Ruiz 
1213 Spicestone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Esteban Soto Ruiz 
Yolanda Soto 
1276 Stepstone Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Esteban Soto Ruiz 
Yolanda Soto 
1290 Spicestone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Debra W. Rule 
Gary S. Palmer 
4121 Barnstaple Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Maxine Rulle 
41216 Johnstone Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Rullo Management 
28251 San Marcos 
Mission Viejo, CA 92692 

Sherry Rusch  
Save Our Forests and Ranchlands 
P.O. Box 3671 
Idyllwild, CA 92545 

Dorothy Russell 
1615 Mariposa Drive 
Corona, CA 92879 

Jeffrey Russell 
5394 Ravenstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Charles W. Russell 
Dorothy M. Russell 
34909 Donald Street  
Hemet, CA 92545 

Sara Russell 
P.O. Box 71 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Ted Ryan 
20915 Sultana Drive 
Perris, CA 92570 

Terry Ryan 
40912 Redon 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Ted Ryan 
P.O. Box 78478 
Corona, CA 92877 

Ryland Homes of Calif, Inc. 
c/o Timothy J. Geckle 
24025 Park Sorrento 400 
Calabasas, CA 91302 

Kao I. Saechao 
Shoua V. Saechao 
580 Cawston Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Wilbert Salazar 
Kathy Salazar 
3730 Anchorage Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Rose Salgado  
Board of Directors  
Hemet Chamber of Commerce 
615 N. San Jacinto Street 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Nery Salguero 
2846 Tuberose Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Merced Salinas 
Olga Salinas 
443 Stockholm Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

William Sallens 
Stacie Sallens 
322 Gladiolus Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 
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Salma Jason Monica LTD  
Partnership  
c/o Thomas T. Haider 
P.O. Box 2978 
Riverside, CA 92516 

Manager  
Salvation Army 
P.O. Box 1357 
Riverside, CA 92502 

Parviz Samini 
3 Guadalmina Drive 
Dana Point, CA 92629 

Ronald J. Sammeth 
Vicki Sammeth 
3740 Tulsa Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Shyenne Samor 
7552 Isla Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Vivian Sampson 
P.O. Box 806 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Samy Universe  
Home Land Real Estate 
811 Felipe Place 
Hemet, CA 92543 

San Gorgonio Memorial Hospital 
Jerilynn Kaibel, DDC 
Hospital Board Chair 
600 N. Highland Springs Avenue 
Banning, CA 92220 

San Gorgonio Pass Areal 
195 Highland Springs Avenue 
Beaumont, CA 92223 

San Jacinto Church of The Nazarene 
c/o Shepherds House 
P.O. Box 1299 
San Jacinto, CA 92581 

San Jacinto Fund 
c/o Alliance Commercial Partners 
165 S. Union Blvd Suite 510 
Lakewood, CO 80228 

San Jacinto SAMF 
10251 Vista Sorrento 200 
San Diego, CA 92121 

San Jacinto Tesoro 248 
2201 Martin Street Suite 205 
Irvine, CA 92612 

San Jacinto Travel Center 
2070 N. Sanderson Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

San Jacinto Valley Cemetery Dist 
c/o Carol Griese 
P.O. Box 505 
San Jacinto, CA 92581 

Bill Sanborn  
President  
Hemet Unified 
2350 W. Latham Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

David Sanchez  
Board Member  
Beaumont Unified 
P.O. Box 187 
Beaumont, CA 92223 

Manny Sanchez  
Riverside County 
73-221 Highway 111 
Palm Desert, CA 92260 

Susan Sanchez 
15828 Algeciras Drive 
La Mirada, CA 90638 

Pedro M. Sanchez 
195 Northwood Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Jose Sanchez 
456 Melbourne Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jose Manuel Sanchez 
535 Drake Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Matthew Sanchez 
5958 Celeste Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Susan Sanchez 
9413 Cecilia Street 
Downey, CA 90241 

Miguel Abundis Sanchez 
Elva Abundis 
33090 Haddock Street 
Winchester, CA 92545 

Jose Sanchez 
Maria Sanchez 
2869 Eureka Road 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Miguel Sanchez 
P.O. Box 643 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Myron A. Sanders 
Pauline E. Sanders 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #489 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Sanderson Place 
c/o Southland Development 
245 Fisher Avenue Suite B4 
Costa Mesa, CA 92626 

Sanderson Ranch Dev Partners 
c/o JD Pierce Co, Inc. 
2222 Martin Street, Suite 100 
Irvine, CA 92660 

Betty Sandfer 
P.O. Box 441 
Winchester, CA 92596 

William K. Sandlian 
Kathleen E. Sandlian 
34776 Lyn Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Marvin Sandlin 
911 Cedar Avenue 
Redlands, CA 92373 

Eladio Santillanes 
Sandra Santillanes 
404 Palo Santa Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Gary Sappingfield 
34010 Stowe Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Don R. Sargent 
Jean Sargent 
26941 California Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Nelson Sarte 
Teresa Sarte 
5441 Inglestone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Tulsi Savani 
2606 Blaze Trail 
Diamond Bar, CA 91765 

Eugene Walter Saviano 
Carol Anna Saviano 
3706 Oslo Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 
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Savsol Property 
P.O. Box 4523 
Diamond Bar, CA 91765 

SCA Marketing Group, Inc. 
27710 Jefferson Avenue 102 
Temecula, CA 92590 

Linda J. Scarberry 
1474 Alabaster Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Maurice E. Scarpetta 
553 Stockholm Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

SCC Acquisitions 
c/o Lansing Industries 
291 S. La Cienega Blvd 307 
Beverly Hills, CA 90211 

SCC Acquisitions 
c/o Suncal Companies 
Attn: Nancy Cappos 
2392 Morse Avenue 
Irvine, CA 92614 

Louis Schadegg 
9792 Catherine Avenue 
Garden Grove, CA 92841 

Louis J. Schadegg 
Avalon L. Schadegg 
390 Ford Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92543 

John H. Schafer 
4100 Newport Place, #800 
Newport Beach, CA 92629 

Jack Schaffer 
Fredda L. Schaffer 
3620 W. Fruitvale Avenue  
Hemet, CA 92545 

John Robert Schanck 
Frances Schanck 
5211 Inglestone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Bob Schely 
Cathy Schley 
26594 Meridian 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Arthur Harold Scheuble, Trustee 
Noreen Scheuble, Trustee 
5412 Circlestone Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Lori Schiavone 
25190 Hyatt Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Joyce Schlaman 
25100 Thoroughbred Lane 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Robert D. Schmeling 
Eleanor M. Schmeling 
P.O. Box 5028 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Russell L. Schmidt 
452 Madrid Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Seth Schmit 
5350 Ravenstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Hank Schmitz 
24600 Mountain Avenue, Space #18 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Gerald Marvin Schneider 
Margaret Georgina Schneider 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #378 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Craig J. Schoeneman 
Joann M. Schoeneman 
3678 Paris Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Diane Schooler 
P.O. Box 5005, #82 
Rancho Santa Fe, CA 92067 

Jeff Schroeder  
Silvia Schroeder 
P.O. Box 5464 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Randy Schroeder 
40980 County Center Drive 
Temecula, CA 92591 

Walter A. Schroeder 
Walter 'Bud' A. Schroeder 
29900 Porth Road 
Murrieta, CA 92563 

Richard Schubel  
Regulatory Branch  
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 532711 
Los Angeles, CA 90053 

Sandra Schubert 
34842 Lyn Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Robert A. Schug 
Billy Joe Ponder 
Larry Chilson 
Rita A. Chilson 
34541 Simpson Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Paul Schwab 
425 W. Rider Street, Suite B5 
Perris, CA 92571 

Marvin H. Schwartz  
c/o George Linden Baum 
141 Vista Del Parque 
Redondo Beach, CA 90277 

Janet Schwartz-Zackey 
31368 Pahuta Street 
Temecula, CA 

Rosemary Schweir 
2203 El Grande 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Karen Ann Schweiss 
2976 Live Oak Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Randy Schweitzer 
2720 Ramona Expressway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

George Schwendinger 
Chauntai Schwendinger 
567 Louisville Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Scott A.G. Properties 
c/o Stanley A. Scott 
42131 San Jose Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

James Scott 
Michelle Scott 
P.O. Box 5011 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Billy A. Scott 
Peggy C. Scott 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue No. 350 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Patrick Searl  
Vice President  
Lake Hemet Municipal Water District 
P.O. Box 5039 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Secretary Housing & Urban Dev 
c/o Michaelson Connor & Boul 
4400 Will Rogers Pkwy 300 
Oklahoma City, OK 73108 
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Secretary of Veterans Affairs 
3333 N. Central Avenue 
Phoenix, AZ 85012 

Laura Sedano 
2827 Tuberose Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Jim See 
Glenda See 
440 Cerro Vera Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Harry A. Seehoffer 
Rosanne M. Seehoffer 
27955 California Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jerry Segawa 
5370 Ravenstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Joseph Seideman 
333 S. Juniper Street #216 
Esondido, CA 92525 

Gregory T. Sell 
Marybelle L. Sell 
1296 Alabaster Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

John R. Seps 
Cresencia B. Seps 
P.O. Box 147 
San Jacinto, CA 92581 

Lenin Alberto Serrano 
2856 Violet Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Jaime Serrano 
P.O. Box 1024 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Nicholas A. Seward 
Melissa Seward 
5125 Inglestone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jason Sexton 
5326 Ravenstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Sey Corp 
Anthony P. Souza 
16051 Avenida San Miguel 
La Mirada, CA 90638 

James Seymour 
40555 Benji Lane 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Terry J. Sharp 
Janice L. Sharp 
650 Brisbane Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Shea Homes Ltd Partnership 
1250 Corona Pointe Court #600 
Corona, CA 92879 

Robert R. Sheffield 
Sissy L. Sheffield 
25124 Los Rancherias Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Mary Sheflo 
1463 Alabaster Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Shelbran Co, Inc. 
P.O. Box 2738 
Temecula, CA 92593 

Shelbran Investments 
c/o Allen Sweet 
5038 Blackhorse Road 
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275 

Donald Shelley 
5986 Parkside Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jason Shelley 
Angelica Shelley 
40755 Calle Cordura 
Temecula, CA 92592 

Vearl G. Shelman 
P.O. Box 271 
Ehrenberg, AZ 85334 

Thad D. Shelton 
Ila Shelton 
475 Copenhagen Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jian Shen 
8242 Bryn Glen Way 
San Diego, CA 92129 

Charles Shepard 
Angela Shepard 
Lee Shepard 
Debby Shepard 
1021 E. Commonwealth Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

Lee Shepard 
Debby Shepard 
26981 Lawrence Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Charles Doug Shepherd 
Linda Shepherd 
640 Cawston Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jeff Sheppard  
Board of Directors  
Hemet Chamber of Commerce 
615 N. San Jacinto Street 
Hemet, CA 92543 

James J. Sheridan 
28211 McCall Blvd 
Sun City, CA 92585 

Peggy Sherman 
23801 California 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Bob Sherwood  
Community Services Dist.  
City of Beaumont 
550 East 6th Street 
Beaumont, CA 92223 

Dilesh Sheth  
Webb Associates 
3788 McCray Street 
Riverside, CA 92605 

Patsy Shewach 
25434 California Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Paul Shih 
13745 Seminole Drive 
Chino, CA 91710 

Danny Y. Shim 
252 Gladiolus Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Richard Shirek  
Western Land Company 
P.O. Box 8328 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Ivan Shoemaker 
Denise D. Shoemaker 
10700 Broadway Road 
Moorpark, CA 93021 

Donald Shook 
P.O. Box 128 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Lilly Shraibati  
Metropolitan Water District 
700 N. Alameda Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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Marine M. Shull 
41216 Johnstone Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Walt Shull 
Sally Shull 
34938 Shannon Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Tina M. Shultz-Lysiak 
5387 Circlestone Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Brian Shumway 
133 N. Buena Vista Street, #4 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Miriam Shumway 
476 Melbourne Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Shannon Shunk 
3052 Coffeeberry Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Marilyn Sickles 
33215 Taylor 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Rodger Siems 
27828 Lake Street 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Daniel Sierras 
Barbara E. Sierras 
3847 Paris Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Signal Hill Family Ltd Partnership 
c/o Jerrel Barto 
1041 W. 18th Street, Suite 101a 
Costa Mesa, CA 92627 

Cecil Sigvaldason 
2548 Fannin Drive 
Lake Havasu City, AZ 86403 

Silo Hills Development  
Corporation 
26305 N. Saint Marys Road 
Mettawa, IL 60048 

Gloria Silva  
Resource/Planning Director  
Cleveland National Forest 
10845 Rancho Bernardo Road 
San Diego, CA 92127 

Jesus Silva 
Esmeralda Silva 
3697 Sydney Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

John A. Silva 
Kaye L. Silva 
1626 Hollister 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Michael Silverberg 
25190 Hyatt Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Sean Simkins 
Maricela Montesinos 
7614 Tamarindo Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Annie Bell Simmons 
3727 Anchorage Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

John F. Simms 
Olivia L. Simms 
P.O. Box 926 
Hemet, CA 92546 

Jose S. Simoes 
Mary F. Simoes 
438 S. Sanderson Avenue  
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Norma Simon 
4093 Menlo Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Eric S. Simon 
Angie Simon 
345 Northwood Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Raymond J. Simpkins 
Cecilia N. Simpkins 
3848 Florence Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Simpson Estates LLC 
607 Reposado Drive 
La Habra Heights, CA 90631 

Simpson Estates 
c/o Anthony Souza 
16051 Avenida San Miguel 
La Mirada, CA 90638 

Joseph A. Simpson 
Wendy L. Simpson 
528 Nashville Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Idell Sims 
Carlis Ruth Sims 
1205 Spicestone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Birinder Singh 
51 Pacific Crest 
Irvine, CA 92602 

Guru Singh 
Chew Singh 
3603 Sydney Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Sanjay Singhal 
Sandhya Singhal 
364 Northwood Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Richard Singleterry  
Janice Singleterry 
29362 Lake ForeStreet 
Sun City, CA 92584 

Dave Singleton  
Program Analyst  
Native American Heritage Commission 
915 Capitol Mall, Room 364 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Gary E. Sinn 
Duane F. Mathena 
1295 S. Cawston Ave, Unit 360 
Hemet, CA 92545 

SJ Cottonwood Commercial Partners 
5340 Lochmoor Drive 
Riverside, CA 92507 

SJ Cottonwood Commercial Partners 
P.O. Box 2738 
Temecula, CA 92593 

SJV Dev, Inc. 
560 S. Melrose Street 
Placentia, CA 92670 

John Skoblar 
28443 California Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Christopher Slater 
1708 Weatherwood Circle 
San Marcos, CA 92078 

Anthony Slater 
Charanda Slater 
2835 New Castle Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Ed Sloman  
Riverside County 
1269 Pomona Road #104 
Corona, CA 92882 
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John J. Small 
Patricia R. Small 
650 Cawston Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Kylene Smartis 
361 La Clarita Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

David L. Smidt 
2777 Tuberose Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Jerry Smit  
Ann Smit 
30181 Merrel Lane 
Nuevo, CA 92567 

Eddie Smith  
Advisory Council on Aging 
3526 Arora 
Riverside, CA 92509 

Zully Smith  
Special Projects  
Riverside County Flood Control 
1995 Market Street 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Smith Charles E. Living Trust 
c/o Charles E. Smith 
40475 Via Francisco 
Murrieta, CA 92562 

Elizabeth M. Smith 
1374 Trenton Cir. 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

Charissa J. Smith 
2765 Newcastle Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Lee Smith 
2864 Burgundy Lace Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Scott Smith 
34240 Stowe Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Robert Smith 
37 Mirada Circle 
Rancho Mirage, CA 92270 

Kerry Smith 
3966 Paris Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Paula Smith 
455 Cerro Vera Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Ronald Smith 
7 Pointe Negra 
Lake Elsinore, CA 92532 

Steve Smith 
79424 Tobago Court 
Bermuda Dunes, CA 92201 

Janice C. Smith 
797 Sweetpea Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Robert Frazier Smith 
Carol Ellen Smith 
37 Marada Circle 
Rancho Mirage, CA 92770 

Richard Bryan Smith 
Jeannine L. Smith 
610 Seattle Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Raymond Smith 
P.O. Box 1047 
Temecula, CA 92593 

Matthew Joseph Smith 
Tina Lynn Smith 
27420 Jerry Jo Lane 
Menifee, CA 92584 

Steve Smith, Ph.D., Program Supervisor  
South Coast Air Quality Management 
District 
CEQA Section 
Planning, Rule Development and Area 
Sources 
21865 Copley Drive 
Diamond Bar, CA 91765 

Howard F. Smyth 
Mathilda Smyth 
Geralyn Smyth 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #380 
Hemet, CA 92545 

John Snell  
2nd Dist. Planning Commissioner  
Riverside County Planning Commission 
4080 Lemon Street, 9th Fl. P.O. Box 
1409 
Riverside, CA 92520 

Jerry Snell  
Riverside County 
6820 Airport Drive 
Riverside, CA 92504 

Kevin B. Snider 
Roxanne Snider 
243 Hibiscus Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Henry Snuffer 
2921 Cherry Laurel Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Lynn Dee Solberg 
L. Solberg 
M. Berg 
Wayne Eytcheson 
75 Lakewood Drive 
Swanton, VT 05488 

Julian Solis 
2774 Burgundy Lace Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Nestor T. Solomon 
Gloria B. Solomon 
PSC 473 Box 684 
FPO AP 96349 

Sotelo Frank, Estate of 
c/o Barbara Brady 
110 S. La Brea Avenue No. 240 
Inglewood, CA 90301 

Ray Sothern 
34955 Shannon Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Antonio Soto 
135 Northwood Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Maritza Soto 
615 Drake Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

South Coast Air Quality Mangement 
District  
CEQA Section 
21865 Copley Drive 
Diamond Bar, CA 91765 

Timothy Southards 
32403 Magenta Court 
Temecula, CA 92592 

Timothy R. Southards 
Christine Southards 
140 Playa Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Southern California Edison 
C.S. Reenders Asst Comptroller 
P.O. Box 800 
Rosemead, CA 91770 
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John L. Sowa 
3983 Paris Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Joan Sparkman 
40213 Colony Drive 
Murrieta, CA 92562 

William David Sparks 
Josephine M. Sparks 
508 Nashville Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jane Spear  
Alliance for Mentally Ill 
27980 Vista Del Valle 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Al Spencer  
Eastern Municipal Water District 
P.O. Box 8300 
Perris, CA 92572-8300 

Sperry Ltd Partnership 
9031 Shelley Drive 
Garden Grove, CA 92841 

Michelle Sperry 
29260 Calle De Caballos 
Romoland, CA 92585 

Springleaf Financial Services, Inc. 
c/o Wendy Rinner 
P.O. Box 2921 
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91729 

John A. Spyksma 
2451 Ramona Expressway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

John Spyksma 
2751 Fm 1055 
Dimmitt, TX 79027 

John A. Spyksma 
Yanita J. Spyksma 
2441 Ramona Expressway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

John Squire 
1340 N. Palm Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Carlyle Clarence Stadick 
Catherine Lee Stadick 
521 Madrid Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Doreen Stadtlander  
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
6010 Hidden Valley Road Suite 101 
Carlsbad, CA 92011 

Madeline Stamps 
3622 Oslo Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Scott W. Standerfer 
5570 Earthstone Lane 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Debra K. Starr 
4165 Sidmouth Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Mike Stearns 
3550 E. Florida Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Larry Steele  
Alcohol Advisory Board 
490 E. Indian School Lane 
Banning, CA 92220 

Lisa Stephens 
27920 Whittier Avenue 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Dan Stephenson  
RANCON Real Estate 
27740 Jefferson Avenue Suite 100 
Temecula, CA 92590 

Paul Stevens 
464 W. 4th Street 
San Bernardino, CA 92401 

Paul E. Stevens 
Eleanora M. Stevens 
c/o Kimberly A. Guinn 
594 Almarie Way 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Russ Stewart  
Board of Directors  
Hemet Chamber of Commerce 
615 N. San Jacinto Street 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Gil Stewart  
Indian Affairs Bureau 
2038 Iowa Avenue, Suite 101 
Riverside, CA 92507-2401 

Marlene L. Stewart 
1415 Alabaster Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Hardy V. Stewart 
Maria Stewart 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue #395 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Stiefel Family 
Stiefel Dairy 
32750 Holland Road 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Jack Stiefel 
32760 Holland Road 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Reba Stiles 
38112 Orchard Street 
Cherry Valley, CA 92223 

Merton R. Stiles 
Mildred V. Stiles 
510 Stockholm Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Kenneth M. Stillman 
Julianna Stillman 
202 Gladiolus Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Eric Stillman 
Melody Stillman 
2827 Tuberose Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Charles Stinchcomb 
884 Saxony Road 
Encinitas, CA 92024 

Donald Alvin Stinson 
Harriet Adeline Stinson 
4164 Sidmouth Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Pat Stocking 
7849 January Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Teresa Stokes 
5300 Ravenstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Lori Stone  
Executive Director  
March Joint Powers Authority 
P.O. Box 7480 
Moreno Valley, CA 92552 

Harry Stone  
Voit 
4370 La Jolla Village Drive #990 
San Diego, CA 92122 

Stone Star Riverside 
12770 High Bluff Drive, Suite 160 
San Diego, CA 92130 
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Steve Stoner  
Sandi Stoner 
30516 Shoreline Drive 
Menifee, CA 92584 

Anatoliy Strelchik 
Yelena Strelchik 
475 Madrid Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Stringfellow Advisory Committee  
State Dept of Toxics 
P.O. Box 806 
Sacramento, CA 95812 

Richard D. Stroffolino 
346 Cerro Vera Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Kristin Strommen  
c/o Grubb & Ellis Co. 
4675 MacArthur Court Suite 1600 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

Rachel Struglia  
Riverside Fire Lab 
4955 Canyon Crest Drive 
Riverside, CA 92507-6099 

Struikmans Ramona Ltd Partnership 
2451 Ramona Expressway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Struikmans Ramona Ltd Partnership 
c/o Frazer & Torbet 
1199 S. Fairway Drive No. 200 
Walnut, CA 91789 

Bernard Strunk 
Cherry C. Strunk 
992 SE 2nd 
Prineville, OR 97754 

Chato B. Stuart 
3805 Tulsa Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Brunno Stueber  
Josephine Stueber 
27400 Stueber Lane 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Philip M. Suh 
2751 Azalea Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

James B. Sullivan 
275 San Remo Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Dolores Sullivan 
34763 Donald Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Kenneth Sulzer  
Executive Officer  
San Diego Association of Governments 
401 B Street, Suite 800 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Robert  E. Sumlin 
2873 Pansy Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Gail Summers 
550 S. Warren Road 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Dave Sumner 
1294 Elm Avenue 
Beaumont, CA 92223 

Sun Valley Estates 
c/o John Grant 
11580 Petenwell Road 
San Diego, CA 92131 

Greg Sunds 
Candace Sunds 
351 La Clarita Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Susa Partnership 
Attn Tax Dept 
10440 Little Patuxent 1100 
Columbia, MD 21044 

Susa Partnership 
c/o Eproperty Tax, Inc. Dept 201 
P.O. Box 4900 
Scottsdale, AZ 85261 

Glenn Suss 
27985 California Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jay Sutherlin 
2674 Magellan Lane 
Vista, CA 92081 

David E. Swain 
Ashley Swain 
3545 Anchorage Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Paulette Swalwell 
1440 Turnstone Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Gary P. Swanson 
Jill M. Swanson 
5355 Satinstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Thomas H. Sweetman 
Marsha K. Sweetman 
2867 Violet Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Swick Solutions 
P.O. Box 181 
Banning, CA 92220 

Jeremy R. Swizek 
Melissa D. Swizek 
2742 Azalea Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Gerald R. Swizek 
Verna M. Swizek 
2752 Azalea Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Sid Sybrandy 
Anne Sybrandy 
34860 Ramona Exparkway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Paul Syzonenko 
Danylo Syzonenko 
3537 Seattle Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Richard E. Tackabery 
Ella Aline Tackabery 
1773 Papaya Tree Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Mary Louise Tafoya 
Susan Sanchez 
Felipe Franco 
Javier Franco 
9413 Cecilia Street 
Downey, CA 90241 

Massoud Tajik 
Linda Tajik 
26541 Palisades Dr. 
Capistrano Beach, CA 92624 

Rudy Talamantez 
Christine Katherine Talamantez 
5245 Inglestone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Joanna Taliaferro 
773 4th Avenue 
Salt Lake City, UT 84103 
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Joe B. Talley 
Christina A. Talley 
P.O. Box 850 
San Jacinto, CA 92581 

Jia Tamberen 
2941 Cherry Laurel Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Marge Tandy 
1885 Flame Tree Way 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Tom N. Tanimoto 
Dick T. Tanimoto 
Nancy F. Shiraki 
Lillian K. Saito 
c/o Dick Tanimoto 
28622 Rancho Grande 
Laguna Niguel, CA 92656 

Melvin Tarver 
Hilda Tarver 
3747 Anchorage Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

David M. Tashjian 
Lillian H. Tashjian 
1240 Valley View Avenue 
Pasadena, CA 91107 

Floro Tatad 
2019 Port Cardiff 
Chula Vista, CA 91913 

Curt Taucher  
California Dept. of Fish & Wildlife 
4665 Lamson Avenue #J 
Los Alamitos, CA 90720 

Diana Tavenner  
Planning Commission  
City of San Jacinto 
248 E. Main Street 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

Kathy Tegeler 
3600 Lime Street, Suite 527 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Temecula Valley 
c/o Greystone Homes, Inc. 
391 N. Main Street, Suite 301 
Corona, CA 92880 

Temecula Valley 
c/o Peppertree 
391 N. Main Street, Suite 301 
Corona, CA 92880 

Dino Terracciano 
1452 Alabaster Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Marie Grace Tevelde 
1308 Cragstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Yer Thao 
176 Prado Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Mary L. Thomas  
Cleveland NF 
1147 E. 6th Street 
Corona, CA 92879 

Kathy Thomas  
Riverside County  
Economic Development Agency 
3525 14th Street 
Riverside, CA 92506 

David Thomas 
970 Sagecrest Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

Anthony Paul Thomas 
Mary R. Thomas 
518 Nashville Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Barbara Thomason 
20698 Golden Rain Road 
Riverside, CA 92508 

Marvin L. Thompson  
c/o Effie Thompson 
P.O. Box 1063 
Hemet, CA 92546 

Polly Thompson 
33180 Olive 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Kathi Thompson 
34530 Olive Avenue 
Winchester, CA 92596 

James Thompson 
3901 W. Esplanade Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Mrs. James F. Thompson 
3901 W. Esplanade Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Marvin L. Thompson 
Kathleen M. Thompson 
c/o Effie Thompson 
P.O. Box 244 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Peter Otis Thompson 
Lynn Renee Thompson 
5391 Inglestone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Tommy Troy Thor 
Jessy Sheng Vang 
2875 Placentia Street 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Jason Thorn 
3842 Paris Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Tierra Madre Consultants 
1159 Iowa Avenue, Suites E&F 
Riverside, CA 92507 

Nichole Tillison 
3632 Anchorage Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Timberline Kingreg Hemet 
18800 Von Karman Suite 100 
Irvine, CA 92612 

Shirley Tingler 
P.O. Box 669 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Gene Tobin 
44414 Katie Court 
Temecula, CA 92592 

Tim Todd 
732 Corrida Drive 
Covina, CA 91724 

Mark Thomas Todd 
Shelley Loy Todd 
1069 Lau Hala Canyon Road 
Vista, CA 92081 

Bryan Todd 
Theresa Todd 
5374 Circlestone Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Tonto Corp 
2006 Highway 395 
Fallbrook, CA 92028 

Paul Toor  
Water Division Supervisor  
Banning Public Utilities 
99 East Ramsey Street 
Banning, CA 92220 

Lisa Torp 
30-300 Marino Drive 
Menifee, CA 92584 
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Alfred G. Torres 
1370 Alabaster Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Rosa Maria Torres 
240 Northwood Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Miguel Torres 
2942 Cherry Laurel Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Carlos Torres 
Gloria Torres 
P.O. Box 486 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Carlos Torres 
Ofelia Torres 
112 Ropango Way 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Aric Torreyson 
456 Cerro Vera Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Lionel Tostado 
2877 Tuberose Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Edward Toth 
4142 Watts Lane 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jose Tovar 
Guadalupe Tovar 
467 Copenhagen Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Erlinda Towler 
P.O. Box 54 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Suzanne Towner 
5998 Parkside Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Toyack Corp 
3135 Brillden Court 
San Diego, CA 92117 

Ryan Trader 
40485 Murrieta Hot Springs Road Suite 
B4 
Murrieta, CA 92563 

Paul Tran 
13901 Euclid Street 
Garden Grove, CA 92843 

Paul Tran 
8725 Mesa Road 
Santee, CA 92071 

Van B. Tran 
Tinh Tran 
2723 Burgundy Lace Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Julie Duyen Trieu 
2301 9th Street 
Oakland, CA 94606 

Rohit Trikha 
254 Hibiscus Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Rohit Trikha 
620 Drake Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Jerry Triolo 
34799 Donald Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Carmelita I. Tripi 
3678 Oslo Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Tony Trousset 
8231 Triplett Lane 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Lawrence A. Troutman 
Linda L. Troutman 
8839 Zelzah Avenue 
Northridge, CA 91325 

Donna Marie Troyer 
Matthew Sean Troyer 
490 Stockholm Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jason D. Trujillo 
2761 Hartley Parkway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Raul Trujillo 
Ana Trujillo 
Raul Trujillo 
26311 Jackson Avenue #65 
Murrieta, CA 92563 

Binh Truong 
361 Cantata Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

James Tsai 
892 Overton Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Geoffrey S. Tsuchida 
29775 Alya Court 
Murrieta, CA 92563 

Paul Turnbow 
34821 Donald Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Russell Turner 
230 Northwood Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Mildred Tyler  
National Council of Negro Women 
6589 Hillside Avenue 
Riverside, CA 92504 

William Tyler 
5996 Celeste Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Maximo Ugalde 
4181 Watts Lane 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Kenneth J. Uliasz 
25202 Jutland Drive 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Union Bank 
P.O. Box 85443 
San Diego, CA 92186 

United Aircraft Services 
P.O. Box 728 
Rialto, CA 92377 

Unland Unland Herron & Rumansoff 
c/o Patricia Herron 
530 St Johns Place 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Mark Uranza 
27279 Sierra Madre Drive 
Murrieta, CA 92563 

Melisa Urena 
33139 Haddock Street 
Winchester, CA 92596 

US Bank National Association  
c/o Litton Loan Servcing 
4828 Loop Central Drive 
Houston, TX 77081 

US Bank 
4801 Frederica Street 
Owensboro, KY 42301 

US Holdings 
291 S. La Cienega Boulevard, #307 
Beverly Hills, CA 90211 

Athena Utz 
2867 Tuberose Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 
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Russ Utz 
2867 Tuberose Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Gerald Uzzi 
3440 Cottonwood 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

V.R. Dennis Construction Co 
7075 Mission Gorge Suite A 
San Diego, CA 92120 

Dr. Lin Vaccarello  
President  
Beaumont Unified 
P.O. Box 187 
Beaumont, CA 92223 

Michael Vader 
2844 Burgundy Lace Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Eric Vail  
City Attorney  
City of Hemet 
450 East Florida Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Thomas Vail 
Deborah Vail 
144 Playa Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Connie Valdez 
43951 Citrus View Drive 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Miguel Valdez 
Dolores M. Valdez 
551 Madrid Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Romeo Valdez 
Edna Pascual Valdez 
2886 Violet Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Gary M. Valdez 
Kim Valdez 
1432 Cinnabar Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Thomas Valdez 
Melissa A. Valdez 
4180 Barnstaple Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Mickey Valdivia  
General Manager  
Beaumont-Cherry Valley Recreation & 
Park District 
38900 Fourteenth Street 
P.O. Box 490 
Beaumont, CA 92223 

Carlos Valdovinos 
Patricia Contreras 
2776 Violet Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Gabriel Valencia 
1236 Cragstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jonathan B. Valencia 
696 Reeves Parkway 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Santos Z. Valencia 
Josefina B. Valencia 
2756 Violet Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Joshua G. Valencia 
Nicole Valencia 
4163 Devonport Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Veronica Valle 
2774 Burgundy Lace Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Ruben Valles 
Maria Valles 
3501 London Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Valley Reseda, L.P. 
Marc Perlman 
427 S. Cedros Avenue, Ste. 201 
Solana Beach, CA 92075 

Pablo Vallin 
30193 Winchester Road 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Valniteco, Inc. 
P.O. Box 185 
Hemet, CA 92546 

VAM Inv 
350 Carriage Circle 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Richard Van Der Linden 
34711 Lyn Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Wayne A. Van Horn 
30093 Winchester Road 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Glen Vandam 
1439 Alabaster Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Donald Vandam 
1655 N. Ramona Blvd 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Donald Vandam 
3180 Cottonwood Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Donald Dick Vandam 
Frances L. Vandam 
3190 Cottonwood Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Glen Vandam 
Jennifer A. Vandam 
5380 Satinstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Estate of Nell Marie Vanderham  
15429 Placid Drive 
La Mirada, CA 90638 

Estate of Nell Marie Vanderham 
Johnnie C. Vanderham 
13101 Rosecrans 
Santa Fe Springs, CA 90670 

Thomas Vanderlinden 
Walter Vanderlinden 
15804 N. Cabrillo Drive 
Fountain Hills, AZ 85268 

Walter E. Vanderlinden 
Annabelle Vanderlinden 
34737 Lyn Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Roger Vandoorn 
P.O. Box 805 
San Jacinto, CA 92581 

Roy S. Vanhorne 
Anna M. Vanhorne 
Ronny C. Vanhorne 
Diana K. Vanhorne 
267 Cavendish Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Susan V. Varela 
620 Seattle Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 
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Liliana Vargas 
5355 Satinstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Rafael Vargas 
33240 Willard 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Rafael Vargas 
P.O. Box 1041 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Sergio Vargas 
Leonor M. Vargas 
3474 Catalina Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Ray P. Vasquez 
175 Northwood Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Miguel Vasquez 
3735 Seattle Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Francisco Vasquez 
441 Cantata Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Essie Vaughn 
40551 Johnston Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Jose Vazquez 
33990 El Centro Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Don Vejar 
10554 Semora 
Bellflower, CA 90706 

Jose Velasco 
Juanita Velasco 
443 Madrid Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jose L. Velasque 
4043 W. Menlo Avenue  
Hemet, CA 92545 

Chris D. Velasquez 
Courtney E. Velasquez 
131 Playa Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Frederik Venter 
2100 W. Orangewood Avenue 
Orange, CA 92804 

Larry Venus  
The Valley Times 
25873 Alessandro Blvd. 
Moreno Valley, CA 92553 

Verde Inv, Inc.  
c/o Nancy V. Young, Treasurer 
2575 E. Camelback Road, #700 
Phoenix, AZ 85016 

Verde Inv, Inc. 
c/o Nancy Young 
4020 E. Indian School Road No. A 
Phoenix, AZ 85018 

Verde Inv, Inc. 
c/o Robert L. Shaw 
8800 N. Gainey Center #255 
Scottsdale, AZ 85258 

Dianne Verdugo 
44805 Elna Way 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Wilma Vergar 
25689 North Grant 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Kevin L. Vest 
Carrie Marie Vest 
2758 Eureka Road 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Louis John Vezerian 
3992 Paris Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Chad Vickers 
398 Cantata Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Margil Vidaurri 
P.O. Box 453 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Kristen Y. Vienna 
25275 Hyatt Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Aristotle T. Villahermosa 
332 Palo Santa Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Maria Villanueva 
3767 Anchorage Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Nicholas Villegas 
Carrie A. Villegas 
3671 Sydney Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Diana L. Villon 
829 Calero Street 
Milpitas, CA 95035 

Vintage Pointe Prop 
732 W. Grove Avenue 
Orange, CA 92665 

Carmine J. Virgilio 
Tonia J. Virgilio 
125 Northwood Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Maria A. Vogel 
4103 Devonport Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

John Vogt  
President  
Lee & Associates - Ontario 
3535 Inland Empire Blvd. 
Ontario, CA 91764 

Brent H. Vollmer 
Karrol Lynn Vollmer 
3872 Florence Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Judith Von Klug  
Redevelopment Director  
City of Banning 
99 East Ramsey Street 
Banning, CA 92220 

Kauna Vongsouvanh 
3817 W. Menlo Avenue  
Hemet, CA 92545 

John P. Vrsalovich  
Metropolitan Water District  
Facility Planning Team 
700 N. Alameda Street  
P.O. Box 54153 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ljubomir Vujicic 
27660 Avalon 
Menifee, CA 92596 

Ljubomir Vujicic 
35330 Corte San Felipe 
Winchester, CA 92596 

William F. Vukonich 
403 Copenhagen Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Capt. Ron Wade  
Police Chief  
City of Calimesa 
P.O. Box 1190 
Calimesa, CA 92320 
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Dean Wade 
Jayne Wade 
550 Stockholm Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Carmen Wagner 
500 Cawston Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Steven Cory Wagner 
Jennifer Roban Orton 
27591 Smith Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Donald Joseph Wagner 
Katherinne Fabiola Pallares 
538 Louisville Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Thomas W. Wagoner  
General Manager  
Lake Hemet Municipal Water District 
P.O. Box 5039 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Bruce Wagoner 
1965 Hwy 79 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

Reece & Deborah Waiters Family Trust 
2811 N. Casitas Avenue 
Altadena, CA 91001 

Autar Wali 
1206 Miramar 
Fullerton, CA 92631 

Kevin Walker  
Board of Directors  
Hemet Chamber of Commerce 
615 N. San Jacinto Street 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Donald Walker 
2864 Burgundy Lace Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Nathan Walker 
5305 Ravenstone Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Terrence Walker 
Sonya Walker 
341 La Clarita Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Thomas R. Wallace 
Kim S. Wallace 
110 Playa Court 
Hemet, CA 92130 

Tom C. Waller 
30555 Phino Lane 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Joseph Walling 
2847 Tuberose Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Chris Walsh 
Jennifer Mounger 
1420 Riverstone Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Melanie Walters 
2823 Pansy Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92580 

Gangsheng Wang 
11467 Creekstone Lane 
San Diego, CA 92128 

Yung Wang 
5436 Valinda Avenue 
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91737 

Young Hao Wang 
Ching Ing Wang 
8316 Red Oak Street No. 201 
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 

Zhen Ling Wang 
William Yao 
2863 Pansy Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Joy Ward  
Bill Ward 
1646 Pear Tree Court 
Hemet, CA 9 25545 

John Ward  
Eastern Municipal Water District 
P.O. Box 8300 
Perris, CA 92572 

Zeny Ward 
2571 Yucca Road 
Oceanside, CA 92054 

Zeny Ward 
P.O. Box 298 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Steve Warnecke 
1079 Liverpool Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

Warren & Esplanade 
c/o McRae Group of Co 
8800 N. Gainey Ctr Dr 255 
Scottsdale, AZ 85258 

Warren Road Partners 
c/o Barry Lall 
8369 Vickers Street, Suite 101 
San Diego, CA 92111 

Hemet Warren 
8383 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 920 
Beverly Hills, CA 90211 

Ben C. Warren 
Veneda L. Warren 
P.O. Box 728 
Rialto CA 92377 

Lionel L. Washington 
2741 Azalea Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Watch Bible & Tract Society 
c/o Von Dee Hydinger 
206 Furyk Way 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Jeffery Douglas Watland 
Danette Leilani Watland 
1211 Stepstone Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Richard Watson 
34831 Donald Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Angelina Watson 
3525 Pocahontis 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Feliza D. Watson 
3787 Anchorage Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Larry Watson 
Marsha Watson 
4162 Northam Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Matt Webb  
Albert A. Webb & Associates 
3788 McCray Street 
Riverside, CA 92506 

Robert E. Webb 
Gina V. Webb 
3830 Anchorage Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Clyde E. Weber 
Elizabeth Ann Weber 
670 Seattle Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 
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Kay Webster 
833 Jacana Court 
Arroyo Grande, CA 93420 

Hugh B. Webster 
Darlene F. Webster 
1295 S. Cawston Avenue 384 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Marie Weckmann 
1773 Marjorie Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92583 

Christopher Wedel 
2993 Cherry Laurel Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Brian Weger 
Chia Weger 
172 Prado Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Douglas Weir 
P.O. Box 899 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Ralph C. Welch 
Selma O. Welch 
25100 Thoroughbred Lane 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Roger Wellman  
Suzy Wellman 
2085 Flame Tree Way 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Wells Fargo Bank  
c/o Select Portfolio Services, Inc. 
3815s West Temple 
Salt Lake City, UT 84115 

Wells Fargo Bank 
8476 Stateview Boulevard 
Fort Mill, SC 29715 

Justin R. Wells 
Amy Wells 
1610 Apple Blossom Way 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Ryan Wells 
Michelle Wells 
356 Cerro Vera Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Wentworth Self Storage 
28358 Aerie Road 
Valley Center, CA 92082 

Wentworth Self-Storage LP 
c/o Tierra Corp 
4437 Twain Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92120 

Kristen Wesselink 
1474 Alabaster Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Leo F. Wesselink 
Betty R. Wesselink 
34475 Stowe Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Leo Wesselink 
Betty R. Wesselink 
S&D Ranch 
c/o John Lovell 
P.O. Box 430 
Delta, UT 84624 

Leo Wesselink 
c/o John D. Lovell 
723 Old Field Road 
Fillmore, UT 84631 

Leo Wesselink 
P.O. Box 92 
Hemet, CA 92546 

Mike West 
3403 10th Street 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Western Center Museum 
2345 Searl Parkway 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Western Pacific Housing, Inc. 
c/o Calvin Nyles Westra 
4379 Highway 147 
Lake Almanor, CA 96137 

Western Pacific Housing, Inc. 
c/o D.R. Horton 
2280 Wardlow Circle Suite 100 
Corona, CA 92880 

Western Pacific Housing, Inc. 
c/o Melissa 
16940 Von Karmen Avenue 200 
Irvine, CA 92606 

Western Pacific Housing, Inc. 
c/o Stacey Noonan 
16940 Von Karman No.200 
Irvine, CA 92606 

Western States Mobile Home Parks 
c/o Office 
5001 W. Florida Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Westholme Partners 
15260 Ventura Blvd 
Sherman Oaks, CA 91403 

John J. Westra 
5595 Baseline Avenue 
Santa Ynez, CA 93460 

Westside Baptist Church 
375 Sanderson Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Harvey Whalen 
Denise Whalen 
279 Cavendish Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Bob Wheeler  
EM RCD 
29090 Camino Alba 
Murrieta, CA 92583 

Scott White  
Tierra Madre Consultants 
1159 Iowa Avenue, Suite E 
Riverside, CA 92507 

Duane White 
34390 Northhaven Drive 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Lupe C. White 
480 S. Warren Road 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Tobin White 
P.O. Box 487 
San Jacinto, CA 92581 

Duane D. White 
Tracy L. White 
911 Centurion Pl 
Escondido, CA 92026 

Jeffrey A. Whitfield 
Tina M. Whitfield 
3767 W. Menlo Avenue  
Hemet, CA 92545 

Julie Wickerd 
32761 Bradley Road 
Menifee, CA 92584 

Michael Lee Wilcox 
Diana Ruth Wilcox 
27700 Avalon Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Richard S. Wilcox 
Maria E. Wilcox 
3658 Paris Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 



Chapter 7  Distribution List 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT   
FEBRUARY 2013 

7-76 STATE ROUTE 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT 

 
 

Curt Wildish 
9310 Gerona Street 
Spring Hill, FL 34608 

Gary H. Wiles 
Delores M. Wiles 
P.O. Box 7005 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Kevin Wilford 
5987 Celeste Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Wilhelm Ranch Fam Ltd Partnership 
Wilhelm Hamilton Family Ltd 
Partnership 
c/o Louis R. Wilhelm 
P.O. Box 1795 
San Juan Capistrano, CA 92693 

Raymond Wilkerson 
Christina Wilkerson 
5610 Earthstone Lane 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Joanna Marie Williams 
2859 Eureka Road 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Karl D. Williams 
3521 London Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Dennis Williams 
42820 Woody Knoll Road 
Murrieta, CA 92562 

Kevin D. Williams 
570 Drake Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Steven R. Williams 
Becky M. Williams 
531 Madrid Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Frederick R. Williams 
Cynthia Annette Williams 
25186 Los Rancherias 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Linda Susan Williams 
Irene Herrera 
2273 Sanderson Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Dennis R. Williams 
Kathleen L. Williams 
Jeannette C. Williams 
35325 Highway 74 
Hemet, CA 92545 

James Williamson 
P.O. Box 129 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Wallace C. Wills 
Arlene F. Wills 
P.O. Box 891718 
Temecula, CA 92589 

Brit Wilson  
Cultural Resource Coordinator  
Morongo Band of Mission Indians 
49750 Seminole Drive 
Cabazon, CA 92230 

John Wilson 
212 Gladiolus Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Jhanice N. Brown Wilson 
2885 Placentia Street 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

John Wilson 
City Attorney  
City of Banning 
99 East Ramsey Street 
Banning, CA 92220 

Winchester 12 Partners 
25220 Hancock Avenue Suite 240 
Murrieta, CA 92562 

Winchester Elementary School District 
28751 Winchester Road 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Winchester Family Partnership 
5403 S. Santa Fe Avenue 
Vernon, CA 90058 

Winchester Property Group 
c/o Chief Legal Officer 
3536 Concours Street, Suite 300 
Ontario, CA 91764 

Winchester Property Group 
c/o Larry L. Day 
1150 S. Vineyard Avenue 
Ontario, CA 91761 

Winchester Property Group 
Jonathan Curtis 
3536 Concours Street, Suite 300 
Ontario, CA 91764 

Winchester Property Group 
Michael Lane 
3536 Concours Street, Suite 300 
Ontario, CA 91764 

Winchester Property Group 
1150 S. Vineyard Avenue 
Ontario, CA 91761 

Winchester Ridge, Inc. 
Maynard H. Farmer 
Linda G. Farmer 
801 Park Center Dr Suite 235 
Santa Ana, CA 92705 

Winston Capital Group LLC 
256 26th Street #200 
Santa Monica, CA 90402 

Diane M. Wirth 
800 E. Florida Avenue, Suite A 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Robert Wolf  
Germania Construction 
14340 Elsworth Street, Suite 108 
Moreno Valley, CA 92553 

Gail K. Wolny  
c/o Grace M. Kaelin 
42245 Oak Canyon Drive 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Frank I. Womack 
Betty J. Womack 
26900 California Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Ming Cheung Wong 
2802 N. Surrey 
Orange, CA 92667 

Ming Cheung Wong 
2802 N. Surrey 
Orange, CA 92667 

Dan Wood 
30205 Menifee Road 
Menifee, CA 92584 

Woods Canyon Association 
355 N. Lantana Street, No. 670 
Camarillo, CA 93010 

Woods Canyon Association 
1 Betterworld Circle #300 
Temecula, CA 92590 

Emely R. Woodthorpe 
William J. Woodthorpe 
c/o William Woodthorpe 
810 Main Street Apt 6 
El Segundo, CA 90245 

Michael Woodward 
34974 Shannon Drive 
Hemet, CA 92545 
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Lee Woodworth 
33160 Finch Street 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Diane Worth  
Valley Economic Devlopment Corp. 
800 East Florida Avenue, Suite A 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Kim D. Wortman 
Linda L. Wortman 
26640 California Avenue 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Chuck Wright  
Jan Wright 
2598 Beech Tree Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Kenneth Wright 
227 Overleaf Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

George W. Wright 
9195 Jadeite Avenue 
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 

James C. Wright 
James S. Agnew 
Bonnie D. Vecker 
Bank of Hemet 
c/o Marteal Wright 
29279 Via Santa Rosa 
Temecula, CA 92590 

John T. Wuerch 
Alice M. Wuerch 
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P.O. Box 327 
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3509 Anchorage Street 
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9400 Oakdale Avenue 
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President & CEO  
Ranpac, Inc. 
27431 Enterprise Circle WeStreet 
Temecula, CA 92590 

Jason J. Yoo  
RANPAC Realty 
27431 Enterprise Circle WeStreet 
Temecula, CA 92590 

Susan A. York 
c/o Betty Ann Burlingame 
1910 Springer Road 
San Diego, CA 92105 

Frank Young 
2116 Begonia Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Chris P. Young 
Debbie A. Young 
35490 Pony Trail Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Donald G. Young 
P.O. Box 3781 
Hemet, CA 92546 

David W. Young 
Rhonda L. Young 
521 Copenhagen Street 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Frank Young 
Yu Hsia Hong 
26081 Clemente Garden Lane 
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Chih Peng Yu 
17508 Marengo Drive 
Rowland Heights CA 91748 

Steven Yu 
17508 Marengo Drive 
Rowland Heights, CA 91748 

Kintai Yuelapwan 
Kristin Lee Yuelapwan 
129 Cheda Lane 
Novato, CA 94947 

Parvin D. Zabetian 
Joseph L. Galletta 
Teresita S. Galletta 
2922 Western Avenue Apt 522 
Seattle, WA 98121 
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24150 Mazestone Court 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Saleh Zahran 
P.O. Box 688 
Winchester, CA 92596 

Eleazar Zamano 
Maria Isabel Zamano 
2860 Newcastle Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Antonio Zambrano 
1954 Lawrence Road 
Kailua, HI 96734 

Rosa Zambrano 
c/o Jose M. Gonzalez 
25062 Los Rancherias Road 
Hemet, CA 92545 

Antonio Zambrano 
Marites B. Zambrano 
113 Playa Court 
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Javier Cuevas Zamora 
Jennifer Marie Zamora 
3999 Seattle Street 
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Adam Zarate 
5960 Parkside Drive 
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Jeremy Zebrowski 
2944 Coffeeberry Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Raul Zelaya 
2991 Cherry Laurel Lane 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Stephen J. Zelenik 
363 N. Hamilton Avenue Apt. E 
Hemet, CA 92543 

Grant Zemel 
2771 Azalea Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Zieman Manufacturing Co 
7909 S. Painter Avenue 
Whittier CA 90602 

Zane A. Zimmerman 
Patricia A. Zimmerman 
640 Grove Avenue SW 145 
Cleveland, TN 37311 

Dick Zisch 
Peggy Zisch 
44981 Viego Drive 
Hemet, CA 92544 

Craig Zrinski 
Dawn Zrinski 
2826 Violet Drive 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Lucio Zul 
2831 Azalea Avenue 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Jose Zul 
Lucila Zul 
2865 Newcastle Way 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Christi Zupan 
10119 Mt Gleason Avenue 
Sunland, CA 91040 
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Appendix A CEQA Checklist 
Supporting documentation of all California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) checklist determinations is 
provided in Chapter 3 and 4 of this Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS).  
Documentation of “No Impact” determinations is provided at the beginning of Chapter 3 and 4.  Discussion of all 
impacts, avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures is under the appropriate topic headings in Chapter 3 
and 4. 

CEQA Environmental Checklist 
08-RIV-79  R15.78/R33.80  08-494000 

Dist.-Co.-Rte.   P.M/P.M.  E.A.  
 
This checklist identifies physical, biological, social and economic factors that might be affected by the proposed 
project.  In many cases, background studies performed in connection with the projects indicate no impacts.  A NO 
IMPACT answer in the last column reflects this determination.  Where there is a need for clarifying discussion, the 
discussion is included either following the applicable section of the checklist or is within the body of the 
environmental document itself.  The words "significant" and "significance" used throughout the following 
checklist are related to CEQA, not NEPA, impacts.  The questions in this form are intended to encourage the 
thoughtful assessment of impacts and do not represent thresholds of significance. 

 
 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
I. AESTHETICS – Would the project:     
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?     
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, 

but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 
historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

    

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character 
or quality of the site and its surroundings? 

    

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare 
which would adversely affect day or nighttime 
views in the area? 

    

     
I. AESTHETICS – Would the project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

Potentially Significant Impact:  The Project would not be visible from most of the Diamond Valley Lake area 
due to topography.  However, the Project would be visible from the Clayton A. Record, Jr. Viewpoint.  The Project 
may also be visible from parts of the North Hills Trail, which runs along the north rim of the lake.  Users of these 
facilities would be able to see the Project as a small element in the middle ground to background zones of these 
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views and could be sensitive to the change in views caused by removal of large areas of hillside, creation of large, 
visually prominent cut slopes, creation of large fill slopes in specific areas, and construction of large overcrossing 
structures.  Of the four Build alternatives evaluated, Build Alternative 2b would produce a lower degree of 
significant visual impact than the others.  Minimization and mitigation measures VIS-1 through VIS-29 will be 
implemented to address views of the Project from scenic vistas. 

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 
buildings within a state scenic highway? 

Potentially Significant Impact:  State Route 79 (SR 79) has not been recognized as a State Scenic Highway; 
however, within the Project area, it intersects the part of State Route 74 (SR 74) that is an Eligible State Scenic 
Highway. 

The various Build alternatives would result in different degrees of exposure to existing viewer groups.  Build 
Alternative 2b would result in the least overall exposure.  Green Acres residents would have close-range views of 
Build Alternatives 1a and 1b because those alternatives require cuts along the West Hemet Hills immediately 
adjacent to the Green Acres community.  Winchester residents would have midrange views of all four Build 
alternatives, but close-range views of Build Alternatives 1a and 2a.  All four Build alternatives would be visible to 
travelers along State Eligible Scenic Highway SR 74.  However, Build Alternatives 1a and 1b would be more 
visible to roadway users as a frontal view than the side view created by Build Alternatives 2a and 2b. 

However, no mitigation measures can be taken to fully reduce the impact of the removal of large segments of the 
existing hillsides.  Therefore, despite commitments to mitigation measures VIS-11 through VIS-16, the visual 
impacts associated with removal of large segments of existing hillsides (particularly the West Hemet Hills), as 
viewed from Eligible State Scenic Highway SR 74, would remain potentially significant. 

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings? 

Potentially Significant Impact:  All four Build alternatives would impart a more developed character to the 
landscape and would affect the character of most of the Project area fairly equally.  Although Design Option 1b1 
would be visible from Green Acres, it would be the least visible design option or Build alternative from 
Winchester, Hemet, and San Jacinto.  Design Option 2b1 would not be visible from Green Acres, but it would be 
visible from parts of Winchester and would likely also be visible from parts of Hemet and San Jacinto.  Note that 
the design options would change their respective Build alternatives only in the southern part of the Project.  North 
of Devonshire Avenue, Design Option 1b1 would be the same as Build Alternative 1b and Design Option 2b1 
would be the same as Build Alternative 2b, so visual impacts would be the same as well. 

All of the Build alternatives and both design options would alter the natural ridgelines and cause scarring.  Build 
Alternatives 1a and 1b would cause more visible scarring but less ridgeline alteration than Build Alternatives 2a 
and 2b. 

Design Options 1b1 and 2b1 would also result in high levels of adverse change in visual quality.  However, 
because they would require less road cutting through the West Hemet Hills than the Build alternatives, they would 
cause the least amount of adverse change in the southern part of the Project.  Like Build Alternatives 1a and 1b, 
Design Option 1b1 would cause scarring along the north and west slopes of the West Hemet Hills, but it would 
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cause less scarring on the west slope than the Build alternatives.  Like Build Alternatives 2a and 2b, Design 
Option 2b1 would require removal of a substantial portion of the southern peak of the West Hemet Hills, but 
would require less material removal.  The difference in visual quality between Design Options 1b1 and 2b1 would 
be marginal. 

No mitigation measures can be taken to fully reduce the impact of the removal of large segments of the existing 
hillsides, creation of high fill slopes, and construction of major overcrossing structures and noise barriers that 
dominate local views and restrict views of distant landscape elements.  Therefore, despite implementation of 
mitigation measures VIS-1 through VIS-28, the impacts to visual character and quality would remain potentially 
significant. 

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the 
area? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated:  Glare associated with windshields and reflective 
construction equipment and materials would be present during Project construction.  However, this impact would 
be temporary in nature and would be limited to the local Project area; this impact would be, therefore, less than 
significant. 

The Project would be within the area of light pollution influence of Mount Palomar Observatory, which would be 
about 35 km (22 mi) to the south.  Therefore, the Project will implement mitigation measure VIS-29 to reduce 
impacts at the observatory to less than significant levels. 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
II. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES – In determining 
whether impacts to agricultural resources are 
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may 
refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation 
and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the 
California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model 
to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and 
farmland. Would the project: 

    

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural 
use? 

    

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, 
or a Williamson Act contract? 

    

c) Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result 
in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?

    

     
II. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES – Would the project: 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on 
the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources 
Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

Less Than Significant Impact:  The Build alternatives and design options would result in the conversion of 
farmland, as discussed in  Section 4.2.11. 

The combined direct and indirect impacts of each of the Build alternatives would amount to less than 1 percent of 
the important farmlands in Riverside County (Table 3.1-16 [Volume 1, Section 3.1]).  Assuming that indirect 
impacts would be minimized, the Build alternatives would affect less than 0.2 percent of the total important 
farmlands in the county. 

Further, these impacts must be considered in the context of the changes in land use in the Project area.  In the 
general plans of the City of San Jacinto, City of Hemet, and the County of Riverside (San Jacinto 2006, Hemet 
1992, County 2003), there is a consensus that development pressure will continue to convert farmlands to 
nonagricultural uses.  Consequently, a substantial proportion of existing farmlands have been designated for 
conversion to nonagricultural uses (Figure 3.1-9 [Volume 1, Section 3.1]).  The conversion of these farmlands to 
nonagricultural uses is addressed under CEQA in the environmental impact reports prepared for all of the general 
plans.  Roughly 90 to 95 percent of the existing farmlands that would be in each Build alternative are in planned 
farmland conversion areas.  Thus, most of the existing farmlands that would be directly or indirectly affected by 
one of the Build Alternatives are expected to be converted to a nonagricultural use in time, based on population 
growth and development pressure in the area, regardless of the Project. 
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The Project would have a minor effect on prime, unique, and other important farmlands on parcels that are zoned 
to remain agricultural (Table 3.1-15 [Volume 1, Section 3.1]).  The Build alternatives would have impacts ranging 
from 29 to 31 ha (66 to 72 ac) on zoned agricultural lands, less than 0.01 percent of the total prime, unique, and 
important farmland in Riverside County (which total about 173,600 ha [428,990 ac]). 

Given the relatively small amount of farmland that would be affected by the Project beyond the impacts accounted 
for in the general plans, the impact to farmlands as a result of any of the Build alternatives would be less than 
significant. 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? 

Less Than Significant Impact:  The Build alternatives would result in the conversion of zoned agricultural lands 
and lands under Williamson Act contracts, as discussed in Section 4.2.1.1. 

Zoning 
In City of Hemet jurisdiction, the Build alternatives would permanently impact about 7 ha (17 ac) of zoned 
farmlands.  According to the Hemet General Plan, the total amount of zoned farmlands in the city of Hemet is 
743 ha (1,837 ac).  Therefore, the amount of zoned farmlands that would be impacted by the Project represents less 
than 1 percent of the total zoned farmland in the city of Hemet.  The Project is also included in the Transportation 
Element of the City of Hemet 1992 General Plan. 

The City of San Jacinto does not contain zoned farmlands in its current General Plan.  Therefore, the Project is 
consistent with City zoning. 

In Riverside County jurisdiction, Roadway Segments I (all Build alternatives and design options), J (Build 
Alternatives 1a and 2b and Design Option 2b1), and K (Build Alternatives 1b and 2a and Design Option 1b1) 
would permanently impact 22 to 24 ha (55 to 60 ac) of zoned farmlands.  The total amount of zoned farmlands in 
the county is 72,915 ha (180,178 ac).  Therefore, the amount of zoned farmlands that could be impacted by the 
Project represents less than 0.01 percent of the total zoned farmland in Riverside County.  Additionally, the Project 
is included in the Circulation Element of the Riverside County General Plan. 

Because of the relatively small area of zoned farmlands that would be affected and design efforts to minimize 
direct and indirect impacts to all farmlands consistent with local and regional land use policies, the impact to zoned 
agricultural land would be less than significant. 

Williamson Act 
All Build alternatives would impact Williamson Act lands, as shown in Tables 3.1-15, 3.1-16, and 3.1-17 in 
Chapter 3 (Volume 1, Section 3.1).  A full discussion of the impacts to Williamson Act lands is provided in 
Section 3.1.3.3 (Volume 1). 

The locations of the Build alternatives are not based primarily on cost, nor are there other reasonably feasible 
alternatives.  The Build alternatives were chosen based on various environmental studies, design restrictions, cost, 
and federal, state, local agency, and public feedback.  (The extensive process that resulted in the Build alternatives 
being analyzed in this Draft EIR/EIS is summarized in Section 1.1.1.1 [Volume 1], and the Project alternatives are 
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the subject of Chapter 2 [Volume 1)  It is not practicable to avoid locating this Project on land covered by a 
Williamson Act contract.  Therefore, the Project is in compliance with the requirements of CGC Section 51292.  If 
properties restricted by Williamson Act contracts are acquired for the Project, the Department and Riverside 
County Transportation Commission (RCTC) will notify the California Department of Conservation (CDC) within 
10 days. 

The Project impact to Williamson Act land would therefore be less than significant, and no mitigation is proposed.  
However, measure AG-3 would be implemented to ensure that all applicable government codes regarding 
acquisition of Williamson Act lands are adhered to. 

c) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use? 

Less Than Significant Impact:  The Project would realign and widen existing SR 79 from two to four lanes, 
which would increase capacity and facilitate planned development.  Additionally, some existing farmlands would 
be bisected by the Project, which could impact the viability of the individual farm and indirectly cause conversion 
of these farmlands to nonagricultural use.  However, as a general rule, the agricultural use of remaining lands 
would be maintained by providing access as part of the Project, thereby minimizing these indirect impacts.  
Furthermore, based on available general plan data from the City of San Jacinto and the County of Riverside and 
current zoning data for the City of Hemet, many of the existing farmlands in the study area will be converted to 
nonagricultural lands as a result of other, separate projects.  Therefore, the Project impact would be less than 
significant. 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
III. AIR QUALITY – Where available, the 
significance criteria established by the applicable air 
quality management or air pollution control district 
may be relied upon to make the following 
determinations. Would the project: 

    

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

    

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

    

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase 
of any criteria pollutant for which the project 
region is non-attainment under an applicable 
federal or state ambient air quality standard 
(including releasing emissions which exceed 
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

    

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

    

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people? 

    

     
III. AIR QUALITY – Would the project: 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 

No Impact:  For a project to be found in conformance with the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) Amendments of 
1990, the project must come from an approved transportation plan and program such as the Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) and the Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP).  The CAA Amendments 
of 1990 require that transportation plans, programs, and projects that are funded by or approved under Title 23 of 
the United States Code (USC) (the Federal Transit Act) conform to state or federal air quality plans.  The Project is 
included in the list of baseline projects in the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 2011 
FTIP; therefore, the Project meets the conformity requirements for the regional analysis.  Inclusion of the Project 
in a conforming FTIP demonstrates that the Project would not cause a significant regional ozone (O3), carbon 
monoxide (CO), particulate matter less than 10 micrometers in aerodynamic diameter (PM10), or particulate matter 
less than 2.5 micrometers in aerodynamic diameter (PM2.5) impact.  Because the Project was evaluated in the 2011 
FTIP, it is also included in the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 2007 Air Quality 
Management Plan and would be consistent with the applicable air quality management plan. 

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation? 

Potentially Significant Impact:  The Department has not formally adopted significance thresholds under CEQA 
for evaluating air quality impacts from construction.  The SCAQMD CEQA significance thresholds for 
construction emissions are presented in Table A-1.  Construction emissions were considered to be significant if the 
emissions would be expected to contribute to an existing violation of an air quality standard. 
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Table A-1 SCAQMD Significance Thresholds for Construction 

Pollutant 
Mass Daily Thresholds 

 (lbs/day) 
NOX 100 
VOC 75 
PM10 150 
PM2.5 55 
SOX 150 
CO 550 

Lead 3 
Source: SCAQMD, 2011 

 

The Project would create short-term potentially significant air quality impacts from construction-related activities.  
Project construction would result in temporary emissions of CO, oxides of nitrogen (NOX), reactive organic gas 
(ROG), PM2.5, and PM10.  These emissions would come from stationary or mobile-powered onsite construction 
equipment such as signal boards, excavators, backhoes, or graders.  Emissions from construction were evaluated 
using the Roadway Construction Emissions Model, version 6.3.2, developed by the Sacramento Metropolitan Air 
Quality Management District (SMAQMD 2009) and are presented in Table A-2.  Construction activities are 
expected to occur during a 39- to 40-month period for 5 days per week and up to 24 hours per day.  This intensive 
construction schedule, in addition to the construction equipment and hauling requirements, would be expected to 
result in elevated emissions of O3 precursors (NOX and ROG), PM10, and PM2.5 that could contribute to an existing 
violation of an ambient air quality standard.  Existing concentrations of O3, PM10, and PM2.5 exceed the California 
ambient air quality standards, so mitigation measures would be implemented to reduce ozone precursor (NOX and 
ROG), PM10, and PM2.5 emissions during construction.  However, NOX emissions would remain elevated after 
implementation of mitigation measures AQ-1 through AQ-9 and are expected to substantially contribute to 
existing O3 violations.  Therefore, the air quality impacts from NOX emissions during construction would be 
potentially significant. 

Table A-2 Summary of Maximum Daily Construction Emissions by Alternative  
Maximum Daily Emissions (lb/day) 

Alternative ROG CO NOX PM10 PM2.5 
Alternative 1a 120 1,644 455 54 22 

Alternative 1b (including Design 
Option 1b1) 

126 1,725 475 53 22 

Alternative 2a 137 1,880 514 56 24 
Alternative 2b (including Design 

Option 2b1) 
126 1,724 474 52 22 

Source:  Roadway Construction Emissions Model, version 6.3.2. 

Note:  Emissions represent the maximum daily emissions expected to occur during the grading/excavation phases of the Project.  Emissions from other phases 
(clearing/grubbing, drainage/utilities/subgrade, and paving) would be less than the values shown in the table. 

The emissions model does not estimate SO2 emissions; however, ultra low sulfur diesel in the only type of diesel fuel available for use in California. 

Detailed fugitive dust emission estimates associated with individual material-handling operations and/or activity/vehicle types cannot be conducted with the current 
version of the model (SMAQMD 2009). 
 

Fugitive Dust Emissions from Construction 
Potential sources of fugitive dust during construction would include grading, material handling, travel on unpaved 
roads, and blasting activities.  The methodology in the Roadway Construction Emissions Model to estimate 
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fugitive dust emissions is a simplified methodology that involves estimates of the maximum area (acreage) of land 
disturbed daily (SMAQMD 2009).  The Project would include fugitive dust emissions from sources not included in 
the model; however, the measures described below would be implemented to reduce fugitive dust emissions from 
sources not included in the model, such as material handling. Therefore, fugitive dust emissions from construction 
would have a less than significant impact on air quality with implementation of the measures described below. 

Excavation activities associated with the Project would include blasting for rock removal.  These techniques may 
be required with all of the Build alternatives and design options in the southern part of the Project (Roadway 
Segments A, B, D, G, or H).  Blasting operations have the potential to create fugitive dust emissions; therefore, 
nonstandard special provisions (NSSPs) will be implemented to reduce fugitive dust emissions, including the use 
of blasting mats and watering the area before and after blasting.  These measures are expected reduce the air 
quality impact from blasting operations to less than significant. 

The standard conditions listed in Section 3.2.6.4 (Volume 1, Section 3.2) will minimize the temporary impacts 
from fugitive dust and exhaust emissions during construction. 

The Project will also implement minimization measures AQ-1 through AQ-9 to reduce air quality impacts during 
construction. 

Operation of the proposed Project would not be expected to cause or contribute to an exceedance of the standards 
for the nonattainment pollutants because the proposed Project is included in the conforming RTP and FTIP.  
Therefore, the impact from emissions during operation would be less than significant. 

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions 
which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

Potentially Significant Impact:  The Project would be located in a California nonattainment area for PM10, PM2.5, 
and O3.  Construction of the Project and other projects would occur in the area at the same time.  According to the 
CEQA guidelines (California Code of Regulations [CCR] Title 14, Chapter 3, Article 20, Section 15355), a 
cumulative impact is “two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which 
compound or increase other environmental impacts.”  For example, it would be expected that Project construction 
would overlap with construction of the Mid County Parkway project.  Mitigation measures would be implemented 
to reduce PM10 and PM2.5 emissions to a less than significant level.  However, NOX emissions would remain 
elevated after implementation of mitigation measures.  Because NOX emissions from Project construction would 
be expected to result in a potentially significant impact to air quality when considered along with construction of 
the Mid County Parkway Project, the Project would be expected to have a short-term potentially significant 
cumulative impact to air quality.  The Project is included in the list of projects in the conforming SCAG 2011 FTIP 
and the SCAQMD 2007 Final Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) Transportation Conformity Budgets.  This 
means the emissions from the Project have been included as part of the attainment plan for the South Coast Air 
Basin.  Therefore, operation of the Project would be expected to have a less than significant cumulative impact to 
air quality.  

In summary, NOX emissions from construction of the Project may cause or contribute substantially to an 
exceedance of an air quality standard and may result in a short-term cumulatively substantial net increase in 
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emissions of a nonattainment pollutant (O3).  Operation of the Project would be expected to have a less than 
significant impact to air quality. 

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Less Than Significant Impact:  Construction of the Project may expose sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the 
Project area to short-term elevated diesel PM10 levels.  However, the PM10 concentrations would be considered less 
than substantial because the cancer risk posed by inhalation of diesel PM10 is based on long-term exposure 
(70 years).  SCAQMD recently completed the Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study III (MATES-III), which is a 
monitoring and risk evaluation study conducted periodically in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAQMD 2008).  The 
MATES-III study included a monitoring program, an updated emissions inventory of toxic air contaminants 
(TACs), and a modeling effort to characterize risk across the basin (SCAQMD 2008).  Compared to previous 
studies of air toxics in the basin, the MATES-III study found decreasing risks for air toxics exposure (SCAQMD 
2008).  Although the study showed that exposure to emissions of air toxics is being reduced overall, the study 
concludes that the risks remain unacceptable and are higher near areas such as ports and transportation corridors 
(SCAQMD 2008).  Based on the results of the MATES-III study, the estimated existing cancer risk in the area near 
the Project is approximately 300 in 1 million (SCAQMD 2008).  In addition, vehicle emissions are expected to 
decrease in time with compliance with United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and California 
Air Resources Board regulations for cleaner fuels and cleaner engines (Federal Highway Administration [FHWA] 
2006).  For these reasons, pollutant concentrations would be expected to be lower in the future than the existing 
condition.  Therefore, sensitive receptors would not be expected to be exposed to substantial pollutant 
concentrations during construction or operation of the Project. 

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? 

Less Than Significant Impact:  During Project construction, objectionable odors could occur due to 
diesel-powered equipment and road-building activities, such as paving and asphalting.  Such odors, however, 
would be short term and limited to the area where the activity is.  As much as possible, construction equipment and 
trucks would be located or rerouted away from local neighborhoods or sensitive receptor areas.  Therefore, odor 
impacts during construction would be temporary and less than significant.  During Project operation, odorous 
emissions from vehicle travel would decrease from existing conditions because cleaner engines and cleaner fuels 
would be used in the future.  Therefore, air quality impacts associated with odors during Project operation would 
be less than significant. 
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES – Would the 
project: 

    

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of 
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

    

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service? 

    

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of 
the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, 
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means? 

    

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species 
or with established native resident or migratory 
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native 
wildlife nursery sites? 

    

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

    

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, 
regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

    

     
IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES – Would the project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as 
a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Potentially Significant Impact:  All Build alternatives and both design options would impact special-status plant 
and animal species and/or their habitats.  The impact would be potentially significant, as discussed in Section 
4.2.3.3. 
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b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in 
local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish 
and Wildlife Service? 

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated:  All Build alternatives and design options would 
have a less than significant impact on sensitive natural communities and critical habitat with mitigation measures 
incorporated, as discussed in Section 4.2.2.2.  

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means? 

Potentially Significant Impact:  Each Build alternative and design option would have a significant impact on 
federally protected wetlands.  All Build alternatives or design options would obtain a Section 404 Individual 
Permit from the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and a Section 401 Water Quality Certification 
from the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) for impacts to waters of the United States/State.  
Impacts to wetlands will be mitigated through creation, restoration, enhancement and preservation of comparable 
aquatic resources.  Details about wetland mitigation, including ratios, types of mitigation, and locations, will be 
developed in coordination with the federal agencies during the federal permit process.  Therefore, impacts to 
federally protected wetlands are expected to be potentially significant unless mitigation is incorporated, as 
discussed in Section 4.2.3.3. 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

Potentially Significant Impact:  Five categories of wildlife were assessed for the Project:  (1) Passive Dispersers, 
(2) Insects, (3) Small Mammals, Reptiles, and Amphibians, (4) Large Mammals, and (5) Avian Wildlife.  
Potentially significant permanent (both direct and indirect) and temporary impacts to all of these wildlife 
categories may occur from each Build alternative and design option, as discussed in Section 4.2.3.3.  

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation 
policy or ordinance? 

Less than Significant Impact:  Two local tree preservation policies are in effect in the Project study area.  The 
first policy is discussed in Section 3.3.1.3 (Volume 2, Section 3.3) and refers to the Riverside County Oak Tree 
Ordinance that protects native oak trees with diameters greater than 5.1 centimeters (2 inches) at breast height. 

The second policy is from the Biological Resources component of the City of Hemet General Plan (Hemet 1992 ), 
which contains onsite construction guidelines that specify “mature trees of 6 inches diameter or greater shall be 
protected from indiscriminate cutting or removal.” 

These ordinances do not apply to the Project (a state project); however, RCTC will consider the requirements of 
the ordinances during final design of the Project.  The Project is expected to have a less than significant impact on 
local tree preservation policies. 
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f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, 
or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

Less Than Significant Impact:  The proposed Project lies within the boundaries of the Western Riverside County 
MSHCP and the Stephen’s Kangaroo Rat HCP.  The Project’s consistency with these plans would be similar 
regardless of the Build alternative that is chosen.  A detailed discussion of the Project’s consistency with these 
applicable plans is provided in Section 3.3.1.3 (Volume 2, Section 3.3).  Because the Project would be consistent 
with the criteria in these HCPs, the impact would be less than significant. 
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES – Would the project:     
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of a historical resource as defined in 
§15064.5? 

    

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant 
to §15064.5? 

 a   

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature? 

    

d) Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

    

aThis is a preliminary conclusion (see discussion below). 
     
Because the evaluation of impacts to cultural resources under CEQA is being conducted in conjunction with the 
Section 106 process under the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and that process is being phased, CEQA 
evaluations are not complete.  Thus, determinations presented in the checklist, and the discussions of them, are 
considered preliminary.  Additional historical resources could be identified during subsequent evaluations, in 
which case those would be addressed in the Final EIR/EIS and revised CEQA checklist (see Section 3.1.8.2 
[Volume 1] for an explanation of the phased approach being utilized for the Project). 

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES – Would the project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5? 

Less Than Significant Impact (Preliminary Conclusion):  Archaeological resources that may qualify as 
historical resources are discussed under question V.b, which addresses all archaeological resources in the Area of 
Potential Effects (APE). 

Two historical resources were identified in the APE.  One, the Colorado River Aqueduct (CRA) (CA-RIV-6726H), 
is eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) (is a historic property through the Section 106 
process) and the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) (is a historical resource through the CEQA 
process).  Because the effect determinations are handled concurrently for the Section 106 and CEQA processes, 
the CEQA impact significance assessment for the CRA has been deferred until the Section 106 Finding of Effect 
has been completed (see Section 3.1.8 [Volume 1, Section 3.1]).  The second historical resource, the CBJ Dairy, is 
not NRHP eligible but has been determined to be a historical resource under CEQA.  Therefore, the CEQA effect 
determination for this resource is presented below. 

The Project would have an impact to the setting of the property (i.e., its immediate surroundings) due to 
incorporation of its eastern edge into the Project, as well as due to the construction of a grade-separated 
interchange (8 m [27 ft] in height).  Because the property is important because of its association with important 
events and not for its architecture, such changes to the setting of the property would not constitute a substantial 
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impairment of the integrity of the property that would be considered adverse.  Therefore, the Department has 
determined that the Project would have a less than significant impact on this historical resource. 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated (Incomplete Conclusion):  Archaeological site CA-RIV-
6907/H consists of 26 outcrops with 50 milling slicks, a complex lithic scatter containing both ground and flaked 
stone artifacts, a dry-laid rock wall, evidence of historical rock quarrying, and historical refuse.  These components 
of the site are well outside the Project Impact Area (PIA).  Although there is potential that artifacts may exist in 
subsurface context in the PIA, this portion of the site was destroyed during construction of Domenigoni Parkway.  
The damaged portion of the site has lost integrity and no longer contributes to the potential CRHR eligibility of the 
site.  The undamaged portion of the site will be presumed eligible for the purposes of the Project and will be 
protected in place as an Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) and monitoring.  Therefore, the Project would have 
a less than significant impact on this archaeological site, with mitigation incorporated (establishment of an ESA).   

The Project has the potential for significant impacts to 28 other archaeological sites in the Project APE, which 
include 22 prehistoric sites, 4 historical archaeological sites, and 2 multicomponent sites if any of those are 
determined to be historical resources after further evaluation following identification of a Preferred Alternative.  
All except one of the 22 prehistoric sites are bedrock milling sites without visible associated intact archaeological 
deposits.  The other prehistoric site, an isolated human burial, CA-RIV-5786, was previously determined eligible 
for the NRHP and CRHR at the time of discovery, but was completely removed at that time.  Due to the loss of its 
integrity, the NRHP/CRHR status of this site will be reevaluated.  Four of the sites are historical archaeological 
sites, with features or deposits that may be associated with historical farmsteads.  The historical components of the 
two multicomponent sites (CA-RIV-5829/H and CA-RIV-7894/H) were determined to be noncontributing 
elements, but the prehistoric components must still be evaluated.  Subsurface excavations of five of these sites and 
evaluation of the others in a regional context with further Native American consultation will be required to 
determine their CRHR eligibility. 

If any of these archaeological sites is found to qualify as a historical resource during evaluation after identification 
of a Preferred Alternative, specific avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures for the Project will be 
included in the Final EIR/EIS and CEQA checklist to address any significant impacts.  At a minimum, these would 
include data recovery by qualified professionals, analysis, reporting, and curation to ensure that impacts are 
reduced to a level that is less than significant (see CR-1 through CR-4 in Section 3.1.8.4 [Volume 1, Section 3.1]). 

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated:  Paleontological resources (including an undetermined 
number of fossilized remains and unrecorded fossil sites, associated fossil specimen data and corresponding 
geologic and geographic site data, and the fossil-bearing strata) would be adversely affected by the permanent 
direct and indirect impacts resulting from earth-moving activities during construction of the Project. 

The potential impacts of earth-moving activities on the paleontological resources of each rock unit exposed in the 
Project area were assessed in Section 3.2.4.3 (Volume 1, Section 3.2).  The significance of a rock unit reflects its 
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paleontological or scientific importance and impact sensitivity, which, in turn, reflect the potential for fossil sites 
being encountered. 

Southern California Batholith.  There would be no impacts to paleontological resources from earth-moving 
activities in the parts of the Project area where the Southern California Batholith is at or near the surface.  Because 
it originated from a molten state deep in the crust of the earth, this rock unit does not contain fossils. 

Older Alluvium.  Any impacts to paleontological resources from earth-moving activities in the parts of the Project 
area where the older alluvium is at or near the surface would be less than significant because this rock unit is 
generally too coarse grained to contain fossils. 

Younger Alluvium.  Any impacts to paleontological resources from earth-moving activities that extend less than 
1.2 m (4.0 ft) below the present ground surface (bgs) in the parts of the Project area where the younger alluvium is 
at or near the surface would be less than significant.  At such shallow depths, this rock unit is probably too young 
to contain remains old enough to be fossilized. 

In the parts of the Project that would be adjacent or very close to hills composed of granitic rocks from the 
Southern California Batholith, the younger alluvium is probably too coarse grained to contain fossilized remains.  
Any such remains would have been destroyed by deposition of the cobbles and boulders that constitute the 
younger alluvium in these areas.  For this reason, there is only a low potential for scientifically important fossilized 
remains to be encountered by earth-moving activities in these parts of the Project, so any impacts in these areas 
would be less than significant. 

However, earth-moving activities that extend more than 1.2 m (4.0 ft) bgs in the parts of the Project area where the 
younger alluvium is at or near the surface could encounter paleontological resources.  Based on a review of the 
previously recorded sites, particularly sensitive areas would be near the Eastside Pipeline between Cottonwood 
Avenue and Domenigoni Parkway and near Domenigoni Parkway between Winchester Road and Warren Road.  
Other parts of the Project area could be as sensitive, but have no previously recorded fossil sites. 

Direct impacts to the paleontological resources in the Project area would be mostly from earth-moving activities 
(particularly excavation that is more than 1.2 m (4.0 ft) bgs) in previously undisturbed fine-grained strata, making 
the strata and their resources permanently unavailable for future scientific investigation.  The attendant loss of any 
fossil specimen and site, associated data, and the fossil-bearing stratum would be a significant impact.  
Earth-moving activities would be more than 1.2 m (4.0 ft) bgs during construction of roadway segments, bridges, 
grade-separated interchanges, aqueduct crossings, hydrology facilities, constructed traffic detours, connections to 
Hemet channel, utility relocations, and other Project features. 

Indirect impacts would result from unauthorized fossil collecting by construction personnel, rock hounds, and 
amateur and commercial fossil collectors who would be afforded easier access to fossil-bearing strata by earth-
moving activities.  Unauthorized fossil collecting would be temporary, but would also result in the permanent loss 
of fossils and sites and associated data.  The loss of these additional paleontological resources would be another 
significant impact. 

All potential impacts resulting from earth-moving activities in fine-grained strata at depths greater than 1.2 m 
(4.0 ft) would be unavoidable and significant to paleontological resources.  Mitigation measure PALEO-1 and 
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PALEO-1a through PALEO-1h would ensure that impacts are reduced to a level that is less than significant.  Other 
measures may be added as Project design progresses. 

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

No Impact:  The records search conducted for the Project, as detailed in Section 3.1.8.2 (Volume 1), revealed that 
a prehistoric site with human remains within the APE had been documented in 1995.  Site CA-RIV-5786 (an 
isolated prehistoric burial feature) was considered eligible for NRHP/CRHR inclusion at the time of discovery 
(McDougall 1995).  However, this feature was removed entirely during emergency recovery excavations 
conducted in 1995 during construction of Domenigoni Parkway.  No other human remains have been documented 
within the APE.  Furthermore, no human remains are anticipated in the types of archaeological sites that have been 
documented in the APE.  Therefore, the Project would have no impact on human remains. 

If human remains are discovered, State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that further disturbances and 
activities shall cease in any area or nearby area suspected to overlie remains, and the county coroner contacted.  
Pursuant to Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5097.98, if the remains are thought to be Native American, the 
coroner will notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), which will then notify the most likely 
descendent (MLD).  At this time, the person who discovered the remains will contact the District 8 Native 
American coordinator, so that they may work with the MLD on the respectful treatment and disposition of the 
remains.  Further provisions of PRC 5097.98 will be followed as applicable. 
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VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS – Would the project:     
a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial 

adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 

    

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

    

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 

liquefaction? 
    

iv) Landslides?     
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 

topsoil? 
    

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as a result 
of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-
site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse? 

    

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial risks to life or property? 

    

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the 
use of septic tanks or alternative waste water 
disposal systems where sewers are not available 
for the disposal of waste water? 

    

     
VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS – Would the project: 

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving: 

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known 
fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42. 

Potentially Significant Impact:  The Project is located in a seismically active area, as is the majority of Southern 
California.  In addition to the San Jacinto Fault Zone crossing the northern portion of the Project study area, the 
Project study area is situated between two other major active fault zones—the Elsinore Fault Zone to the southwest 
and the San Andreas Fault Zone to the northeast.  Numerous other active and potentially active faults and fault 
zones are located within the general region.  The California Geological Survey (CGS) has designated Earthquake 
Fault Zones (formerly known as Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones) for the San Jacinto, Elsinore, and San 
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Andreas Fault zones located within or near the study area.  These faults have high rates of slip (displacement) and 
are accumulating strain energy to be released in earthquakes. 

Surface fault rupture can have significant impacts.  The location of the Project in relation to known active and 
potentially active faults indicates that the Project would not be exposed to a greater seismic risk than other sites in 
the region.  The northern portion of the Build alternatives (specifically, Roadway Segments L and M) crosses an 
active splay of the San Jacinto Fault Zone known as the Casa Loma Fault.  The Casa Loma Fault has been zoned 
as an Earthquake Fault, and estimates suggest that the fault zone could produce a maximum moment magnitude 
(MMAX) 6.9 earthquake.  Mitigation measure GEO-1 would address surface fault rupture. 

Although seismic hazards may be reduced by implementing mitigation, seismic impacts are unavoidable and 
would have a potentially significant impact. 

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving: 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 

Potentially Significant Impact:  Based on review of the 2007 Caltrans Deterministic PGA Map, the preliminary 
peak ground accelerations (PGA) across the study area range from approximately 0.3 g to 0.5 g.  The Department 
also requires a probabilistic assessment of seismic risk.  Probabilistic peak ground accelerations may be greater 
than those shown on the Department’s Deterministic PGA Map.  Therefore, the Project could be impacted by 
strong ground motions as a result of a significant earthquake in the area.  Mitigation measure GEO-2 would 
address seismic ground shaking. 

Although seismic hazards may be reduced by the implementation of mitigation measures, they would still have a 
potentially significant impact.  

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving: 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

Potentially Significant Impact:  According to the Liquefaction Susceptibility Map (County of Riverside 
Transportation and Land Management Agency [RTLMA] 2002, Earth Consultants International 2000), most of the 
Project study area is located in areas considered moderately to highly susceptible to liquefaction.  These areas are 
considered very highly susceptible to liquefaction and are mapped near the northern and southern ends of the 
Project.  

There is a relatively high probability that the Project area will experience a significant earthquake.  Extended 
duration of ground shaking could result in liquefaction and settlement of saturated subsurface materials and/or 
manmade fills.  The potential damaging effects of liquefaction include differential settlement, loss of ground 
support for foundations, ground cracking, and heaving and cracking of pavement and structure slabs.  Mitigation 
measure GEO-3 would address seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction. 
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Although liquefaction may be reduced by implementing mitigation, it would still have a potentially significant 
impact. 

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving: 

iv) Landslides? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated:  The hills to the west and east of the Project are composed 
of resistant crystalline granitic bedrock.  These materials are not typically prone to landslides, but may be subject 
to rock fall, rock slides, or other rock slope failures.  A slope stability analysis, including an evaluation of the 
potential for rock slope failures, will be considered during design and construction.  Slope failure may be reduced 
by implementing mitigation measures; however, slope failure is still considered a potentially significant impact.  
Mitigation measure GEO-6 would address the potential for slope instability or landslides. 

The risk of loss, injury, or death associated with landslides is considered a less than significant impact with 
mitigation incorporated. 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

No Impact:  Soil erosion refers to the process by which soil or earth material is loosened or dissolved and 
removed from its original location.  Erosion can occur by many different processes, but along the Project, it is 
more likely to occur where bare soil is exposed to wind or moving water.  The Coachella Valley, the Santa Ana 
River channel, and areas in the vicinity of the city of Hemet have been identified as zones of high wind erosion 
susceptibility.  Bare soil along these portions of the Build alternatives may be subject to wind erosion.  However, 
the Project will not subject soils to greater amounts of erosion than that which currently exists; therefore, soil 
erosion is not considered a significant impact. 

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the project, 
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

Landslide – Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated:  A slope stability analysis, including an 
evaluation of the potential for rock slope failures, will be considered during design and construction.  Slope failure 
may be reduced by implementing mitigation measures; however, slope failure is still considered a potentially 
significant impact.  Mitigation measure GEO-6 would address the potential for slope instability or landslides. 

The risk of loss, injury, or death associated with landslides would be a less than significant impact with mitigation 
incorporated. 

Lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction – Potentially Significant Impact:  Most of the Project study area is 
mapped within areas considered moderately to highly susceptible to liquefaction, as noted in response to question 
VI (a) (iii).  The potential damaging effects of liquefaction include lateral spreading and subsidence, leading to loss 
of ground support for foundations, ground cracking, and heaving and cracking of pavement and structure slabs.  
Mitigation measure GEO-3 would address liquefaction and its effects. 
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Although liquefaction may be reduced by implementing mitigation, it would still have a potentially significant 
impact. 

Subsidence or collapse – Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated:  Portions of the study area are 
largely underlain by alluvial deposits that are potentially compressible and may include layers of collapsible soil.  
These soils may subside or collapse due to increased foundation and embankment loads, storm water infiltration, 
and groundwater removal during construction.  This settlement could impact new and existing facilities such as 
utilities and existing structures.  Mitigation measures GEO-4 and GEO-7 would address the potential for 
subsidence or collapse. 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating 
substantial risks to life or property? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated:  Expansive soils generally result from specific clay 
minerals that have the capacity to shrink or swell in response to changes in moisture content.  Shrinking or 
swelling of subgrade soils can lead to damage to pavement and engineered structures including cracking and 
tilting.  Expansive soils may be present in the alluvial deposits and in weathered portions of the Cretaceous rock 
along the Project.  Expansive soils may be reduced through mitigation, but even with mitigation, expansive soils 
are still considered a potentially significant impact.  However, impacts would be less than significant after 
implementation of mitigation measure GEO-5. 

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal 
systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water? 

Less Than Significant Impact:  The Project would not construct septic tanks, and use of existing septic tanks 
during construction is not expected.  Waste produced during Project construction would be collected and pumped 
out by qualified contractors and would be disposed of in accordance with all applicable regulations and codes.  
Therefore, the Project would have a less than significant impact on alternative waste water disposal systems. 
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VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS – Would the 
project: 

    

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly 
or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on 
the environment?: 

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of greenhouse gases? 

An assessment of the greenhouse gas emissions and climate change 
is included in the body of environmental document.  While Caltrans 
has included this good faith effort in order to provide the public and 
decision-makers as much information as possible about the project, 
it is Caltrans determination that in the absence of further regulatory 
or scientific information related to GHG emissions and CEQA 
significance, it is too speculative to make a significance 
determination regarding the project’s direct and indirect impact with 
respect to climate change. Caltrans does remain firmly committed to 
implementing measures to help reduce the potential effects of the 
project. These measures are outlined in the body of the 
environmental document. 
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VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
– Would the project: 

    

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

    

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 
and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment? 

    

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school? 

    

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment? 

    

e) For a project located within an airport land use 
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project result in a safety hazard 
for people residing or working in the project area? 

    

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard 
for people residing or working in the project area? 

    

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

    

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, 
including where wildlands are adjacent to 
urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed 
with wildlands? 

    

     
VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS – Would the project: 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials? 

Less Than Significant Impact:  Potential short-term hazards associated with the Project involve the transport of 
fuels, lubricating fluids, solvents, aerially deposited lead (ADL) removal, potential removal of total petroleum 
hydrocarbon (TPH) from the former Mobil gas station, and other potentially hazardous materials during 
construction.  However, construction would not involve handling significant amounts of these substances beyond 
what is typically required for a project of this nature.  For construction activities in the vicinity of the former Mobil 
gas station, workers would be notified that there is a potential for encountering petroleum hydrocarbon related 
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chemical constituents in the area and that proper health and safety precautions should be taken during construction.  
Additionally, all storage, handling, and disposal of hazardous materials are regulated by the USEPA, California 
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), Occupational Safety and Health Administration, the city fire 
departments, and the county fire department.  As such, all chemicals used during construction of the Project would 
be used and stored in compliance with applicable requirements.  Compliance with applicable laws and regulations 
governing the use, storage, and transportation of hazardous materials would minimize the potential for significant 
safety impacts to occur.  Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated:  The Project vicinity contains areas of recognized 
environmental conditions that would be encountered by the Build alternatives.  These sites include but are not 
limited to: 

• Former Mobil gasoline station site located at 2070 North Sanderson Avenue 

• Various agricultural areas 

• Lands contaminated with aerially deposited lead 

• Buildings identified for demolition that are constructed with asbestos-containing materials or lead-based paint 

• Lands with unknown or previously unidentified hazardous materials 

• Areas of contaminated groundwater 

The following measure, in addition to HAZMAT-1 through HAZMAT-5, would address hazards involving the 
release of hazardous materials into the environment. 

• Site Closure for Mobil Gas Station.  Demolish and remove this gasoline station and all components.  An 
integral part of this process would be removal of all fuel USTs, associated piping and systems, and obtaining 
formal UST removal case closure from the Riverside County Department of Environmental Health (RCDEH) 
with concurrence from the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).  The Mobil gasoline station was 
acquired and demolished by RCTC after the initial observation.  RCTC completed remediation of the site after 
the Project baseline date of January 30, 2007. 

Potential hazardous material releases are considered a less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated. 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 
one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

Potentially Significant Impact:  Construction of the Project has the potential to emit hazardous materials during 
preparation and excavation activities.  The Winchester Elementary School is the closest school facility to the 
Project.  Located at 28751 Winchester Road, it would be about 0.40 km (0.25 mi) west of the southern portion of 
Build Alternatives 1a and 2a.  Although mitigation measures HAZMAT-1 through HAZMAT-5 are proposed to 
address the risk of hazardous materials releases, the potential for impacts cannot be fully reduced.  Therefore, risks 
to Winchester Elementary School would remain potentially significant. 
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d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government 
Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated:  A search of hazardous materials facility databases 
showed that the Project area contains a limited number of listed sites that handle, use, or dispose of hazardous 
materials or sites that have experienced a hazardous materials incident (FirstSearchTM 2007).  The potential for 
worker and public exposure to these sites is considered a less than significant impact.  Mitigation measures 
HAZMAT-2 and HAZMAT-3 would address Project impacts to sites included on hazardous material site lists 
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5.  In addition, for construction activities in the vicinity of 
the former Mobil gas station, workers would be notified that there is a potential for encountering petroleum 
hydrocarbon-related chemical constituents in the area and that proper health and safety precautions should be taken 
during construction.  With these mitigation measures, impacts would be less than significant. 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing 
or working in the project area? 

Less Than Significant Impact:  The Project would be located within the Hemet-Ryan Airport Influence Area and, 
therefore, is subject to regulations governing issues such as development intensity, density, height of structures, 
and noise.  SR 79 and the airport already exist, and the proposed Project would not result in any additional safety 
hazards for people residing or working in the area. 

The design of the Project would ensure that no structures would be in conflict with safety zones in the Hemet-Ryan 
Airport Influence Area.  Therefore, the impact would be less than significant. 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area? 

No Impact:  The Project would not be located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, no impacts would 
be expected to occur. 

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated:  The Project would intersect the service areas for the 
California Highway Patrol (CHP), Hemet Police Department (HPD), and Riverside County Sheriff’s Department 
(RCSD).  In addition, the CHP would be responsible for primary patrol of the realigned SR 79. 

Project construction could temporarily disrupt circulation patterns and affect the ability of fire and police to 
respond to emergency calls.  Fire protection that is provided by the Hemet Fire Department (HFD) and Riverside 
County Fire Department (RCFD) has the potential to be impacted.  Because California Department of Forestry and 
Fire Protection operations at Ryan Air Attack Base are aerial rather than ground based, the Project would not 
interfere with these emergency operations. 

No police stations are in the Project study area.  However, police protection provided by the CHP, HPD, and 
RCSD has the potential to be impacted if patrol routes are affected by traffic delays and detours during Project 
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construction.  Mitigation measure SERV-2 will ensure that potential Project impacts to emergency response are 
less than significant. 

The Project would improve the geometry and efficiency of SR 79, enhancing the capability for emergency 
response and evacuation.  Mitigation measure SERV-1 will ensure that potential permanent Project impacts to 
emergency response are less than significant. 

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, including 
where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands? 

• Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated:  The Project is located in a region surrounded by 
residences intermixed with naturally vegetated areas.  The Project may expose people or structures to loss, 
injury, or death involving wildland fires because portions of the new roadway would be constructed in 
undeveloped areas adjacent to wildlands, where environmental conditions might present a high fire hazard.  
Mitigation measure BIO-7 would be implemented to reduce the risk of wildland fires to a less than significant 
level. 
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VIX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY – 
Would the project: 

    

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 

    

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer 
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater 
table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing 
nearby wells would drop to a level which would 
not support existing land uses or planned uses for 
which permits have been granted)? 

    

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or river, in a manner which 
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- 
or off-site? 

    

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or river, or substantially 
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a 
manner which would result in flooding on- or off-
site? 

    

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial 
additional sources of polluted runoff? 

    

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area 

as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or 
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard 
delineation map? 

    

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area 
structures which would impede or redirect flood 
flows? 

    

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including 
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or 
dam? 

    

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?     
     
VIX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY – Would the project: 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated:  Temporary impacts could occur from all the Build 
alternatives during construction of the Project.  Temporary impacts would be associated with storm water quality 
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and include the potential for increased sediment and pollutant loading to surface water and groundwater from 
storm water surface runoff.  Disturbance of soil from site grading, excavation, and modification to the landscape 
could increase the potential that storm water runoff would contribute sediments into receiving waters.  Pollutant 
loading into receiving waters also could occur from accidental discharge of waste products during construction, 
such as petroleum byproducts from vehicles and equipment.  These temporary impacts are considered to be a 
potentially significant impact related to water quality standards.  Mitigation measure WQ-1 is proposed to address 
these impacts. 

With implementation of mitigation measure WQ-1, water quality will be protected from Project-related 
construction activities.  Therefore, the Project is not expected to result in a significant adverse impact related to a 
violation of any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. 

Permanent impacts would result from increased storm water runoff from the Project site primarily because of the 
increase in impervious ground cover.  Potential water quality impacts include increased concentrations of any of 
the following types of pollutants entering surface waters or groundwater; total suspended solids (TSS), nutrients 
(nitrogen/phosphorus), pesticides, metals, pathogens, trash, biochemical oxygen demand (BOD), and total 
dissolved solids (TDS).  However, implementation of mitigation measures WQ-1 through WQ-5 will protect water 
quality from Project-related permanent impacts. 

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that 
there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the 
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses 
or planned uses for which permits have been granted)? 

Less Than Significant Impact:  Construction of the Project would not result in a depletion of groundwater 
supplies, and the Project would not interfere with groundwater recharge.  Even though the Project proposes to 
increase impervious surface area, the amount of impervious surface area compared to the area of the groundwater 
basin results in a negligible impact to groundwater recharge.  Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated:  The Project would not substantially alter the existing 
drainage pattern of the site or area.  Storm water conveyance facilities are required as part of the Project to ensure 
proper onsite drainage for the Project and maintain existing offsite water flows in the Project area.  Onsite storm 
water is considered to be surface runoff that originates from paved areas of the Project, while offsite flows are 
defined as effluent that is generated from areas outside the Project facilities.  The existing drainage patterns will be 
maintained by the storm water conveyance facilities.  Additionally, mitigation measures WQ-1, WQ-2, WQ-3, 
WQ-4, and WQ-5 would further limit the movement of sediment onsite or offsite.  Therefore, the Project is not 
anticipated to have a significant impact associated with altering the existing drainage pattern of the area and would 
not result in substantial erosion or siltation onsite or offsite with the implementation of mitigation measures. 
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d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which 
would result in flooding on- or off-site? 

Less Than Significant Impact:  The Project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site 
or area.  Storm water conveyance facilities are required as part of the Project to ensure proper onsite drainage for 
the Project and maintain existing offsite water flows in the Project area.  The existing drainage patterns will be 
maintained by the storm water conveyance facilities.  Therefore, the Project is not expected to have a significant 
impact associated with altering the existing drainage pattern of the area and would not result in flooding onsite or 
offsite. 

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated:  Runoff water could exceed the capacity of existing 
roadside ditches in the area.  Even though existing roadside ditches already flood during current conditions, the 
Project could increase that flow even more.  To mitigate potential runoff flow to less than significant, mitigation 
measure WQ-4 would be implemented.  Specifically, detention basins and overflow risers will be designed such 
that pre-Project flow conditions will be maintained.  Therefore, impacts would be less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated. 

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

Less Than Significant Impact:  Refer to response VIX(a), above, which addresses impacts to water quality.  No 
other impacts to water quality are anticipated. 

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map? 

No Impact:  No housing development will be associated with the Project.  Therefore, no impacts would occur. 

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood flows? 

Less Than Significant Impact:  The Project would include the construction of a new roadway alignment within a 
100-year floodplain, but the existing flow would be maintained by the proposed drainage conveyance facilities.  
The Project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area.  Storm water conveyance 
facilities are required as part of the Project to ensure proper onsite drainage for the Project and maintain existing 
offsite water flows in the Project area.  The existing drainage patterns will be maintained by the storm water 
conveyance facilities.  Therefore, the Project is not expected to have a significant impact associated with impeding 
or redirecting flood flows within a 100-year flood hazard area. 

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including flooding 
as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

No Impact:  The Project does not involve construction near a levee or dam.  Therefore, there would be no impacts 
associated with risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam. 
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j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

No Impact:  Based on the location of the Project site, it is not likely that it would be inundated by a seiche, 
tsunami, or mudflow.  Therefore, no impacts would occur. 
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X. LAND USE AND PLANNING – Would the 
project: 

    

a) Physically divide an established community?     
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, 

or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over 
the project (including, but not limited to the 
general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, 
or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

    

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation 
plan or natural community conservation plan? 

    

     
X. LAND USE AND PLANNING – Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established community? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated:  Communities that would be adjacent to or traversed by 
the Build alternatives (or design options) include Winchester, Rural Winchester, Green Acres, Emerging Hemet, 
Tres Cerritos Hills, Emerging San Jacinto, Emerging Sunrise, and Gateway Specific Plan/River, as discussed in 
Section 4.2.2.7.  However, except for Rural Winchester, the Project’s potential to divide or disrupt these 
communities is low, either because the roadway would generally be located along the periphery of these 
communities, outside existing developed areas within these communities, or otherwise would not affect vehicular 
and pedestrian access within these communities.  The Project would traverse the central portion of the community 
of Rural Winchester and pass through agricultural, commercial/industrial, residential, rural residential, services/ 
facilities, and undeveloped areas.  The Project would require that access be terminated along East Grand Avenue 
and Milan Road, west of Stueber Lane, thereby dividing the community of Rural Winchester.  However, the 
Project would not block any existing roadways that provide east-west vehicular access.  In addition, to enhance 
nonvehicular community interaction, mitigation measure COM-1 would be implemented.  Therefore, impacts 
would be less than significant.. 

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the 
project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated:  Applicable land use plans include SCAG Regional 
Comprehensive Plan and Guide, SCAG Regional Transportation Plan, Riverside County General Plan, City of 
Hemet General Plan, and the City of San Jacinto General Plan. 

Southern California Association of Governments 
The Build alternatives and design options would be consistent with and help further the goals of the Regional 
Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG).  In addition, the Project is designated a future transportation corridor in 
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the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).  Therefore, the Build alternatives and design options would be consistent 
with SCAG goals and policies. 

Riverside County General Plan 
Because the County of Riverside has not identified a Locally Preferred Alternative for the SR 79 Project in its 
General Plan or Area Plans, the Build alternatives and design options would be inconsistent with Riverside County 
policies LU 6.1 and Harvest Valley/Winchester Area Plan (HVWAP) 6.1 and 11.1.  Implementation of mitigation 
measure LU-6 would reduce the impacts to less than significant.  

City of Hemet General Plan 
The Project as currently defined is not addressed by the City of Hemet 1992 General Plan.  However, the Project 
has been closely coordinated with the City of Hemet in consideration of its ongoing growth and development.  In 
2008, the City adopted a Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) for the Project by resolution (Hemet 2008).  The 
portions of Build Alternatives 2a and 2b (including Design Option 2b1) within City jurisdiction are consistent with 
the LPA adopted by the City.  Build Alternatives 2a and 2b (including Design Option 2b1) would be generally 
consistent with the City of Hemet goals and policies that are applicable to the Project, but Build Alternatives 1a 
and 1b (including Design Option 1b1) would not.  Implementation of mitigation measures LU-1, LU-3, and LU-4 
would reduce the impacts from Build Alternatives 1a and 1b (including Design Option 1b1) to less than 
significant. 

City of San Jacinto General Plan 
The Project has been closely coordinated with the City of San Jacinto in consideration of its ongoing growth and 
development, and the portion of Build Alternatives 1b and 2b (including Design Options 1b1 and 2b1) in City 
jurisdiction are identified in the San Jacinto General Plan as its LPA.  Build Alternative s 1b and 2b (including 
Design Option 1b1 and 2b1) would be generally consistent with the City of San Jacinto goals and policies that are 
applicable to the Project, but Build Alternatives 1a and 2a would not.  Implementation of mitigation measures 
LU-2 and LU-5 would reduce the impacts from Build Alternatives 1a and 2a to less than significant. 

County of Riverside Circulation Element 
Although the Project has been closely coordinated with Riverside County, Design Option 2b1 would introduce a 
major highway into areas that are designated for uses that are generally incompatible with a major transportation 
facility.  Building Design Option 2b1 would require the County to amend their General Plan Land Use and 
Circulation elements to reflect the Project along this alignment. 

Design Option 2b1 would include cul-de-sacs on Olive Avenue and Simpson Road. The cul-de-sacs would be on 
the east and west sides of realigned SR 79 at Olive Avenue and Simpson Road.  The access modifications to Olive 
Avenue and Simpson Road would permanently sever a County-designated “Collector” and “Major Roadway,” 
respectively.  This action would require coordination with Riverside County to assess appropriate actions related to 
the classification (or reclassification) of these roadways as part of the County’s approved circulation system.  
Implementation of mitigation measure LU-6 would reduce the impacts to less than significant. 
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c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan? 

Less Than Significant Impact:  The proposed Project would be within the boundaries of the Western Riverside 
County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) and the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Habitat 
Conservation Plan (HCP).  These plans are described in Section 3.1.1.2 (Volume 1, Section 3.1), and a discussion 
of the Project’s consistency with these plans is provided in Section 3.3.1.3 (Volume 2, Section 3.3).  Because the 
Project would be consistent with the criteria in these HCPs, the impact would be less than significant. 
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XI. MINERAL RESOURCES – Would the project:     
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on a local general plan, specific plan or other land 
use plan? 

    

     
XI. MINERAL RESOURCES – Would the project: 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state? 

No Impact:  Riverside County has extensive deposits of clay, limestone, iron, sand, and aggregates.  Currently, 
most of the mineral resource extraction in western Riverside County takes place in unincorporated areas of the 
county (RCIP 2003).  The MSHCP designates approximately 19,700 acres of land categorized as Mineral 
Resource Zone-2 (MRZ-2), which indicates that the zone has significant mineral deposits.  Currently, no areas 
designated MRZ-2 are in the Project study area.  The MRZ-2 area nearest to the Project is located in the 
unincorporated part of the county about 8 km (5 mi) northwest of the northern end of the Project study area (RCIP 
2003).  The Project is not located within the boundaries of the Mineral Resource Zones as indicated in the 
MSHCP.  Therefore, no impacts associated with mineral resources that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state would occur. 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 

No Impact:  The MRZ-2 area nearest to the Project is located in the unincorporated part of the county about 8 km 
(5 mi) northwest of the northern end of the Project study area (RCIP 2003).  The Project is not located within the 
boundaries of the Mineral Resource Zones as indicated in the MSHCP.  Therefore, no impacts associated with 
mineral resources of a locally important mineral resource recovery site would occur. 
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XII. NOISE – Would the project result in:     
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise 

levels in excess of standards established in the 
local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

    

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise 
levels? 

    

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

    

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project? 

    

e) For a project located within an airport land use 
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project expose people residing 
or working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

    

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project expose people residing 
or working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

    

     
XII. NOISE – Would the project result in: 

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general 
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

Potentially Significant Impact:  With all Build alternatives and design options, the Project would result in future 
peak-hour traffic noise levels that approach or exceed the Department noise abatement criterion (NAC) of 67 
A-weighted decibels (dBA).  Although feasible and reasonable noise abatement measures in the form of noise 
barriers would be implemented for some residential areas, the noise barriers would not reduce noise levels below 
the NAC for exterior areas of all receivers behind the noise barriers.  In addition, areas that would not have noise 
barriers, because of not being reasonable to build, would still experience noise levels exceeding the NAC.  
Furthermore, noise levels generated by construction activities and machinery during construction of the Project 
could exceed the local restrictions.  The City of Hemet and the City of San Jacinto have established restrictions as 
to what time of day construction activities can occur.  To meet schedule, the Project construction would need 
exemptions from such restrictions.  Although construction activities are expected to be temporary and mitigation 
measures will be implemented to minimize construction noise levels, local noise criteria could be exceeded at 
times. 
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b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

No Impact:  Operation of the Project is not expected to cause excessive groundborne vibration or noise levels.  
Therefore, no such impacts are expected from traffic movement on the future alignment of SR 79.  During 
construction, pile-driving has the most potential for creating groundborne vibration.  However, with the 
combination of distance from the nearest receivers and measures to be taken during construction, groundborne 
vibration would not be a disturbance. 

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without 
the project? 

Potentially Significant Impact:  All Project alternatives and design options would realign SR 79 through areas 
where there is currently no highway.  Therefore, as expected, ambient noise levels would increase at many 
noise-sensitive locations along all of the Build alternatives and design options.  The Department defines a 
“substantial” increase in noise levels as an increase of 12 dBA or more above existing noise levels.  At the noise-
sensitive areas identified in the community of Winchester, future traffic noise levels with recommended noise 
abatement would increase up to 14 dBA with Build Alternative 1a, up to 32 dBA with Build Alternative 1b, up to 
12 dBA with Build Alternative 2a, and up to 25 dBA with Build Alternative 2b. 

Compared to Build Alternative 1b noise levels, future noise levels with Design Option 1b1 would be up to 4 dBA 
higher at the receivers in the southwestern quadrant of the intersection at Winchester Road and Newport Road, up 
to 3 dBA higher at homes east of future SR 79 between Newport Road and Patton Avenue, up to 2 dBA lower or 
higher at the residences in the vicinity of the Ranchland Road interchange, and virtually the same at the mobile 
homes and residences near the SR 79/Florida Avenue interchange. 

Future noise levels with Design Option 2b1 would be the same or up to 4 dBA higher than noise levels with Build 
Alternative 2b.  At most of the receiver locations along the Design Option 2b1 alignment, future traffic noise 
levels would substantially exceed existing noise levels. 

Such increases are considered substantial by Department definition. 

In the city of Hemet, future traffic noise levels with recommended noise abatement would increase up to 30 dBA 
with each of the Build alternatives.  In the city of San Jacinto, future traffic noise levels with the recommended 
noise abatement would increase up to 17 dBA with Build Alternatives 1a and 2a and up to 26 dBA with Build 
Alternatives 1b and 2b.  These increases in noise levels are considered to be substantial by Department definition. 

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project? 

Potentially Significant Impact:  Construction would occur relatively close to noise-sensitive areas along the 
Project corridor.  Construction noise levels at the exterior of residences in the community of Winchester are 
estimated to reach the mid 90-dBA range at some locations.  Such noise levels would be substantially above 
existing ambient noise levels in the area.  

Receivers closest to the Project in the western portion of the city of Hemet would be affected by noise from 
construction activities.  These are single-family residences, horse ranches, agricultural land, and undeveloped land.  
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Receivers located near excavation activities could experience prolonged noise impacts from the transport of fill.  
Heavy trucks, bulldozers, and equipment used for placing topsoil, grading, and finishing slopes would generate 
noise levels ranging from 83 dBA to 95 dBA.  Receivers located near the proposed interchange at SR 74 and 
realigned SR 79 (Build Alternatives 1a and 1b and Design Option 1b1) would experience maximum noise levels in 
the upper 90-dBA range.  Even receivers located farther away from the Project at the Winchester Road and SR 74 
intersection would experience noise levels in the low 80-dBA range.  These ranges are substantially above existing 
ambient noise levels. 

Receivers adjoining the Project in the city of San Jacinto are single-family residences, a poultry farm, and a 
lakeside recreational campground.  Roadway excavation, involving the use of compactors, bulldozers, and 
scrapers, would be the noisiest construction activity in the area.  Highest construction noise levels could at times 
reach the upper 90-dBA range.  Even receivers in rural areas removed from roadway excavation activities could 
experience noise levels in the low 80-dBA range.  Noise levels as high as 98 dBA would be experienced at 
receivers located near the construction of the future interchange at Cottonwood Avenue.  Receivers located farther 
north near the intersection of Cottonwood Avenue and Sanderson Avenue could experience noise levels ranging 
from 74 dBA to 86 dBA.  These construction noise levels would present substantial increases above existing 
ambient noise levels in the area. 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the 
project area to excessive noise levels? 

No Impact:  The Project would not result in creation or displacement of an airport, and it would not place any 
individuals within an airport noise exposure area. 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or working in 
the project area to excessive noise levels? 

No Impact:  This question is not applicable to the SR 79 Realignment Project. 
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XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING – Would the 
project: 

    

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, 
either directly (for example, by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, 
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

    

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

    

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

    

     
XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING – Would the project: 

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

No Impact:  The Project does not involve construction of new homes or businesses and is proposed to improve 
regional traffic and circulation in response to existing and projected growth.  It is not expected to stimulate growth 
or to cause any significant impacts to growth.  The Project has been closely coordinated with Riverside County and 
the Cities of Hemet and San Jacinto in consideration of their ongoing growth and development.  The County of 
Riverside and the City of San Jacinto have identified policies specific to the development of an SR 79 
transportation corridor (Riverside County HVWAP 7.1 and City of San Jacinto 3.1 through 3.3), and the City of 
San Jacinto has incorporated a Locally Preferred Alternative for the Project in its General Plan (San Jacinto 2006).  
Additionally, the City of Hemet has identified a Locally Preferred Alternative via resolution (Hemet 2008).  
Therefore, no impacts would occur. 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated:  The Project could displace some residences and 
businesses, as shown in Table A-4 (page 39) and summarized in Table 4.2-3 (Chapter 4).  However, sufficient 
resources would be available to provide satisfactory replacements for Project-related residential and business 
relocations.  In addition, mitigation measure RELOC-1 would be implemented to address relocations required by 
the Project. 

Impacts associated with relocations required as a result of the Project would be less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated. 

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated:  As shown in Table A-4, the Project would displace some 
residences and businesses and, therefore, some residents and employees.  However, sufficient resources are 
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available to provide satisfactory replacements for Project-related residential and business relocations.  
Construction of replacement housing would not be required (Department 2006).  Based on the locations of the 
Project alignments, the projected number of relocations, and implementation of mitigation measure RELOC-1, 
impacts related to the Project as a whole would be less than significant. 

Table A-3 Number of Displacements by Project Alternative 

Affected 
Environment 

Project Alternative 1a 
Roadway Segments A, E, 

G, I, J, L, N 

Project Alternative  1b 
Roadway Segments B, C, 

G, I, K, M, N 

Project Alternative  2a 
Roadway Segments A, F, 

H, I, K, L, N 

Project Alternative  2b 
Roadway Segments B, D, 

H, I, J, M, N 

Residential Units 
Single Family 26 22 17 14 

Multifamily 0 0 0 0 

Mobile Home 16 15 22 15 

Total Residential Units 42 37 39 29 

Number of Residents 134 106 107 75 

Commercial Units 
Retail 5 5 5 4 

Nonprofit 2 1 2 1 

Service 7 8 7 8 

Total Commercial Units 14 14 14 13 

Number of Employees 89 90 89 86 

Total Units Displaced 56 51 53 42 

Total Persons Displaceda 223 196 196 161 
Source:  Community Impact Assessment, August 2010, and Draft Relocation Impact Report, July 2010 
aSome of these persons may also be residential displacements. 
TF00000819 
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XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES     
a) Would the project result in substantial adverse 

physical impacts associated with the provision of 
new or physically altered governmental facilities, 
need for new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times 
or other performance objectives for any of the 
public services: 

    

Fire protection?     
Police protection?     
Schools?     
Parks?     
Other public facilities?     
     

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES 

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service 
ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services: 

Fire protection and Police protection? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated:  A detailed description of fire and police services is 
presented in Section 3.1.5 (Volume 1, Section 3.1).  Construction of the Project would be associated with traffic 
delays and detours that could affect emergency response times.  Implementation of mitigation measures SERV-1 
and SERV-2 would reduce the impacts to less than significant. 

During Project operation, the completed SR 79 would provide an alternative transportation route, enabling traffic 
to travel longer distances at higher speeds.  Although the Project also could attract higher traffic volumes, with the 
potential need for increased fire and police response, mitigation measure SERV-2 would reduce any potential 
impacts to emergency response to a less than significant level. 

Schools? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated:  A detailed discussion about schools in the Project area is 
presented in Section 3.1.4 (Volume 1, Section 3.1).  The Project would bisect school attendance areas and could 
disrupt access to schools, but implementation of mitigation measures COM-2 and COM-3 would reduce potential 
access impacts to less than significant. 
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Parks? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated:  Existing parks would be located adjacent to all of the 
Build alternatives (Ambassador Street Sports Field and Tamarisk Park), and use of these parks during construction 
may not be desirable due to noise and aesthetics.  However, use of the parks during construction would not be 
physically impeded.  In addition, another neighborhood park is available in the same residential area, less than 
300 m (984 ft) away.  Implementation of mitigation measure LU-7 would reduce these temporary impacts to a less 
than significant level. 

Other public facilities? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated:  The Project has the potential to impede the use of bike 
paths and trails during both construction and operation.  In addition, access to community service facilities such as 
daycares, retirement/assisted living centers, community centers, airports, museums, post offices, and waste 
disposal facilities could be affected.  The Project could temporarily and permanently impact the use of  several 
trails and bike paths during construction, as presented in Section 3.1.1.3 (Volume 1, Section 3.1).  Implementation 
of mitigation measures COM-3 and LU-5 would reduce both the temporary and permanent impacts to a less than 
significant level. 
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XV. RECREATION     
a) Would the project increase the use of existing 

neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated? 

    

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or 
require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which might have an adverse 
physical effect on the environment? 

    

     
XV. RECREATION 

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities 
such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated:  Based on the nature of the Project, it would not introduce 
substantial numbers of new residents to the area that would increase the use of existing parks or recreation 
facilities. 

The Project would be immediately west of a neighborhood park located along Cherry Laurel Lane (Tamarisk Park) 
and another adjacent to Cottonwood Avenue (Ambassador Street Sports Field).  Use of these parks during 
construction of any one of the Build alternatives may not be desirable due to noise and aesthetics.  However, the 
Project would not encroach onto the park property and would not impact the continued use of the parks during 
construction or operation.  In addition, another neighborhood park is available in the same residential area, less 
than 300 m (984 ft) away.  Implementation of minimization measure LU-7 would reduce the impacts to less than 
significant. 

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

No Impact:  The Project would not require the construction of new parks or recreation facilities or the expansion 
of existing facilities.  Therefore, no impacts would occur. 
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XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC -- Would the 
project: 

    

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in 
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of 
the street system (i.e., result in a substantial 
increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the 
volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at 
intersections)? 

    

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level 
of service standard established by the county 
congestion management agency for designated 
roads or highways? 

    

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including 
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 
location that results in substantial safety risks? 

    

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 

    

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?     
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?     
g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 

supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus 
turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

    

     
XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC -- Would the project: 

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the 
street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity 
ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)? 

Less Than Significant Impact:  Except on some portions of local roads and the current SR 79 alignment, existing 
roadways in the Project study area operate at Level of Service (LOS) C or better.  The highest traffic volumes in 
the area are on Florida Avenue between Winchester Road and San Jacinto Street (where SR 79 and SR 74 are 
collocated).  Other roadways with high daily traffic volume include portions of Sanderson Avenue, State Street, 
and Domenigoni Parkway.  See Section 3.1.6.2 (Volume 1) for a discussion of existing conditions on local roads. 

Intersections in the Project study area were analyzed under current traffic conditions.  Of the 30 intersections 
analyzed, 8 intersections have LOS D or worse during either the morning or afternoon peak hours, or both.  The 
remaining 22 intersections have LOS C or better in both peak hours.  Impacts to traffic load and capacity during 
construction would be less than significant, and the Project would result in beneficial improvements.  A discussion 
of traffic volumes and the results of intersection analyses are provided is provided in Section 4.2.1.8 for the 2035 
Build Alternative. 
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In general, the Project will result in positive impacts on traffic.  Project implementation would improve and 
increase capacity on SR 79 to facilitate regional movement of people and goods.  Therefore, impacts would be less 
than significant. 

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or highways? 

Less Than Significant Impact:  Impacts to existing LOS during construction would be less than significant, and 
implementation of the Project would result in beneficial improvements to LOS and overall traffic congestion.  A 
discussion of LOS is provided below for the proposed Build Alternative. 

Build Alternatives Segment LOS 
Construction of the Build Alternative would improve 10 of the 14 deficient segments from unacceptable LOS (D, 
E, or F) to LOS C or better.  The following roadway segments will operate at LOS D or worse under the 2035 
Build Alternative conditions: 

• Florida Avenue between Sanderson Avenue and State Street 

• Florida Avenue between State Street and San Jacinto Street 

• San Jacinto Street between Menlo Avenue and Commonwealth Avenue 

• Sanderson Avenue between Ramona Expressway and Gilman Springs Road 

In general, the Project will result in positive impacts on traffic.  Project implementation would improve LOS in the 
Project area.  Without implementation of the Project, the Project area will operate at LOS D or worse with the 
projected daily volumes under the 2035 predicted volume.  The traffic analysis shows  that construction of the 
Project will improve operations on SR 79 by relieving congestion and improving intersection operations.  
Therefore, impacts to LOS and overall congestion from Project implementation would be less than significant. 

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location 
that results in substantial safety risks? 

Less Than Significant Impact:  The Project would not constitute a new obstruction to navigable air space and 
would not create potentially significant air traffic-related impacts. 

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

Less Than Significant Impact:  Design features identified for the Project are not expected to increase hazards, 
and all are compatible with current highway standards.  In addition, the traffic analysis shows construction will 
improve operations and safety on SR 79 by relieving congestion and improving intersection operations.  As a 
result, the number of accidents is anticipated to decrease following the enhanced traffic flow within the corridor.   

During construction, the work area will be delineated with lane closure devices approved by Department traffic 
standards or other approved traffic control standards following the governing agency request, using such guidance 
as necessary from the Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices and Work Area Traffic Control Handbook.  
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Impacts to vehicle, pedestrian, and bicycle safety as a result of construction and operation of the proposed Project 
would be less than significant. 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated:  The Project would bisect the service areas for Hemet Fire 
Department (HFD) and Riverside County Fire Department (RCFD).  Because California Department of Forestry 
and Fire operations at Ryan Air Attack Base are aerial based, the Project would not interfere with these emergency 
operations.  The Project also would bisect the service areas for the California Highway Patrol (CHP), Hemet Police 
Department (HPD), and Riverside County Sheriff’s Department (RCSD).  In addition, the CHP would be 
responsible for primary patrol of realigned SR 79.   

Construction of the Project would be associated with traffic delays and detours that could affect emergency 
response times.  Implementation of mitigation measure SERV-2 would reduce the impacts to less than significant. 

During Project operations, the completed SR 79 would provide an alternative transportation route enabling traffic 
to travel greater distances at higher speeds.  Although these improvements could attract higher traffic volumes with 
the potential for increased fire and police response, mitigation measure SERV-1 would reduce any potential 
impacts to emergency response to a less than significant level. 

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity? 

No Impact:  Project construction and operation would not create a demand for offsite parking facilities.  
Construction workers would park in designated areas within the Project ROW and other direct impact areas and 
would not utilize offsite parking facilities.  Therefore, there would be no impact on parking capacity. 

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, 
bicycle racks)? 

Less Than Significant Impact:  The Project would be constructed as a limited access expressway with a State 
Route designation.  Alternative transportation facilities typical of local roadways such as bus routes, turnouts, and 
bicycle racks would not be associated with the Project.  In addition, Project crossings of existing transportation 
routes that support alternative transportation would be designed and constructed so as not to conflict with 
continued operation of these facilities.  Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 
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XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS – 
Would the project: 

    

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 

    

b) Require or result in the construction of new water 
or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

    

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm 
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

    

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve 
the project from existing entitlements and 
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements 
needed? 

    

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider which serves or may serve the 
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the 
project’s projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? 

    

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste 
disposal needs? 

    

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 

    

     
XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS – Would the project: 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 

No Impact:  Based on the nature of the Project, it would not produce wastewater requiring municipal treatment.  
Because wastewater treatment requirements would not be applicable to the Project, no impacts would occur.  In 
addition, the Project would be required to comply with the storm water treatment requirements of the applicable 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) including: 

• The General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity (Construction 
General Permit, 99-08-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002) will be acquired for most construction activities 
greater than 0.405 ha (1  ac), that are part of a Common Plan of Development exceeding 2 ha (5 ac), or have 
the potential to significantly impair water quality.  At the time of writing this report, the draft of the new 
General Construction National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit that will supersede 
99-08-DWQ had been released for review but not finalized.  A Notice of Intent (NOI) must be submitted to the 
State Water Board a minimum of 30 days before the start of construction.  The Department Statewide Storm 
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Water Permit (NPDES No. CAS000003) will not be used for this project because the Department is not the 
lead agency for construction. 

• Following construction, the Department Statewide Storm Water Permit (NPDES No. CAS000003) will be 
used for the operation and maintenance of the Project. 

Within the San Jacinto Watershed in the Santa Ana RWQCB (Region 8), the Regional Board adopted an NPDES 
permit (State Water Board Order No. 01-34, NPDES No. CAG618005) for the discharge of storm water runoff 
from new developments exceeding 2 ha (5 ac).  Until recently, this permit superseded the General Permit (NPDES 
No. CAS000002).  On February 3, 2005, the RWQCB Santa Ana Region adopted Order No. R8-2005-0038 as an 
amendment to the Basin Plan, which eliminates this requirement for dischargers who implement a Water Quality 
Control Plan and obtain coverage under the General Permit. 

If discharges result in soil disturbance in an area of 0.405 ha (1 ac) of total land area or more due to construction 
activity, clearing, grading, and excavation, the discharges must by law comply with the provisions of an NPDES 
Permit and develop and implement an effective Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).  Soil 
disturbances of less than 0.405 ha (1 ac) do not currently require coverage under an NPDES permit and, therefore, 
do not require the development of an SWPPP.  In such situations, however, the Department requires that a water 
pollution control program (WPCP) be developed.  The Department may require that an SWPPP be developed in 
such situations should the risk to water quality be significant (Department 2007a).  In all cases for this project, soil 
disturbances are expected to exceed 0.405 ha (1 ac), so an SWPPP will be required.  Because compliance with 
these applicable regulations is required as a condition of permit approval by the RWQCB, impacts to water quality 
would be less than significant. 

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

No Impact:  Based on the nature of the Project, it would not require the construction of new water or wastewater 
treatment facilities or the expansion of existing facilities.  Therefore, no impacts to these types of facilities would 
occur. 

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated:  Storm water conveyance facilities are required as part of 
the Project to ensure proper drainage and maintain existing offsite water flows.  The storm water conveyance 
facilities will maintain existing drainage patterns and prevent erosion, siltation, and flooding.  However, because 
construction of these facilities will be conducted in accordance with applicable RWQCB requirements, including 
the implementation of best management practices (BMPs), this is not anticipated to result in substantial adverse 
impacts.  Implementation of mitigation measure WQ-1 would reduce the impacts to less than significant. 

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, or are 
new or expanded entitlements needed? 

Less Than Significant Impact:  Limited quantities of water are anticipated to be needed for dust control during 
construction and for irrigation during operation. Sufficient water supplies are expected to be available for these 
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activities.  Potable water is not required for irrigation or dust control activities, and several sources of gray water 
(nonpotable) are available in the Project vicinity, such as from the Eastern Municipal Water District facilities.  The 
Project would not require a permanent, municipal water supply and would not require new or expanded water 
entitlements.  Therefore, impacts to water supplies would be less than significant. 

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project that it 
has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

No Impact:  Based on the nature of the Project, it would not require the use of wastewater treatment facilities.  
Therefore, no impacts to these types of facilities would occur. 

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal 
needs? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated:  Operation and maintenance of the Project is expected to 
produce a small amount of refuse, debris, and landscape trimmings over the life of the Project.  This would not 
occur along the entire alignment at the same time, and the amount of material produced would represent a small 
contribution to the overall planned capacity at Lamb Canyon Landfill.  The estimated closure date for the Lamb 
Canyon Landfill is the first quarter of 2023, which is 12 years before the 20-Year Design Horizon of the Project.  
Other disposal options would be available for the Project in the event Lamb Canyon Landfill is unavailable and/or 
the facility is closed before Project construction is completed.  These options include disposal at other Riverside 
County Waste Management Department facilities or transport to a waste facility outside Riverside County.  
However, because the specific quantities of material requiring disposal are not known, mitigation measure COM-4 
would  reduce the impacts to less than significant. 

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste? 

No Impact:  The Project would comply with all federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste.  Therefore, no impacts would occur. 
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a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the 
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or restrict the range 
of a rare or endangered plant or animal or 
eliminate important examples of the major periods 
of California history or prehistory? 

    

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
("Cumulatively considerable" means that the 
incremental effects of a project are considerable 
when viewed in connection with the effects of past 
projects, the effects of other current projects, and 
the effects of probable future projects)? 

    

c) Does the project have environmental effects which 
will cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly? 

    

     
XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat 
of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to 
eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant 
or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated:  As discussed in detail in Section IV, Biological 
Resources, the Project has the potential to impact areas that support sensitive natural plant communities, special-
status plant and animal species, and wetland and other waters habitat.  However, as previously discussed in 
Section IV, Biological Resources, the Project lies within the boundary of the Western Riverside County MSHCP 
and is defined as a Covered Project.  Inclusion in the MSCHP as a Covered Project commits the Project to 
incorporate all required mitigation measures to ensure conservation of the species covered by the MSHCP.  The 
Project also incorporates mitigation to address potentially significant impacts for sensitive species, habitats, and 
communities not covered by the MSHCP.  With incorporation of mitigation, the Project’s potential to significantly 
degrade the quality of the environment through substantial reduction of species, populations, or habitat, would be 
less than significant.  The Project also incorporates mitigation to address potential impacts to wildlife movement, 
including blocking, altering, or dissuading use of existing linkages or corridors.  Therefore, impacts to sensitive 
biological species, habitats, and populations would be less than significant. 

As discussed in Section V, Cultural Resources, the Project has the potential to impact two historical resources and 
additional information from five archaeological sites (CA-RIV-5462, -7909H, -8156H, -8157H, and -8162/H) is 
required to determine California Register of Historic Places (CRHP) eligibility.  However, the Project will 
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incorporate mitigation to address potentially significant impacts to important prehistoric and historic resources, or 
avoid these resources entirely.  Therefore, the Project’s potential to significantly impact important prehistoric and 
historic resources would be less than significant. 

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively 
considerable" means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in connection with 
the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects)? 

Potentially Significant Impact:  As discussed in under Cumulative Impacts (see Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.6 for a 
detailed discussion of cumulative impacts), the assessment of Project-related direct and indirect impacts concluded 
that adverse cumulative effects would not be associated with the following resources: 

• Land Use, including parks and recreation 

• Growth 

• Farmlands/Timberlands 

• Community Impacts, including community cohesion, community services/ relocations, and environmental 
justice 

• Cultural Resources (To date, cumulative impacts to cultural resources have been determined to be less than 
significant.) 

• Utilities/Emergency Services 

• Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities 

• Hydrology and Floodplain 

• Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff 

• Geology/Soils/Seismic/Topography 

• Hazardous Waste/Materials 

• Air Quality during operation of the Project 

• Noise and Vibration 

• Energy 

The Project could contribute to cumulative effects as follows: 

• Visual/aesthetics and community character through alteration of the visual character and quality of the San 
Jacinto Valley 

• Air Quality during construction of the Project 

• Paleontological resources through destruction and damage of these resources during excavation activities 

• Species not covered in the MSHCP and wetlands and other waters through habitat removal and/or degradation 

The Project would incorporate measures to minimize and mitigate Project-related impacts and to lessen the 
potential cumulative effects to these resources.  Despite measures to address visual/aesthetics, air quality during 
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construction, and paleontological resources, the impacts would remain significant and, therefore, potentially 
cumulatively significant.  However, the Project-specific mitigation for species not covered in the MSHCP and 
wetlands and other waters is expected to reduce the Project’s contribution to potential cumulative effects to less 
than significant level.  These conclusions are discussed in more detail below.  Because cultural resources 
evaluations have not been completed, the cumulative impacts to historical resources cannot be fully assessed until 
a Preferred Alternative has been identified (see Section 3.6] for a detailed discussion of cumulative impacts).  To 
date, cumulative impacts to cultural resources have been determined to be less than significant. 

Visual/Aesthetics 
The Project would incorporate specific design elements to reduce the visual effect the Project would have on its 
surroundings, including embankment development and design, rock weathering, and landscaping.  However, due 
to the ongoing change to visual character in the San Jacinto Valley, the Project would contribute to the cumulative 
effect of declining rural and agricultural values in the San Jacinto Valley, which directly contribute to the visual 
character and quality of the area.  This impact is considered significant. 

Air Quality 
The Project would incorporate both standard conditions and mitigation measures during construction to reduce the 
impact on air quality.  The Project is located in an area designated as nonattainment of the California ozone (O3) 
air quality standards, and construction of the Project would result in elevated NOX emissions.  Therefore, 
construction of the Project is expected to contribute to existing violations of the O3 standards.  This short-term 
impact would be potentially significant. 

Community Character 
The Project would incorporate specific design elements to reduce the effect the Project has on its surroundings, 
including embankment development and design, rock weathering, and landscaping.  The general plans of the local 
jurisdictions indicate their intent to support future growth and change.  Most noticeably, this has resulted in the 
conversion of open space and agriculture to more urban uses, such as housing developments and commercial 
centers.  In addition, the proposed Project would realign an existing roadway in a rural area.  This permanent 
change to the visual character and quality of the San Jacinto Valley would be a significant impact. 

Paleontology 
The Project would incorporate specific elements into construction and operation to avoid and/or minimize the 
effect of Project activities on paleontological resources, including implementation of a Paleontological Mitigation 
Plan (PMP).  However, inadvertent discovery of previously unknown paleontological resources, with possible 
damage to or destruction of them, would remain a potentially significant cumulative effect. 

Species Not Covered by the MSHCP 
Coordination with appropriate resource agencies will identify appropriate minimization measures for impacts to 
the regionally significant Robinson’s peppergrass after the Preferred Alternative is identified.  This Project-
specific mitigation would be expected to reduce the Project’s contribution to potential cumulative effects to less 
than significant. 
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The Project would incorporate specific minimization measures, such as preconstruction surveys and nest 
exclusion, to address impacts to nesting and foraging raptors.  However, due to the ongoing loss of nesting raptors 
in western Riverside County and Southern California, the Project would contribute to the cumulative effect of 
declining nesting raptor populations and reproductive success in the region. 

The Project would incorporate specific mitigation measures to improve bat roosting sites and habitat.  Measures 
would include installing a bat-friendly gate on a nearby mine adit to limit to limit human disturbance and improve 
the quality of this mine roost site.  In addition, as part of landscape design for the Project, mature plantings of 
native deciduous trees would be incorporated to provide suitable habitat for vegetation-roosting bats.  This 
Project-specific mitigation would reduce the Project’s contribution to potential cumulative effects to less than 
significant. 

Wetlands and Other Waters 
The Project would create, enhance, and/or preserve wetland areas as required by state and federal permits.  Permits 
would be based on the Preferred Alternative for the Project.  The Project would incorporate engineering controls 
and best management practices, such as culvert design and placement and erosion control (e.g., silt fencing), to 
minimize altered hydrology and roadway runoff.  This Project-specific mitigation is expected to reduce the 
Project’s contribution to potential cumulative effects to less than significant. 

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly? 

Less Than Significant Impact:  Implementation of the Project would result in direct and indirect effects.  The 
Project would be associated with short-term construction-related effects, such as air pollutant emissions, noise, and 
temporary disruption to recreational uses, as well as potential long-term losses of agricultural, biological, 
community cohesion, cultural, paleontological, and visual resources.  However, the Project proposes avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation measures to address these potential adverse environmental impacts.  In addition, 
these potential impacts should be considered in concert with the long-term transportation and safety benefits to 
human beings associated with the Project. 

Existing SR 79 serves as a commuter and interregional route linking rural areas of San Diego County to the 
communities of western Riverside County.  The portion of SR 79 proposed for realignment also serves inter-
regional traffic connecting the communities of Winchester, Hemet, and San Jacinto to Temecula and Murrieta in 
the south and Beaumont in the north.  The use of SR 79 is changing because of widespread and rapid growth 
occurring in the area.  The level of service (LOS) during certain periods decreases to a point that traffic demand is 
in excess of the capacity of the existing facility.  Inadequate control of access has contributed to disorderly and 
inefficient movement of vehicles (Department 1992 and 1999).  In addition, fatality and injury accident rates on 
the majority of SR 79 between Domenigoni Parkway and Gilman Springs Road are higher than the comparable 
statewide average.  The proposed Project would serve to improve traffic conditions in the region by providing a 
direct and continuous north-south route with limited access between Domenigoni Parkway and Gilman Springs 
Road.  This would allow efficient and safe movement of regional travel between these two locations. 

Therefore, and due to proposed avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures, these potential direct and 
indirect environmental effects to human beings would be less than significant. 
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This section of the document discusses parks, recreational facilities, wildlife refuges and historic properties found 
within or adjacent to the project area that do not trigger Section 4(f) protection either because: 1) they are not 
publicly owned, 2) they are not open to the public, 3) they are not eligible historic properties, 4) the project does 
not permanently use the property and does not hinder the preservation of the property, or 5) the proximity impacts 
do not result in constructive use.  This section also discusses 28 archaeological sites, for which Section 4(f) 
protection has not been made because they have not been evaluated for eligibility to the National Register of 
Historic Places. 

The potential protected Section 4(f) resources examined were: 

• 5 publicly owned parks and recreation areas 

• 12 built historic resources and recreation areas 

• Approximately 31 archaeological sites, consisting of 22 prehistoric archaeological sites, 6 historical 
archaeological sites, and 3 multicomponent archaeological sites containing both prehistoric and historical 
resources.  This information is included in Tables B-1 and B-2. 

Because the Section 106 effect finding has been deferred until after identification of the Preferred Alternative, the 
evaluations for the 28 archaeological resources (out of the 31 archaeological sites noted above) have been deferred 
until a Preferred Alternative is identified for the Project.  Therefore, Section 4(f) impacts for these 28 cultural 
resources cannot be determined at this time.  Per 23 CFR 774.13 (a)(1), the Department will evaluate and make its 
effect determination through consultation under 36 CFR 800.5 with the SHPO that the proposed work will not 
adversely affect the historic qualities of the facility that caused it to be on or eligible for the NRHP.  This 
determination will be made after identification of the Preferred Alternative, in conjunction with SHPO concurrence 
with the other cultural resource consultation, prior to the Final EIR/EIS, and will be presented in the Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS. 

Figure B-1, Existing State Route 79, Figure B-2, Southwestern Riverside County Multi-Species Reserve, 
Figure B-3, Section 4(f) Resources Analyzed, and Figure B-4, View of Existing SR 79 from the Clayton A. 
Record, Jr. Viewpoint, are included at the end of this appendix for reference.  Meetings with the parties in 
responsible charge of these facilities are summarized in Appendix I.  In addition, the California Department of 
Transportation (Department) and Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) have met with the tribes 
to seek their input on evaluations of prehistoric sites.  Representatives from the Cahuilla Band, Soboba Band, 
Pechanga Band, and Santa Rosa Band attended a meeting in Hemet, California, on September 14, 2009, to discuss 
approaches for evaluating sites from both the tribes’ perspective and the archaeological perspective.  Study areas 
were identified for each resource subject to evaluation under Section 4(f).  For public parks, recreation areas, and 
wildlife and waterfowl refuges, the study area is 0.8 kilometer (km) (0.5 mile [mi]) beyond the Project Impact 
Area.  Figure B-3, Section 4(f) Resources Analyzed, shows these study areas, which are hereinafter collectively 
referred to as the “Section 4(f) study area” or “study area.” 
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For cultural resources, the Area of Potential Effects (APE), as defined in 36 CFR 800.16, is the area within which 
the undertaking has the potential to directly or indirectly cause alterations in the character or use of historic 
properties, if any such properties exist.  The APE is influenced by the scale and nature of an undertaking and may 
be different for different kinds of effects caused by the undertaking.  The Project footprint, which includes all 
potential permanent and temporary impacts, encompasses approximately 686 ha (1,695 ac) and constitutes the 
Project’s area of direct impact.  The APE also includes additional areas outside the area of direct impact where 
potential indirect effects (visual, atmospheric, access, etc.) on archaeological and built environment properties may 
occur.  The APE, therefore, was extended to include the entirety of archaeological sites and of legal property 
boundaries of all parcels containing structures, excluding portions of large rural or undeveloped parcels that had no 
structures.  Thus the APE encompasses approximately 1,023 ha (2,527 ac). 

The environmental review, consultation, and any other action required in accordance with applicable federal laws 
for this project is being, or has been, carried-out by Caltrans under its assumption of responsibility pursuant to 
23 USC 327. 

Publicly Owned Parks and Recreation Areas 
Parks and recreation land must be publicly owned and open to the public to qualify as a Section 4(f) resource.  
Privately owned parks and recreation land, even if open to the public, do not qualify as Section 4(f) resources. 

Ambassador Street Sports Field 
Ambassador Street Sports Field qualifies for Section 4(f) protection because it is a publicly owned recreation 
facility that has been officially designated by the City of San Jacinto as a park and recreation area (Appendix I).  
Organized and informal team sports, including soccer games and practice, are principal activities. 

Facilities, Functions, and/or Activities Potentially Affected 
Ambassador Street Sports Field is located southwest of the intersection of Ambassador Street and Cottonwood 
Avenue and northwest of the intersection of Ambassador Street and Gladiolus Way, within a neighborhood 
development, as shown in Figure B-3, Section 4(f) Resources Analyzed.  The City of San Jacinto owns the 
1.6-hectare (ha) (3.9-acre [ac]) park, which includes two sets of soccer goals, benches, and tables for spectators.  
Organized soccer games and team practice, as well as informal recreational play, occur in the park.  During heavy 
rainfall, the field serves as a detention basin for storm water and temporarily disrupts access to the field for 
recreational uses. 

There are no intersecting Project roadway segments.  The closest roadway segments, L and M, would be adjacent 
to the park, but would not require temporary or permanent acquisition of any land in the park.  Reconstruction of a 
short segment of Cottonwood Avenue adjacent to the sports field would also not require temporary or permanent 
acquisition of any land in the park. 

Accessibility 
Pedestrian access is available through several portals from either Ambassador Street or Gladiolus Way, and on-
street parking is available along either road.  There is no vehicle access onto Ambassador Street Sports Field.  
Ambassador Street links Cottonwood Avenue and Gladiolus Way. 
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Access to Ambassador Street Sports Field would be unchanged.  During construction, potential users of the field 
coming from the west along Cottonwood Avenue may experience minor short-term inconvenience due to 
construction activities.  These inconveniences might include temporary barriers, narrow lanes, and short-term 
stoppage for the movement of construction traffic.  As part of standard requirements for the Project, a traffic 
management plan will be prepared to address access and circulation during construction.  With implementation of 
the traffic management plan, the Project would not adversely alter access or traffic circulation along Cottonwood 
Avenue or Ambassador Street. 

Access to Ambassador Street Sports Field will continue with or without implementation of the Project.  The Build 
alternatives would not substantially impair access to the sports field.  Therefore, the provisions of Section 4(f) are 
not triggered. 

Visual 
The Build alternatives would be visible from the Ambassador Street Sports Field, but use of the sports field is not 
dependent on views to or from the facility.  The focus of protection for the sports field under Section 4(f) is 
recreation; construction and operation of the Project would not impact continued use of the facility as a sports 
field.  The Build alternatives would not substantially impair visibility from the Ambassador Street Sports Field.  
Even if noise walls were installed to the west of the park and altered the views from the park, views are not 
important to the recreation use of the park, which is the Section 4(f) qualifying aspect.  Therefore, the provisions 
of Section 4(f) are not triggered. 

Noise  
The Noise Study Report of July 2010 analyzed noise impacts to sensitive receivers within 152.4 m (500 ft) of the 
Project right-of-way (ROW).  Construction activities would adversely impact receivers located within 76.2 m 
(250 ft) of the Project.  The sports field would be located adjacent to the Build alternatives along the areas of 
minor construction on Cottonwood Avenue, within the noise study area.  The closest noise receiver (1A-L2/1B-
M15/2A-L9/2B-M13 – single-family residence) would be located less than 30.5 m (100 ft) to the south.  The noise 
experienced at the residence is representative of the sports field.  This receiver would experience a future noise 
level of 65 A-weighted decibels (dBA) with implementation of any of the four Build alternatives.  While this level 
does not exceed the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) noise abatement criterion of 67 dBA for this type 
of land use, it is a sizeable increase above existing noise levels of 50 dBA.  The noise increase would not impair 
use of the sports field because it is used as a soccer playing and practice field.  Quiet is not a criterion that is 
important to these uses and is not a criterion that qualified the park as a Section 4(f) property.  Noise levels would 
not be so severe that the activities, features, or attributes that qualify the Ambassador Street Sports Field for 
protection under Section 4(f) are substantially impaired.  Noise from construction or operation of any of the Build 
alternatives would not substantially impair use of the sports field.  Therefore, the provisions of Section 4(f) are not 
triggered. 

Vegetation and Wildlife 
The Ambassador Street Sports Field is a fenced, mowed field located in a developed area.  The analysis of 
vegetation and wildlife impacts provided in the Natural Environment Study (NES) of April 2010 did not identify 
sensitive vegetation or wildlife species within the sports field property.  In addition, the activities, features, or 
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attributes that qualify the Ambassador Street Sports Field for protection under Section 4(f) are not related to 
vegetation and wildlife.  Therefore, the provisions of Section 4(f) are not triggered. 

Air Quality 
The analysis of air quality impacts provided in the Final Air Quality Technical Report of September 2009 showed 
that the Project would be in conformity with localized PM10 and PM2.5 requirements.  It would not cause or 
contribute to any new localized PM10 or PM2.5 violations, would not increase the frequency or severity of any 
existing violations of the PM10 or PM2.5 National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), and would not delay 
timely attainment of the PM10 or PM2.5 NAAQS. 

During construction, users of the sports field could experience minor short-term (hours to days) annoyance from 
fugitive dust due to construction activities, but this would not be in violation of standards and would not impair use 
of the field.  Mitigation, including compliance with applicable South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD) best available control measures (BACMs) and implementation of best management practices (BMPs) 
for dust control, would substantially reduce impacts from fugitive dust during construction.  Air quality mitigation 
commitments are presented in Appendix E. 

Exhaust from construction vehicles and equipment would remain temporarily adverse after mitigation.  Because 
Project construction activities in the immediate vicinity of the field along Cottonwood Avenue would be short term 
and of limited intensity and more intense activities for the relocated SR 79, such as construction of the mainline, 
are farther removed from the field, air quality impacts of the Build alternatives would not substantially impair the 
use of Ambassador Street Sports Field.  The attainment plan for the region incorporates the operation emissions of 
the Project, as demonstrated by the Project being included in the 2011 Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) and the 2012 SCAG Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP).  The Build alternatives would not substantially impair the activities, features, or 
attributes that qualify the Ambassador Street Sports Field for protection under Section 4(f).  Therefore, the 
provisions of Section 4(f) are not triggered. 

Water Quality 
During large storm events, the Ambassador Street Sports Field serves as a detention basin for storm water runoff 
from the adjacent residential developments.  Although the Project has the potential to increase pollutant loadings to 
local surface waterways, treatment BMPs would minimize impacts to water quality.  The treatment BMP strategy 
is to incorporate infiltration devices, sand filters, detention devices, and/or biofiltration swales and strips as part of 
the Project.  Appendix E provides measures to address water quality.  The Build alternatives would not affect 
water quality to a degree that would substantially impair activities, features, or attributes that qualify the 
Ambassador Street Sports Field related to water quality.  Therefore, the provisions of Section 4(f) are not 
triggered. 

Tamarisk Park 
Tamarisk Park qualifies for Section 4(f) protection because it is a publicly owned recreation facility that has been 
officially designated by the City of San Jacinto as a park and recreation area (Appendix I).  Active community 
sports, such as basketball games, are a primary activity. 
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Facilities, Functions, and/or Activities Potentially Affected 
Tamarisk Park is located northwest of the corner of Cherry Laurel Lane and Coffeeberry Lane, within a residential 
neighborhood in San Jacinto, as shown in Figure B-3, Section 4(f) Resources Analyzed.  The City of San Jacinto 
owns the 1.5 ha (3.7 ac) park, which includes a basketball court, sports field, playground for small children, picnic 
tables, and benches. 

There are no intersecting roadway segments.  The closest roadway segments, L and M (7.3 m [24 feet] away), 
would not require temporary or permanent acquisition of any land in the park.  Reconstruction of a short segment 
of Cottonwood Avenue north of the park would also not require temporary or permanent acquisition of any land in 
the park. 

Accessibility 
Pedestrian access to Tamarisk Park is available from either Cherry Laurel Lane or Coffeeberry Lane, where a 
pullout parking area is available.  Vehicular access to both Cherry Laurel Lane and Coffeeberry Lane is available 
from Centre Grove Way, which links to Cottonwood Avenue to the north. 

Access to Tamarisk Park would be unchanged, although potential users of the park coming from the west along 
Cottonwood Avenue could experience minor short-term inconvenience due to construction activities (e.g., park 
users driving on Cottonwood Avenue might need to share the road with construction traffic, a minor short-term 
inconvenience).  As part of standard requirements for the Project, a traffic management plan will be prepared to 
address access and circulation during construction.  With implementation of the traffic management plan, the 
Project would not adversely alter access or traffic circulation along Cottonwood Avenue or other streets that access 
Tamarisk Park.  Therefore, the Build alternatives would not substantially impair access to the park. 

Visual 
The Build alternatives would be visible from Tamarisk Park, but use of the park is not dependent on views to or 
from the facility.  The park is used for recreation; construction and operation of the Project would not impair the 
activities, features, or attributes that qualify the park for Section 4(f) protection, nor would they impact continued 
use of the facility for recreation.  The Build alternatives would not substantially impair visibility from Tamarisk 
Park.  Therefore, the provisions of Section 4(f) are not triggered. 

Noise 
The Noise Study Report analyzed noise impacts to sensitive receivers within 152.4 m (500 ft) of the Project ROW.  
Construction activities would adversely impact receivers located within 76.2 m (250 ft) of the Project.  The park 
would be located adjacent to the Build alternatives along the areas of minor construction on Cottonwood Avenue, 
within the noise study area.  The closest noise receiver (1A L2/1B M15/2A-L9/2B-M13 – single-family residence) 
would be located less than 30.5 m (100 ft) to the south.  Due to proximity, the noise experienced at the residence 
would be representative of the park.  This receiver would experience a future noise level of 65 dBA with 
implementation of any of the four Build alternatives.  Although this level does not exceed the FHWA noise 
abatement criterion of 67 dBA for this type of land use, it is a substantial increase above existing noise levels, 
measured at 50 dBA.  However, noise levels are not so severe that the activities, features, or attributes that qualify 
Tamarisk Park for protection under Section 4(f) would be so substantially impaired that the value of the park in 
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terms of Section 4(f) significance would be meaningfully reduced or lost.  Noise from construction or operation of 
any of the Build alternatives would not substantially impair use of the park.  Therefore, the provisions of Section 
4(f) are not triggered. 

Vegetation and Wildlife 
Tamarisk Park is located in a developed area, and the analysis of vegetation and wildlife impacts provided in the 
NES did not identify sensitive vegetation or wildlife species in the park.  In addition, the focus of protection for the 
park under Section 4(f) is primarily recreation; vegetation and wildlife do not affect use of the park.  The Build 
alternatives would not substantially impair the park related to vegetation and wildlife.  Therefore, the provisions of 
Section 4(f) are not triggered. 

Air Quality 
The analysis of air quality impacts provided in the Final Air Quality Technical Report showed that the Project 
would be in conformity with localized PM10 and PM2.5 requirements.  It would not to cause or contribute to any 
new localized PM10 or PM2.5 violations, would not increase the frequency or severity of any existing violations of 
the PM10 or PM2.5 NAAQS, and would not delay timely attainment of the PM10 or PM2.5 NAAQS. 

During construction, users of the park could experience minor short-term annoyance from fugitive dust due to 
construction activities, but this would not be in violation of standards and would not impair use of the park or 
affect the activities, features, or attributes that qualify the property for protection under Section 4(f).  Further, 
mitigation, such as compliance with applicable SCAQMD BACMs and implementation of BMPs for dust control, 
would substantially reduce impacts from fugitive dust during construction.  Air quality mitigation commitments 
are presented in Appendix E. 

Exhaust from construction vehicles and equipment would remain temporarily adverse after mitigation.  The Build 
alternatives would not substantially impair Tamarisk Park because construction activities would be short term.  
The attainment plan for the region incorporates operation emissions of the Project, as demonstrated by the Project 
being included in the 2011 SCAG RTIP and 2012 SCAG RTP. 

The Build alternatives would not substantially impair air quality at Tamarisk Park.  Therefore, the provisions of 
Section 4(f) are not triggered. 

Water Quality 
Tamarisk Park is not associated with water resources that the Project could impact.  The Build alternatives would 
not substantially impair the park related to water quality.  Therefore, the provisions of Section 4(f) are not 
triggered. 

Winchester Park/Francis Domenigoni Community Center 
Winchester Park qualifies for Section 4(f) protection because it is a publicly owned recreation facility that has been 
officially designated by the Valley-Wide Recreation and Park District as a park and recreation area (Appendix I).  
Outside activities that contribute to the park qualifying for Section 4(f) status include baseball, tennis, softball, 
soccer, and basketball.  The Francis Domenigoni Community Center is an indoor center that includes a variety of 
additional recreation activities. 
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Facilities, Functions, and/or Activities Potentially Affected 
Winchester Park is a 7.1-ha (17.5-ac) facility located at 32665 Haddock Street in Winchester, as shown in Figure 
B-3, Section 4(f) Resources Analyzed.  The Francis Domenigoni Community Center is a 1,161.29-square-meter 
(12,500-square-foot) facility located in park.  The Valley-Wide Recreation and Park District, a public agency 
governed by an elected five-member board of directors, owns the park and community center.  The park includes 
three lighted baseball diamonds, two soccer fields, one tennis court, an outdoor basketball court, picnic grounds, 
play area, and a parking lot.  The community center is a multiuse facility used for classes in subjects such as crafts, 
dance, traffic school, exercise, and martial arts. 

There would be no intersecting roadway segments, and the Project would not require temporary or permanent 
acquisition of any land.  At its closest point to the Project, the facility would be approximately 305 m (1,000 ft) 
from Build Alternatives 1a and 2a and approximately 975 m (3,198 ft) from Build Alternatives 1b and 2b. 

Accessibility 
Vehicular and pedestrian access to the community center is from Haddock Street and would be unaffected by the 
Project.  Modifying the alignment of SR 79 would alter regional access to the Haddock Street, but this should have 
no substantial impact on either the park or users of the facility.  In addition, as part of standard requirements for the 
Project, a traffic management plan will be prepared to address access and circulation during construction.  The 
Build alternatives would not substantially impair access to the park or the community center.  Therefore, the 
provisions of Section 4(f) are not triggered. 

Visual 
Build Alternatives 1a and 2a would be visible from the Francis Domenigoni Community Center.  Build 
Alternatives 1b and 2b also could be visible, but to a lesser extent, given their distance from the community center.  
In either case, the effect would not be substantial.  Despite views of the Project afforded from the community 
center, the focus of protection for the park and community center is primarily recreation and is not related to views 
from the facility.  In addition, use of the park or community center is not dependent on views to or from the 
Project.  Therefore, the provisions of Section 4(f) are not triggered. 

Noise 
The Noise Study Report analyzed noise impacts to sensitive receivers within 152.4 m (500 ft) of the Project ROW.  
Adverse impacts during construction could affect receivers located within 76.2 m (250 ft) of the Project.  The 
closest segment, Roadway Segment A, would be approximately 228.6 m (750 ft) from the park and outside the 
noise study area.  The closest noise receiver (1A-A7/2A-A4 – Winchester Elementary School) would be located 
less than 30.5 m (100 ft) to the east.  The noise level experienced at Winchester Elementary School would be 
representative of the level that would be experienced at the park/ community center because the school would be 
closer to the Project.  This school location would experience a future noise level of 71 dBA due to its proximity to 
Build Alternatives 1a and 2a.  This exceeds the FHWA noise abatement criterion of 67 dBA for this type of land 
use.  The noise abatement evaluation for Build Alternatives 1a and 2a determined that a barrier (1A-E1/2A-F1) 
151 m (495 ft) long and 2.4 m (8 ft) high is both feasible and reasonable to abate noise impacts in this area, 
including potential impacts to the park/community center.  Calculations based on preliminary design data indicate 
that barriers at these heights would reduce noise levels by 5 to 7 dBA.  Because a noise barrier would abate noise 
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impacts, these alternatives are not expected to produce future noise levels in excess of the FHWA noise abatement 
criteria.  The park is used for relatively robust activities (e.g., softball, baseball, tennis, basketball), and a quiet is 
setting is not an attribute that qualifies the property as a Section 4(f) resource.  The forecast 71 dBA (without 
abatement) noise levels associated with the Build alternatives would not be sufficiently loud to limit the number, 
frequency, or enjoyment of the activities, features, or attributes that qualify Winchester Park and Francis 
Domenigoni Community Center for protection under Section 4(f).  Noise levels of 64 dBA to 66 dBA (with 
abatement) would result in a lesser impact.  There would be no substantial impairment to the park/community 
center related to noise.  Therefore, the provisions of Section 4(f) are not triggered. 

Vegetation and Wildlife 
Winchester Park is an irrigated and managed lawn located within a developed area.  The analysis of vegetation and 
wildlife impacts provided in the NES did not identify sensitive vegetation or wildlife species on the property.  
Vegetation and wildlife are not a focus the facility; the focus is recreation.  The Build alternatives would not 
substantially impair the vegetation and wildlife related to the park or community center, and the vegetation and 
wildlife are not factors that qualify Winchester Park and Francis Domenigoni Community Center for protection 
under Section 4(f).  Therefore, the provisions of Section 4(f) are not triggered. 

Air Quality 
The analysis of air quality impacts provided in the Final Air Quality Technical Report showed that the Project 
would be in conformity with localized PM10 and PM2.5 requirements.  It would not cause or contribute to any new 
localized PM10 or PM2.5 violations, would not increase the frequency or severity of any existing violations of the 
PM10 or PM2.5 NAAQS, and would not delay timely attainment of the PM10 or PM2.5 NAAQS. 

Even during construction, users of the park are unlikely to experience annoyance from fugitive dust due to the 
distance from the Project activities, which would be more than 225 m (750 ft) from Build Alternatives 1a and 2a 
and more than 975 m (3,200 ft) from Build Alternatives 1b and 2b.  Beyond the effect of distance, mitigation, such 
as compliance with applicable SCAQMD BACMs and implementation of BMPs for dust control, would 
substantially reduce impacts from fugitive dust during construction.  Air quality mitigation commitments are 
presented in Appendix E. 

Because Project construction activities would be short term and some distance from Winchester Park, the Build 
alternatives would not substantially impair the activities, features, or attributes that qualify Winchester Park and 
Francis Domenigoni Community Center for protection under Section 4(f).  The attainment plan for the region 
incorporates operation emissions of the Project, as demonstrated by the Project being included in the 2011 SCAG 
RTIP and 2012 SCAG RTP.  Project operation would not contribute to an exceedance of CO, PM2.5, or PM10 
standards.  Air quality effects related to the Build alternatives would not substantially impair use of the park or the 
community center.  Therefore, the provisions of Section 4(f) are not triggered. 

Water Quality 
Winchester Park/Francis Domenigoni Community Center is not associated with water resources that the Project 
could impact.  The Build alternatives would not substantially impair water quality resources related to the 
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activities, features, or attributes that qualify Winchester Park and Francis Domenigoni Community Center for 
protection under Section 4(f).  Therefore, the provisions of Section 4(f) are not triggered. 

Diamond Valley Lake Recreation Area 
Diamond Valley Lake Recreation Area is a public property being developed as a recreation area.  The recreation 
area surrounds a major water storage area.  Current facilities that qualify the property for Section 4(f) protection 
are North Hills Trail, a pedestrian/equestrian facility, and Clayton A. Record, Jr. Viewpoint.  All facilities are 
outside the Section 4(f) study area. 

Facilities, Functions, and/or Activities Potentially Affected 
Diamond Valley Lake is a public property operated by the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
(MWD).  The primary purpose of the lake is as a major water storage area for Southern California.  MWD, in 
partnership with a public agency, Valley-Wide Recreation and Park District, is developing recreation amenities 
around the lake.  These include a marina, aquatic center, shoreline fishing area, and a trail system that runs through 
the hills that surround the lake.  Clayton A. Record, Jr. Viewpoint is located on the northwestern edge of Diamond 
Valley Lake and provides panoramic views of the lake and surrounding countryside, including Mount San Jacinto 
and Mount San Gorgonio.  North Hills Trail, a pedestrian/equestrian facility, is located in the hills north of 
Diamond Valley Lake, as shown in Figure B-3, Section 4(f) Resources Analyzed.  Parking for vehicles and horse 
trailers, picnic, and restroom facilities are available at the North Hills West Trailhead. 

The viewpoint would be approximately 1,127 meters (3,700 feet) from the limits of the easternmost construction 
area on East Newport Road and 1,645 meters (5,400 feet) from Roadway Segments A and B.  The existing SR 79 
is a minor feature visible in the distance from the viewpoint.  Two benches at the viewpoint are both orientated 
toward the lake, which is the dominant feature of the area.  Figure B-4 is a view from the viewpoint toward the 
west and existing SR 79.  SR 79 runs across the image from left to right in the approximate center of the photo.  
The grounds of the Winchester Swap Meet, northeast of the intersection of existing SR 79 and East Newport Road, 
are more clearly visible from the viewpoint than the roadway features are. 

The North Hills Trail is a 9.6-km (6-mi) -long pedestrian and equestrian trail that connects two 2-hectare (5-acre) 
trailheads at the northwestern and northeastern ends of Diamond Valley Lake.  At its closest point to the Project, 
the North Hills West Trailhead would be approximately 259 meters (850 feet) southeast of Roadway Segment B.  
The trailhead includes parking for automobiles, pickups, and horse trailers.  Other than providing access to the 
North Hills Trail, the trailhead and associated parking area are not features that add to the value of the trail in 
terms of Section 4(f) significance.  

Accessibility 
Access to the viewpoint and trail facilities off SR 79 is via East Newport Road to Construction Road.  
Construction of the new interchange at East Newport Road and SR 79 and whatever reconstruction would be 
necessary along East Newport Road could prove a minor inconvenience to users of the facilities whose progress 
might be slowed by construction traffic or activities for a moment, but would not limit access.  As part of standard 
requirements for the Project, a traffic management plan will be prepared to address access and circulation during 
construction.  With implementation of the traffic management plan, the Project would not alter access or traffic 
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circulation along East Newport Road or its intersection with SR 79/Winchester Road.  The Build alternatives 
would not substantially impair access to the viewpoint or the trail.  Therefore, the provisions of Section 4(f) are not 
triggered. 

Visual 
Portions of the Project and the altered landscape of the Project would be visible from the viewpoint and the North 
Hills Trail. 

The Project would replace the existing four-lane undivided SR 79 and the at-grade intersection at East Newport 
Road with a four-lane divided highway and a bridge to carry East Newport Road over the realigned SR 79.  With 
Build Alternatives 1a and 2a, the realigned SR 79 would be on the same alignment as the existing SR 79.  With 
Build Alternatives 1b and 2b (including Design Options 1b1 and 2b1), the realigned SR 79 would be about 152.4 
m (500 ft) east of the existing alignment.   

From the viewpoint, the roadway would be comparable to the existing roadway.  The bridge would be an 
additional man-made feature in the viewshed visible from the viewpoint.  While visible, distance would minimize 
the impact of the bridge (see EIR/EIS Section 3.1.7, Visual/Aesthetics, and Figures 3.1-44 and 3.1-45 [Volume 1, 
Section 3.1]).  The change in the view would affect only a small segment of the 360-degree panorama and would 
be in the direction away from views of the lake.  This change would not be sufficient to limit the number, 
frequency, or enjoyment of the viewpoint.  The change would not be so severe that the activities, features, or 
attributes that qualify the viewpoint as a Section 4(f) resource would be substantially impaired so that the value of 
the viewpoint in terms of Section 4(f) significance would be meaningfully reduced or lost.  Therefore, the 
provisions of Section 4(f) are not triggered. 

The highway improvements would also be visible from the trailhead and parking area, as is the existing highway.  
Once the trail leaves the parking area and proceeds east, features of the realigned SR 79 would be shielded behind 
existing terrain features and the limited change in elevation.  The parking area is used for loading and unloading 
horse trailers, bicycles, and vehicles.  The viewshed from the trailhead is not an attribute that qualifies the North 
Hills Trail as a Section 4(f) resource, and the limited change that would occur would not affect the recreation 
activities that qualify the North Hills Trail as a Section 4(f) property.  Therefore, the provisions of Section 4(f) are 
not triggered. 

Noise 
The Noise Study Report analyzed noise impacts to sensitive receivers within 152.4 m (500 ft) of the Project ROW.  
Construction would adversely affect receivers located within 76.2 m (250 ft) of the Project.  The viewpoint would 
be more than 1,645 m (5,400 ft) from the Build alternatives and outside the noise study area.  The closest receiver 
to the viewpoint within the noise study area would be located approximately 1 km (0.6 mi) to the west (1A-
A13/1B-B4/2A-A14/2B-B3 – single-family residence).  The noise forecast at that location would not exceed the 
FHWA noise abatement criteria.  Given that the viewpoint is located farther away from the Project than the closest 
representative receiver, noise would not adversely affect use of the viewpoint during construction or operation of 
the Project.  Any project noise that might reach the viewpoint would not be sufficiently loud to substantially impair 
the value of the viewpoint in terms of its Section 4(f) significance.  Therefore, the provisions of Section 4(f) are 
not triggered. 
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The closest receiver to the North Hills Trail is approximately 0.6 km (0.4 mi) to the south (1A-A13/1B-B4/ 
2A-A14/2B-B3 – single-family residence).  The noise forecast at the residence would not exceed the FHWA noise 
abatement criteria.  Given that the trail would be farther from the Project than from this receiver that would not be 
adversely affected, noise would not adversely affect use of the trail during construction or operation of the Project.  
Noise impacts that might occur are not so severe that the activities that qualify the trailhead for Section 4(f) 
significance would be substantially impaired.  Therefore, the provisions of Section 4(f) are not triggered. 

Vegetation and Wildlife 
The analysis of vegetation and wildlife impacts provided in the NES reported that direct and indirect biological 
impacts would be limited to study areas defined for wetlands and other waters of the United States, plant species, 
fairy shrimp, natural communities, sensitive animal species, and wildlife movement.  The entire Diamond Valley 
Lake Recreation Area, including the Clayton A. Record, Jr. Viewpoint and the North Hills Trail, are located 
outside the biological study areas.  The Build alternatives would not substantially impair the vegetation and 
wildlife related to the recreation area.  Therefore, the provisions of Section 4(f) are not triggered. 

Air Quality 
The analysis of air quality impacts provided in the Final Air Quality Technical Report showed that the Project 
would be in conformity with localized PM10 and PM2.5 requirements.  It would not cause or contribute to any new 
localized PM10 or PM2.5 violations, would not increase the frequency or severity of any existing violations of the 
PM10 or PM2.5 NAAQS, and would not delay timely attainment of the PM10 or PM2.5 NAAQS. 

Even during construction, users of the recreation area are unlikely to experience annoyance from fugitive dust due 
to the distance from the Project activities.  Beyond the effect of distance, mitigation, such as compliance with 
applicable SCAQMD BACMs and implementation of BMPs for dust control, would substantially reduce impacts 
from fugitive dust during construction.  Air quality mitigation commitments are presented in Appendix E. 

Because Project construction activities would be short term and some distance from Diamond Valley Lake 
Recreation Area, the Build alternatives would not substantially impair use of the viewpoint, the trail, or the 
remainder of the recreation area. 

The Project is included in the 2011 SCAG RTIP and 2012 SCAG RTP; therefore, operation emissions are 
incorporated in the attainment plan for the region.  Project operation would not result in an exceedance of CO, 
PM2.5, or PM10 standards.  The Build alternatives would not substantially impair the use of the viewpoint, the trail, 
or the remainder of the recreation area.  Therefore, the provisions of Section 4(f) are not triggered. 

Water Quality 
The Final Water Quality Assessment Report of May 2008 concluded that construction and operation of the Build 
alternatives would not result in adverse water quality impacts with the implementation of BMPs, such as 
compliance with applicable water quality regulations, revegetation, slope stabilization, and water treatment 
facilities.  Appendix E summarizes measures to address water quality.  The Build alternatives would not 
substantially impair water quality at the viewpoint, the trail, or the remainder of the recreation area.  Therefore, the 
provisions of Section 4(f) are not triggered. 
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Other Park/Recreation Areas Examined 
Trails, paths, bikeways, and sidewalks that are primarily used for transportation generally do not meet the 
definition of a recreation area protected by Section 4(f).  Section 4(f) would normally apply to bikeways (or 
portions thereof) designated or functioning primarily for recreation.  If the recreational bikeway is simply 
described as occupying the highway rights-of-way and is not limited to any specific location within that right-of-
way, a "use" of land would not occur (i.e., Section 4(f) would not apply), provided that adjustments or changes in 
the alignment of the highway or bikeway would not substantially impair the continuity of the bikeway. 

The bikeways that intersect the Build alternatives are designated in the transportation elements of the general plans 
of the City of Helmet, the City of San Jacinto, or Riverside County and primarily qualify as part of the 
transportation network.  They do not qualify as recreation facilities that would be covered by Section 4(f).  Verbal 
information provided by the City of Helmet, the City of San Jacinto, or Riverside County confirms that the bike 
paths are part of the local transportation system and function primarily for transportation (Appendix I).  Therefore, 
the provisions of Section 4(f) are not triggered. 

Like bike paths, trails located within the ROW would not meet the requirements of recreation areas.  Trails that 
intersect the Build alternatives occupy the ROWs of roadways and are not limited to any specific location within 
the ROW.  Therefore, the provisions of Section 4(f) are not triggered. 

The Southwestern Riverside County Multi-Species Reserve would be approximately one-quarter mile from 
Roadway Segment B, the closest location.  No roadway segment would impact the reserve or come closer than 
one-quarter mile.  The potential for the reserve to qualify as a Section 4(f) property was the subject of a meeting 
with the Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency, a member of the Reserve Management Committee that 
directs actions of the reserve by unanimous vote.  A summary of the meeting is included in Appendix I and 
indicates that the reserve is not part of a wildlife refuge.  Therefore, the provisions of Section 4(f) are not triggered. 

Potential Historic Properties 
Historic properties may also be covered under Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act 
(49 USC 303), which regulates the “use” of land from historic properties.  Under Section 4(f), actual use is the 
most common application of Section 4(f).  As the term implies, the action involves the actual use of Section 4(f) 
lands by permanent incorporation of such lands into a transportation facility.  Historic sites on or eligible for the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and archaeological sites on or eligible for the NRHP and which 
warrant preservation in place as determined by the Department and the official(s) with jurisdiction would classify 
as potential Section 4(f) resources.  For historic properties, the official with jurisdiction would be the California 
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). 

Of the 12 properties evaluated below, 11 were determined to be ineligible for the NRHP and do not fall under the 
Section 4(f) criteria.  One, the Colorado River Aqueduct (CRA [CA-RIV-6726H]), was determined to be eligible 
for listing on the NRHP, qualifying as a potential Section 4(f) resource.  Another, the CBJ Dairy (P-33-15752), as 
well as 10 other resources, was determined ineligible for listing on the NRHP (see the SHPO concurrence letter at 
the end of Chapter 5).   
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Table B-1 Table of Built Cultural Resources 

Name Community NRHP Eligible Section 4(f) Applicability 
Colorado River Aqueduct San Jacinto, CA Yes.  It is eligible under Criterion A as a 

driving and enabling force for the economic 
development of Southern California, and 
under Criterion C as a marvel of civil 
engineering. 

Yes, resource is on or eligible for the 
NRHP. In addition, it is anticipated that 
an actual use would occur under the 
criteria for Section 4(f).  

Second San Diego Aqueduct 
Canal 

San Jacinto, CA No.  The property is just one of many other 
similar properties constructed during the 
second half of the twentieth century.  It is 
not significant in terms of the State Water 
Project. 

No, resource is not on or eligible for the 
NRHP. 

San Jacinto Valley Railway San Jacinto, CA No.  The railway is a common spur line 
intended to serve a local community for 
transporting agricultural products. 

No, resource is not on or eligible for the 
NRHP. 

Vanderlinden Property Hemet, CA No.  The property does not retain sufficient 
integrity to warrant listing in the NRHP. 

No, resource is not on or eligible for the 
NRHP. 

Reflection Lake Recreational 
Vehicle Resort 

San Jacinto, CA No.  The property does not retain sufficient 
integrity to warrant listing in the NRHP. 

No, resource is not on or eligible for the 
NRHP. 

Shannon Drive Property Winchester, CA No.  The property does not appear to be 
significant within the agricultural context of 
the area.   

No, resource is not on or eligible for the 
NRHP. 

Haddock Street Property Winchester, CA No.  The property does not qualify as 
eligible under the four criteria.  It is a 
vernacular structure and there is no 
important association with people or events 
in the region.   

No, resource is not on or eligible for the 
NRHP. 

Ramona Boulevard Property San Jacinto, CA No.  The property does not appear to be 
significant within the context of agricultural 
development in the area. 

No, resource is not on or eligible for the 
NRHP. 

Braswell Property San Jacinto, CA No. The property does not appear to be 
significant within the agricultural context of 
the area.   

No, resource is not on or eligible for the 
NRHP. 

Bidondo Property Hemet, CA No.  The property does not appear to be 
significant within the agricultural context of 
the area.   

No, resource is not on or eligible for the 
NRHP. 

Wilhelm Ranch Hemet, CA No.  The property does not retain sufficient 
integrity to warrant listing on the NRHP. 

No, resource is not on or eligible for the 
NRHP. 

CBJ Dairy San Jacinto, CA No.  The property does not retain sufficient 
integrity to warrant listing on the NRHP. 

No, resource is not on or eligible for the 
NRHP. 

 

Currently, the CRA is the only historic property (determined through compliance with the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106 process) known to qualify as a Section 4(f) historic site.  The Project is not 
expected to have an adverse effect on the CRA.  In accordance with 23 CFR 774.11e, this historic property is 
considered to be subject to the applicability of Section 4(f) to historic sites.  However, per 23 CFR 774.13 (a)(1), 
the Department will make the determination through consultation under 36 CFR 800.5 with the SHPO that the 
proposed work will not adversely affect the historic qualities of the facility that caused it to be on or eligible for the 
NRHP.  This determination will be made after the identification of the Preferred Alternative, in conjunction with 
SHPO concurrence with the other cultural resource consultation, prior to the Final EIR/EIS. 

In addition, the Department notified the SHPO by letter dated May 20, 2008, that the Project would phase the 
evaluation stage of the Section 106 process, as allowed for in 36 CFR 800.4(b)(2) and 800.5(a)(3) and Section XII 
of the Programmatic Agreement (PA) between the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, Federal Highway 
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Administration (FHWA), SHPO, and the Department.  SHPO was also notified on June 24, 2010, that a 
supplemental Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR) would be submitted after the identification of the Preferred 
Alternative that would discuss and evaluate the remaining prehistoric and/or historical archaeological sites within 
the APE, possibly warranting additional Section 4(f) discussion.  As part of the project development for this 
project it was determined by the Department and RCTC that the required Phase II archaeological excavations and 
associated cultural landscape/historic district analysis of 28 sites to further document the potential impacts will be 
completed between the Draft and Final EIR/EIS after the identification of the Preferred Alternative, in order to 
reduce the amount of disruption and impact to potentially sensitive sites.  

In order for an unevaluated archaeological site within the APE to qualify as a Section 4(f) historic site, it must be 
eligible for the NRHP under Criteria A, B, or C.  Section 4(f) does not apply to archaeological resources that are 
important chiefly because of what can be learned from data recovery and, thus, have minimal value for 
preservation in place (usually considered eligible under Criterion D) (23 CFR 774.13[b][1]).  Table B-2 includes 
the identification of sites that would be evaluated as a part of a historic district.  If the evaluation results in an 
NRHP-eligible historic district/cultural landscape under Criteria A, B, or C that includes one or more of these 
archaeological sites as contributing elements, then it is possible that those sites might be protected resources under 
Section 4(f).  Please refer to Chapter 3, Section 3.1.8.3 (Volume 1) for additional discussion regarding potential 
cultural resources.  

After completion of the Phase II technical study and evaluation, the Department and RCTC will circulate the 
revised Cultural Resources section and Appendix B of this Draft EIR/EIS, in order to meet our commitments of 
public comments and disclosure on the potential impacts to Section 4(f) resources if applicable (i.e., that the 
resource triggers the requirements of Section 4(f), such as actual use).  The appropriate sections of the EIR/EIS 
will be revised accordingly based on our findings and coordination with SHPO.  Circulation of these revised 
sections would occur after public comment on the Draft EIR/EIS but before the Final EIR/EIS, which would 
include the findings from the circulation of the revised sections. 

Currently, out of the identified 31 archaeological resources in the APE, three sites were evaluated for the NRHP, 
CA-RIV-1418H, CA-RIV-6907/H, and CA-RIV-8158H.  The two historical sites (CA-RIV-1418H and CA-RIV-
8158H) were evaluated without testing and determined not eligible for NRHP listing.  The intact portion of 
CA-RIV-6907/H (multicomponent site consisting of 26 outcrops with 50 milling slicks, a lithic scatter, a dry-laid 
rock wall, granite quarrying activities, and bottle fragments), to the north of the Project Impact Area (PIA), would 
be protected and is presumed to be a historic property eligible for the NRHP for the purposes of this Project, but 
will not be evaluated under Section 106.  These components of the site are well outside the PIA.  The site within 
the PIA has been subject to destruction by the construction of  Domenigoni Parkway west of SR 79, completed in 
December 2007, and the portion within the PIA is no longer viable for data recovery.  Therefore, there is no 
Section 4(f) use that would trigger the Section 4(f) criteria. 
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Table B-2 Summary of Potential Project-Related Impacts to Known Resources 

Trinomial 
(CA-RIV-) Site Type 

Build 
Alternatives 

(Design Options) Integrity Data Potential NRHP Eligiblea 
1418H Rock retaining wall  1a, 2a Moderately impaired Historical settlement No 

5461 3 outcrops, 9 slicks, one milling 
slab 

1a, 1b (1b1), 2a, 
2b, (2b1) 

Moderately impaired Prehistoric subsistence Section 106 Evaluation if 1a, 
1b (1b1), 2a, 2b, (2b1) 
identified as Preferred 
Alternative.  Site may be 
evaluated as contributor to a 
historic district. 

5462 9 outcrops with 18 slicks   1a, 1b (1b1), 2a, 
2b, (2b1) 

Moderately impaired Prehistoric 
subsistence; 
technology 

Section 106 Evaluation if 1a, 
1b (1b1), 2a, 2b, (2b1) 
identified as Preferred 
Alternative. Site may be 
evaluated as contributor to a 
historic district. 

5786 Prehistoric burial and 
associated accoutrements.  
Data recovery undertaken 
(1995); impacts were mitigated 

1a , 2a Severely impaired Prehistoric settlement, 
chronology, mortuary 
practices 

Section 106 Evaluation if 1a, 
2a identified as Preferred 
Alternative. Site may be 
evaluated as contributor to a 
historic district. 

5790 2 outcrops with 2 slicks 1a, 2a Moderately impaired Prehistoric subsistence Section 106 Evaluation if 1a, 
2a identified as Preferred 
Alternative. Site may be 
evaluated as contributor to a 
historic district. 

5791 5 outcrops/exposures with 9 
slicks 

1a, 2a Retained Prehistoric subsistence Section 106 Evaluation if 1a, 
2a identified as Preferred 
Alternative. Site may be 
evaluated as contributor to a 
historic district. 

5829/H Paved road and several refuse 
deposits; 3 bedrock 
outcrops/exposures with 5 
milling slicks 

1a, 2a Moderately impaired Prehistoric 
subsistence, historical 
development of 
transportation systems 

Section 106 Evaluation if 1a, 
2a identified as Preferred 
Alternative.  Prehistoric 
component may be evaluated 
as contributor to a historic 
district. 

5830 2 outcrops with 2 slicks 1a, 2a Moderately impaired Prehistoric subsistence Section 106 Evaluation if 1a, 
2a identified as Preferred 
Alternative. Site may be 
evaluated as contributor to a 
historic district. 

6907/H 26 outcrops with 50 milling 
slicks, complex lithic scatter; 
rock wall, granite quarrying, 2 
bottle fragments 

1a, 2a Moderately impaired Prehistoric settlement 
and subsistence; 
historical settlement, 
economic patterns 

Per Section 106 PA, 
Stipulation VIII.C.3, site 
considered eligible for 
purposes of undertaking and 
protected by establishment of 
Environmentally Sensitive 
Area 

7885 1 outcrop with 1 slick 1a, 1b, (1b1) Minimally impaired Prehistoric subsistence Section 106 Evaluation if 1a, 
1b, (1b1) identified as 
Preferred Alternative. Site may 
be evaluated as contributor to 
a historic district. 

7887 1 outcrop with 1 slick 1a, 1b, (1b1) Impaired Prehistoric subsistence Section 106 Evaluation if 1a, 
1b, (1b1) identified as 
Preferred Alternative. Site may 
be evaluated as contributor to 
a historic district. 
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Appendix B  Resources Evaluated Relative to the Requirements of Section 4(f) 

Table B-2 Summary of Potential Project-Related Impacts to Known Resources 

Trinomial 
(CA-RIV-) Site Type 

Build 
Alternatives 

(Design Options) Integrity Data Potential NRHP Eligiblea 
7888 4 outcrops with 5 slicks 2a, 2b, (2b1) Retained Prehistoric subsistence Section 106 Evaluation if 2a, 

2b, (2b1) identified as 
Preferred Alternative. Site may 
be evaluated as contributor to 
a historic district. 

7891 2 outcrops with 3 slicks 2a, 2b, (2b1) Minimally to 
moderately impaired 

Prehistoric subsistence Section 106 Evaluation if 2a, 
2b, (2b1) identified as 
Preferred Alternative. Site may 
be evaluated as contributor to 
a historic district. 

7893 2 outcrops with 2 slicks 1a, 1b, (1b1) Minimally impaired Prehistoric subsistence Section 106 Evaluation if 1a, 
1b, (1b1) identified as 
Preferred Alternative. Site may 
be evaluated as contributor to 
a historic district. 

7894/H 2 outcrops with 2 slicks; 
historical refuse scatters 

2a, 2b, (2b1) Retained (prehistoric 
component); 
moderately impaired 
(historical 
component) 

Prehistoric 
subsistence; historical 
settlement, chronology 

Section 106 Evaluation if 2a, 
2b, (2b1) identified as 
Preferred Alternative.  
Prehistoric component may be 
evaluated as contributor to a 
historic district. 

7907 8 outcrops with 13 slicks 1a, 2a Moderately impaired Prehistoric subsistence Section 106 Evaluation if 1a, 
2a identified as Preferred 
Alternative. Site may be 
evaluated as contributor to a 
historic district. 

7908 6 outcrops with 8 slicks 1a, 2a Retained Prehistoric subsistence Section 106 Evaluation if 1a, 
2a identified as Preferred 
Alternative. Site may be 
evaluated as contributor to a 
historic district. 

7909H Oiled road surface, concrete 
rubble,  landscaping 

1a, 1b, (1b1), 2a, 
2b, (2b1) 

Impaired Historical settlement Section 106 Evaluation if 1a, 
1b, (1b1), 2a, 2b, (2b1) 
identified as Preferred 
Alternative. 

8140 2 outcrops with 4 slicks 1b, 2b, (2b1) Moderately impaired Prehistoric subsistence Section 106 Evaluation if 1b, 
2b, (2b1) identified as 
Preferred Alternative. Site may 
be evaluated as contributor to 
a historic district. 

8141 6 outcrops with 6 slicks 1b, 2b, (2b1) Moderately impaired Prehistoric subsistence Section 106 Evaluation if 1b, 
2b, (2b1) identified as 
Preferred Alternative. Site may 
be evaluated as contributor to 
a historic district. 

8142 2 outcrops and 1 granite 
exposure with 5 slicks 

1b, 2b, (2b1) Moderately impaired Prehistoric subsistence Section 106 Evaluation if 1b, 
2b, (2b1) identified as 
Preferred Alternative. Site may 
be evaluated as contributor to 
a historic district. 

8143 3 outcrops with 4 slicks 1b, 2b, (2b1) Minimally to 
moderately impaired 

Prehistoric subsistence Section 106 Evaluation if 1b, 
2b, (2b1) identified as 
Preferred Alternative. Site may 
be evaluated as contributor to 
a historic district. 

8146 2 outcrops with 3 slicks 1a, 2a Retained Prehistoric subsistence Section 106 Evaluation if 1a, 
2a identified as Preferred 
Alternative. Site may be 
evaluated as contributor to a 
historic district. 
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Appendix B  Resources Evaluated Relative to the Requirements of Section 4(f) 

Table B-2 Summary of Potential Project-Related Impacts to Known Resources 

Trinomial 
(CA-RIV-) Site Type 

Build 
Alternatives 

(Design Options) Integrity Data Potential NRHP Eligiblea 
8147 1 outcrop with 2 slicks 1b, (1b1), 2b, 

(2b1) 
Moderately impaired Prehistoric subsistence Section 106 Evaluation if 1b, 

(1b1), 2b, (2b1) identified as 
Preferred Alternative. Site may 
be evaluated as contributor to 
a historic district. 

8148 1 outcrop with 15 slicks 1b, (1b1), 2b, 
(2b1) 

Retained Prehistoric subsistence Section 106 Evaluation if 1b, 
(1b1), 2b, (2b1) identified as 
Preferred Alternative. Site may 
be evaluated as contributor to 
a historic district. 

8156H Refuse scatter 1a, 2b, (2b1) Moderately impaired Historical settlement, 
chronology 

Section 106 Evaluation if 1a, 
2b, (2b1) identified as 
Preferred Alternative.  

8157H Potential remnants of 1901 
structure, rock alignments, 
landscaping 

1a, 2a Impaired Historical settlement Section 106 Evaluation if 1a, 
2a identified as Preferred 
Alternative. 

8158H Structural remains, concrete 
stand pipe, landscaping 
associated with post-1943/53 
farmstead 

1a, 1b, (1b1) 2a, 
2b, (2b1) 

Impaired Historical technology, 
economic patterns 

No 

8160 1 outcrop with 3 slicks 1b, (1b1), 2b, 
(2b1) 

Minimally impaired Prehistoric subsistence Section 106 Evaluation if 1b, 
(1b1), 2b, (2b1) identified as 
Preferred Alternative. Site may 
be evaluated as contributor to 
a historic district. 

8162/H Refuse scatter 
(Prehistoric component was 
identified during testing and 
will be reported in the 
Supplemental HPSR.) 

1a, 1b, (1b1), 2a, 
2b (2b1) 

Impaired Historical settlement Section 106 Evaluation if 1a, 
1b, (1b1), 2a, 2b (2b1) 
identified as Preferred 
Alternative. 

8169 10 outcrops with 31 slicks 1a, 1b, (1b1), 2a, 
2b, (2b1) 

Impaired Prehistoric subsistence Section 106 Evaluation if 1a, 
1b, (1b1), 2a, 2b, (2b1) 
identified as Preferred 
Alternative. Site may be 
evaluated as contributor to a 
historic district. 

Source:  Final Archaeological Survey Report, March 2008 
aThe SHPO has requested an evaluation of existing data to determine if there is sufficient information to determine if a Native American 
cultural/historic properties district may exist and if so, would the resources in question, contribute to its significance.  As such, sites containing 
bedrock milling features will be evaluated as potential contributors to a historic “thematic” district. 
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Aerial Date: June 2009, Lenska Aerial Images

Figure B-1
Existing State Route 79
Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project 
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Figure B-2
Southwestern Riverside County 
Multi-Species Reserve
Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 
Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project

Source:  Metropolitan Water District
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Figure B-3
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State Route 79 Realignment Project
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Figure B-4                                
View of Existing SR 79 from the 
Clayton A. Record, Jr. Viewpoint
Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement
State Route 79 Realignment Project
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Appendix C  Title VI Policy Statement

The Department’s commitment to upholding the mandates of Title VI is evidenced by its Title VI Policy Statement, 
signed by the Director, which is included in this appendix.
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Appendix C - Title VI Policy Statement

SCATb OfC'AI IfOBNIA::fllfS!Nj:SS lRANSPOBfATK>N ANJ') !K)IJ$1N(i A(j!·NCy 

DEPARTMENT OF T RANSPORTATION 
OFFICE OF nm DIRECTOR 
1'.0 . IJOX 9~287J. MS-19 
SACRA~IEN'I"O. CA 9~213.()()()1 
1'\ION!; (916) 6S.I·5266 
FAX (916) 6Sl·6608 
"IT Y 711 
"ww.dot ca.gov 

March 16.2012 

NON-DISCRIMINATION 
POLICY STATEMENT 

I ·!)NJUm(i DRAA'N Jr Qq>qnqt 

Flex JYNT ptYit tr' 
lk tiU!Tf!J' tff~•tnt' 

The California Deparunenl of Transportation, under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964 and related statutes, ensures that no person in the State of California shall. on 
the grounds of race, color. national origin. sex, disability, religion, sexual orientation. 
or age, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of. or be otherwise 
subjected to discrimination under any program or activity it administers. 

For information or guidance on how to file a complaint based on the grounds of race. 
color, national origin. sex. disability, religion. sexual orientation, or age, please visit 
the following web page: hllp://www.dot.ca.gov/hq!bep/title _ vi/ t6 _ violated.htm. 

Additionally, if you need this information in an alternate format, such as in Braille or 
in a language other than English, please contact Mario Solis, Manager, Title VI and 
Americans with Disabilities Act Program. Calilornia Department of Transportation, 
1823 14th Street, MS-79, Sacramento, CA 95811. Phone: (9 16) 324-1353, "lTV 711. 
fax (916) 324-1869. or via email: mario _solis@dot.ca.gov. 

~~-
MALCOLM DOUGHERTY 
Acting Director 
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Appendix D Summary of Relocation Benefits 

California Department of Transportation Relocation Assistance Program 

The Riverside County Transportation Commission, with Department oversight, will be responsible for 
implementing and administering the California Department of Transportation Relocation Assistance Program for 
the SR 79 Realignment Project. 

Declaration of Policy 
“The purpose of this title is to establish a uniform policy for fair and equitable treatment of persons displaced as 
a result of federal and federally assisted programs in order that such persons shall not suffer disproportionate 
injuries as a result of programs designed for the benefit of the public as a whole.” 

The Fifth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution states, “No Person shall…be deprived of life, liberty, or property, 
without due process of law, nor shall private property be taken for public use without just compensation.”  The 
Uniform Act sets forth in statute the due process that must be followed in Real Property acquisitions involving 
federal funds.  Supplementing the Uniform Act is the government-wide single rule for all agencies to follow, set 
forth in 49 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 24.  Displaced individuals, families, businesses, farms, and 
nonprofit organizations may be eligible for relocation advisory services and payments, as discussed below. 

Fair Housing 
The Fair Housing Law (Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968) sets forth the policy of the United States to 
provide, within constitutional limitations, for fair housing.  This Act, and as amended, makes discriminatory 
practices in the purchase and rental of most residential units illegal.  Whenever possible, minority persons shall be 
given reasonable opportunities to relocate to any available housing regardless of neighborhood, as long as the 
replacement dwellings are decent, safe, and sanitary and are within their financial means.  This policy, however, 
does not require Caltrans to provide a person a larger payment than is necessary to enable a person to relocate to a 
comparable replacement dwelling. 

Any persons to be displaced will be assigned to a relocation advisor, who will work closely with each displacee in 
order to see that all payments and benefits are fully utilized, and that all regulations are observed, thereby avoiding 
the possibility of displacees jeopardizing or forfeiting any of their benefits or payments.  At the time of the 
initiation of negotiations (usually the first written offer to purchase), owner-occupants are given a detailed 
explanation of the state’s relocation services.  Tenant occupants of properties to be acquired are contacted soon 
after the initiation of negotiations, and also are given a detailed explanation of the Caltrans Relocation Assistance 
Program.  To avoid loss of possible benefits, no individual, family, business, farm, or nonprofit organization 
should commit to purchase or rent a replacement property without first contacting a Caltrans relocation advisor. 

Relocation Assistance Advisory Services 
In accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as 
amended, Caltrans will provide relocation advisory assistance to any person, business, farm or nonprofit 
organization displaced as a result of the acquisition of real property for public use, so long as they are legally 

1 of 5
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present in the United States.  Caltrans will assist eligible displacees in obtaining comparable replacement housing 
by providing current and continuing information on the availability and prices of both houses for sale and rental 
units that are “decent, safe and sanitary.”  Nonresidential displacees will receive information on comparable 
properties for lease or purchase (For business, farm and nonprofit organization relocation services, see below). 

Residential replacement dwellings will be in a location generally not less desirable than the displacement 
neighborhood at prices or rents within the financial ability of the individuals and families displaced, and 
reasonably accessible to their places of employment.  Before any displacement occurs, comparable replacement 
dwellings will be offered to displacees that are open to all persons regardless of race, color, religion, sex, national 
origin, and consistent with the requirements of Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968.  This assistance will also 
include the supplying of information concerning federal and state assisted housing programs, and any other known 
services being offered by public and private agencies in the area. 

Persons who are eligible for relocation payments and who are legally occupying the property required for the 
project will not be asked to move without first being given at least 90 days written notice.  Residential occupants 
eligible for relocation payment(s) will not be required to move unless at least one comparable “decent, safe and 
sanitary” replacement dwelling, available on the market, is offered to them by Caltrans. 

Residential Relocation Payments 
The Relocation Assistance Program will help eligible residential occupants by paying certain costs and expenses.  
These costs are limited to those necessary for or incidental to the purchase or rental of a replacement dwelling and 
actual reasonable moving expenses to a new location within 50 miles of the displacement property.  Any actual 
moving costs in excess of the 50 miles are the responsibility of the displacee.  The Residential Relocation 
Assistance Program can be summarized as follows: 

Moving Costs 
Any displaced person, who lawfully occupied the acquired property, regardless of the length of occupancy in the 
property acquired, will be eligible for reimbursement of moving costs.  Displacees will receive either the actual 
reasonable costs involved in moving themselves and personal property up to a maximum of 50 miles, or a fixed 
payment based on a fixed moving cost schedule.  Lawful occupants who move into the displacement property after 
the initiation of negotiations must wait until the Department obtains control of the property in order to be eligible 
for relocation payments. 

Purchase Differential 
In addition to moving and related expense payments, fully eligible homeowners may be entitled to payments for 
increased costs of replacement housing. 

Homeowners who have owned and occupied their property for 180 days or more prior to the date of the initiation 
of negotiations (usually the first written offer to purchase the property), may qualify to receive a price differential 
payment and may qualify to receive reimbursement for certain nonrecurring costs incidental to the purchase of the 
replacement property.  An interest differential payment is also available if the interest rate for the loan on the 
replacement dwelling is higher than the loan rate on the displacement dwelling, subject to certain limitations on 
reimbursement based upon the replacement property interest rate.  The maximum combination of these three 



3 of 5Appendix D -Summary of Relocation Benefits

Appendix D  Summary of Relocation Benefits

supplemental payments that the owner-occupant can receive is $22,500.  If the total entitlement (without the 
moving payments) is in excess of $22,500, the Last Resort Housing Program will be used (See the explanation of 
the Last Resort Housing Program below). 

Rent Differential 
Tenants and certain owner-occupants (based on length of ownership) who have occupied the property to be 
acquired by Caltrans prior to the date of the initiation of negotiations may qualify to receive a rent differential 
payment.  This payment is made when Caltrans determines that the cost to rent a comparable “decent, safe and 
sanitary” replacement dwelling will be more than the present rent of the displacement dwelling.  As an alternative, 
the tenant may qualify for a down payment benefit designed to assist in the purchase of a replacement property and 
the payment of certain costs incidental to the purchase, subject to certain limitations noted under the Down 
Payment section below.  The maximum amount payable to any eligible tenant and any owner-occupant of less than 
180 days, in addition to moving expenses, is $5,250.  If the total entitlement for rent supplement exceeds $5,250, 
the Last Resort Housing Program will be used. 

In order to receive any relocation benefits, the displaced person must buy or rent and occupy a “decent, safe and 
sanitary” replacement dwelling within one year from the date the Department takes legal possession of the 
property, or from the date the displacee vacates the displacement property, whichever is later. 

Down Payment 
The down payment option has been designed to aid owner-occupants of less than 180 days and tenants in legal 
occupancy prior to Caltrans’ initiation of negotiations.  The down payment and incidental expenses cannot exceed 
the maximum payment of $5,250.  The one-year eligibility period in which to purchase and occupy a “decent, safe 
and sanitary” replacement dwelling will apply. 

Last Resort Housing 
Federal regulations (49 CFR 24) contain the policy and procedure for implementing the Last Resort Housing 
Program on federal-aid projects.  Last Resort Housing benefits are, except for the amounts of payments and the 
methods in making them, the same as those benefits for standard residential relocation as explained above.  Last 
Resort Housing has been deigned primarily to cover situations where a displacee cannot be relocated because of 
lack of available comparable replacement housing, or when the anticipated replacement housing payments exceed 
the $22,500 and $5,250 limits of the standard relocation procedure, because either the displacee lacks the financial 
ability or other valid circumstances. 

After the initiation of negotiations, Caltrans will within a reasonable length of time, personally contact the 
displacees to gather important information, including the following: 

• Number of people to be displaced; 
• Specific arrangements needed to accommodate any family member(s) with special needs; 
• Financial ability to relocate into comparable replacement dwelling which will adequately house all members of 

the family; 
• Preferences in area of relocation; and 
• Location of employment or school. 
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Nonresidential Relocation Assistance 
The Nonresidential Relocation Assistance Program provides assistance to businesses, farms and nonprofit 
organizations in locating suitable replacement property, and reimbursement for certain costs involved in relocation.  
The Relocation Advisory Assistance Program will provide current lists of properties offered for sale or rent, 
suitable for a particular business’s specific relocation needs.  The types of payments available to eligible 
businesses, farms and nonprofit organizations are: searching and moving expenses, and possibly reestablishment 
expenses; or a fixed in lieu payment instead of any moving, searching and reestablishment expenses.  The payment 
types can be summarized as follows: 

Moving Expenses 
Moving expenses may include the following actual, reasonable costs: 

• The moving of inventory, machinery, equipment and similar business-related property, including: dismantling, 
disconnecting, crating, packing, loading, insuring, transporting, unloading, unpacking, and reconnecting of 
personal property.  Items acquired in the right-of-way contract may not be moved under the Relocation 
Assistance Program.  If the displacee buys an Item Pertaining to the Realty back at salvage value, the cost to 
move that item is borne by the displacee. 

• Loss of tangible personal property provides payment for actual, direct loss of personal property that the owner 
is permitted not to move. 

• Expenses related to searching for a new business site, up to $2,500, for reasonable expenses actually incurred. 

Reestablishment Expenses 
Reestablishment expenses related to the operation of the business at the new location, up to $10,000 for reasonable 
expenses actually incurred. 

Fixed In Lieu Payment 
A fixed payment in lieu of moving, searching, and reestablishment payments may be available to businesses which 
meet certain eligibility requirements.  This payment is an amount equal to half the average annual net earnings for 
the last two taxable years prior to the relocation and may not be less than $1,000 nor more than $20,000. 

Additional Information 
Reimbursement for moving costs and replacement housing payments are not considered income for the purpose of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, or for the purpose of determining the extent of eligibility of a displacee for 
assistance under the Social Security Act, or any other law, except for any federal law providing local “Section 8” 
Housing Programs. 

Any person, business, farm or nonprofit organization which has been refused a relocation payment by the Caltrans 
relocation advisor or believes that the payment(s) offered by the agency are inadequate, may appeal for a special 
hearing of the complaint.  No legal assistance is required.  Information about the appeal procedure is available 
from the relocation advisor. 

California law allows for the payment for lost goodwill that arises from the displacement for a public project.  A 
list of ineligible expenses can be obtained from Caltrans Right-of-Way.  California’s law and the federal 
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regulations covering relocation assistance provide that no payment shall be duplicated by other payments being 
made by the displacing agency. 

Residential Relocation Payments Program 
The Relocation Assistance for Residential Relocation Brochure is available in English and Spanish.  Electronic 
versions of this brochure are available from the following Internet links. 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/residential_english.pdf 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/residential_spanish.pdf 

The Project would require the relocation of mobile homes.  Brochures about mobile homes are available in English 
and Spanish.  Electronic versions of these brochures are available from the following Internet links. 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/mobile_eng.pdf 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/mobile_sp.pdf 

Business and Farm Relocation Assistance Program  
The Project would require the relocation of businesses.  Brochures about business relocation are available in 
English and Spanish.  Electronic versions of these brochures are available from the following Internet links. 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/business_farm.pdf 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/business_sp.pdf 

Other Availability 
Printed versions of the relocation brochures, along with hard copies of the SR 79 Realignment Project Draft 
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement and supporting technical studies, are available for 
review at the Riverside County Transportation Commission, 4080 Lemon Street, 3rd Floor, Riverside, CA 92501. 
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Appendix E Environmental Commitments Record 
The purpose of the Environmental Commitments Record (ECR) provided in this appendix is to assign 
responsibility for the implementation, monitoring, and timing of each avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measure that has been identified to address impacts of the proposed Project. 

The ECR lists each of the environmental topics evaluated and the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measures.  Two columns in the table list the timing/phase of the measures and the party responsible for ensuring 
that each measure is implemented.  The next two columns are blank to allow the Riverside County Transportation 
Commission (RCTC) or the California Department of Transportation (Department) to add the actions taken to 
implement the measures and the verification date of each measure.  These columns will be used as a reference for 
verifying that each measure is implemented and that ongoing measures are regularly checked. 
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Date: February 2013 
Environmental Coordinator: 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS RECORD 
(ECR) 

08-RIV-79 
KP R25.4/R54.4 

PM R15.78/R33.80 
EA 494000/PN 0800000784 

Construct Highway 

Environmental 
Compliance 

Task and Brief Description Ref. 
Responsible Branch/ 

Staff Timing/ Phase 

Nonstandard 
Special 

Provisions 
(NSSP) Req. 

Action Taken to 
Comply with Task

Task 
Completed 
(Date and 
Initials) Remarks YES NO 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE REVIEW 
Land Use 

Existing and Future Land Use 

LU-1.  City of Hemet General Plan and Build Alternative 
1a.  Differences between Build Alternative 1a and the 
General Plan of the City of Hemet would have to be 
mutually resolved before the Project moves forward.  The 
likely solution is a general plan amendment.  This will 
occur after the Preferred Alternative is identified and the 
Record of Decision (ROD) is issued.  RCTC will 
coordinate with the City of Hemet to complete the 
general plan amendment procedure.  If such resolution 
does not occur, the Project would not be implemented. 

LU-1 

3-26 
RCTC Project Manager Preconstruction        

LU-2.  City of San Jacinto General Plan and Build 
Alternative 1a.  Differences between Build Alternative 1a 
and the General Plan of the City of San Jacinto would 
have to be mutually resolved before the Project moves 
forward.  The likely solution is a general plan 
amendment.  This will occur after the Preferred 
Alternative is identified and the ROD is issued.  RCTC 
will coordinate with the City of San Jacinto to complete 
the general plan amendment procedure.  If such 
resolution does not occur, the Project would not be 
implemented. 

LU-2 

3-26 

RCTC Project Manager Preconstruction        

LU-3.  City of Hemet General Plan and Build Alternative 
1b and Design Option 1b1.  Differences between Build 
Alternative 1b and Design Option 1b1 and the General 
Plan of the City of Hemet would have to be mutually 
resolved before the Project moves forward.  The likely 
solution is a general plan amendment.  This will occur 
after the Preferred Alternative is identified and the ROD 
is issued.  RCTC will coordinate with the City of Hemet to 
complete the general plan amendment procedure.  If 
such resolution does not occur, the Project would not be 
implemented. 

LU-3 

3-26 

RCTC Project Manager Preconstruction        

LU-4.  City of Hemet General Plan and Build Alternative 
2a.  Differences between Build Alternative 2a and the 
General Plan of the City of Hemet would have to be 
mutually resolved before the Project moves forward.  The 
likely solution is a general plan amendment.  This will 
occur after the Preferred Alternative is identified and the 

LU-4 

3-26 

RCTC Project Manager Preconstruction        
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Date: February 2013 
Environmental Coordinator: 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS RECORD 
(ECR) 

08-RIV-79 
KP R25.4/R54.4 

PM R15.78/R33.80 
EA 494000/PN 0800000784 

Construct Highway 

Environmental 
Compliance 

Task and Brief Description Ref. 
Responsible Branch/ 

Staff Timing/ Phase 

Nonstandard 
Special 

Provisions 
(NSSP) Req. 

Action Taken to 
Comply with Task

Task 
Completed 
(Date and 
Initials) Remarks YES NO 

ROD is issued.  RCTC will coordinate with the City of 
Hemet to complete the general plan amendment 
procedure.  If such resolution does not occur, the Project 
would not be implemented. 

LU-5.  City of San Jacinto General Plan and Build 
Alternative 2a.  Differences between Build Alternative 2a 
and the General Plan of the City of San Jacinto would 
have to be mutually resolved before the Project moves 
forward.  The likely solution is a general plan 
amendment.  This will occur after the Preferred 
Alternative is identified and the ROD is issued.  RCTC 
will coordinate with the City of San Jacinto to complete 
the general plan amendment procedure.  If such 
resolution does not occur, the Project would not be 
implemented. 

LU-5  
3-26 

RCTC Project Manager Preconstruction        

LU-6.  County of Riverside Circulation System.  After the 
ROD is issued for the Project, and as part of final design, 
RCTC will coordinate the planned access restrictions on 
Olive Avenue and Simpson Road with the County of 
Riverside so that the County can determine appropriate 
actions to accommodate a change to the approved 
Circulation Element of the Riverside County General 
Plan. 

LU-6  

3-26 

RCTC Project Manager Preconstruction        

Consistent with Local Plans and Programs 

LU-1.  City of Hemet General Plan and Build 
Alternative 1a. 

LU-1 

3-26 

RCTC Project Manager Preconstruction        

LU-2.  City of San Jacinto General Plan and Build 
Alternative 1a.   

LU-2 

3-26 

RCTC Project Manager Preconstruction        

LU-3.  City of Hemet General Plan and Build 
Alternative 1b and Design Option 1b1. 

LU-3  
3-26 

RCTC Project Manager Preconstruction        

LU-4.  City of Hemet General Plan and Build 
Alternative 2a 

LU-4 
3-26 

RCTC Project Manager Preconstruction        

LU-5.  City of San Jacinto General Plan and Build 
Alternative 2a.   

LU-5 
3-26 

RCTC Project Manager Preconstruction        

LU-6.  County of Riverside Circulation System.   LU-6 
3-26 

RCTC Project Manager Preconstruction        
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Date: February 2013 
Environmental Coordinator: 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS RECORD 
(ECR) 

08-RIV-79 
KP R25.4/R54.4 

PM R15.78/R33.80 
EA 494000/PN 0800000784 

Construct Highway 

Environmental 
Compliance 

Task and Brief Description Ref. 
Responsible Branch/ 

Staff Timing/ Phase 

Nonstandard 
Special 

Provisions 
(NSSP) Req. 

Action Taken to 
Comply with Task

Task 
Completed 
(Date and 
Initials) Remarks YES NO 

LU-7.  Public Notification of Alternative San Jacinto 
Parks.  Project construction will be coordinated with the 
City of San Jacinto so that the availability and location of 
alternative neighborhood parks and recreational facilities 
can be properly noticed to the public. 

LU-7 

3-65 
RCTC Project Manager Preconstruction        

Parks and Recreational Areas 
NO-1.  Installation of Recommended Noise Barriers 
Shown to be Feasible and Reasonable.  

NO-1 

3-430 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Project Engineer 

Design, Construction         

LU-7.  Public Notification of Alternative San Jacinto 
Parks. 

LU-7 

3-65 

RCTC Project Manager Design, Preconstruction        

BIO-8.  Dust Mitigation.  The Project will minimize dust by 
regularly watering active construction areas. 

BIO-8 

3-65 

RCTC Project Manager Construction        

Farmlands/Timberlands           

AG-1.  Maintain Access to Existing Farmlands.  Access 
to existing farmlands, all remaining active fields, and farm 
units will be maintained during construction for farm-
related vehicles.  Long-term indirect impacts to farmlands 
will be minimized by modifying driveways and farm lanes 
in cooperation with the landowners to maintain access to 
parcel remnants.  Modifications will be made to minimize 
the cost and inconvenience to the landowner.  Such 
efforts will reduce the impacts to the farmland and the 
producers, as well as reducing the Project right-of-way 
acquisition costs. 

AG-1 

3-107 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Project Engineer and 

Resident Engineer 

Design, Construction      
 

 

  

AG-2.  Coordination with Owners.  Coordination and 
implementing activities will take place with property 
owners to notify them of any short-term loss of services, 
such as water and electricity, or other requirements for 
maintaining farming activities.  Timing of any short-term 
loss of service will occur during times that will not disrupt 
farming operations. 

AG-2 

3-107 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Project Engineer and 

Resident Engineer 

Design, Construction        

AG-3.  Notification of Williamson Act Land Acquisition.  
The Department and RCTC will notify the CDC of any 
acquired Williamson Act lands within 10 days of the 
acquisition. 

AG-3 

3-108 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Environmental Task Lead 

Preconstruction        
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Date: February 2013 
Environmental Coordinator: 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS RECORD 
(ECR) 

08-RIV-79 
KP R25.4/R54.4 

PM R15.78/R33.80 
EA 494000/PN 0800000784 

Construct Highway 

Environmental 
Compliance 

Task and Brief Description Ref. 
Responsible Branch/ 

Staff Timing/ Phase 

Nonstandard 
Special 

Provisions 
(NSSP) Req. 

Action Taken to 
Comply with Task

Task 
Completed 
(Date and 
Initials) Remarks YES NO 

Community Character and Cohesion 

COM-1.  Establish Pedestrian/Bike/Equestrian Paths.  
The Riverside County Transportation Commission 
(RCTC) will be responsible for the design of 
pedestrian/bike/equestrian paths for the East Newport 
Road overcrossing and Olive Avenue and Stowe Road 
undercrossings of realigned SR 79. 

COM-1 

3-138 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Project Engineer 

Design        

COM-2.  School District Coordination.  RCTC will be 
responsible for contacting the Hemet and San Jacinto 
Unified School Districts to confirm the school attendance 
areas that would be bisected by the Project.  Once 
affected schools are identified, coordination will be 
conducted to avoid disruption of access. 

COM-2 

3-138 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Resident Engineer 

Preconstruction, 
Construction 

       

COM-3.  Traffic Management Plan for Access.  The 
Traffic Management Plan prepared for the Project will 
identify traffic control measures (construction cones, 
signs, etc.) and detour routes to manage circulation 
during construction and maintain adequate access to 
community services.  It will also include outreach and 
public communication plans. 

COM-3 

3-139 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Project Engineer 

Design, Preconstruction        

COM-4.  Recycling during Operations.  The Department 
will be responsible for managing Project operation and 
maintenance activities to ensure that refuse, debris, and 
landscape trimmings will be reused or recycled at a 
suitable recycling facility as appropriate.  This will reduce 
the amount of material disposed at Lamb Canyon 
Landfill. 

COM-4 

3-139 

The Department Project 
Manager in conjunction 

with RCTC Project 
Manager, Resident 

Engineer, and 
Department maintenance 

staff 

Construction        

Relocation 

RELOC-1.  Relocation Assistance.  The Riverside 
County Transportation Commission (RCTC), as the 
agency responsible for relocations, will implement and 
administer, with Department oversight, the California 
Department of Transportation Relocation Assistance 
Program to provide relocation assistance or 
compensation to eligible persons and businesses in 
accordance with the federal Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Property Acquisition Act of 1970, as 
amended (42 United States Code Sections 4601 4655) 
and the California Relocation Act (California Government 
Code, Section 7260 et. seq.). 

RELOC-1 

3-150 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with RCTC 

Right-of-Way Staff 

Preconstruction        
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Date: February 2013 
Environmental Coordinator: 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS RECORD 
(ECR) 

08-RIV-79 
KP R25.4/R54.4 

PM R15.78/R33.80 
EA 494000/PN 0800000784 

Construct Highway 

Environmental 
Compliance 

Task and Brief Description Ref. 
Responsible Branch/ 

Staff Timing/ Phase 

Nonstandard 
Special 

Provisions 
(NSSP) Req. 

Action Taken to 
Comply with Task

Task 
Completed 
(Date and 
Initials) Remarks YES NO 

Utilities 

UTIL-1.  Coordination with Utility Companies.  During 
final design, RCTC will be responsible for conducting 
early coordination with utility companies to determine 
which utilities need to be relocated outside the proposed 
Project ROW.  The Project Engineer will seek:  
(1) To avoid utility relocations 
(2) If relocation is necessary, to relocate utilities across 

the SR 79 right-of-way or within other existing public 
rights-of-way and/or easements 

(3) If relocation is outside existing or proposed public 
right of way and/or easements, to relocate in a 
manner that will minimize environmental impacts 
from construction and ongoing maintenance and 
repair activities 

UTIL-1 

3-165 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Project Engineer 

Design, Preconstruction        

UTIL-2.  Roadway Segment G Utility Tower Relocations.  
RCTC will be responsible for the relocation of the two 
utilities towers within Roadway Segment G.  This would 
require a new site that would provide for the same 
coverage as achieved by the current towers.  This 
measure is contingent on Roadway Segment G being 
included in the Selected Alternative. 

UTIL-2 

3-165 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Project Engineer and 

Resident Engineer  

Design, Construction        

UTIL-3.  Temporary Detour for Railroad.  This measure 
will be implemented as necessary if either of the design 
options is identified as the Preferred Alternative.  Given 
the infrequency of rail operations along the San Jacinto 
Branch Line, at least 2 weeks prior to the time when 
annual train operations must cross SR 79, RCTC will 
contact the Department in writing with detailed 
operational requirements (date, time, etc.) for the train 
crossing.  In accordance with these stated requirements, 
the Department will design and implement a temporary 
detour from SR 79 onto local streets, including 
appropriate road blocks and signage, for no more than 8 
consecutive nighttime hours in accordance with all 
Department design and safety standards.  Once the 
temporary detour is in place, the Department will remove 
the portions of SR 79 that obstruct the railroad ROW, so 
that the train may safely cross the SR 79, in accordance 
with all applicable safety standards.  Once the train has 
successfully crossed SR 79, the SR 79 roadway will be 
returned to predisturbance conditions consistent with all 

UTIL-3 

3-165 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Department Oversight 

Project Manager, 
Department Engineers, 

and Department 
construction staff  

Postconstruction        
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Date: February 2013 
Environmental Coordinator: 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS RECORD 
(ECR) 

08-RIV-79 
KP R25.4/R54.4 

PM R15.78/R33.80 
EA 494000/PN 0800000784 

Construct Highway 

Environmental 
Compliance 

Task and Brief Description Ref. 
Responsible Branch/ 

Staff Timing/ Phase 

Nonstandard 
Special 

Provisions 
(NSSP) Req. 

Action Taken to 
Comply with Task

Task 
Completed 
(Date and 
Initials) Remarks YES NO 

applicable Department design and safety standards, prior 
to being reopened to public travel.  To address the 
impacts to traffic, a Transportation Management Plan will 
be developed to identify, sign, and/or notify the general 
public about the closure and detour routes.  In addition, 
emergency service providers will be notified about 
closure locations to allow them to identify alternate routes 
for emergency response. 

UTIL-4.  Notification of Underground Service Alert.  The 
construction contractor will notify Underground Service 
Alert (USA) prior to Project construction to ensure that 
the location of all utility lines within the Project ROW are 
correctly marked prior to groundbreaking.  Coordination 
with USA also would identify the presence of previously 
unknown or unmarked utilities, ensuring proper relocation 
and avoidance of existing utilities in Utility Relocation 
Area 2. 

UTIL-4 

3-166 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Resident Engineer 

Preconstruction, 
Construction 

       

UTIL-5.  Utility Relocation.  Prior to construction, RCTC 
and the construction contractor will coordinate with the 
utility providers responsible for utility relocations to avoid 
interruption or disruption of service and in accordance 
with the Traffic Management Plan prepared for the 
Project to avoid impacts to circulation and emergency 
response times. 

UTIL-5 

3-166 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Resident Engineer 

Preconstruction, 
Construction 

       

Emergency Services 

SERV-1.  Coordination with Emergency Responders 
Prior to Opening Year (2015).  Prior to Opening Year 
(2015), RCTC will coordinate with the emergency 
responders listed below to ensure that, if necessary, 
response routes can be established or updated and 
additional personnel can be secured to ensure that 
emergency response in the Project area continues to 
meet applicable requirements. 
• California Highway Patrol 
• City of Hemet Fire Department 
• City of Hemet Police Department 
• Riverside County Fire Department (including contracted 

fire protection for the City of San Jacinto) 
• Riverside County Sheriff’s Department (including 

contracted police protection for the City of San Jacinto) 

SERV-1 
3-166 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Project Engineer 

Design, Preconstruction        
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Date: February 2013 
Environmental Coordinator: 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS RECORD 
(ECR) 

08-RIV-79 
KP R25.4/R54.4 

PM R15.78/R33.80 
EA 494000/PN 0800000784 

Construct Highway 

Environmental 
Compliance 

Task and Brief Description Ref. 
Responsible Branch/ 

Staff Timing/ Phase 

Nonstandard 
Special 

Provisions 
(NSSP) Req. 

Action Taken to 
Comply with Task

Task 
Completed 
(Date and 
Initials) Remarks YES NO 

SERV-2.  Coordination of Temporary Detours with 
Emergency Responders.  Prior to and during 
construction, RCTC and the construction contractor will 
coordinate all temporary detour plans with the 
emergency responders listed below to ensure that, if 
necessary, affected response routes can be established 
or updated and additional personnel can be secured to 
ensure that emergency response in the Project area 
continues to meet applicable requirements. 
• California Highway Patrol 
• City of Hemet Fire Department 
• City of Hemet Police Department 
• Riverside County Fire Department (including 

contracted fire protection for the City of San Jacinto) 
• Riverside County Sheriff’s Department (including 

contracted police protection for the City of San 
Jacinto) 

SERV-2 

3-167 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Project Engineer 

Design, Preconstruction        

Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities 

LU-6.  County of Riverside Circulation System. LU-6 

3-26 
RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Project Engineer and 

Resident Engineer 

Design, Preconstruction, 
Construction 

       

UTIL-3.  Temporary Detour for Railroad. UTIL-3 

3-165 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Department Oversight 

Project Manager, 
Department Engineers 

and Department 
construction staff  

Postconstruction        

Visual/Aesthetics 

VIS-1.  Corridor Master Plan.  Early in the planning and 
design of the Project, a Corridor Master Plan will be 
developed to unify all freeway improvements, including 
the roadway, structures, and roadside, to result in a 
collaborative, distinctive, cohesive integration of the 
corridor into the surrounding communities and the natural 
environment.  The Corridor Master Plan will include 
roadside design and maintenance, vegetation 
management, noise barriers, retaining walls, storm water 
treatments, median barriers, guard rails, bridges, light 

VIS-1 

3-245 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Project Engineer and 
Landscape Architect 

Design        
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Date: February 2013 
Environmental Coordinator: 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS RECORD 
(ECR) 

08-RIV-79 
KP R25.4/R54.4 

PM R15.78/R33.80 
EA 494000/PN 0800000784 

Construct Highway 

Environmental 
Compliance 

Task and Brief Description Ref. 
Responsible Branch/ 

Staff Timing/ Phase 

Nonstandard 
Special 

Provisions 
(NSSP) Req. 

Action Taken to 
Comply with Task

Task 
Completed 
(Date and 
Initials) Remarks YES NO 

pollution, preservation of historic and cultural features to 
ensure the visual cohesiveness of the corridor.  It will 
include the identification of collaborative opportunities for 
the Department and others.  The Corridor Master Plan 
should be specific and not only conceptual in design.  
Resources for development of the Corridor Master Plan 
will be provided from this parent project's roadway 
contract. 

VIS-2.  Mitigation Planting/Highway Planting.  Mitigation 
planting/highway planting will be provided prior to the end 
of construction for each phase of the Project. It is 
expected that the year requirements for the plant 
establishment period will be set in the Corridor Master 
Plan based on the species selected, but will not be less 
than a 3-year minimum. The vegetative requirements 
may vary. Planting and plant establishment will be 
funded by this parent project's roadway contract. 

VIS-2 

3-245 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Project Engineer and 
Landscape Architect 

Design        

VIS-3.  Plantings to Bring Down Apparent Scale.  The 
planting of trees, vines, and shrubs will be provided for 
the "softening" of structures, including walls and bridges, 
and to bring down their apparent scale. 

VIS-3 

3-246 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Project Engineer, the 

Landscape Architect, and 
the Resident Engineer  

Design, Construction        

VIS-4.  Minimize Visual Impacts with Revegetation.  
Visual impacts will be minimized by revegetation, which 
will be achieved by planting trees, shrubs, and 
groundcover at interchanges and in more developed 
areas.  Less developed, scenic, and rural areas will be 
revegetated to reproduce adjacent native cover.  Slope 
areas adjacent to native cover will include container 
planting in addition to seeding to minimize visual impacts. 

VIS-4 

3-246 
 
 
 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Project Engineer and 
Landscape Architect 

Design        

VIS-5.  Textured Noise Barriers.  Noise barriers and 
retaining walls will be heavily textured and colored a 
midrange to dark color that corresponds to that of 
adjacent soil.  Walls facing public-use areas (streets, 
private yards, or recreation) will be heavily textured and 
colored a midrange to dark neutral color to minimize light 
reflection.  Walls higher than 2.4 meters (m) (8 feet [ft]) 
and longer than 9.1 m (30 ft) will feature a wall cap and 
panel with detailing or site specific designs such as local 
or historic references.  These or other specific 
enhancements approved by the District Landscape 
Architect will minimize/mitigate community impacts by 

VIS-5 

3-246 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Resident Engineer and 
Landscape Architect 

Design, Construction        
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Date: February 2013 
Environmental Coordinator: 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS RECORD 
(ECR) 

08-RIV-79 
KP R25.4/R54.4 

PM R15.78/R33.80 
EA 494000/PN 0800000784 

Construct Highway 

Environmental 
Compliance 

Task and Brief Description Ref. 
Responsible Branch/ 

Staff Timing/ Phase 

Nonstandard 
Special 

Provisions 
(NSSP) Req. 

Action Taken to 
Comply with Task

Task 
Completed 
(Date and 
Initials) Remarks YES NO 

enhancing the regional “sense of place” and restoring 
visual scale to the surroundings. 

VIS-6.  Aesthetic Treatment to Structures.  Aesthetic 
treatment to structures will provide opportunities for 
community identification and will be developed 
collaboratively in the Corridor Master Plan. 

VIS-6 

3-246 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Resident Engineer and 
Landscape Architect 

Design, Construction        

VIS-7.  Planting on Structures to Minimize Glare.  
Landscaping will entail planting trees adjacent to 
concrete structures and vines on the structures 
themselves to minimize reflected light and glare. 

VIS-7 

3-246 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Project Engineer and 
Landscape Architect 

Design        

VIS-8.  Concentrations of Trees and Shrubs at 
Interchanges.  Landscaping will entail planting 
concentrations of trees and shrubs at interchanges, with 
less numerous plantings in the areas in between. 

VIS-8 

3-246 
 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Resident Engineer and 
Landscape Architect 

Design, Construction        

VIS-9.  Screening Treatments in Winchester.  Portions of 
the Project alignment visible from schools and parks or 
Roadway Segment A in the community of Winchester will 
receive screening treatments, including the planting of 
trees, shrubs, and/or vines. 

VIS-9 

3-246 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Resident Engineer and 
Landscape Architect 

Design, Construction        

VIS-10.  Noise Barrier Screening in Winchester.  Noise 
barriers built at locations visible from parks or schools or 
within Winchester will be screened with trees, shrubs, or 
vines to minimize their visual impact. 

VIS-10 

3-246 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Landscape Architect, 
Project Engineer and 

Resident Engineer 

Design, Construction        

VIS-11.  Prepare Contour Grading Plans.  Consistent 
with Section 304.4 of the Department’s Highway Design 
Manual, prepare contour grading plans for all major cut 
slopes that provide for the rounding of the tops and ends 
of the cut slopes where the material is other than solid 
rock.  Where the material is solid rock, a layer of earth or 
rock rubble overlying the rock will be rounded. 

VIS-11 

3-247 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Landscape Architect, 
Project Engineer and 

Resident Engineer 

Design, Construction        

VIS-12.  Cut Slope Design.  To ensure that the cut slopes 
have a more natural appearance, the design of these 
slopes will be analyzed further and revised.  In the 
current design, each of the slopes consists of a series of 
3.7-m (12-ft) -wide benches intended to catch debris; 
these wide and regular benches create a somewhat 
artificial appearing slope.  In the redesign, a single wide 
bench will be provided at the base of each cut slope to 
catch debris, and the regular series of wide benches on 

VIS-12 

3-247 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Resident Engineer and 
Landscape Architect 

Design, Construction        
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the slopes will be replaced by a series of 0.3-m to 0.6-m 
(1-ft to 2-ft) -wide steps intended to create niches for the 
establishment of vegetation.  The design of these steps 
will be consistent with the guidance provided by Section 
304.5 of the Department’s Highway Design Manual, 
which recommends that they be irregular, varying by 20 
percent in height.  In addition, at the ends of the cuts, the 
steps will be designed to wrap around the rounded 
transitions to appear more natural. 

VIS-13.  Over-Excavate Slopes.  Where feasible, over-
excavate slopes cut into solid rock by 1.2 m (4 ft) and 
back fill with rock rubble.  This will create a more natural 
appearance for the texture of slopes and will provide 
more opportunities for vegetation to become established. 

VIS-13 

3-247 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Landscape Architect, 
Project Engineer and 

Resident Engineer 

Design, Construction        

VIS-14.  Create Artificial Draws.  On large cut slopes, 
create artificial draws (small depressions that extend up 
the slope and serve as drainage ways) that make visual 
sense in terms of their relationship to the surrounding 
topographic patterns.  These artificial draws will be 
designed to break the cuts up into smaller visual units 
and to make the cut look less like an engineered slope. 

VIS-14 

3-247 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Project Engineer 

Design        

VIS-15.  Weathering of Exposed Rock.  On cut slopes 
where the color of the exposed rock contrasts 
substantially with the color of the rock on the nearby 
slope areas, use a metallic oxide spray to artificially 
weather the surfaces of the newly exposed rock. 

VIS-15 

3-247 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Project Engineer and 
Landscape Architect 

Design        

VIS-16.  Revegetate Cut Slopes.  Use hydroseeding and 
other planting methods, where feasible, on cut slopes to 
initiate the longer term process of natural slope 
revegetation. 

VIS-16 

3-247 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Project Engineer and 
Landscape Architect 

Design        

VIS-17.  Erosion Control.  Design the fill slopes to 
incorporate erosion control measures in a way that is 
effective in preventing erosion and that leaves the slopes 
as natural appearing as possible. 

VIS-17 

3-248 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Project Engineer and 
Landscape Architect 

Design        

VIS-18.  Hydroseed Fill Slopes.  Hydroseed the fill slopes 
to establish a vegetative cover of native plants/grasses. 

VIS-18 

3-248 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Project Engineer and 
Landscape Architect 

Design        
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VIS-19.  Texturize Fill Slopes.  Incorporate rock rubble 
onto the surfaces of the fill slopes so that they have a 
highly textured natural appearance. 

VIS-19 

3-248 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Project Engineer and 
Landscape Architect 

Design        

VIS-20.  Revegetate Fill Slopes.  Make strategic 
plantings of aesthetically and ecologically appropriate 
shrubs and trees on the fill slopes to visually break up 
large expanses of slope, to visually integrate the slopes 
into their surroundings, and to compensate for the loss of 
more distant views.  The precise locations of these 
plantings will be based on detailed analyses conducted in 
preparing the Corridor Master Plan and will conform to 
Department landscape design guidelines and the 
standard Department budget prescription for projects of 
this type.  The primary guidelines that will be followed are 
those in The Landscape Architecture PS&E Guide, 
January 2008, (US Customary Units) 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/lap_guide/index.htm) 
(Department 2008). 

VIS-20 

3-248 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Project Engineer and 
Landscape Architect 

Design        

VIS-21.  Benched Slopes.  Where slopes of 6.1 m (20 ft) 
or more need to be steepened, a combination of 4:1 and 
2:1 transition benches will be constructed as feasible to 
optimize the opportunity for vegetation to be established. 

VIS-21 

3-248 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Project Engineer and 
Landscape Architect 

Design        

VIS-22.  Fill Slope Design.  Available topsoil 
(approximately 0.3 m [1.0 ft]) and weathered rocks and 
boulders within the right-of-way will be separated and 
stockpiled for use in the finish grading of fill slopes, 
where feasible, to enhance aesthetics or vegetation 
reestablishment. 

VIS-22 

3-248 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Project Engineer and 
Landscape Architect 

Design        

VIS-23.  Earthen Basins.  Earthen basins and other water 
quality treatment facilities will be designed with 
undulating outlines and sited with a variety of appropriate 
plant and inert material to blend with the surrounding 
terrain and landscape, rather than creating basins that 
require screening.  The need for additional right-of-way to 
accommodate the facilities will also be considered. 

VIS-23 

3-248 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Project Engineer and 
Landscape Architect 

Design        

VIS-24.  Nonreflective Materials.  Every effort will be 
made to select permanent fencing material for the Project 
that has a dark and dulled finish. 

VIS-24 

3-248 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Project Engineer and 
Landscape Architect 

Design        
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VIS-25.  Overcrossing Design.  Based on detailed 
analyses conducted during early planning and design, 
the design team, including landscape architects, will 
refine the design of the overcrossing structures to make 
them appear as light and open as feasible and 
incorporate design elements that will make them visually 
engaging and relate them to their settings.  Overcrossing 
design elements will provide opportunities for community 
identification.  The additional cost of the design 
refinements will not exceed 5 percent of the cost of 
constructing the overcrossing structures as they were 
originally designed. 

VIS-25 

3-249 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Project Engineer and 
Landscape Architect 

Design        

VIS-26.  Noise Barrier Design Treatments.  Noise 
barriers will incorporate design treatments to make them 
attractive landscape elements and to integrate them into 
views toward the expressway and from the surrounding 
area. 

VIS-26 

3-249 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Project Engineer and 
Landscape Architect 

Design        

VIS-27.  Noise Barrier Landscaping.  Landscaping will be 
implemented in front of noise barriers, in pedestrian 
areas, and where feasible in other areas to visually break 
up and soften the expanses of barrier surfaces. 

VIS-27 

3-249 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Project Engineer and 
Landscape Architect 

Design        

VIS-28.  Noise Barrier Surfaces.  Noise barrier surfaces 
will be textured to avoid graffiti. 

VIS-28 

3-249 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Project Engineer and 
Landscape Architect 

Construction        

VIS-29.  Lighting.  Project operational lighting will comply 
with Riverside County Ordinance 655, which regulates 
night light pollution up to 45 miles from the Palomar 
Observatory. 

VIS-29 

3-249 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Project Engineer and 
Landscape Architect 

Design        

Cultural Resources 

CR-1.  Cultural Materials Discovered during 
Construction.  If cultural materials are discovered during 
construction, all earth-moving activity within and around 
the immediate discovery area will be diverted until a 
qualified archaeologist can assess the nature and 
significance of the find. 

CR-1 

3-267 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Resident Engineer 

Construction        

CR-2.  Discovery of Human Remains.  If human remains 
are discovered, State Health and Safety Code Section 
7050.5 states that further disturbances and activities 
shall cease in any area or nearby area suspected to 

CR-2 

3-267 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Resident Engineer 

Construction        
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overlie remains, and the county coroner contacted.  
Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, if 
the remains are thought to be Native American, the 
coroner will notify the NAHC, who will then notify the 
most likely descendent (MLD).  At this time, the person 
who discovered the remains will contact the Department 
so that they may work with the MLD on the respectful 
treatment and disposition of the remains.  Further 
provisions of PRC 5097.98 are to be followed as 
applicable. 

CR-3.  Establishment of ESA for CA-RIV-6907/H.  An 
Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) will be established 
for CA-RIV-6907/H, which will be fenced and monitored.  
The ESA will consist of areas within and near the limits of 
construction where access is prohibited or limited for the 
preservation of the archaeological site.  No work shall be 
conducted within the ESA.  All designated ESAs and 
fencing limits will be shown on final design plans and 
appropriate fencing requirements included in the PS&E.  
Fencing will consist of high visibility fencing material and 
will be 4 feet high.  The archaeological monitor who meets 
the Secretary of Interior Professional Standards for 
prehistoric and historical archaeology (i.e., meets Caltrans 
PQS qualifications) shall monitor the placement of the ESA 
fencing, inspect the fencing periodically throughout the 
construction period, order replacement of fencing (if 
needed), and monitor removal of fencing at the end of 
construction. 

CR-3 

3-267 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Resident Engineer 

Construction        

CR-4.  Additional Avoidance, Minimization, and/or 
Mitigation Measures.  Because the Section 106 studies for 
the Project have been deferred, there has not been a 
formal determination of effects from the State Historical 
Preservation Officer (SHPO) for the undertaking as a 
whole.  Cultural resources that have been identified for 
further evaluation will be addressed after the Draft EIR/EIS 
has been circulated, comments have been received from 
the public, and a Preferred Alternative has been identified, 
but prior to the Final EIR/EIS.  The evaluation and findings 
will be reported and circulated in a Supplemental HPSR.  
Depending on SHPO’s concurrence with the findings of the 
evaluations, additional Section 106 consultation (e.g., 
Finding of Effect, resolution of adverse effects resulting in a 
Memorandum of Agreement [MOA]) may be required for 

CR-4 

3-267 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Resident Engineer 

Final EIR/EIS        
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historic properties on the Preferred Alternative.  Additional 
avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures for 
the Project, if required pursuant to a MOA, will be included 
in the Final EIR/EIS to address any adverse effects to 
historic properties.  Any additional compliance with Section 
4(f) will also be completed. 

Hydrology and Floodplain  

HYDRA-1.  Construct Drainage and Flood Control 
Facilities.  Construct Drainage and Flood Control 
Facilities in accordance with Department and FEMA 
guidelines to convey the onsite and offsite flows along 
and through SR 79. 

HYDRA-1 

3-284 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Resident Engineer 

Construction        

HYDRA-2.  Complete a Letter of Map Revision.  The 
Design Engineer shall complete a Conditional Letter of 
Map Revision (CLOMR) after the design has been 
finalized and shall complete a Letter of Map Revision 
(LOMR) after construction is finished. 

HYDRA-2 

3-284 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Resident Engineer 

Construction        

Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff 

WQ-1.  Construction Best Management Practices in 
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. 

Information about design, placement, and applicability of 
construction site BMPs can be found in the Construction 
Site BMP Manual and Section 4 of the PPDG.  For fill 
slopes steeper than 4:1, an Erosion Control Plan 
prepared by or approved by a District Landscape 
Architect is required. 

WQ-1 

3-310 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Project Engineer and 

Resident Engineer 

Design, Construction        

WQ-2.  Revegetation.  Where vegetation is grubbed, 
cleared, or severely damaged or cut back, replacement 
vegetation will be provided, when feasible, in accordance 
with applicable standards and guidelines. 

WQ-2 

3-311 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Landscape Architect, 
Project Engineer, and 

Resident Engineer 

Design, Construction        
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WQ-3.  Disturbed Slope Stabilization.  Following 
construction, disturbed areas will be stabilized through 
permanent revegetation or other means, per the 
guidelines of the PPDG.  The Department will perform a 
detailed analysis of downstream channel stability during 
the design phase of the Project. 

WQ-3 

3-311 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Project Engineer, 
Department Hydrology 
Staff, and the Resident 

Engineer 

Design, Construction        

WQ-4.  Treatment BMPs.  The Project will incorporate 
treatment BMPs that have been approved for statewide 
use per the guidelines in the PPDG.  The treatment 
BMPs listed below are to be considered for projects 
discharging directly or indirectly to receiving waters.  
These BMPs have been approved for statewide use and 
are to be considered for significant reconstruction 
projects in urban Municipal Separate Storm Sewer 
System (MS4) areas.  The PPDG provides design 
guidelines for the approved treatment BMPs.  The 
treatment BMPs will clean runoff water and minimize 
pollutants from construction. 
• Biofiltration Systems: Strips/Swales 
• Infiltration Devices: Basins/Trenches 
• Detention Devices 
• Traction Sand Traps 
• Dry Weather Flow Diversion 
• Gross Solids Removal Devices (GSRDs) 
• Media Filters: Austin/Delaware Sand Filters 
• Multi-Chamber Treatment Trains (MCTT) 
• Wet Basins 

WQ-4 

3-312 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Project Engineer and 

Resident Engineer 

Design, Construction        

WQ-5.  Dewatering Permit.  The Project may require 
localized dewatering in areas where groundwater is 
shallow.  If dewatering is necessary, the Project will 
comply with the general de minimus permit that applies 
to general waste discharge requirements for discharges 
to surface waters in the Santa Ana region (NPDES 
CAG 998001). 

WQ-5 

3-312 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Project Engineer and 

Resident Engineer 

Design, Construction        
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Geology/Soils/Seismic/Topography 

GEO-1.  Surface Fault Rupture.  To further evaluate the 
fault-rupture hazard along the Project alignment, a 
subsurface evaluation will be performed.  The subsurface 
evaluation will include the excavation and detailed logging 
of exploratory trenches, test pits, and/or borings, 
geophysical studies such as high-resolution seismic 
reflection, seismic refraction, ground penetrating radar, 
gravity and/or magnetic profiling, or other applicable 
methods.  The evaluation will be performed prior to final 
design and construction so that if a fault-rupture hazard 
exists, foundations for grade separations or other 
structures can be designed for the anticipated 
displacement or located away from the fault trace. 

GEO-1 

3-322 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with RCTC 
Geotechnical Staff and 
the Project Engineer 

Design, Preconstruction        

GEO-2.  Ground Shaking.  Minimization of the potential 
impacts of seismic ground shaking will be achieved 
through Project design, construction, and maintenance.  
During the final design phase, site specific geotechnical 
evaluations will be performed to obtain detailed subsurface 
soil and geologic data, including a probabilistic assessment 
of the ground motion expected at the site.  Structural 
elements will then be designed to resist or accommodate 
site-specific ground motion.  All designs will conform to the 
current Caltrans Bridge Design Specifications and 
American Association of State Highway and Transportation 
Officials (AASHTO) seismic design standards. 

GEO-2 

3-322 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with RCTC 
Geotechnical Staff and 
the Project Engineer 

Design, Preconstruction        

GEO-3.  Liquefaction.  Site-specific geotechnical 
evaluations will be performed during the design phase of 
the Project to assess the liquefaction and dynamic 
settlement potential of the onsite soils.  Foundations for 
structures will be designed for liquefaction by supporting 
the piles in dense soil or bedrock below the liquefaction 
zone or by other appropriate methods to be determined 
during the site-specific evaluation.  Additional measures for 
liquefaction may include densification by installing stone 
columns, vibroflotation, or deep dynamic compaction.  To 
reduce vibration impacts to existing facilities during ground 
improvement, other methods, such as compaction grouting 
or deep-soil mixing cells, will be used. 

GEO-3 

3-322 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with RCTC 
Geotechnical Staff and 
the Project Engineer 

Design        
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GEO-4.  Compressible/Collapsible Soils.  During the 
design phase of the Project, a site-specific geotechnical 
evaluation will be performed to determine the presence of 
compressible/collapsible soils.  The settlement potential of 
the soils will be evaluated where structures or fills are 
proposed and at existing facilities that could be impacted 
by the settlement.  If the settlement potential exceeds 
acceptable tolerances for a structure (based on the 
California Amendments to the AASHTO [load-and-
resistance factor design] LRFD Bridge Design 
Specifications – Fourth Edition [Department 2011]), then 
remedial measures will be incorporated into design and 
construction.  Possible measures include surcharging, 
overexcavation and recompaction, compaction grouting, 
allowing for a settlement period during or after construction, 
and specialized foundation design.  The method chosen 
will be determined during final design and as construction 
progresses. 

GEO-4 

3-322 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with RCTC 
Geotechnical Staff and 
the Project Engineer 

Design        

GEO-5.  Expansive Soils.  Site-specific investigations will 
be conducted during the design phase of the Project to 
determine whether expansive soils are present.  If 
expansive soil conditions are found and are considered 
detrimental to proposed improvements, measures such as 
overexcavation and replacement with non expansive soil, 
chemical treatment (e.g., lime or cement), moisture control, 
and/or specific structural design for expansive soil 
conditions will be developed during design of the Project.  
Indirect impacts of expansive soils on existing facilities will 
also be considered.  Measures could include limiting 
construction dewatering or redirecting storm water flows to 
reduce risk of significant seasonal soil moisture changes. 

GEO-5 

3-323 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with RCTC 
Geotechnical Staff and 
the Project Engineer 

Design        



Appendix E – Environmental Commitments Record 

20 of 46 Appendix E - Environmental Commitments Record.doc 

Date: February 2013 
Environmental Coordinator: 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS RECORD 
(ECR) 

08-RIV-79 
KP R25.4/R54.4 

PM R15.78/R33.80 
EA 494000/PN 0800000784 

Construct Highway 

Environmental 
Compliance 

Task and Brief Description Ref. 
Responsible Branch/ 

Staff Timing/ Phase 

Nonstandard 
Special 

Provisions 
(NSSP) Req. 

Action Taken to 
Comply with Task

Task 
Completed 
(Date and 
Initials) Remarks YES NO 

GEO-6.  Slope Stability.  Site-specific geotechnical 
evaluations will be performed during the design phase of 
the Project to assess the potential for rock-slope failures.  
Measures to minimize rock-slope failures will include 
excavating potentially unstable material to create a flatter, 
more stable slope configuration, constructing buttress 
and/or stabilization fills, installing rock bolts on the face of 
the slope, installing protective wire mesh on the slope face, 
or constructing debris impact walls at the toe of the slope to 
contain rock-fall debris.  The method will be determined 
during final design and during construction. 

GEO-6 

3-323 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with RCTC 
Geotechnical Staff and 
the Project Engineer 

Design        

GEO-7.  Groundwater.  Due to potentially shallow 
groundwater levels, wet or saturated soil could be 
encountered in excavations during construction.  
Excavations that extend below the water table might need 
to be dewatered.  If dewatering is not adequately controlled 
by the contractor, it could induce consolidation of the soils 
under an excavation, which can cause differential 
settlement of nearby existing structures and improvements.  
The amount of consolidation due to dewatering can 
depend on many factors, including the areal extent and 
depth of dewatering, soil type, soil density, and the 
methods used by the dewatering contractor.   
Water generated during dewatering will require 
assessments to determine proper disposal.  This disposal 
will be coordinated with the Regional Water Quality Board 
and will comply with other jurisdictional requirements.  This 
may include pretreatment in Baker tanks and disposal into 
the local sanitary sewer system or minimal pretreatment 
and disposal into temporary holding ponds or onto the 
surrounding ground.  Final disposition of dewatering water 
will be determined during final design and during 
construction. 

To reduce the potential for damage resulting from 
dewatering or excavation operations, the ground surface 
and structures around the excavation will be monitored for 
movement.  If monitoring instruments detect ground 
movement that exceeds a predetermined value (based on 
the California Amendments to the AASHTO LRFD Bridge 
Design Specifications – Fourth Edition [Department 2011]), 
construction will stop and the contractor’s methods will be 
reviewed.  Appropriate changes will be made, if necessary.  

GEO-7 

3-323 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with RCTC 
Geotechnical Staff, the 

Project Engineer, and the 
Resident Engineer 

Construction        
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Typical monitoring methods include installing devices 
around the outside of the excavation to monitor settlement 
or placing devices on nearby structures to monitor 
performance of the structures.   
Excavations for the underground structures will need to be 
performed with care to reduce the potential for lateral 
deflection of excavation sidewalls and/or shoring, which 
could also cause differential movement of structures 
located near the excavation.  Inclinometers can be installed 
along the sides of an excavation to monitor lateral 
deflection of the sidewalls during excavation. 

GEO-8.  Excavation Characteristics.  Parts of the Project 
would be underlain by crystalline bedrock.  Deeper, 
unweathered portions of the bedrock may require blasting 
or other difficult excavation techniques such as breakers.  
Blasting or breakers, if required, will produce temporary 
noise and dust hazards, which will be appropriately 
monitored during construction.  Measures for 
construction-noise abatement will include appropriate 
personal protective equipment and procedures (e.g., 
adequate ear protection, establishing a safe distance from 
a blasting location).  Possible dust control measures 
include appropriate personal protective equipment and 
procedures (e.g., respiratory equipment, covers for truck 
trailers that haul excavated materials, wetting dry or dusty 
excavations and material).  Measures for noise and ejected 
media will include barriers such as vertical shields and 
mats overlying the working surface.  The final measures 
will be determined during construction. 

GEO-8 

3-324 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with RCTC 
Geotechnical Staff, the 

Project Engineer, and the 
Resident Engineer 

Construction        

Paleontology 

PALEO-1.  Paleontological Mitigation Plan (PMP).  Prior 
to construction, the services of a qualified professional 
paleontologist will be retained by RCTC to prepare a 
PMP consistent with Department guidelines.  The PMP 
will include the following:  
• PALEO-1a.  Retention of Paleontologist.  The PMP 

will stipulate that prior to construction, the services of 
a qualified professional paleontologist will be retained 
by RCTC to implement the PMP during earth-moving 
activities. 

• PALEO-1b.  Museum Storage Agreement.  The PMP 
will include a formal agreement that will be developed 

PALEO-1
a – h 

3-333 
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with a recognized museum repository, such as the 
San Bernardino County Museum Division of 
Geological Sciences. 

• PALEO-1c.  Additional Paleontological Survey.  The 
PMP will provide measures for additional 
paleontological surveys if the location of any 
alternative is changed or if any unrecorded fossil sites 
are discovered or fossilized remains are recovered.  
Additional surveys will include recording any 
associated fossil specimen and site and identifying 
fine grained strata suitable for containing fossilized 
remains. 

• PALEO-1d.  Preconstruction Coordination with 
Resident Engineer.  The PMP will address 
coordination among the qualified professional 
paleontologist or field supervisor, the Resident 
Engineer, and construction contractor personnel 
regarding the protection of paleontological resources, 
including a preconstruction briefing on procedures to 
be implemented if a fossil site or remains are 
encountered by earth-moving activities, particularly 
when a paleontological construction monitor is not 
onsite. 

• PALEO-1e.  Monitoring Plan.  The PMP will include a 
plan for monitoring and periodic dry-screen testing by 
a qualified paleontological construction monitor.  A 
paleontological monitoring plan may include full-time 
or part-time monitoring, visually inspecting freshly 
exposed strata and debris piles, and dry-screen 
testing for smaller fossils, as well as methods for the 
discovery of fossilized remains, the recovery of 
fossilized remains, and instructions about how to 
coordinate with the Resident Engineer to divert 
construction activities away from the fossil site. 

• PALEO-1f.  Specimen Handling.  The PMP will 
provide instructions for the preparation, identification, 
curation, and cataloging of fossil and/or sediment 
specimens. 

• PALEO-1g.  Transfer of Fossil Collection to Museum.  
The PMP will provide instructions for the transfer of 
the entire fossil collection, along with all supporting 
documentation, to a museum repository, where the 
fossils will be permanently stored and maintained. 
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• PALEO-1h.  Reporting.  The PMP will provide 
instructions for the paleontological construction 
monitor to report daily activities and for preparing a 
Paleontological Mitigation Report (PMR) that is 
consistent with Department guidelines.  The PMR is to 
be prepared by a qualified professional paleontologist 
in accordance with Department and RCTC 
requirements. 

Hazardous Waste/Materials 

HAZMAT-1.  Phase II Environmental Site Assessment.  
Conduct a limited Phase II Environmental Site 
Assessment (Phase II ESA) to address the possible 
presence of pesticides.  A Phase II investigation for 
agricultural properties that have a potential for pesticides 
will be performed during right-of-way acquisition to 
confirm that the soil can be classified as nonhazardous 
based on the residual levels of pesticides. 
In general, that Phase II ESA would include the following: 
• Work Plan 
• Health and Safety Plan 
• Access agreements 
• Field sampling in accordance with the work plan and 

health and safety plan 
• Analytical testing 
• Documentation 
• Recommendation may include additional sampling, 

preparing a soil handling plan, or a remedial action 
plan 

• Disposal of wastes 

HAZMAT-1

3-351 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
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Project Hazardous Waste 
Lead 
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HAZMAT-2.  Aerially Deposited Lead Surveys.  Conduct 
aerially deposited lead (ADL) surveys where proposed 
roadway segments intersect the current rights-of-way of 
SR 79/Winchester Road, SR 74/Florida Avenue, and 
Domenigoni Parkway.  An ADL investigation for these 
sites will be conducted during final design to confirm that 
the soil can be classified as a nonhazardous material 
according to Title 22 of the California Code of 
Regulations (CCR) and that it is suitable for reuse or 
disposal without restriction. 

In general, ADL Surveys will include the following: 

HAZMAT-2

3-351 
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• Workplan 
• Health and Safety Plan 
• Access agreements 
• Field sampling in accordance with the workplan and 

health and safety plan 
• Analytical testing 
• Traffic control 
• Documentation 
• Recommendations for proper disposal of the soil to be 

excavated during construction 

HAZMAT-3.  Asbestos-Containing Materials and Lead-
Based Paint Surveys.  Conduct asbestos containing 
materials (ACM) and/or lead-based paint (LBP) surveys 
to address the possibility of the presence of ACM and/or 
LBP in buildings that are scheduled for demolition and 
or/renovation.  The ACM and/or LBP surveys will be 
completed during final design (before acquisition).  

In general, the ACM and/or LBP surveys will include the 
following: 
• Workplan 
• Health and Safety Plan 
• Access agreements 
• Field sampling in accordance with the workplan and 

health and safety plan 
• Analytical testing 
• Documentation 
• Recommendations for disposal and handling 

HAZMAT-3

3-352 
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HAZMAT-4.  Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan.  
The Riverside County Transportation Commission will 
prepare a hazardous materials contingency plan 
addressing the potential for discovery of previously 
unidentified underground storage tanks (USTs), 
hazardous materials, petroleum hydrocarbons, 
hazardous or solid wastes, or contaminated soil 
encountered during construction.  This contingency plan 
will address UST decommissioning, field screening and 
testing of potential contaminated materials and soil, 
mitigation and contaminant management requirements, 
and health and safety requirements. 

HAZMAT-4

3-352 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Project Hazardous Waste 
Lead 

Construction        



Appendix E – Environmental Commitments Record. 

Appendix E - Environmental Commitments Record.doc 25 of 46 

Date: February 2013 
Environmental Coordinator: 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS RECORD 
(ECR) 

08-RIV-79 
KP R25.4/R54.4 

PM R15.78/R33.80 
EA 494000/PN 0800000784 

Construct Highway 

Environmental 
Compliance 

Task and Brief Description Ref. 
Responsible Branch/ 

Staff Timing/ Phase 

Nonstandard 
Special 

Provisions 
(NSSP) Req. 

Action Taken to 
Comply with Task

Task 
Completed 
(Date and 
Initials) Remarks YES NO 

HAZMAT-5.  National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System Permit.  Prior to any dewatering activities, RCTC 
will obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permit.  In areas where contaminated 
groundwater is suspected, specific conditions will apply 
with regard to acquisition of the NPDES permit, including 
testing and monitoring, as well as discharge limitations 
under the NPDES permit.  The discharge limitations in 
the NPDES permit may include, as applicable, 
requirements pertaining to discharge of federal and/or 
state regulated pollutants that may be present in the 
water. 

HAZMAT-5

3-352 
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Air Quality 

AQ-1.  Second-Stage Smog Alerts.  Suspension of all 
construction equipment operations during second stage 
smog alerts is required. 

AQ-1 

3-377 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Resident Engineer 

Construction        

AQ-2.  Electricity.  To the extent feasible, use electricity 
from power poles rather than temporary diesel- or 
gasoline-powered generators. 

AQ-2 

3-377 
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Construction        

AQ-3.  Construction Parking.  Configure construction 
parking to minimize traffic interference on local streets. 

AQ-3 

3-377 
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Construction        

AQ-4.  Construction Truck Routes.  To the extent 
feasible, reroute construction trucks from congested 
streets or sensitive receptor areas. 

AQ-4 

3-377 
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Construction        

AQ-5.  Onsite Construction Traffic Control.  Provide 
temporary traffic controls, such as a flag man, for onsite 
construction vehicles during all phases of construction to 
maintain smooth traffic flow. 

AQ-5 

3-377 
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AQ-6.  Construction Vehicle Turn Lanes.  Provide 
dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction 
vehicles if no turn lane currently exists. 

AQ-6 

3-378 
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Construction        
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AQ-7.  Blasting Activities.  During blasting operations, the 
work area shall be watered before and after the blasting 
activities, and blasting mats shall be used to prevent 
debris from escaping the blasting area. 

AQ-7 

3-378 
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in conjunction with the 

Resident Engineer 
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AQ-8.  Signal Boards.  All message/signal boards shall 
be solar powered. 

AQ-8 

3-378 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Resident Engineer 

Construction Yes       

AQ-9 .  Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs).  
Establish ESAs according to the following: 
• An ESA fence will be defined and delineated along all 

portions of the construction limits, 152 meters 
(500 feet) from adjacent developed residential areas 
and/or from all adjacent businesses that include 
health care facilities or substantial outdoor activity, 
such as playgrounds, prior to commencement of 
construction activities within those parts of the Project 
area. 

• An ESA fence will be defined and delineated along all 
portions of the construction limits, 304.5 meters 
(1,000 feet) from adjacent schools and licensed day 
care centers, prior to commencement of construction 
activities within those parts of the Project area. 

• No staging or storage of materials will be allowed 
within these ESAs; however, equipment activity 
necessary for construction of the portion of the Project 
located within the ESA areas can occur. 

• All construction equipment emissions within these 
152-meter (500 foot) and 304.5-meter (1,000-foot) 
ESAs will be minimized to the maximum extent 
feasible by shutting down equipment not in use and 
not idling for more than 5 minutes, or the applicable 
SCAQMD best practices time limit in effect during the 
time of construction (reducing all criteria pollutant 
emissions during construction). 

AQ-9 

3-378 
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Construction Yes       

Noise 

NO-1.  Installation of Recommended Noise Barriers 
Shown to be Feasible and Reasonable.  Recommended 
noise barriers that are shown to be feasible and 
reasonable under each Build alternative or design option 
should be considered further for inclusion as part of the 
Project.  While primarily an abatement measure for traffic 

NO-1 

3-430 
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noise, barriers will also provide abatement of 
construction noise if they are in place prior to 
construction.  The noise barriers per alternative are:  
• Build Alternative 1a:  Five noise barriers, including 

1A-E1, 1A-G1, 1A-J2, 1A-L2, and 1A-L3 
• Build Alternative 1b (including Design Option 1b1):  

Six noise barriers, including 1B-G2, 1B K3, 1B-M3, 
1B-M4, 1B-N1, and 1B-N2 

• Build Alternative 2a:  Five noise barriers, including 
2A-F1, 2A-H1, 2A-K3, 2A-L2, and 2A L3 

• Build Alternative 2b (including Design Option 2b1):  
Six noise barriers, including 2B H1, 2B J2, 2B-M3, 
2B-M4, 2B-N1, and 2B-N2 

NO-2.  Observation of Time Restrictions and Use of 
Alternative Alarms.  As required by the Standard 
Specifications Provisions, do not exceed 86 dBA at 50 
feet from the job site activities from 9:00 p.m. to 6:00 
a.m.  Use an alternative warning method instead of a 
sound signal unless required by safety laws. 

NO-2 

3-431 
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NO-3.  Use Mufflers on Equipment with Internal 
Combustion Engines.  As required by the Standard 
Specifications Provisions, equip internal combustion 
engines with manufacturer-recommended mufflers.  Do 
not operate an internal combustion engine on the job site 
without the appropriate muffler. 

NO-3 

3-431 
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NO-4.  Placement of Stationary Equipment.  Stationary 
construction equipment will be placed such that noise is 
directed away from sensitive receivers nearest the 
activity. 

NO-4 

3-431 
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NO-5.  Construction Equipment Staging.  Construction 
equipment and supplies will be located in staging areas 
that will create the greatest distance between 
construction-related noise sources and noise sensitive 
receivers nearest the activity. 

NO-5 

3-431 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Resident Engineer 

Construction        

Natural Communities and Wildlife Movement (direct and indirect) 

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

BIO-1 

3-498 
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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-2 

3-498 
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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-3 

3-498 
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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-4 

3-498 
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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-5 

3-498 
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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-6 

3-498 
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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-7 

3-498 
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BIO-8.  Dust Minimization.  The Project will minimize dust 
by regularly watering active construction areas. 

BIO-8 

3-498 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with 
Resident Engineer   

Construction        

BIO-9.  Designated Areas for 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. 

BIO-9 

3-498 
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BIO-10.  Litter Control.  A litter-control program will be 
implemented during construction. 

BIO-10 

3-499 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with 
Resident Engineer  

Construction        

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:  

• Vernal pool fairy shrimp 
• Riverside fairy shrimp 
• Los Angeles pocket mouse  
• San Jacinto Valley crownscale 
• Parish’s brittlescale 
• Davidson’s saltscale 
• Thread-leaved brodiaea 
• Smooth tarplant  
• Vernal barley 
• Coulter’s goldfields 
• Little mousetail 
• Spreading navarretia 
• California Orcutt grass 
• Wright’s trichocoronis 

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

BIO-11 

3-499 
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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 and Linkages 
Map).  All Build alternatives and design options will avoid 
the San Jacinto River and lands north of that area. 

BIO-12 

3-499 
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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. 

BIO-13 

3-500 
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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. 

BIO-14 

3-500 
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BIO-15.  Crossing Structures and Spacing Intervals for 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). 

BIO-15 

3-500 
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BIO-16.  Openings in K-Rails for Small Animals.  
Openings in concrete “K-rail” barriers will be provided at 
regular intervals to allow small wildlife to cross or escape 
roadways. 

BIO-16 

3-501 
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BIO-17.  Wildlife Crossings Intended for Large 
Mammalian Wildlife.  The wildlife crossings intended for 
large mammalian wildlife will be designed to 
accommodate the crossing of mule deer by maintaining 

BIO-17 

3-501 

 

RCTC Project manager 
in conjunction with the 

Project Engineer, Project 
Biologist, and Resident 

Design, Construction        



Appendix E – Environmental Commitments Record. 

Appendix E - Environmental Commitments Record.doc 31 of 46 

Date: February 2013 
Environmental Coordinator: 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS RECORD 
(ECR) 

08-RIV-79 
KP R25.4/R54.4 

PM R15.78/R33.80 
EA 494000/PN 0800000784 

Construct Highway 

Environmental 
Compliance 

Task and Brief Description Ref. 
Responsible Branch/ 

Staff Timing/ Phase 

Nonstandard 
Special 

Provisions 
(NSSP) Req. 

Action Taken to 
Comply with Task

Task 
Completed 
(Date and 
Initials) Remarks YES NO 

an openness ratio of at least 0.6 (opening width times 
height, divided by length of crossing—calculated in 
meters).  A minimum height of 3 to 4 m (10 to 13 ft) will 
be maintained in crossings intended for mule deer. 

Engineer 

BIO-18.  Use of Tree and Shrub Buffers around 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. 

BIO-18 

3-501 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Project Engineer, Project 
Biologist, and Resident 

Engineer 

Design, Construction        

BIO-19.  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. 

BIO-19 

3-501 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Project  Biologist, the 

Landscape Architect, and 
Resident Engineer 

Design, Construction        

BIO-20.  Use of Natural Objects in 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. 

BIO-20 

3-501 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Project  Biologist, the 

Landscape Architect, and 
Resident Engineer 

Design, Construction        

BIO-21.  Installation of Vegetative Cover near the 
Entrances to Culverts.  Vegetative cover will be placed 
near the entrances to culverts to increase their 
effectiveness for carnivores and smaller wildlife. 

BIO-21 

3-501 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Project Biologist, the 

Landscape Architect, and 
Resident Engineer 

Design, Construction        

BIO-22.  Installation of Dirt, Rock, or Concrete Benches 
on 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. 

BIO-22 

3-501 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Project  Biologist, the 
Landscape Architect, 
Project Engineer, and 

Resident Engineer 

Design, Construction        

BIO-23.  Welded Wire Fencing to Guide Wildlife to 
Appropriate Crossing Locations.  If either of the design 
options is identified as the Preferred Alternative and 
incorporated into the final design, wildlife fencing will be 

BIO-23 

3-501 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Project Engineer, 
Resident Engineer, and 

Design, Construction        
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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. 

Project Biologist 

BIO-24.  Fences Continue at Least 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-24 

3-502 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Project Engineer, 
Resident Engineer, and 

Project Biologist  

Design, Construction         

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-25 

3-502 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Project Engineer, 
Resident Engineer, and 

Project Biologist 

Design, Construction        

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. 

BIO-26 

3-502 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Project Engineer, 
Resident Engineer, and 

Project Biologist 

Design, Construction        

BIO-27.  Enhancements to 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. 

BIO-27 

3-502 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Project Engineer and 

Project Biologist 

Design        
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Wetlands and Other Waters 

WQ-1.  Construction Best Management Practices in 
Compliance with Project Planning and Design Guide 
(PPDG), Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP), Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), and Standard 
Special Provisions (SSP). 

WQ-1 

3-310 
 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Project Engineer and 

Resident Engineer 

Design, Construction        

WQ-4.  Treatment BMPs.   WQ-4 

3-312 
 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Project Engineer and 

Resident Engineer 

Design, Construction        

WQ-5.  Dewatering Permit. WQ-5 

3-312 
 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Project Engineer and 

Resident Engineer 

Design, Construction        

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 1b1, 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. 
• 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 

BIO-28 

3-517 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Project Engineer, 
Resident Engineer, and 

Project Biologist 

Preconstruction, 
Construction 
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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. 

BIO-29.  Onsite and Offsite Drainage Facilities in 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. 

BIO-29 

3-518 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Resident Engineer  

Constr.        

BIO-30.  Maintenance of Constructed Storm Water 
Systems.  Regular maintenance of constructed storm 
water systems will take place to ensure effective 
operation of these systems. 

BIO-30 

3-518 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Resident Engineer 

Construction        

BIO-31.  No Erodible Materials Deposited in 
Watercourses.  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. 

BIO-31 

3-518 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Environmental Task Lead 

Preconstruction        

BIO-32.  Ongoing Monitoring and Reporting.  Ongoing 
monitoring and reporting will occur for the duration of the 
construction activity to ensure implementation of BMPs. 

BIO-32 

3-518 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Resident Engineer 

Construction        

BIO-33.  Modification 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. 
• BIO-33a.  Engineering Design.  During the plans, 

specifications, and estimates (PS&E) phase of the 

BIO-33, 
33a – c 

3-518 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Project Engineer, Project 
Hydrologist, Landscape 

Architect, Resident 
Engineer, and Project 

Biologist 

Design, Preconstruction, 
Construction, 

Postconstruction 
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Project, the proposed design modification will be 
implemented and refined to address the items listed 
below.  
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.  The 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 
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have been achieved. 
• 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 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, 
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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. 
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. 

BIO-34.  Mitigation of Impacts to 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 

BIO-34 
a–b 

3-521 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Resident Engineer 
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significance and will ensure no net loss of wetlands.  
Mitigation may include the following two measures. 
• 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. 

• 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. 

Plant Species 

BIO-1.  Landscaping plans  BIO-1 

3-498 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Project Landscape 
Architect and Project 

Biologist 

Design        

BIO-2.  Avoid the Use of Invasive and Non-Native Plants BIO-2 

3-498 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Project Landscape 
Architect and Project 

Biologist 

Design        

BIO-28.  Environmentally Sensitive Area Fencing BIO-28 

3-517 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Project Engineer, 
Resident Engineer, and 

Project Biologist 

Preconstruction, 
Construction 

       

BIO-33a-c. Modification of the Project Design to 
Construct a Gravity Based Surface Water Diversion 
System 

BIO-33, 
33a–c 

3-518 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Project Engineer, Project 
Hydrologist, Landscape 

Architect, Resident 
Engineer, and Project 

Biologist 

Design, Preconstruction, 
Construction, 

Postconstruction 

       

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 

BIO-35 

3-570 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Project Engineer, 
Resident Engineer and 

Project Biologist 

Design, Construction        
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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. 
An ESA fence will be installed along the edge of the 
Roadway Segment L ROW, for either Build Alternative 1a 
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 I 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. 

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. 
• BIO-36a.  Cleaning of Equipment.  All construction 

equipment shall be cleaned, with a broom or other 
appropriate method, of potential invasive plant seeds 

BIO-36a–c

3-571 

 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Landscape Architect,  

Resident Engineer, and 
Project Biologist 

Design, Construction        
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before entering sensitive habitat areas. 
• 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 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-36c.  Eradication.  A variety of methods, including 
mechanical control or herbicides, will be used to 
eradicate invasive plant species identified during 
monitoring. 

BIO-37.  Mitigation for Robinson’s Peppergrass 
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. 
• BIO-37a.  Onsite conservation of existing Robinson’s 

peppergrass populations. 
• 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. 

BIO-37 

3-572 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Resident Engineer and 

Project Biologist 

Preconstruction, 
Construction 
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BIO-38.  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. 
• 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. 

• BIO-38b.  Onsite conservation of existing smooth 
tarplant and Coulter’s goldfields populations. 

• BIO-38c.  Translocation of smooth tarplant and 
Coulter’s goldfields individuals to areas of suitable 
habitat outside the Project ROW. 

BIO-38 

3-572 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Resident Engineer and 

Project Biologist 

Preconstruction, 
Construction 

       

BIO-39.  Culvert/Drainage System for Coulter’s 
Goldfields and Smooth Tarplant 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. 

BIO-39 

3-573 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Landscape Architect, 

Project Engineer, Project 
Hydrologist, Resident 
Engineer, and Project 

Biologist 

Design, Construction        
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Animal Species 

BIO-14.  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. 

BIO-14 

3-632 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Resident Engineer and 

Project Biologist 

Construction        

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 
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. 

BIO-40 

3-630 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Resident Engineer and 

Project Biologist  

Preconstruction, 
Construction  

       

BIO-41.  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. 

BIO-41 

3-631 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Resident Engineer and 

Project Biologist  

Preconstruction        

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. 
• Vernal pool fairy shrimp 
• Riverside fairy shrimp 
• Burrowing owl 
• Mountain plover 
• Loggerhead shrike 
• Davidson’s saltscale 
• Thread-leaved brodiaea 
• Vernal barley 
• Little mousetail 
• Spreading navarretia 

BIO-42 

3-631 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Project Hydrologist, 
Resident Engineer, and 

Project Biologist 

Design, Construction        
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• California Orcutt grass 
• Munz’s onion 
• Los Angeles pocket mouse 
• San Jacinto Valley crownscale 
• Parish’s brittlescale 
• Coulter’s goldfields 
• 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. 

BIO-43.  Conducting Vegetation Clearance to 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. 

BIO-43 

3-632 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Resident Engineer and 

Project Biologist 

Preconstruction, 
Construction  

       

BIO-44.  Nesting Raptor Surveys and Implementation 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, 

BIO-44 

3-632 
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in conjunction with the 
Resident Engineer and 

Project Biologist 

Preconstruction        
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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. 

BIO-45.  Inspections for Roosting Bats before Demolition. 
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-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. 

BIO-45 

3-632 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Resident Engineer and 

Project Biologist 

Preconstruction        

BIO-46.  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. 

BIO-46 

3-633 

 

RCTC Project Manager  Preconstruction        
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BIO-47.  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. 

BIO-47 
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RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Landscape Architect and 
Project Biologist  

Design        

BIO-48.  Los Angeles Pocket Mouse Conservation 
Objectives Identified in the MSHCP, Volume II-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. 

BIO-48 

3-633 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Project  Biologist 

Preconstruction        

Threatened and Endangered Species 
BIO-28.  Environmentally Sensitive Area Fencing. BIO-28 

3-517 
 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Project Engineer, 
Resident Engineer, and 

Project Biologist 

Design, Preconstruction, 
Construction  

       

BIO-33a-c.  Modification of the Project Design to 
Construct a Gravity-Based Surface Water Diversion 
System.   

BIO-33a-c 

3-518 
 

         

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 

BIO-49 
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RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 
Project Biologist and 
Resident Engineer  

Preconstruction, 
Construction 

       



Appendix E – Environmental Commitments Record 

46 of 46 Appendix E - Environmental Commitments Record.doc 

Date: February 2013 
Environmental Coordinator: 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS RECORD 
(ECR) 

08-RIV-79 
KP R25.4/R54.4 

PM R15.78/R33.80 
EA 494000/PN 0800000784 

Construct Highway 

Environmental 
Compliance 

Task and Brief Description Ref. 
Responsible Branch/ 

Staff Timing/ Phase 

Nonstandard 
Special 

Provisions 
(NSSP) Req. 

Action Taken to 
Comply with Task

Task 
Completed 
(Date and 
Initials) Remarks YES NO 

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. 

Invasive Species 
BIO-1.  Landscaping Plans BIO-1 

3-683 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Project Landscape 
Architect and Project 

Biologist 

Design        

BIO-2.  Avoid the Use of Invasive and Non-Native Plants BIO-2 

3-683 

 

RCTC Project Manager 
in conjunction with the 

Project Landscape 
Architect and Project 

Biologist 

Design        

BIO-36a-c.  Avoid the Spread of Invasive Plant Species BIO-36, 
36a–c 
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in conjunction with the 
Landscape Architect,  

Resident Engineer, and 
Project Biologist 

Design, Construction        
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Appendix F List of Acronyms 
˚F degrees Fahrenheit 
µg/L microgram(s) per liter 
µg/m3 micrograms per cubic meter 
AADT Average Annual Daily Traffic 
AAI All Appropriate Inquiries 
AASHTO American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials 
AB Assembly Bill 
ac acre 
ACM asbestos-containing material 
ADA American with Disabilities Act 
ADL aerially deposited lead 
ADT average daily traffic 
AER Archaeological Evaluation Report 
AERMOD American Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency 

Regulatory Model 
AF acre-feet 
AG Agriculture 
APE Area of Potential Effects 
AQMP air quality management plan 
ARB Air Resources Board 
ASA Agricultural Study Area 
ASR Archaeological Survey Report 
AST aboveground storage tank 
ASTM American Society for Testing and Materials 
ATCM Airborne Toxic Control Measure 
B.P. before present 
BACM Best Available Control Measure 
Basin South Coast Air Basin 
BGEPA Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act 
bgs below ground surface 
BHMP Baseline Hydrology Monitoring Plan 
BLM Bureau of Land Management 
BMP Best Management Practice 
BNSF Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad 
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BOD biochemical oxygen demand 
BOE California Board of Equalization 
BT&H Business, Transportation and Housing Agency 
C Conservation 
CAA Clean Air Act 
CAAQS California Ambient Air Quality Standards 
CAD computer-aided drafting 
Cal/EPA California Environmental Protection Agency 
CAL FIRE California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
Cal-IPC California Invasive Plant Council 
CBG census block group 
CBOC California Burrowing Owl Consortium 
CC Community Commercial 
CCR California Code of Regulations 
CDC California Department of Conservation 
CDFA California Department of Food and Agriculture 
CDFG California Department of Fish and Game 
CDOF California Department of Finance 
CEC California Energy Commission 
CEQ Council on Environmental Quality 
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act 
CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 

1980 
CERFA Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act 
CESA California Endangered Species Act 
CETAP Community and Environmental Transportation Acceptability Process 
CFR Code of Federal Regulations 
CGC California Government Code 
CGS California Geological Survey 
CH Conservation Habitat 
CH4 methane 
CHP California Highway Patrol 
CIA Community Impact Assessment 
CLOMR Conditional Letter of Map Revision 
cm centimeter(s) 
CMA Congestion Management Agency 
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CMP Congestion Management Program 
CNDDB California Natural Diversity Database 
CNPS California Native Plant Society 
CO carbon monoxide 
CO-CAT Coastal Ocean Climate Action Team 
CO Protocol Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol 
CO2 carbon dioxide 
COPC chemical of potential concern 
CR Commercial Retail 
CRA Colorado River Aqueduct 
CRHR California Register of Historical Resources 
CSC California Species of Concern 
CSFM California State Fire Marshal 
CT Commercial Tourist 
CTC California Transportation Commission 
CWA Clean Water Act 
dB decibel 
dBA decibel (A-weighted scale) 
DBESP Determination of Biological Equivalent or Superior Preservation 
DE diesel exhaust 
Department California Department of Transportation 
DHHS United States Department of Health and Human Services 
DLRP Land Resources Protection Division 
DP Director’s Policy 
DPM particulate matter fraction of diesel exhaust 
DRDP Drainage Recapture Design Plan 
DSA disturbed soil area 
DTSC Department of Toxic Substances Control 
EB eastbound 
ECR Environmental Commitments Record 
ED Environmental Document 
EIC Eastern Archaeological Information Center 
EIR/EIS Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement 
EJ Environmental Justice 
EMC event mean concentrations 
EMFAC Emission Factors  
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EMWD Eastern Municipal Water District 
EO Executive Order 
ESA Environmentally Sensitive Area; Environmental Site Assessment 
FCAA Federal Clean Air Act 
FCIRS Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Score 
FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency 
FESA Federal Endangered Species Act 
FHWA Federal Highway Administration 
FIFRA Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act 
FIRM Flood Insurance Rate Map 
FMMP Farming Mapping and Monitoring Plan 
FOE Finding of Effect 
FONSI Finding of No Significant Impact 
FPPA Farmland Protection Policy Act 
ft foot/feet 
FTA Federal Transit Administration 
FTIP Federal Transportation Improvement Program 
GC Government Code 
GHG greenhouse gas 
GIS geographic information system 
GPS Global Positioning System 
GSRD Gross Solids Removal Device 
GVWR gross vehicle weight rating 
H2S hydrogen sulfide 
ha hectare 
HA Hydrologic Area 
HCM Highway Capacity Manual 
HCP Habitat Conservation Plan 
HDR High Density Residential 
HEC-RAS Hydraulic Engineering Centers River Analysis System 
HEI Health Effects Institute 
HFC hydrofluorocarbon 
HFC-23 fluoroform 
HFC-134a s, s, s, 2-tetrafluoroethane 
HFC-152a difluoroethane 
HFD Hemet Fire Department 
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HOA homeowners’ association 
HOV High Occupancy Vehicle 
HPD Hemet Police Department 
HPSR Historic Property Survey Report 
HPSV high-pressure sodium vapor 
HREC Historical Recognized Environmental Condition 
HRER Historical Resources Evaluation Report 
HSA Hydrologic Sub Area 
HSG Hydrologic Soil Group 
HSL Hemet Sanitary Landfill 
HUSD Hemet Unified School District 
HVWAP Harvest Valley/Winchester Area Plan 
I-10 Interstate 10 
I-15 Interstate 15 
I-215 Interstate 215 
I-O input-output 
IPCC Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
IRIS Integrated Risk Information System 
ISA Initial Site Assessment 
ITS Intelligent Transportation Systems  
ITSP Interregional Strategic Plan 
IWDS Integrated Wetland Delineation System 
kg kilogram 
km kilometer 
km2 square kilometer 
KP kilometer post 
kph kilometers per hour 
KPRA kingpin to rear axle 
lb pound 
lb/year pounds per year 
LBP lead-based paint 
LDR Low Density Residential 
LED light-emitting diode 
LEDPA Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative  
Leq(h) 1-hour equivalent noise level 
LESA Land Evaluation and Site Assessment 
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LI Light Industrial 
LIM Land Inventory and Monitoring 
Lmax maximum sound level 
LOMR Letter of Map Revision 
LOS level of service 
LPA Locally Preferred Alternative 
LTCV long-term conservation value 
LUST leaking underground storage tank 
m meter(s) 
MATES-III Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study III 
MBTA Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
MCL maximum contaminant level 
MCP Mid County Parkway 
MCTT Multi-Chamber Treatment Trains 
MDR Medium Density Residential 
mg/L milligrams per liter 
mgd million gallons per day 
MHDR Medium High Density Residential 
mi mile(s) 
mi2 square mile(s) 
mL milliliter(s) 
MLD Most Likely Descendent 
MLS Multiple Listing Service 
mm millimeter 
Mmax maximum moment magnitude 
MOU Memorandum of Understanding 
mpg miles per gallon 
mph miles per hour 
MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization 
MRZ Mineral Resource Zone 
MS4 Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System 
MSA Metropolitan Statistical Area 
MSAT mobile source air toxic 
MSHCP Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan 
msl mean sea level 
MUN municipal and domestic water supply 
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MWD Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
N nitrogen 
N/A not applicable 
N2O nitrous oxide 
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NAC noise abatement criteria 
NADR Noise Abatement Decision Report 
NAGPRA Native American Grave Protection and Repatriation Act 
NAHC Native American Heritage Commission 
NATA National Air Toxics Assessment 
NB northbound 
NCCP Natural Community Conservation Planning 
NCHRP National Cooperative Highway Research Program  
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 
NEPSSA Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area 
NES Natural Environment Study 
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 
NHTSA National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 
NO2 nitrogen dioxide 
NO3 nitrate 
NOA naturally occurring asbestos 
NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NOC Notice of Completion 
NOI Notice of Intent 
NOP Notice of Preparation 
NOx oxides of nitrogen 
NPDES National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
NRCS Natural Resources Conservation Service 
NRHP National Register of Historic Places 
NSR Noise Study Report 
NSSP nonstandard special provisions 
O&M operations and maintenance 
O3 ozone 
OHP Office of Historical Preservation 
OPR Office of Planning and Research 
OS Open Space 
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OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Act 
OS-R Open Space - Recreation 
OSTP Office of Science and Technology Policy 
P Parks 
PA Programmatic Agreement 
PA&ED Project Approval and Environmental Documentation 
Pb lead 
PCB polychlorinated biphenyl 
PCE primary constituent elements 
PCMP Post-Construction Monitoring Plan 
PDT Project Development Team 
PF public facilities 
PFC perfluorocarbon 
PGA peak ground acceleration 
PI Public Institutional 
PIA Project Impact Area 
PIR/PER Paleontological Identification and Paleontological Evaluation Report 
PM post mile; particulate matter 
PM10 particulate matter less than 10 micrometers in aerodynamic diameter 
PM2.5 particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in aerodynamic diameter 
PMP Paleontological Mitigation Plan, Project Management Plan 
PMR Paleontological Mitigation Report 
POAQC projects of air quality concern 
PPDG Project Planning and Design Guide 
ppm parts per million 
PR Project Report 
PRC Public Resources Code 
PS&E plans, specifications, and estimates 
PSR Project Study Report 
PSR/PDS Project Study Report/Project Development Support  
PUC Public Utilities Commission 
QCB Quino checkerspot butterfly 
R Recreation 
RAP Relocation Assistance Program 
RCA Regional Conservation Authority 
RCDEH Riverside County Department of Environmental Health 
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RC-EDR Rural Community-Estate Density Residential 
RCFCD Riverside County Flood Control and Conservation District 
RCFD Riverside County Fire Department 
RCHCA Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency 
RCIP Riverside County Integrated Project 
RC-LDR Rural Community-Low Density Residential 
RCP Regional Comprehensive Plan 
RCP&G Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide 
RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 
RCSD Riverside County Sheriff’s Department 
RCTC Riverside County Transportation Commission 
RCWMD Riverside County Waste Management Department 
REC Recognized Environmental Condition 
RM Rural Mountainous 
ROG reactive organic gas 
ROW right-of-way 
RPARSA Rare Plant Aquatic Resource Study Area 
RR Rural Residential 
RSA Resource Study Area 
RTA Riverside Transit Agency 
RTP Regional Transportation Plan 
RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board 
RWRF Regional Water Reclamation Facility 
SAFETEA-LU Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act:  A Legacy for 

Users 
SAMP Special Area Management Plan 
SB southbound, Senate Bill 
SCAG Southern California Association of Governments 
SCAQMD South Coast Air Quality Management District 
SCE Southern California Edison 
SCG Southern California Gas Company 
SCH State Clearinghouse 
SCS Sustainable Communities Strategy 
SDC Seismic Design Criteria 
SF6 sulfur hexafluoride 
SHPO State Historic Preservation Officer 
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SIP State Implementation Plan 
SJUSD San Jacinto Unified School District 
SJVAP San Jacinto Valley Area Plan 
SKR Stephens’ kangaroo rat 
SKRHCP Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Habitat Conservation Plan 
SO2 sulfur dioxide 
SR 74 State Route 74 
SR 79 State Route 79 
SSP Standard Special Provision(s) 
STAA Surface Transportation Assistance Act 
SVE soil vapor extraction 
SVP Society of Vertebrate Paleontology 
SWIS Solid Waste Information System 
SWL Solid Waste Landfill 
SWMP Storm Water Management Plan 
SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board 
SWRCMSR Southwestern Riverside County Multi-Species Reserve 
TA Terminal Access 
TAC toxic air contaminant 
TASAS Traffic Accident Surveillance and Analysis System 
TAZ Traffic Analysis Zone 
TCE temporary construction easement 
TCM transportation control measures 
TCP traditional cultural properties 
TCWG Transportation Conformity Working Group 
TDC Targeted Design Constituent 
TDM Transportation Demand Management 
TDS total dissolved solids 
TEA-21 Federal Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century 
TeNS Technical Noise Supplement 
TIP Transportation Improvement Program 
TMA Transportation Management Area 
TMDL total maximum daily load 
TMP Traffic Management Plan 
TNM Traffic Noise Model 
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TOG total organic gas 
TPHcc total petroleum hydrocarbon carbon chain 
TRAM Technical Report Addendum Memorandum 
TSCA Toxic Substances Control Act 
TSM Transportation System Management 
TSS total suspended solid 
TUMF Transportation Uniform Mitigation Fees 
TWSA Terrestrial Wildlife Study Area 
TWTL two way, two lane 
U.S. United States 
UBC Uniform Building Code 
UCDITS University of California Davis Institute of Transportation Studies 
Uniform Act Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Properties Acquisition Policies Act of 

1970 
USA Underground Service Alert 
USACE United States Army Corps of Engineers 
USC United States Code 
USDA United States Department of Agriculture 
USDOT United States Department of Transportation 
USEPA United States Environmental Protection Agency 
USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
USGS United States Geological Survey 
UST underground storage tank 
VA Value Analysis 
VHDR Very High Density Residential 
VIA Visual Impact Assessment 
VKT vehicle kilometers traveled 
VMT vehicle miles traveled 
VOC volatile organic compound 
WB westbound 
WCPC Water Pollution Control Program 
WDR Waste Discharge Requirement 
WPCP Water Pollution Control Plan 
WQF Water Quality Flow 
WQV Water Quality Volume 
WRCOG Western Riverside Council of Governments 
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WSE water surface elevation 
XPI Extended Phase I 
 



Appendix G  Farmland Agency Coordination

This appendix documents the coordination that has taken place with the California Department of Conservation 
(CDC) and the federal Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) regarding the SR 79 Realignment Project’s 
potential impacts to Williamson Act lands, and prime, unique, and farmland of statewide importance.  

Responses are shown first, followed by the initiation letters.

●	 California Department of Conservation

●	 Natural Resources Conservation Service
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Natural Resources Conservation Service 

NRCS-CPA-106 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS 

(Rev. 1·t1) 

PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency) 3. Date of Land Evaluation Request 
0112012012 

r· St~Ht 1 or_2 __ 

1. Name of Proje<:l SR 79 Realignment Project 
5. Federal Agency_lni/Oived 

California Department of Transportation 
2. Type of Project Transportation Improvement District II. Counly and Slaltt Riverside County, California -

/ 
PART II (To be completed by NRCS) 1. Date Request Received by NRCS ~g~~~~llf 
3 . Does the corridor c:ontoin prime, unique stotewido or local Important farmland? YES~ NO D 4. 1\Cfes trngated I Average .farm Size 

(If no. the FPPA does not apply- Do not comploto additional par1s of this form). /!0(1.<-
5. Major Crop(s) o/a . II. Farmablu Land in Government Jurisdiction 7. Amount of rarmland As Oefined in rPPA row (!r Q/)S · Q Tc21 1'1 1 I rte J Acres: 6' J.Jir % Acres: % 

8. NamYo""r7c Efz;; :rcfKn Used ) orte :.tl eX 
9. Name~ SINA...ssment System to. ?7t~7lo/~ Retum~f;F 

PART Ill (To be completed by Federal Agency) 
Alternative Corridor 1 I Alternative Corridor 2 

All Ia All 1b All 2a Alt2b 

A. Total Acres To Be Convened Directly (Permanent RJW plus util relo area) 1127 1053 1067 1020 
B. Tolal Acres To Be Converted lndlreclly. Or To Receive Services 86 79 87 78 
C. Total Acres In Corridor 1 213 1132 1 154 1,098 

PART IV (To be comp leted by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information 

A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland 162 223 149 121 
B. Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland 700 703 711 700 
C. Percentage Of Farmland In County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted 

D. Percenlage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value 

PART V (To btt completed by NRCS) Urnd EvD1w6on lnfotmation Criterion FWative 1t '/5 ~3 Y3 value of Farmland to e. Serviced or Converled (Scale of D -100 Points) 

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Corridor Maximum 
Assessment C~ (These criteria are explained In 7 CFR 658.5(c)) Points 

1. Area in Nonurben Use 15 9 9 9 9 
2. Perimeter in Non urban U:oe 10 7 7 7 7 
3. Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed 20 11 11 12 12 
4. Protection Provided By State And Locai .Govemment 20 . 20 20 20 20 
5. Si~e of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 10 7 5 8 5 
6. Creation Of Nonfannable Farmland 25 0 0 0 0 
7. Avauabilily Of Fann Support Services 5 5 5 5 5 

8. Oo-Fann Investments 20 10 10 10 10 
9. Effeets Of Conversion On Farm Support Services 25 0 0 0 0 
10. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use 10 5 5 5 5 
TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 74 72 76 73 

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100 Ll'- ~c? 43 43 
Tolal Corridor Assessment (From ~art VI above or a local site 

160 assessment) 74 72 76 73 

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2/Jnes) 260 IW ({'7 IIQ. tu:. 
1. Corridor Selected: 2. Total Acres of Farmlands to be 3. Date Of Selection: 4. Was A Local Site Assessment Used? 

Converted by Projeet: 

YES 0 NO E 
5. Reason For Selection: 

Signature of Person Completing this Part 

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with more than one Alternate Corridor 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Natural Resources Conservation Service 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS 

NRCS·CPA-106 
(Rev.1·91) 

PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency) 1 ;s. uate or Land Evaluation Request 
0112012012 

r Sheel 2 or _2 __ 

1. Name of Project 
SR 79 Realignment Project 

5. Federal Agency Involved 
California Department of T ransportation 

2. Typo of Projoct 
Transportation Improvement District 6. County and Slate Riverside County, California 

PART II (To bs completed by NRCS) 1. Date Request Received by NRCS 2. Person Completing Form 

3. Does the corridor contain prime, unique statewide or local important farmland? 
YES 0 NO 0 

4. Acres rrngated I Average arm Site 

(If no, the FPPA does not apply • Do not complete addilionat parts of this form). 

S. Major Crop(s) G. Farmable Land in Government Jurisdiction 7. Amount or Farmland As Delined in FPPA 

Acres: •t. Acres: % 
8. Name Of Land Evaluation System Used 9. Name of Local Site Assessment System 10. Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS 

PART Ill (To be completed by Federal Agency) 
Alternative Corridor 1 Alternative Corridor 2 

Option 1b1 OP1lon 2b1 

A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly (Permanent RJW plus util relo area) 1054 1021 
B. Total Acres To Be Converted lndirecUy, Or To Receive Services 79 78 
C. Total Acres In Corridor 1133 1 099 

PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information 

A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland 223 121 

B. Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland 704 701 
C. Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govl. Unit To Be Converted 

D. Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value 

PART V (To bo ccmpi«Dd by NRCS) Land Evduation lnfotmation cnterion Relative i/6 'If value of Farmland to Be Serviced or Converted {Scale of 0- 100 Points) 

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Corridor Maximum 
Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained In 7 CFR 658.5(c)) Points 

1. Area in Nonurban Use 15 9 9 
2. Perimeter in Non urban Use 10 7 7 
3. Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed 20 11 12 
4. Projection Provided By State And local. Government 20 , 20 20 
5. Size of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 10 5 5 
6. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland 25 0 0 
7. Avaifablility Of Fl!lrm Support Services 5 5 5 
8. On-Farm Investments 20 10 10 
9. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Servi<::es 25 0 0 
10. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use 10 5 5 

TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 72 73 

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

Relative Value Of Fannland (From Part V) 100 lib 4'1 
Total Corridor Assessment (From Part VI above or a local site 

160 assessment) 72 73 

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2/ines) 260 fiB /1:1 
1. Corridor Selected: 2. Total Acres of Farmlands to be 3. Date Of Selection: 4. Was A Local Site Assessment Used? 

Converted by Project 

YES 0 NOi(( 
5. Re:u;on For Sc:locbon: 

Signature of Person Completing this Part: 

NOTE: Complete a form fo.r each segment with more than one Alternate Corridor 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Natural Resourt.:e$ Conservation Service 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS 

NRCS·CPA·106 
(Rov. 1·91} 

PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency) 3. Date of land Evaluation Request 
0112012012 

r· Sheet 1 or_!__ 

5. Federal Agency Involved 1· Name of Project SR 79 Realignment Project California Department of Transportation 
2. Type of Project Transportation Improvement District e. County and Stale Riverside County, California ~ J / 

PART II (To be completed by NRCS} 

3. Does the corridor contain primo, uniquo ~?ota:tawido or local important farmland? 

(If no, the FPPA does not apply~ Do not complete additional parts of this form). 
YES)!;( NOD 

5. Major Crop(s) J .. 6. Farmable Land in Government Jurisdiction 

:fo~u Crqo.r q (.:J./ tl I ora I rt es Acres: 0' - v It- % 
8. Na~ 9rLanl:l Ef~~n Syjte~ Used 9. Name of Local Site Assessment System 

<')Tflr;e ..L/Ictex %- NA-

4. Acres migated 1 Average Farm ~ize 

/J'Ot?-<-
7. Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA 

Acres: % 

10. 2_at' L~nf .. Evaluation Returne4J\Y •• N~stS 
'J/9/J..OI:J.- fC!;'ff 

PART Ill (To be completed by Federal Agency) 
Alternative Corridor 1 Alternative Corridor 2 

Alt 1a 

A. Total Acres To Be converted Directly (Permanent RIW plus util relo area) 1127 
B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly, Or To Receive Services 86 
C. Total Acres In Corridor 1 213 
PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information 

A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland 162 

B. Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland 700 
C. Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted 

0. Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value 

PART V (To be oomp/eled by NRCS} Land Evaluation l~n Crittlrion Relative J. / 
value of Fannland to Be Serviced or Convert.d (Scale of 0 • 100 Points} I t:> 
PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Corridor 
Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(c)) 

1. Area in Nonurban Use 
2. Perimeter in Non urban Use 

3. Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed 

4. Protection Provided By State And Locai.Government 

5, Size of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 

6, Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland 

7. Avaitablillty Of Farm Supporl Services 

8. On·Farm Investments 

9, Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services 

10. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use 

TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 

Total Corridor Assessment (From ~art VI above or a local site 
assessment) 

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 

1. Corridor Selected: 

5. Reason For Selectron. 

2. lbtal Acres of Farmlands to be 
Converted by Project: 

Maximum 
Points 

15 9 
10 7 
20 11 
20' 20 
10 7 
25 0 
s 5 

20 10 
25 0 
10 5 

160 74 

100 

160 
74 

260 

3. Date Of Selection: 

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with more than one Alternate Corridor 

All 1b Alt2a Alt2b 

1053 1067 1020 
79 87 78 
1132 1154 1,098 

223 149 121 
703 711 700 

'/5' f3 Y3 
9 9 9 
7 7 7 
11 12 12 
20 20 20 
5 8 5 
0 0 0 
5 5 5 
10 10 10 
0 0 0 
5 5 5 

72 76 73 

72 76 73 

4. Was A Local Site Assessment Used? 

YEsD NoD 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Natural Resources Conservation Service 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS 

NRCS·CPA·106 
(Rav.M11) 

PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency) 3. Date of Land Evaluation Request 
0112012012 

r· Shaal 2 of--'.___ 

1. Narne of Project SR 79 Realignment Project 
5. fede-ral Agency Involved 

California Deoartment of Transoortation 
2. Typo of Projoct Transportation Improvement District 6. County and Slate Riverside County, California 

PART II (To be completed by NRCS) 1 Date Request Received by NRCS 2. Person Completing Form 

3. Does the corridor contain prime, unique statewide or local important farmland? 
YES D NOD 

4. Acres 1rngatea I Average r-arrn ~1-:e 

(If no, tho FPPA does not apply- Do not complete additional parts of this form). 

5. Majur Crop(s) •. Farmable Land in Government Jurie.dictlun 7. Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA 

Acres: % Acres: % 
8. Name Of Land Evaluation System Used 9. Name of Local Site Assessment System 10. Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRC$ 

PART Ill (To be completed by Federal Agency) 
Alternative Corridor 1 Alternative Corridor 2 

Option 1 b1 option 2b1 

A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly (Permanent RJW plus uti I relo area) 1054 1021 
B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly, Or To Receive Services 79 78 
C. Total Acres In Corridor 1133 1 099 

PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information 

A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland 223 121 
B. Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland 704 701 
C. Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted 

D. Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value 

PART V (To be compfered by NRCS) Land Evalualion lnforma6on Criterion I?Jillufive .Y6 'If value of Farmland to Be Serviced or Converted (Scale of 0 ~ 100 Points 
PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Corridor Maximum 
Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained In 7 CFR 658.5(c)) Points 

1. Area in Nonurban Use 15 9 9 
2. Perimeter in Non urban Use 10 7 7 
3. Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed 20 11 12 
4. Protection Provided By State And Local, Government 20. 20 20 
5. Size of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 10 5 5 
6. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland 25 0 0 
7. Availablilitv Of Farm Suooort Services 5 5 5 
8. On*Farm Investments 20 10 10 
9. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services 25 0 0 

10. Compalibility With Existing Agricultural Use 10 5 5 

TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 72 73 

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100 

Total Corridor Assessment (From Part VI above or a local site 
160 assessment) 72 73 

TOTAL POINTS (Total of abovo 21/nes) 260 

1. Corridor Selected: 2. Total Acres of Farmlands to be 3. Date Of Selection: 4. Was A Lor,al Site Assessment Used? 
Converted by Project: 

YES D NO D 
5. Reason For Selection. 

Signature of Person Completing this Part: I DATE 

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with more than one Alternate Corridor 
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STATE OF C,\LIFORNIA~USINESS TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICTS 
ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING (MS 823) 
464 W. FOURTH STREET, 6"" FLOOR 
SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92401-1400 
PHONE (909) 383-5918 
FAX (909) 383-6494 
'ITY (909) 383-6300 

April27, 2012 

Mr. Robert S. Hewitt, District Conservationist 
United States Depar1ment of Agriculture 
Natural Resources Conservation Service 
950 N. Ramona Blvd., Suite 6 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Dear Mr. Hewitt: 

ffiM!Jl:iQC BROWN Jr Gowmor 

Flex your power! 
Be energy e{ftcien1! 

File: 08-Riv-SR79 
PM Rl5.78/R33.80 
SR-79 Realignment 

EA 08-494000 
PN 0800000784 

On behalf of the California Depar1ment of Transportation (Caltrans), and in anticipation of the State 
Route 79 (SR 79) Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIR/DEIS), please see the attached updated CPA-I 06 form for the State Route 79 Realignment 
Project, located in Riverside County. The updated quantities now include farmlands that were 
previously called "planned farmland conversion areas." The "planned farmland conversion areas" 
were farmlands that are zoned or shown as non-agricultural classifications (i.e. residential, 
commercial) in regional general plans. They were extracted out of the previously transmitted 
impact analysis provided for this proposed project, dated March of201 0 (Attachment 1). However, 
based on further evaluation, these areas have now been included in the impact analysis, as shown in 
Attachment 2 - Updated Form CPA-I 06. A figure showing revised impacts to farmlands has also 
been included (Attachment 3). 

The table below summarizes the revised impacts that are shown in Attachment 2. Direct impacts 
include the areas within the proposed right-of-way of each alternative. Indirect impacts are limited 
to four parcels where it appears the remainder of the parcel will be inaccessible or not usable in its 
current agricultural use. These same parcels will be affected to varying degrees by each alternative. 
Indirect impacts comprise less than 10% of the important farmland impacts of each alternative. 

lmpacts to Important Farmlands 

Build Build Build Build 
Design Option Design Option 

Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative 
lbl 2bl 

1A 18 2A 2B 

Total Impact Area 

Oifect {acres) 1,127.00 1,053.00 1,067.00 1,020.00 1,054.00 1,0~1.00 

Indirect (acres) 86.00 79.00 87.00 78.00 79.00 78.00 

Total (acres) 1,213.00 1,132.00 1,154.00 1,098.00 1,133.00 1,099.00 

... Ca.Jtron.s improues mobility across California.• 



Appendix G - Natural Resource Conservation Service Correspondence2 of 18

Mr. RobertS. Hewitt 
4/27/2012 
Page2 

Prime Farmlands 

Direct (acn:~s) 125.00 

Indirect (acres) 0.00 

Total (acres) 125.00 

Unique Farmlands 

Direct (acn~_s) 37.27 

Indirect (acres) 0.21 

Total (acres) 37.48 
Rounded Total, 
Prime/Unique 
(acres} 162 

Statewide Important Farmlands 

Direct (acres) 102.97 

Indirect (acres) 0.20 

Total (acres) 103.17 

loc.allmportant F-armlands 

Direct (acres) 511.40 

Indirect (acres) 85.55 

Total (acres) 596.95 
Rounded Total, 
Statewide/Local 
(acres) 700 

Impacts to Important Farmlands 

201.11 111.90 99.82 201.11 99.82 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

201.11 111.90 99.82 201.11 99.82 

21.27 37.27 21.27 21.27 21.27 

0.21 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.21 

21.48 37.48 21.48 21.48 21.48 

223 149 121 223 121 

109.41 102.38 99.82 109.41 99.82 

0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 

109.61 102.58 100.02 109.61 100.02 

515.87 522.43 522.55 516.71 523.39 

77.89 85.55 77.89 77.89 77.89 

593.76 607.98 600.44 594.60 601.28 

703 711 700 704 701 

As noted in Caltrans' March 9, 2010 correspondence to your Office in this regard, this project is 
covered by the Memorandum o.f'Understanding (M:OU) between the Federal Highway 
Administration and the California Department o.f'Transportation Concerning the State of 
California's Participation in the Surface Transportation Project Delivery Pilot Program, which 
became effective on July I, 2007. The MOU was signed pursuant to Section 6005 of the 2005 
Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA­
LU), which allows the Secretary ofTransportation to assign, and the State of California to assume, 
responsibility for the Federal Highway Administration's (FHW A's) responsibilities under other 
Federal environmental laws. FH W A has assigned and Cal trans has assumed FHW A responsibility 
for environmental review, consultation, and coordination on this project. Caltrans is tTansmitting 
this letter as the NEPA lead agency under the provisions of the referenced MOU. 

Cal trans has completed Parts I, Ill, VI, and VII offorrn CPA I 06 to initiate the farmland conversion 
impact rating process for the Project. The following items have been attached for your review and 
comment: 

Attachment I- Previous NRCS package dated March 2010 (1 copy) 

Attachment 2- Updated CPA-I 06 Forms (3 copies) 

i/ICaltraM improvesiMbility across California• 
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Attachment 3 - A figure showing revised impacts to farmlands (3 copies) 

The planned farmland conversion areas are still shown as a separate item in the legend on the 
attached figure for your reference. 

We respectfully request an expedited review of the enclosed information. The Draft EIRIEIS for 
this Project is nearing completion, and it is very important that we receive your feedback regarding 
this update. We look forward to continuing to work with you in the development of the Project, and 
will provide a copy of the Draft Environmental document to your office for your review and 
comment once the document is completed and ready for circulation. 

If you have any questions or concerns, you may contact Irene Dominguez, Associate 
Environmental Planner at (909)383-6324, or I may be reached at (909) 383-5918. 

KERRIE HUDSON 
Senior Environmental Planner 
Branch Chief, Environmental Studies "A" 
District 8, Division of Environmental Planning 
California Department of Transportation 

Attachments 

"Caltro,ns improuts mobility across Cati[orn.ic,. 
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LEGEND 
_Roadway Segment 

Match L.ine 

·-- Long-Term Trafftc Detour 
CJProject 

Impact Area 

CJAgricuttural Study Area 

Important Farmla_nd 

~Prime Farmland · Direct Impact 
CJ Prime Farmland· No Projecl lmpacl 

~Farmland of Statewide lmportance • Olreot Impact 

c=J Farmland of Statewide Importance · No Project Impact 
~Unique FannJand · Direct Impact 
0 Unique FarrnJand • No Projed Impact 

~Farmland of Local Importance· Direct lmpad 

.BJ!!.ii'l~~ ~Farmlan<l of Local Importance - Indirect Impact 

c:::J Farmlan<l of local Importance- No Profed Impact 

D Combined Projett lmpit;t 
Ar'ea and.Agric:ultural St!KSy Area 

1 Project Impacts to 
Important Fannland 

Utility Relocation Are.a 0 

-

Connection to Hemet Cilannel 
Outside the Project Right-of-Way 

D County Assessor's ParcefR.2 

• 1.500 

1.:17-.000 

,......,Planned Farmland 
t...-...JConversion 

fll-': RoMI IM bbtCIMII«<!lW 
~"-"~lbtfi"ro;.otfiOW 
.. ...-~kooyAIN-NU!!' ... 
.,_.,~oe..n., 

-:t ~--~MIWIO~ 

Draft Envltonmen"" Impact Report/ 
Environmenlallmpaet Statement 
Slate Route 79 Reafignment Projocl 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

N31urttl Resources Conservation ~rvice 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS 

NRCS-CPA-106 
(Rev. 1-91, 

PART I ( To be completed by Federal Agency) 3. Oare of l and Evatuatton Request I'· ShHI I ~_2_ 

1. Name of Projeec State Route 79 Realignment Project 5. Federal Agency lnvotved 
California oeDartment of Transoortation 

2. Type of Proteel Transportation Improvement Project 6. COunty and State Riverside County, California 

PART II {To be completed by NRCS) 1. Date Request Received by NRC$ 2. Peno~~rea'"' 
• C) '1:-.\ \-\C.\~ \\ 

3. Does: the corridor contain prime. unique statewide or loeallmportanl farmland? 
YES l::J NO 0 4. ACres: lni!)ateo l Averog\ ~tm -)to 

(II no. lhe FPPA does not apply • Oo no! compt.cte additiOnal parts of this: form}. 

5. Major Crop(s) 6. farmable Land in Govemmcnt JuriS<JietiOn 7. Amount of Farmland As Oefn ed in FPPA 

-~~.--.; ~i<~?s , c:~n\~ . l>n'~'t_s Acres: % Acres: % 
8. Name 01 Land Evaluatio~stem Used 

S'T I))"< ' E::. ~"'" u'E. 'x 
9. Name ol l oeal Site ASSG$$men1 System 10. Date Land Evaluation Returne;~ NRC$ 

&-· '2..- I\> Rs.· 
PART Ill (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

Alternalive Corridor 1 Alternative Corridor 2 
Alter-native 1 t~ Alternative 1b Alternative 2a A Her native 2b 

A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 168 188 177 194 
8 . Tolal Acres To Be Converted Indirectly, Or To Receive SeNiccs 117 116 116 117 
C. Yotal Acres In Corridor 285 304 293 311 
PART IV (To be completed by NRC$} Land Evaluation Information 

A. Total Acres Prime And Untque Farm&and 51 50 49 49 
B. Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland 235 253 244 262 
C. Percentage Of Farmland in County Or local Govt Unit To Be COnverted 

0 . Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. JurisdictiOn With Same Or Higher Relative Value 68 63 68 60 
PART V (To be complefed by NRCS) Land Evaluation tnfomwtion Criterion FII!Jative L\5 -<45 L\"3 43 •Ja/ue of Farmland to 86 Servked or Converled {Scale of 0- 100 PointsJ 

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Corridor Maximum 
Assessment Criteria (These criteriasre explained in 7 CFR 658.5(c)) Point$ 

1. Area in Nonurban Use 15 1 1 1 1 
2. Perimeter in Norwrban Use 10 0 0 0 0 
3 . Percent Of COrridor Being Farmed 20 20 20 20 20 
4, Protection Provided Sy State And Local Government 20 20 20 20 20 
s. Size oJ Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 10 10 10 10 10 
6. Creation Of Nonfarmabfe Farmland 25 0 0 0 0 
7. Availablil'iN 0 1 Farm S~ort Services s 5 5 5 5 
8. On·Farm lnvostmenls 20 8 8 8 8 
9. Elfects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services 25 0 0 0 0 
10. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use 10 10 10 10 10 
TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 74 74 74 74 

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

Relative V3lve Of Farmland (Ffom Part V) 100 45 Lf5 '1.7. <!_~ 
Total Corridor Assessment (From Part VI above or a local si te 

160 asse.s.sment) 74 74 74 74 

TOTAL POINTS (To/a/ of above 2/incs) 260 ttr i f 'I i/ 7 /1 7 
1. Corrkfor Selected: 2. TOial Acres of FarmlandS to bo 3. Date 01 5e!ection: 4. Was A L.ocal Site Assessme.nt Used? 

Converted by Proj ect 

YI!S 0 NO IZJ 
5. ~cason ~or Selection: 

S•gnature 01 Pe..son Completing th.s Patt: 

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with more than one Alternate Corridor 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
~atural Resources conscrv<'ttion Service 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS 

NRCS·CPA-106 
(Rev. 1.$1) 

p ART I (To be complotod by Federal Agency) 3. Date of Land E'valuaUon Requesl I" Sl'..ett 2ol _2_ 
. Name ol Project State Route 79 Realignment Project 5. edetal Agency Involved 

California oen3rtment of Transoortation 
2 . Type of Project Transportation Improvement Project G. County and State Riverside County, California 

ART II {To be completed by NRCS) 1. Dale Request Rocoi'VOO by NRC$ 
2. r·~~~~'e£{"'"\\t::.w ;rr 

. OOC.s the oorridor contain prVne. unique slalewitte or locallmpof'IW'It farmland? YES~NO Q •· .,, •• ""g•ted I •••\ '(f "' ~, .. 
(U no. the FPPA d~ no! apply • Do not complete additional patts ol this 101m}. 

3 

. Major Crop(s) 6. Fatmable Und In Govommet~t JufiSdiCLiOn 7. Amount ot Farmland As Def.ned in FPPA 

~01,-:o C R'>\"S ~"''"" . 1:>\\\QIES Aeres: ... Acres: " 
5 

. ~~Of Land Evaluation System Used 

s--:.Q I f::. I t" DC.X. 
9. Name of Local Sito Assessment System 10. Date Land Evaluation Returned by~\!. 

G-·2.- \ \) ~s 
p ART Ill (To bo compltJted by Federal Agency) 

Allernative Corridor 1 Alternative Corridor 2 

. Tolal Acres To Be Converted Oircctly 

. Total Acres To Se Converted ln(li rcctly, OtTo Receive Services 

A 

8 

. Total Acr&s In Corridor !< 
PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information 

A . Total Acres Prima And Unique Farmland 

H. Total Acres Stalewidc And Local lmponanl farmland 

•. Percenta.ge Of Farmland in Counly Or Local Govt Unit To Be Converted c 
0 . Porcenlage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisiftelion With Same Ot Higher Relative Value 

PART V (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evslutltictl/nfcxrnq;iofl C<iterion F1e1aUve 
value of Fannlsnd to Be Serviced or Convertedfscale of 0 ~ 100 Points I 

PART VI (To be completed by Federsl Agency) Corridor Maximum 
Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(c)) Points 

1. Area in Nonurban Usc 15 
2. Perimeter in Nonurban Use 10 
3. Percent 01 Corridor Being FarrrtGd 20 
4. Protection Provided By State And t.ocal Govcrnmc.nt 20 
5. Size of Present F'arm Unit Compared To Average 10 
6 . Creation Of N<~nfarmable Farmland 25 
7. Avai!abi~Of FarmS~ Services 5 
8. On·Farm rnvestments 20 
9. Effects Of Conversion On Fnrm Suopol"' Scrvlcc$ 25 
10. Oompa!Jbility With Existing Agricultural Use 10 

TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 

p ART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

Ae!a!ive Value Of Fafl'l'lla;ncl (From P811 V} 100 

Total Comcsor Assessment (From Part VI above or a focal si1e 
160 assessment) 

TOTAL POINTS (Total olabovo 2/ines) 260 

T COri!CIOrS&Ieded: 2. TOtal Acres of Farmlands 10 be 3. Dale Of Selection: 
Converted by Project: 

s. Reason For Se!ectlon: 

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment wilh more lhan one Alternate Corridor 

Design Option 1b1 Design Option ~I) I 

189 195 
116 117 
305 312 

50 49 
254 263 

63 60 

L1 5 L~3 

1 1 
0 0 

20 20 
20 20 
10 10 
0 0 
5 5 
8 8 
0 0 

10 10 

74 74 

l./5 t/3 
74 74 

111 1!7 
4. Was A Local Sl1e Assessment Used? 

VES 0 NO iZJ 
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NRCS·CPA·106 {Reverse) 

CORRIDOR - TYPE SITE ASSESSMENT CRITERIA 

The following criteria are to be used for projects that have a linear or corridor · type site configuration connecting two distant 
points, and etossing several different tracts of land. These include utility lines, highways, railroads, stream improvements, and flood 
control systems. Federal agencies are to assess the suitability of each corridor· type site or design alternative for protection as farmland 
along with the land evaluatioo information. 

(1) How much land is in nororban use within a radius of 1.0 mile from where the project is intended? 
More than 90 percent • 15 points 
90 to 20 percent • 14 to 1 point(s) 
Less than 20 percent - 0 points 

(2) How much of the perimeter of the site borders on land in nonurban use? 
More than 90 percent - 10 points 
90 to 20 percent- 9 to 1 point(s) 
Less than 20 percent - 0 points 

(3) How much of the site has boon farmed (managed for a scheduled harvest or limber activity) more than five of the last 
10 years? 
More than 90 percent - 20 points 
90 to 20 percent • 19 to 1 point(s) 
Less than 20 percent - 0 points 

(4) Is the site subject to state or unit of local government policies or programs to protect farmland or covered by private programs 
to protect farmland? 
Stle is protected - 20 points 
Site is not protected - 0 points 

(5) Is the farm unil(s) containing the site (before the project) as large as the average -size farming unit in the County? 
(Average farm sizes in each county are available from the NRCS field offices in each state. Data are from the latest available Census ol 
Agriculture, Acreage or Farm Units in Operation with $1,000 or more in sales.) 
As large or larger - 10 points 
Below average ·deduct 1 point for each 5 percent below the average, down to 0 points~ so percent or more below average - 9 to 0 points 

(6) II the site is chosen for the project, how much of the remaining land on the farm will become non·farmable because of 
interrerence with land panems? 
Aci'GagQ oqual to moro thsn 26 porcont of acre& directly converted by the project . 25 points 
Acreage equal to between 25 and 5 percent of the acres directly converted by the project - 1 to 24 point(s) 
Acreage equal to less than 5 percent of the acres directly converted by the project- 0 po;nts 

(7) Docs the site have available adequate suppty of farm support services and markets, i.e., farm suppliers, equipment dealers, 
processing and storage facilities and farmer's markets? 
All required services are available - 5 points 
Some required services are available - 4 to 1 point(s) 
No required services are available - 0 points 

(8) Does the site have substantial and well-maintained Orl·farm investments such as barns, other storage building, fruit trees 
and vines. field terraces, drainage. irrigation, waterways, or other soil and water conservation measures? 
High amount ol on·farm investment- 20 points 
Moderate amount of on· farm investment - 19 to 1 point(s) 
No on-fann investment · 0 points 

(9) Would the pro;ect at this site, by converting farmland to nonagricultural use, reduce the demand for farm support 
services so as to jooparc!ize the continued existence of these support services and thus, the viability of the farms remaining in the area? 
Substantial reduction in demand lor support services if the site is converted- 25 points 
Some reductioo in demand for support services if the site is converted · t to 24 point(s) 
No significant reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted • o points 

(1 0) Is the kind and intensity of the proposed use of the site sufficiently incompatible with agriculture that it Is likely to 
contribute to the eventual conversion of surrounding farmland to nonagricuhural use? 
Proposed project is incompatible to existing agricultural use of surrounding fannland - 10 points 
Proposed project is tolerable to existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland - 9 to 1 point(s) 
Proposed project is fully compatible with existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland - o points 
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STATE OF QAUt"'BNIA-UUS!NESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSJNG AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTA1'10N 
DISTRICTS 
ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING (MS 827) 
464 W. FOUR'l'fl S'rREE'l', 6'" J<'LOOR 
SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92401-1400 
PH: ONE (909) 383-6379 
FAX (909) 383-6494 
'ITY (909) 383-6300 

March 9, 2010 

Mr. RobertS. Hewitt, District Conservationist 
United States Department of Agriculture 
National Resources Conservation Service 
950 N. Ramona Blvd., Suite 6 
San Jacinto, CA 92582 

Dear Mr. Hewitt: 

ARNQf.J') SCHWARZENf CGttJt f .gysrnpr 

File: 08-Riv-SR79 
PM R15.78/R33.80 
SR-79 Realignment 
EA: 08-494000 

Flex your power! 
Be eneqJY efficient! 

The Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC), in cooperation with the California 
Department of Transportation (Department), the County of Riverside, the City of Hemet, and the 
City of San Jacinto, proposes to realign a portion of State Route 79 (SR 79) from south of the 
intersection with Domenigoni Parkway to the intersection with Gilman Springs Road (Project). The 
Project is located within portions of the cities of Hemet and San Jacinto and parts of unincorporated 
Riverside County (Figure 1.0, Regional Project Location). The Project length is approximately 30 
kilometers (I 9 miles) and would include the construction of a four-lane highway, at-grade and 
grade-separated interchanges, bridges, local street improvements, and hydrology facilities. Four 
Build alternatives (Build Alternatives Ia, Jb, 2a, and 2b), each representing a different roadway 
alignment along one of two corridors, are currently being considered. Within each corridor, there 
are design options tor Build Alternatives I band 2b: Design Option I b I and Design Option 2b I 
(Figure 2.0, Alternative Corridor I, and Figure 3.0, Alternative Corridor 2). These design options 
consist of variations in roadway access, which affect intersection, interchange, and bridge design, 
and a reduced vertical roadway profile from Domenigoni Parkway north to California Avenue. 

It is anticipated that the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement 
(DETRIDEIS) prepared for this project will be circulated in the near future. A Preferred Alternative 
has not been selected. The Department and RCTC are interested in receiving any comments and/or 
concerns from your office as we proceed toward the selection of the Preferred Alternative. 

For the purpose of the agricultural analysis of the Project, an Agricultural Study Area (ASA) was 
established to analyze direct and indirect impacts to fannlands, including prime and unique 
farmlands, and farmlands of statewide and local importance as designated under the Farmland 
Protection Policy Act (FPPA). The ASA includes the Project right-of-way (ROW), utility relocation 
areas, connections to Hemet Channel outside the Project ROW, and traffic detours. In instances 

"'C<Utrons improves mobility ocross California• 



Appendix G - Natural Resource Conservation Service Correspondence12 of 18

Mr. Hewitt 
3/9/2010 
Page2 

where any of these Project features would divide a parcel containing fannlands, the ASA was 
extended to include the entire farm (Figure 4.0, Agricultural Study Area). 

All direct and indirect impacts to farmlands are considered permanent. No temporary construction 
easements are required tor the Project. All construction activities would take place within the 
proposed ROW; therefore, no temporary (direct or indirect) impacts to farmlands were quantified. 

The direct, permanent impact area consists of the Project ROW, utility relocation areas, connections 
to Hemet Channel outside the Project ROW, and traffic detours. Farmland parcels zoned tor 
nonagricultural uses per Riverside County, San Jacinto, and Hemet General Plan data are not 
considered to be part of the direct permanent impact area for the Project, because these areas will be 
converted to nonagricultural uses regardless of the impacts from the Project (Figure 5.0, Planned 
Farmland Conversion to Nonagricultural Use). It is assumed that direct permanent impacts related 
to the planned farmland conversion areas for the County of Riverside and the cities of San Jacinto 
and Hemet were addressed as part of the General Plan environmental approval process. The city of 
San Jacinto does not include zoned farmland within the ASA. 

The indirect, permanent impact area is based on zoning data from Riverside County and the city of 
Hemet. Only those lands zoned as agriculture are included in the indirect impact calculation (Figure 
6.0, Project Impacts to Zoned Farmland). For example, if fannlands currently exist in the indirect 
impact area, and these same farm lands are also zoned as agriculture, they are included in the 
indirect impact calculation. Farmlands that currently exist in the indirect impact area but are not 
zoned as agriculture are not included in the indirect impact calculation. 

For purposes of the Project, farmlands designated by the FPPA are termed important farmlands. 
The following table sununarizes direct and indirect impacts to important farmlands in the ASA 
(Figure 7.0, Project Impacts to Important Farmlands). 

Impacts to Important Farmlands 

Prime Statewide Unique Local Importance Total Build Alternative Importance hectares (acres) hectares (acres) hectares (acres) hectares (acres) hectares (acres) 

1a 20.49 2.58 NIA 92.33 115.40 
(50.64) (6.39) (228.14) (285.17) 

1b 20.36 2.58 
NIA 99.95 122.90 

(50.31) (6.39) (246.99) (303.69) 

1b1 20.36 2.58 N!A 100.29 123.24 
(50.31) (6.39) (247.83) (304.53) 

2a 19.87 2.58 NJA 96.02 118.47 
(49.10) (6.39) (237.26) (292.75) 

2b 20.00 2.58 N/A 103.47 126.06 
(49.43) (6.39) (255.68) (311.50) 

2b1 20.00 2.58 NIA 103.81 126.40 
(49.43) (6.39) (256.52) (312.33) 

NColtron$ improues mobility ccross Califomi.o~ 
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Mr. Hewitt 
3/9/2010 
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The Department is transmitting/initiating Parts I, III, VI, and VTI of form CPA I 06 to initiate the 
farmland conversion impact rating process for the Proj ect as the NEPA lead agency under the 
provisions of the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the Federal Highway 
Administration and the California Department of Transportation Concerning the State of 
California's Participation in the Surface Transportation Project Delivery Pilot Program, which 
became effective on July 1, 2007. The MOU was signed pursuant to Section 6005 of the 2005 Safe, 
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) 
which allows the Secretary of Transportation to assign, and the State of California to assume, 
responsibility for FHW A's responsibilities under other Federal environmental laws. As this project 
is covered by the Pilot Program MOU, FHWA has assigned and Caltrans has assumed FI-!WA 
responsibility for environmental review, consultation, and coordination on this project. Please direct 
all future correspondence on this project to Caltrans (Department). 

The Department has completed Parts I, Ill, VI, and VII of form CPA 106 to initiate the farmland 
conversion impact rating process for the Project. Three copies of each of the following items are 
attached for your review and comment: 

• A regional Proj ect location map (Figure 1.0) 

• A scaled map of Alternative Corridor 1, with inset maps that illustrate Build Alternatives Ia and 
lb, with Design Option lbl (Figure 2.0) 

• A scaled map of Alternative Corridor 2, with inset maps that illustrate Build Alternatives 2a and 
2b, with Design Option 2bl (Figure 3.0) 

• A map of the Agricultural Study Area (Figure 4.0) 

• A map showing farmland conversion areas (Figure 5.0) 

• A map showing zoned farmland (Figure 6.0) 

• A map showing Impacts to Important Farmlands within the Agricultural Study Area based on 
2004 Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) data provided by the Cali fornia 
Department of Conservation (Figure 7.0) 

• Form CPA 106 

"Coltrons improL-es mobility across California" 
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Mr. Hewitt 
3/9/2010 
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Please review the enclosed information and provide comments- if determined warranted, 
by Apri l 9, 2010. If you have any questions or concerns, you may contact Kourtncy Graves, 
Environmental Planner at (909)383-6324, or I may be reached at (909)383-6379. 

Sincerely, 

Jr.: SH~ 
Senior Environmental Planner 
Branch Chief, Environmental Studies "C" 
District 8, Division of Environmental Platuling 
California Department of Transportation 

"'Callrans impro~ mobility O.CTOS$ California• 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Natural Resources Conservation Service

PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency)

1. Name of Project

2. Type of Project

PART II (To be completed by NRCS)

3. Date of Land Evaluation Request

5. Federal Agency Involved

6. County and State

1. Date Request Received by NRCS

YES                NO

4.
Sheet 1 of

NRCS-CPA-106
(Rev. 1-91)

2.  Person Completing Form

4.  Acres Irrigated Average Farm Size

7.  Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA

Acres: %

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS

6.  Farmable Land in Government Jurisdiction

Acres: %

3.  Does the corridor contain prime, unique statewide or local important farmland?
     (If no, the FPPA does not apply - Do not complete additional parts of this form).

5.  Major Crop(s)

8.  Name Of Land Evaluation System Used 9.  Name of Local Site Assessment System 10.  Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS

Alternative Corridor 1 Alternative Corridor 2
Alternative 1a Alternative 1b Alternative 2a Alternative 2b 

PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency)

A.  Total Acres To Be Converted Directly

B.  Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly, Or To Receive Services

C.  Total Acres In Corridor

PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information

 A.  Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland

B.  Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland

C.  Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted

D.  Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value

PART V (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information Criterion Relative 
value of Farmland to Be Serviced or Converted (Scale of 0 - 100 Points)
PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Corridor
Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(c))

1.  Area in Nonurban Use

2.  Perimeter in Nonurban Use

3.  Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed

4.  Protection Provided By State And Local Government

5.  Size of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average

6.  Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland

Maximum
Points

15
10

20

20
10

25
57.  Availablility Of Farm Support Services

8.  On-Farm Investments

9.  Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services

10.  Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use

20

25

10

160TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency)

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100

Total Corridor Assessment (From Part VI above or a local site
assessment) 160

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260

1.  Corridor Selected: 2.  Total Acres of Farmlands to be
     Converted by Project:

5.  Reason For Selection:

Signature of Person Completing this Part:

3. Date Of Selection: 4.  Was A Local Site Assessment Used?

YES                 NO

DATE

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with more than one Alternate Corridor

State Route 79 Realignment Project

Transportation Improvement Project

2

California Department of Transportation

Riverside County, California

168 188 177 194
117 116 116 117
285 304 293 311

51 50 49 49
235 253 244 262

68 63 68 60

1 1 1 1
0 0 0 0

20 20 20 20
20 20 20 20
10 10 10 10
0 0 0 0
5 5 5 5
8 8 8 8
0 0 0 0

10 10 10 10
74 74 74 74

74 74 74 74
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Natural Resources Conservation Service

PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency)

1. Name of Project

2. Type of Project

PART II (To be completed by NRCS)

3. Date of Land Evaluation Request

5. Federal Agency Involved

6. County and State

1. Date Request Received by NRCS

YES                NO

4.
Sheet 2 of

NRCS-CPA-106
(Rev. 1-91)

2.  Person Completing Form

4.  Acres Irrigated Average Farm Size

7.  Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA

Acres: %

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS

6.  Farmable Land in Government Jurisdiction

Acres: %

3.  Does the corridor contain prime, unique statewide or local important farmland?
     (If no, the FPPA does not apply - Do not complete additional parts of this form).
5.  Major Crop(s)

8.  Name Of Land Evaluation System Used 9.  Name of Local Site Assessment System 10.  Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS

     
PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency)

A.  Total Acres To Be Converted Directly
B.  Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly, Or To Receive Services
C.  Total Acres In Corridor

PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information

 A.  Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland
B.  Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland
C.  Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted
D.  Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value
PART V (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information Criterion Relative 
value of Farmland to Be Serviced or Converted (Scale of 0 - 100 Points)
PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Corridor
Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(c))

1.  Area in Nonurban Use
2.  Perimeter in Nonurban Use
3.  Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed
4.  Protection Provided By State And Local Government
5.  Size of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average
6.  Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland

Maximum
Points

15
10
20
20
10
25
57.  Availablility Of Farm Support Services

8.  On-Farm Investments
9.  Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services

10.  Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use

20
25
10

160TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency)

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100

Total Corridor Assessment (From Part VI above or a local site
assessment) 160

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260

1.  Corridor Selected: 2.  Total Acres of Farmlands to be
     Converted by Project:

5.  Reason For Selection:

Signature of Person Completing this Part:

3. Date Of Selection: 4.  Was A Local Site Assessment Used?

YES                 NO

DATE

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with more than one Alternate Corridor

State Route 79 Realignment Project

Transportation Improvement Project

2

California Department of Transportation
Riverside County, California

189 195
116 117
305 312

4950
263254

63 60

11
00
0202
0202
0101
00
55
88
00
0101

4747

4747

Alternative Corridor 1 Alternative Corridor 2
Design Option 1b1 Design Option 2b1 
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NRCS-CPA-106 (Reverse)

CORRIDOR - TYPE SITE ASSESSMENT CRITERIA

            The following criteria are to be used for projects that have a linear  or corridor - type site configuration connecting two distant
points, and crossing several different tracts of land.  These include utility lines, highways, railroads, stream improvements, and flood
control systems.  Federal agencies are to assess the suitability of each corridor - type site or design alternative for protection as farmland
along with the land evaluation information.

           (1)      How much land is in nonurban use within a radius of 1.0 mile from where the project is intended?
More than 90 percent - 15 points 
90 to 20 percent - 14 to 1 point(s)
Less than 20 percent - 0 points

           (2)      How much of the perimeter of the site borders on land in nonurban use?
More than 90 percent - 10 points
90 to 20 percent - 9 to 1 point(s)
Less than 20 percent - 0 points

           (3)      How much of the site has been farmed (managed for a scheduled harvest or timber activity) more than five of the last
10 years?
More than 90 percent - 20 points
90 to 20 percent - 19 to 1 point(s)
Less than 20 percent - 0 points

           (4)      Is the site subject to state or unit of local government policies or programs to protect farmland or covered by private programs 
to protect farmland?
Site is protected - 20 points
Site is not protected - 0 points

           (5)      Is the farm unit(s) containing the site (before the project) as large as the average - size farming unit in the County ?
(Average farm sizes in each county are available from the NRCS field offices in each state.  Data are from the latest available Census of
Agriculture, Acreage or Farm Units in Operation with $1,000 or more in sales.)
As large or larger - 10 points
Below average - deduct 1 point for each 5 percent below the average, down to 0 points if 50 percent or more below average - 9 to 0 points

           (6)      If the site is chosen for the project, how much of the remaining land on the farm will become non-farmable because of 
interference with land patterns?
Acreage equal to more than 25 percent of acres directly converted by the project - 25 points
Acreage equal to between 25 and 5 percent of the acres directly converted by the project - 1 to 24 point(s)
Acreage equal to less than 5 percent of the acres directly converted by the project - 0 points

           (7)      Does the site have available adequate supply of farm support services and markets, i.e., farm suppliers, equipment dealers, 
processing and storage facilities and farmer's markets?
All required services are available - 5 points
Some required services are available - 4 to 1 point(s)
No required services are available - 0 points

           (8)      Does the site have substantial and well-maintained on-farm investments such as barns, other storage building, fruit trees
and vines, field terraces, drainage, irrigation, waterways, or other soil and water conservation measures?
High amount of on-farm investment - 20 points
Moderate amount of on-farm investment - 19 to 1 point(s)
No on-farm investment - 0 points

           (9)      Would the project at this site, by converting farmland to nonagricultural use, reduce the demand for farm support
services so as to jeopardize the continued existence of these support services and thus, the viability of the farms remaining in the area?
Substantial reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted - 25 points
Some reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted - 1 to 24 point(s)
No significant reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted - 0 points

         (10)      Is the kind and intensity of the proposed use of the site sufficiently incompatible with agriculture that it is likely to
contribute to the eventual conversion of surrounding farmland to nonagricultural use?
Proposed project is incompatible to existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland - 10 points
Proposed project is tolerable to existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland - 9 to 1 point(s)
Proposed project is fully compatible with existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland - 0 points
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1 of 16Appendix H - Development Projects in the Cumulative Impacts Study Area

Appendix H Development Projects in the Cumulative 
Impacts Study Area 

The 477 projects listed below are included in the general plans and related planning documents of the City of 
Hemet, the City of San Jacinto, or Riverside County.  Figure 3.6-1, Status of Developments Considered in 
Cumulative Impact Analysis, maps these same projects. 

Category Identifier1 Description Location Jurisdiction 
Total Hectares 

(acres) Status 

Commercial CUP 03-01 Mini-storage facility with 
recreational vehicle storage 

Acacia Avenue between Gilbert 
Street and Palm Street 

Hemet 1.2 ha (3.0 ac) Under Construction 

Commercial CUP 03-04 Smog testing station 3501 Tanya Avenue Hemet 0.4 ha (1.0 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial CUP 03-05 Two storage buildings in an 
existing facility 

Southeast of Lyon Avenue and 
Acacia Avenue 

Hemet 2.8 ha (7.0 ac) Project Approved 

Commercial CUP 03-07 Parking lot for the Washington 
Mutual Bank 

132 N Mayflower Street Hemet 0.0 ha (0.0 ac) Under Construction 

Commercial CUP 03-09 Canopy with a new gas dispenser 
and above ground propane tank 

395 W Stetson Avenue Hemet 0.2 ha (0.4 ac) Project Approved 

Commercial CUP 03-10 New canopy with new gas 
dispensers 

3660 E Florida Avenue Hemet 0.2 ha (0.5 ac) Project Approved 

Commercial CUP 03-12 Two commercial retail buildings 
(Hemet Commercial Center) 

Northeast of Florida Avenue and 
Cawston Avenue 

Hemet 1.1 ha (2.7 ac) Under Construction 

Commercial CUP 03-15 New buildings at the existing mini-
storage facility 

1181 N State Street Hemet 1.8 ha (4.4 ac) Under Construction 

Commercial CUP 04-07 Conversion of existing residence 
to Hearing Aid office for sales and 
service 

623 E Latham Hemet 0.04 ha (0.1 ac) Project Approved 

Commercial CUP 04-08 New storage buildings, office, and 
landscaping (Wentworth Self 
Storage) 

Wentworth Drive between 
Scaramella Circle and South 
Sanderson Avenue 

Hemet 2.7 ha (6.7 ac) Under Construction 

Commercial CUP 04-12 New shopping center 2771 W Florida Avenue Hemet 3.1 ha (7.6 ac) Under Construction 

Commercial CUP 04-15 Two single-story, multi-tenant 
pads 

Southwest of Sanderson Avenue 
and Acacia Avenue 

Hemet 0.6 ha (1.5 ac) Project Approved 

Commercial CUP 04-17/ 
TPM 30934 

Five retail pads (Rico 
Development) 

Southwest of Florida Avenue and 
Target Center 

Hemet 1.2 ha (3.0 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial CUP 04-18 Building with a retail and a coffee 
house including an outdoor patio 
and drive-thru 

Southeast of Florida Avenue and 
Palm Avenue 

Hemet 0.2 ha (0.4 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial CUP 05-01 New retail building, convenience 
store, car wash, office/bank 
building, and a drive-thru 
restaurant 

Northeast of Soboba Street and 
Florida Avenue 

Hemet 1.3 ha (3.3 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial CUP 05-03 Not specified Northwest of Gilbert and Stetson 
Avenue 

Hemet 1.1 ha (2.7 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial CUP 05-04 Expand existing tire store Southeast of Florida Avenue and 
Sanderson Avenue 

Hemet 8.8 ha (21.7 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial CUP 05-05 Self storage facility, with 7 
buildings 

South of Menlo between State 
Street and San Jacinto Street 

Hemet 1.3 ha (3.3 ac) Project Approved 

Commercial CUP 05-09 Convert existing building into a 
Sam's Club 

Southwest of Florida Avenue and 
Gilmore Street 

Hemet 5.4 ha (13.4 ac) Under Construction 

Commercial CUP 05-12 Retail building Southwest of Florida and Santa 
Fe Street 

Hemet 0.2 ha (0.4 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial CUP 05-16 Shopping center Northeast of Florida Avenue and 
Cawston Avenue 

Hemet 0.6 ha (1.6 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial CUP 05-18 Modular building for an auto sales 
center 

North of Florida Avenue between 
Cornell Street and Las Flores 
Drive 

Hemet 0.2 ha (0.5 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial CUP 05-25 Completion of unfinished building, 
together with covered parking, 
office, and residential uses 

Southwest of Kimball Avenue 
and Carmalita Street 

Hemet 0.4 ha (1.0 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial GPA 04-07/  
ZC 04-13 

Change the zoning from C-1 and 
M-2 to C-2 

Southeast of Sanderson Avenue 
and Acacia Avenue 

Hemet 15.1 ha (37.3 ac) Application Submitted
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Category Identifier1 Description Location Jurisdiction 
Total Hectares 

(acres) Status 

Commercial GPA 05-01 Commercial development with 25 
buildings for retail, office space, 
and restaurants (Sanderson 
Square) 

Southeast of Sanderson Avenue 
and Whittier Avenue 

Hemet 17.8 ha ac) (44.0 Application Submitted

Commercial SDR 03-08 Retail building Southeast of Kirby Avenue and 
Florida Street 

Hemet 0.6 ha (1.4 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial SDR 03-09 Hotel with 86 rooms 2800 W Florida Avenue Hemet 1.3 ha (3.3 ac) Operational 

Commercial SDR 03-12 Home improvement warehouse 
(Lowe's) 

Southwest of Sanderson Avenue 
and Acacia Avenue 

Hemet 4.4 ha (10.9 ac) Operational 

Commercial SDR 03-22 Suzuki automotive dealership in 
Hemet Auto Mall 

Hemet Auto Mall Hemet 2.8 ha (7.0 ac) Under Construction 

Commercial SDR 04-02 Warehouse and office space  South of Florida Avenue between 
Hamilton Street and Wren Lane 

Hemet 1.9 ha (4.8 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial SDR 04-08 Replace building West of San Jacinto Street 
between Menlo Avenue and 
Oakland Avenue 

Hemet 0.2 ha (0.4 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial SDR 04-10 Three building office/service 
commercial complex 

Sanderson Avenue Hemet 0.7 ha (1.8 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial SDR 04-23 Steel building for storage of 
construction materials 

1130 N State Street Hemet 2.8 ha (7.0 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial SDR 04-32 Construct restaurant (China 
Palace) 

137 S Palm Avenue Hemet 0.2 ha (0.4 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial SDR 04-37 Addition to existing Smitty's Auto 
Paint 

427 E Oakland Avenue Hemet 0.2 ha (0.4 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial SDR 05-05 Dental office on commercial 
property 

Northeast of San Jacinto Street 
and Oakland Avenue 

Hemet 0.3 ha (0.8 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial SDR 05-07 Recreational vehicle and boat 
storage (Dawn to Dusk) 

Northwest of Buena Vista Street 
and Menlo Avenue 

Hemet 1.8 ha (4.5 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial SP 04-01 7 small and 3 larger commercial 
buildings (Hemet Gateway) 

Northwest of Florida Avenue and 
Warren Road 

Hemet 19.4 ha (48.0 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial SPA 03-01 6 large buildings and additional 
smaller buildings (Hemet 
Marketplace) 

Southwest of Florida Avenue and 
Warren Road 

Hemet 0.0 ha (0.0 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial TPM 29807 8 parcels (Hemet Crossroads) Northeast of Warren Road and 
Florida Avenue 

Hemet 0.1 ha (0.2 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial TPM 29873 2 lots zoned C-2  117 N Harvard Street Hemet 0.0 ha (0.0 ac) Project Approved 

Commercial TPM 30204 14 commercial parcels South of Esplanade between 
State Street and Palm Avenue 

Hemet 0.6 ha (1.4 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial TPM 30424 4 lots zoned C-2 Northeast of Florida Avenue and 
Meridian Street 

Hemet 1.6 ha (3.9 ac) Project Approved 

Commercial TPM 30968 13 commercial parcels (Page 
Community Plaza) 

Southwest of Stetson Avenue 
and Sanderson Avenue  

Hemet 16.1 ha (39.9 ac) Under Construction 

Commercial TPM 31668 6 commercial lots Southeast of Devonshire Avenue 
and Sanderson Avenue 

Hemet 4.2 ha (10.5 ac) Under Construction 

Commercial TPM 31697 4 medical offices Southeast of Florida Avenue and 
Santa Fe Street 

Hemet 0.4 ha (1.1 ac) Project Approved 

Commercial TPM 31718 2 commercial parcels (Hemet Auto 
Mall) 

Southeast of Florida Avenue and 
Warren Road  

Hemet 0.4 ha (1.0 ac) Project Approved 

Commercial TPM 31992 3 retail/commercial office condo 
parcels 

Southwest of Sanderson Avenue 
and Devonshire Avenue 

Hemet 0.8 ha (2.0 ac) Under Construction 

Commercial TPM 32484 4 commercial parcel Southwest of Florida Avenue and 
Kirby Street 

Hemet 2.4 ha (6.0 ac) Under Construction 

Commercial TPM 32607 2 commercial lots Northeast of Sanderson and 
Acacia 

Hemet 0.8 ha (2.0 ac) Project Approved 

Commercial TPM 32700 16 lots for future commercial 
development 

Southwest of Wentworth Drive 
and Sanderson Avenue 

Hemet 2.8 ha (7.0 ac) Project Approved 

Commercial TPM 34463 Subdivide into 2 commercial lots Northeast of SR74 and Las 
Lunas Street 

Hemet 0.3 ha (0.8 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial TPM31268 Subdivide into four lots on 
property zoned A-1-C-1 

East of Lyon Avenue between 
Commonwealth and Esplanade 
Avenue 

Hemet 2.0 ha (5.0 ac) Under Construction 

Commercial TTM 33003 Office condominium project Southwest of Devonshire Avenue 
and Sanderson Avenue 

Hemet 0.8 ha (2.0 ac) Under Construction 

Commercial Unknown-1 Hemet Auto Mall North Northeast of Warren Road and 
Whittier Avenue 

Hemet 6.1 ha (15.0 ac) Operational 
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Category Identifier1 Description Location Jurisdiction 
Total Hectares 

(acres) Status 

Commercial Unknown-2 Hemet Auto Mall South Northeast of Warren Road and 
Whittier Avenue 

Hemet 1.2 ha (3.0 ac) Under Construction 

Commercial Unknown-3 Mixed use No information Hemet 2.4 ha (6.0 ac) Pre-Application 

Commercial Unknown-4 Commercial development on 25 
acres 

Southwest of Devonshire Avenue 
and Lyon Avenue 

Hemet 10.1 ha (25.0 ac) Under Construction 

Commercial Unknown-5 Proposed development Domenigoni Parkway between 
Cawston Avenue and California 
Avenue 

Hemet 165.2 ha (408.3 ac) Pre-Application 

Commercial VTTM 30602 6 parcel commercial development Northeast of Wentworth Drive 
and Cawston Avenue 

Hemet 7.9 ha (19.4 ac) Project Approved 

Industrial SDR 04-34 Two industrial use buildings Northwest of Tanya Avenue and 
Sanderson Avenue 

Hemet 0.3 ha (0.7 ac) Application Submitted

Industrial TPM 29338 Not Specified West of Kirby between Acacia 
Avenue and the Railroad 

Hemet 0.0 ha (0.0 ac) Application Submitted

Other CUP 01-01 Salvation Army building Southeast of Palm Avenue and 
Acacia Avenue 

Hemet 1.6 ha (4.0 ac) Application Submitted

Other CUP 01-06 Spirit of Joy Community Church Northeast of Sanderson Avenue 
and Johnson Avenue 

Hemet 2.0 ha (5.0 ac) Project Approved 

Other CUP 02-04A Twelve cellular antennae 
telecommunications facility 

701 N Sanderson Street Hemet 1.6 ha (4.0 ac) Project Approved 

Other CUP 03-03 Expansion at Hemet Valley 
Medical Center 

1117 E Devonshire Avenue Hemet 2.4 ha (6.0 ac) Project Approved 

Other CUP 03-08 67-foot monopole 
telecommunications facility 

Northwest of Lyon Avenue and 
Acacia Avenue 

Hemet 1.6 ha (4.0 ac) Project Approved 

Other CUP 03-11 Convert building to multi-tenant 
use 

Northwest of Stetson Avenue 
and State Street 

Hemet 0.0 ha (0.0 ac) Project Approved 

Other CUP 04-01 Existing commercial building 
rehab and landscape 
modifications 

Northwest of Florida Avenue and 
Meridian Avenue 

Hemet 1.4 ha (3.4 ac) Project Approved 

Other CUP 04-02 Telecommunications facility 760 W Acacia Hemet 1.5 ha (3.6 ac) Application Submitted

Other CUP 04-03 Berean Fellowship Baptist Church 
facility 

South of Devonshire between 
Warren Road and California 
Avenue 

Hemet 2.0 ha (5.0 ac) Project Approved 

Other CUP 04-16 Expansion church facilities 812 S State Street Hemet 0.1 ha (0.3 ac) Application Submitted

Other CUP 04-21 Wireless telecommunications 
facility 

450 N State Street Hemet 0.6 ha (1.4 ac) Project Approved 

Other CUP 05-14 Wireless telecommunications 
facility 

Northeast of Acacia Avenue and 
Raymond Street 

Hemet 1.7 ha (4.3 ac) Application Submitted

Other Unknown-6 Fire Station #4 No information Hemet 3.6 ha (8.9 ac) Operational 

Other Unknown-7 Fire Station #5 No information Hemet 8.2 ha (20.3 ac) Operational 

Other GPA 06-01 Not specified Southeast of Devonshire Avenue 
and Los Rancherias Road 

Hemet 5.7 ha (14.0 ac) Application Submitted

Other SDR 04-35 Community park and aquatic 
center 

Diamond Valley Lake Park Hemet 784.2 ha (1,937.9 ac) Project Approved 

Other SDR 05-21 Rehabilitate facade of Odd-
Fellows Lodge 

Southeast of Harvard Street and 
Florida Avenue 

Hemet 0.1 ha (0.2 ac) Application Submitted

Other SP 02-03 Recreation center and stock farm South of Oakland, east of State 
Street, north of Devonshire, and 
west of Gilbert 

Hemet 14.5 ha (35.9 ac) Application Submitted

Other Unknown-8 Harmony Elementary School 1500 S Cawston Avenue Hemet 4.1 ha (10.1 ac) Operational 

Other Unknown-9 Historic home No information Hemet 6.1 ha (15.0 ac) Operational 

Other Unknown-10 Park 1 No information Hemet 0.7 ha (1.8 ac) Operational 

Other Unknown-11 Rancho Viejo Middle School 985 N Cawston Avenue Hemet 14.8 ha (36.6 ac) Under Construction 

Residential CUP 00-01 53 unit Brook Terrace Senior 
Apartments 

Northwest of Devonshire Avenue 
and Circeli Way 

Hemet 1.2 ha (3.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential CUP 02-07/ 
TPM 30934 

240 unit home for the aged and 6 
restaurant pads (Rico 
Development) 

West of Sanderson between 
Acacia Avenue and Florida 
Avenue 

Hemet 4.0 ha (10.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential CUP 03-02 18 unit affordable housing 
complex for the disabled 

Northeast of Acacia Avenue and 
San Jacinto Street 

Hemet 0.4 ha (1.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential CUP 03-13 90-unit elderly residential care 
facility 

Northeast of Stetson Avenue and 
Palm Avenue 

Hemet 0.7 ha (1.7 ac) Project Approved 

Residential CUP 04-11 75 unit senior citizen apartment 
complex 

465 N Palm Avenue Hemet 1.7 ha (4.1 ac) Under Construction 
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Category Identifier1 Description Location Jurisdiction 
Total Hectares 

(acres) Status 

Residential CUP 04-20 73 unit expansion (Hemet West 
Mobile Estates) 

Southwest of Myers Street and 
Florida Avenue 

Hemet 5.8 ha (14.3 ac) Application Submitted

Residential CUP 05-02 127 unit senior apartment complex 3400 W Devonshire Hemet 1.6 ha (4.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential CUP 05-11 81 unit apartment complex Northwest of Acacia Avenue and 
Yale Street 

Hemet 2.4 ha (5.9 ac) Application Submitted

Residential CUP 05-15 94 apartment units 1000 N Buena Vista Street, north 
of Fruitvale  

Hemet 2.0 ha (4.9 ac) Application Submitted

Residential CUP 06-006 400 multi-family units and 200,000 
sq ft commercial 

Northeast of Florida Avenue and 
Myers Street 

Hemet 23.5 ha (58.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential CUP 06-01 76 buildings for 
apartments/condos 

Southwest of Florida Avenue and 
California Avenue 

Hemet 12.1 ha (30.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential Del Webb Residential development for senior 
living (Del Webb) 

Southeast of Warren Road and 
Stetson Avenue 

Hemet 21.4 ha (53.0 ac) Operational 

Residential GPA 05-04/ 
ZC 05-04 

Mixed use development with 
commercial, medium density 
residential, and airpark residential  

West of Cawston between 
Acacia Avenue and Whittier 
Avenue 

Hemet 134.8 ha (333.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential SDR 03-10 Storage building 3710 Park Avenue Hemet 0.6 ha (1.4 ac) Project Approved 

Residential SDR 03-24 Accessory structure with guest 
house on top 

345 Juel Street Hemet 0.4 ha (1.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential SDR 03-30 Detached garage with a patio 950 N Lyon Avenue Hemet 0.9 ha (2.2 ac) Project Approved 

Residential SDR 04-14 Home and accessory structure North of Park Hill on Park Hill 
Avenue 

Hemet 1.5 ha (3.7 ac) Under Construction 

Residential SDR 04-30 Metal structure to store 
recreational vehicles 

Northwest of Palm and Fruitvale Hemet 0.4 ha (1.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential SDR 05-10 Car wash 4888 E Florida Avenue Hemet 0.1 ha (0.3 ac) Application Submitted

Residential SDR 05-13 Harvard Street Apartments Northwest of Acacia Avenue and 
Harvard Street 

Hemet 0.2 ha (0.5 ac) Application Submitted

Residential SDR 05-23 Garage/storage shed Northeast of Lyon and Eaton 
Avenue 

Hemet 0.4 ha (0.9 ac) Application Submitted

Residential SDR 05-24 Not specified Northeast of Lyon and Eaton 
Avenue 

Hemet 0.4 ha (0.9 ac) Application Submitted

Residential SP 05-01 Emerald Acres Southwest of Florida Avenue and 
California Avenue 

Hemet 134.8 ha (333.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential SP 05-02 Canyon Trails at Reinhardt 
Canyon 

Northwest of Tres Cerritos 
Avenue and California Avenue 

Hemet 146.1 ha (361.2 ac) Application Submitted

Residential SP 06-003 174 single-family and 111 Triplex 
units (Warren Road Village)  

Warren Road between 
Devonshire Avenue and 
Esplanade Avenue 

Hemet 32.2 ha (79.6 ac) Application Submitted

Residential SP 88-19 McSweeny Ranch Planned 
Community 

No information Hemet 306.4 ha (757.2 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TPM 32108 4 single-family residential parcels Southeast of Charlton Avenue 
and Hemet Street 

Hemet 1.6 ha (4.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TPM 32131 4 residential parcels West of Eaton and Palm; on 
Eaton 

Hemet 2.8 ha (7.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TPM 32132 Single-family dwellings Southwest of Lincoln Avenue 
and Soboba Street, east of 
Zolder Street 

Hemet 0.4 ha (1.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TPM 32168 4 lots zoned A-1-C-1  East of Lyon Avenue between 
Commonwealth Avenue and 
Esplanade Avenue 

Hemet 2.0 ha (5.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TPM 32274 3 new homes (Habitat for 
Humanity) 

357 N Wren Hemet 0.4 ha (1.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TPM 32516 1 residential lot and 1 landscape 
lot 

McCarron Way Hemet 0.4 ha (1.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TPM 32678 3 single-family residential lots South of Menlo between Santa 
Fe and San Jacinto 

Hemet 0.4 ha (1.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TPM 32733 2 single-family residential parcels Northeast of Devonshire Avenue 
and Hyatt Avenue 

Hemet 22.3 ha (55.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TPM 32905 2 single-family residential lots East of Park Avenue and 
Oakland Avenue 

Hemet 57.9 ha (143.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TPM 33522 2 single-family lots Northwest of Ramona Street and 
Central Avenue 

Hemet 0.2 ha (0.5 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TPM 33915 4 residential lots Northeast of Commonwealth 
Avenue and Lyon Avenue 

Hemet 1.8 ha (4.5 ac) Application Submitted
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Total Hectares 

(acres) Status 

Residential TPM 34116 Convert 20 unit apartment 
complex to condominiums 

Southeast of Mayflower Street 
and Mayflower Pl 

Hemet 0.3 ha (0.7 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TTM 28558 78 single-family homes (Crean 
Homes) 

3821 W Fruitvale Avenue / North 
of Menlo Avenue 

Hemet 7.8 ha (19.2 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TTM 28654 Homes and golf course (Tres 
Cerritos East) 

North of Rose Road, west of 
Cawston, south of Menlo, east of 
Extension 

Hemet 63.5 ha (157.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TTM 29129 405 single-family residential lots 
(Stoney Mountain Ranch) 

Southeast of Warren Road and 
Esplanade Avenue 

Hemet 50.6 ha (125.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TTM 29581 56 tract homes West of Kirby Street between 
Esplanade Avenue and 
Commonwealth Avenue 

Hemet 6.1 ha (15.0 ac) Operational 

Residential TTM 29615 38 lots Southeast of Hemet Street and 
Berkley Avenue 

Hemet 0.0 ha (0.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TTM 29673 18 lots Southwest of Kirby Street and 
Eaton Avenue 

Hemet 1.6 ha (4.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TTM 29674 70 single-family lots  Southwest of Fruitvale Avenue 
and Palm Avenue 

Hemet 6.4 ha (15.9 ac) Operational 

Residential TTM 29810 30-lot single-family residential 
subdivision 

Southeast of San Jacinto Street 
and Whittier Avenue 

Hemet 2.6 ha (6.5 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TTM 29915 89 single-family subdivision South of Harrington Avenue 
between Cawston and Fisher 
Street 

Hemet 35.0 ha (86.4 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TTM 30158 73 residential units 901 Buena Vista Street Hemet 0.0 ha (0.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TTM 30689 174 lots for single-family 
subdivision (Woodcrest)  

Northwest of Sanderson Avenue 
and Eaton Avenue 

Hemet 18.2 ha (45.0 ac) Operational 

Residential TTM 30724 16 single-family residences Lincoln Avenue between Hemet 
Street and Meridian Street 

Hemet 3.8 ha (9.5 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TTM 31179 8-lot, single-family subdivision Northwest of Florida and Soboba Hemet 0.8 ha (2.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TTM 31280 97-lot, single-family residential 
subdivision 

1470 W Commonwealth Avenue Hemet 6.6 ha (16.2 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TTM 31295 74 single-family lots 3660 Menlo Place and 3625 W 
Fruitvale Avenue 

Hemet 7.9 ha (19.5 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TTM 31576 15 lots for single-family homes Southwest of Devonshire Avenue 
and Columbia Street 

Hemet 1.1 ha (2.7 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TTM 31731 167 single-family and one multi-
family lots (Capstone) 

Northeast of Florida Avenue and 
Hyatt Avenue 

Hemet 22.2 ha (55.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TTM 31737 Subdivide into 19 parcels and 
zone A-1 

West of Palm Avenue between 
Eaton Avenue and Esplanade 
Avenue 

Hemet 8.0 ha (19.8 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TTM 31796 193 single-family homes Northeast of Fruitvale Avenue 
and Palm Avenue 

Hemet 11.1 ha (27.4 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TTM 31807 249 single-family lots (Rancho 
Diamante) 

North of Mustang Way between 
Warren Road and Fisher Street 
(Page Ranch) 

Hemet 30.4 ha (75.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TTM 31808 408 single-family lots (Rancho 
Diamante) 

South of the Thornton Avenue 
between Warren Road and 
Fisher Street 

Hemet 29.9 ha (74.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TTM 31864 96-unit townhouse condo project 
(Lighthouse Townhomes) 

Northeast of Madrid Street and 
Devonshire Avenue 

Hemet 2.8 ha (7.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TTM 31970 104 single-family residential lots 
(Reed Springs) 

Southeast of Myers Street and 
Devonshire Avenue 

Hemet 10.1 ha (25.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TTM 32183 6 lots for single-family residential 
(Oakland/Girard) 

Northwest of Girard Street and 
Oakland Avenue 

Hemet 0.8 ha (2.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TTM 32359 7 single-family residential lots Northeast of Charlton Avenue 
and Park Avenue 

Hemet 1.6 ha (4.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TTM 32519 8 lots for single-family residences Southwest of Johnston Avenue 
and San Jacinto Street 

Hemet 0.8 ha (2.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TTM 32529 Divide the parcel in preparation for 
future development (McSweeny 
Farms) 

Southeast of State and 
Domenigoni 

Hemet 57.9 ha (143.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TTM 32551 10 lots for single-family residential 
development 

South of Charlton Avenue 
between Hemet Street and 
Soboba Street 

Hemet 2.8 ha (7.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TTM 33075 38 single-family lots (Autumn 
Ridge II) 

North of Fruitvale between 
Sanderson Avenue and Cawston 
Avenue 

Hemet 4.0 ha (10.0 ac) Under Construction 
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Residential TTM 33118 146 single-family residential lots 
(Mazestone Village) 

North of Florida Avenue between 
Rancherias Road and Hyatt 
Avenue 

Hemet 22.7 ha (56.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TTM 33230 8 lots for the development of 8 
duplexes 

236 N Girard Hemet 0.8 ha (2.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TTM 33288 68 single-family lots  West of Los Rancherias Road 
between Devonshire Avenue and 
Florida Avenue 

Hemet 12.5 ha (31.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TTM 33327 40 single-family residential lots 
(Logan Estates) 

Northeast of Menlo and 
Sanderson 

Hemet 3.6 ha (8.8 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TTM 33424 21 lots for single-family residential North of Fruitvale between Palm 
and Lyon 

Hemet 5.3 ha (13.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TTM 33426 125 single-family lots and open 
space (Devonshire Estates) 

Northwest of Warren Road and 
Devonshire Avenue 

Hemet 17.0 ha (42.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TTM 33602 170 lots for condominium Southeast of Gilbert Street and 
Johnston Avenue 

Hemet 4.7 ha (11.5 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TTM 33774 10 single-family lots Southeast of Kirby Road and 
Fruitvale Avenue 

Hemet 1.1 ha (2.6 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TTM 33824 260 single-family residential 
developments 

Northeast of the of Newport 
Road and State Street 

Hemet 23.1 ha (57.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TTM 33825 260 single-family residential 
developments 

Southeast of the of Domenigoni 
Parkway and State Street 

Hemet 30.8 ha (76.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TTM 33858 37 single-family lots South of Eaton Avenue between 
Sanderson Avenue and Kirby 
Avenue 

Hemet 3.9 ha (9.6 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TTM 33961 Divide in preparation for future 
development 

Southeast of State Street and 
Domenigoni 

Hemet 212.5 ha (525.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TTM 34117 16 condo units  Southeast of Thornton and 
Buena Vista Streets 

Hemet 0.2 ha (0.4 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TTM 34125 7 single-family residential and a 
detention basin/park 

920 N Palm Avenue Hemet 0.8 ha (2.1 ac) Application Submitted

Residential Unknown-12 Residential development (Rancho 
Diamante) 

Between Warren Road and 
California Avenue 

Hemet 108.9 ha (269.0 ac)  Application Submitted

Residential Unknown-13 Stetson Ranch No information Hemet 14.8 ha (36.6 ac) Under Construction 

Residential Unknown-14 123 units on 40 acres Northeast of Commonwealth 
Avenue and Kirby Street 

Hemet 16.2 ha (40.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential Unknown-15 Residential development on 163 
acres to be annexed by the Hemet 

Domenigoni Parkway and Girard 
Street 

Hemet 66.0 ha (163 ac) Application Submitted

Residential VTPM 30970 4 residential parcels Southeast of Berkeley Avenue 
and Lake Street 

Hemet 0.9 ha (2.2 ac) Project Approved 

Residential VTPM 31075 8 commercial parcels (Diamond 
Valley Gateway) 

Northeast of State Street and 
Gibbel Road 

Hemet 38.9 ha (96.1 ac) Project Approved 

Residential VTPM 31165 256 single-family lots and 
commercial uses 

Southeast of Hemet Street and 
Mountain Avenue 

Hemet 33.6 ha (83.1 ac) Application Submitted

Residential VTTM 28286 1,368 residential lots, a 
commercial site, and golf club 
(Heartland Village) 

Northwest of Florida Avenue and 
California Avenue 

Hemet 267.5 ha (661.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential VTTM 29843 456 senior-restricted 
single/multiple family dwelling 
units (Peppertree) 

Northwest of Cawston Avenue 
and Menlo Avenue 

Hemet 33.4 ha (82.5 ac) Under Construction 

Residential VTTM 30041 427 single-family lots (Sanderson 
Lakes) 

Southeast of Stetson and 
Sanderson 

Hemet 45.6 ha (112.7 ac) Under Construction 

Residential VTTM 30558 372 single-family residential lots 
(Cottonwood Ranch) 

South of Harrison Avenue 
between Cawston Avenue and 
Fisher Street 

Hemet 35.0 ha (86.4 ac) Under Construction 

Residential VTTM 30560 199 single-family lots (Autumn 
Ridge) 

West of Sanderson Avenue 
between Fruitvale Avenue and 
Eaton Avenue 

Hemet 26.1 ha (64.5 ac) Under Construction 

Residential VTTM 30869 17 lots for single-family residential South of Berkley Avenue 
between Soboba and Lake 
Streets 

Hemet 4.2 ha (10.5 ac) Under Construction 

Residential VTTM 30969 39 single-family lots Northeast of Hemet Street and 
Berkley Avenue 

Hemet 3.7 ha (9.1 ac) Under Construction 

Residential VTTM 31146 86 single-family lots  Northeast of Old Warren Road 
and Devonshire Avenue 

Hemet 10.9 ha (26.9 ac) Under Construction 

Residential VTTM 31188 28 single-family lots Southwest of Palm Avenue and 
Eaton Avenue 

Hemet 3.7 ha (9.1 ac) Under Construction 



7 of 16Appendix H - Development Projects in the Cumulative Impacts Study Area

Appendix H - Development Projects in the Cumulative Impacts Study Area

Category Identifier1 Description Location Jurisdiction 
Total Hectares 

(acres) Status 

Residential VTTM 31466 88 single-family lots Northwest of Florida Avenue and 
Lake Street 

Hemet 8.5 ha (20.9 ac) Project Approved 

Residential VTTM 31513 178 single-family residential lots 
(Tres Cerritos West) 

North of Devonshire, east of Old 
Warren Road, west of Cawston, 
south of Menlo and Tres Cerritos 
Hills 

Hemet 49.0 ha (121.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential VTTM 31620 100 single-family residential units Northeast of Lake Street and 
Florida Avenue 

Hemet 9.9 ha (24.5 ac) Project Approved 

Residential VTTM 33916 7 single-family residential units Northeast of Kit Avenue and 
Carson Street 

Hemet 0.8 ha (1.9 ac) Project Approved 

Residential Wilhelm Not specified No information Hemet   

Residential Unknown-20 Del Webb Southeast of Warren Road and 
Stetson Avenue 

Hemet 21.4 ha (53.0 ac) Operational 

Other Unknown-21 Not specified Warren Road and Esplanade 
Avenue 

Hemet 5.3 ha (13.0 ac) Pre-Application 

Commercial CUP 02492S1 Recreational vehicle storage area Southeast of Florida Avenue and 
California Avenue 

Riverside County 2.0 ha (5.0 ac) Project Approved 

Commercial CUP 03421 Not specified Northeast of Winchester Road 
and Newport Road 

Riverside County 14.6 ha (36.0 ac) Project Approved 

Commercial CUP 03426 Not specified Southeast of Florida Avenue and 
Cornell Street 

Riverside County 0.2 ha (0.6 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial CUP 03479 Not specified Southeast of SR74 and 
Winchester Road 

Riverside County 0.5 ha (1.2 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial CUP 03489 Not specified Southwest of Florida and 
Chicago Avenue 

Riverside County 0.9 ha (2.2 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial CUP 03491 Grocery market Southeast of Winchester Road 
and Simpson Road 

Riverside County 0.8 ha (2.0 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial PM 31720 Not specified Northwest of State Highway and 
Old Chicago Avenue 

Riverside County 4.0 ha (10.0 ac) Project Approved 

Commercial PM 31861 Not specified Southwest of Hemet and SR 74 Riverside County 1.2 ha (3.0 ac) Project Approved 

Other GPA 716 Not specified Southwest of Hemet, various 
locations 

Riverside County 439.9 ha (1,086.9 
ac) 

Project Approved 

Other GPA 717 Not specified East and West of Hemet, various 
locations 

Riverside County 233.9 ha (578.0 ac) Pre-Application 

Other PM 31847 Not specified Northwest of Pleasant Street and 
Stetson Avenue 

Riverside County 2.0 ha (5.0 ac) Project Approved 

Other PM 34893 Subdivide into 3 lots Southwest of Byerly Street and 
Shady Tree Lane 

Riverside County 1.3 ha (3.1 ac) Application Submitted

Other Well Permit Permit for a new well Southeast of Warren Road and 
Cottonwood Avenue 

Riverside County 10.9 ha (27.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential CUP 02631R1 Peppertree Lakes development East of California Avenue 
between Simpson and San 
Jacinto Branch Line 

Riverside County 1.2 ha (3.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential GPA 720 Not specified Southeast of Ramona 
Expressway and E Boundary 
Road 

Riverside County 1,135.3 ha (2,805.3 
ac) 

Application Submitted

Residential PM 30445 Not specified Southwest of Grave Street and 
Winesap Avenue 

Riverside County 3.2 ha (8.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential PM 30564 Not specified East of Hemet, north of 
Chambers Avenue 

Riverside County 0.8 ha (2.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential PM 31083 Not specified Southeast of Johnston Avenue 
and Yale Street 

Riverside County 1.2 ha (3.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential PM 31624 Not specified Northeast of Johnston Avenue 
and Pleasant Avenue 

Riverside County 1.2 ha (3.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential PM 32089 Residential Northwest of Johnston Avenue 
and Meridian Street 

Riverside County 1.6 ha (4.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential PM 32348 Residential Northwest of Asbury Street and 
Longfellow Avenue 

Riverside County 0.8 ha (2.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential PM 33564 Not specified Southwest of Milan Road and 
Oxbow Drive 

Riverside County 1.8 ha (4.4 ac) Application Submitted

Residential PM 33829 Not specified Southeast of Charlene Way and 
Vista Road 

Riverside County 3.7 ha (9.2 ac) Application Submitted

Residential PM 33872 Residential Northeast of Acacia Avenue and 
Dartmouth Street 

Riverside County 0.4 ha (1.1 ac) Project Approved 

Residential PM 34378 Residential Northwest of Stanford Street and 
Whittier Avenue 

Riverside County 0.2 ha (0.5 ac) Application Submitted
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Residential SP 288A1 The Crossroads in Winchester 
Mixed Use 

West of Winchester Road 
between Newport Road and Salt 
Creek Channel 

Riverside County 93.5 ha (231.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential SP 310 Not specified West of Winchester Road 
between Holland Road and 
Keller Road 

Riverside County 690.7 ha (1,706.7 
ac) 

Project Approved 

Residential SP 322 421 dwelling units, commercial 
areas and open space 

Winchester Road between Craig 
Avenue and Patton Avenue 

Riverside County 173.6 ha (429.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 30037 514 residential units Northwest of Gibbel Road and 
State Street 

Riverside County 190.9 ha (471.6 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 30322 272 residential units East of Olive Avenue, north of 
Beeler Road, west of Newport 
Road 

Riverside County 25.7 ha (63.6 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 30351 260 residential units North of Stetson Avenue, east of 
Green Avenue, west of 
Winchester Road 

Riverside County 31.0 ha (76.5 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 30653 278 single-family lots  Newport Road and Rice Road  Riverside County 113.3 ha (280.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 30806 192 residential units Southeast of Newport Road 
(Patton Avenue) and Leon Road 

Riverside County 33.0 ha (81.5 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 30807 206 residential units Southwest of Newport Road 
(Patton Avenue) and Beller Road

Riverside County 68.8 ha (170.1 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 30808 346 residential units Southeast of Olive Avenue and 
Leon Road 

Riverside County 48.8 ha (120.6 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 30809 123 residential units North of Newport Road (Patton 
Avenue), east of "B" Street, west 
of Beeler Road 

Riverside County 12.5 ha (30.9 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 30976 162 residential units Southwest of Leon Road and 
Newport Road (Patton Avenue) 

Riverside County 20.4 ha (50.3 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 30977 414 residential units Northeast of Ano Crest Road and 
Leon Road 

Riverside County 104.2 ha (257.5 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 30989 202 residential units North of Simpson Road, south of 
BNSF Railroad, east of Leon 
Road 

Riverside County 23.6 ha (58.4 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 31008 373 residential units North of Craig Avenue, east of 
Leon Road, south of Holland 
Road, west of Eucalyptus Road 

Riverside County 63.3 ha (156.4 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 31076 16 single-family lots  Los Rancherias Road and Tres 
Cerritos Avenue 

Riverside County 32.0 ha (79.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 31099 207 residential units East of Beeler Road, south of 
Simpson Road, north of Olive 
Avenue 

Riverside County 26.9 ha (66.5 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 31101 160 residential units South of Simpson Road, east of 
Dawn Lane, west of Beeler Road

Riverside County 16.1 ha (39.9 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 31131 57 residential units North of Cactus Valley Road, 
east of State Street, south of 
Vista Road 

Riverside County 35.9 ha (88.8 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 31141 Not specified South of Newport Road (Patton 
Avenue), southeast of Adams 
Street 

Riverside County 15.3 ha (37.9 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 31142 Not specified South of Newport Road (Patton 
Avenue), southeast of Adams 
Street 

Riverside County 31.9 ha (78.9 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 31264 31 residential units South of Lake Street, east of 
Whittier Avenue, west of 
Mayberry Avenue 

Riverside County 6.6 ha (16.3 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 31291 42 residential units Southeast of Girard Street and 
Cactus Valley Road 

Riverside County 16.1 ha (39.7 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 31292 21 residential units Southeast of Cactus Valley Road 
and Sage Road 

Riverside County 7.8 ha (19.3 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 31342 8 residential units East of Yale Street, north of 
Boyer Avenue, south of Lela May 
Avenue 

Riverside County 1.2 ha (3.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 31537 Not specified South of Simpson Road, east of 
Adams Street, north of Haddock 
Street 

Riverside County 77.9 ha (192.6 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 31538 257 single-family lots (Empire 
Winchester II) 

Olive Avenue and Whittier 
Avenue  

Riverside County 27.9 ha (69.0 ac) Project Approved 
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Residential TR 31625 25 residential units North of Acacia Avenue, east of 
Meridian Street, south of Florida 
Avenue, west of Hemet Street 

Riverside County 3.0 ha (7.3 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 31632 Not specified Northwest of Newport Road 
(Patton Avenue) and Rice Road 

Riverside County 24.3 ha (60.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 31633 136 single-family lots  Newport Road and Rice Road  Riverside County 35.6 ha (88.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 31857 140 residential units North of Santa Fe Railroad, 
south of Grand Avenue 

Riverside County 17.4 ha (43.1 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 31858 185 residential units South of Grand Avenue, north of 
Simpson Road 

Riverside County 23.0 ha (56.9 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 32027 41 residential units East of Eucalyptus Road, west of 
Holcomb Road 

Riverside County 11.3 ha (27.9 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 32081 16 residential units Northwest of Dartmouth Street 
and Crest Drive 

Riverside County 2.5 ha (6.1 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 32177 25 residential units East of Yale Street, north of 
Crest Drive, west of Columbia 
Street 

Riverside County 3.8 ha (9.3 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 32222 5 residential units Southwest of Mayberry Avenue 
and Soboba Avenue 

Riverside County 0.6 ha (1.6 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 32237 98 single-family lots  Patterson Avenue and Simpson 
Avenue 

Riverside County 13.0 ha (32.2 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 32248 86 residential units Northeast of Hwy 74 and Cortrite 
Avenue 

Riverside County 22.8 ha (56.4 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 32282 62 residential units North of Olive Avenue Riverside County 8.0 ha (19.8 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 32285 16 residential units Southwest of Stetson Avenue 
and Yale Street 

Riverside County 1.5 ha (3.8 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 32394 127 residential units North of Simpson, west of Beeler 
Road, south of BNSF Railroad 

Riverside County 16.1 ha (39.9 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 32458 25 residential units Southwest of Mayberry Avenue 
and Lake Street 

Riverside County 6.2 ha (15.4 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 32485 17 residential units Southeast of Acacia Avenue and 
Soboba Avenue 

Riverside County 1.9 ha (4.7 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 32489 20 residential units Southwest of Stetson Avenue 
and Aurora Drive 

Riverside County 2.5 ha (6.2 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 32582 192 single-family lots East of Alessandro Avenue and 
between Ramona Expressway 
and Main Street 

Riverside County 19.8 ha (49.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 32679 62 residential units North of Olive Avenue, south of 
Simpson Road, west of Hwy 79 

Riverside County 7.9 ha (19.4 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 32731 20 residential units Northeast of Girard Street and 
Stetson Avenue 

Riverside County 1.9 ha (4.6 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 32816 42 residential units Northeast of Newport Road and 
Leon Road 

Riverside County 5.4 ha (13.5 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 32817 Mixed-use 34 units Northeast of Newport Road and 
Leon Road 

Riverside County 15.9 ha (39.2 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 32818 85 mixed-use residential units Northeast of Newport Road and 
Leon Road 

Riverside County 10.0 ha (24.7 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 32873 154 residential units Northeast of Holland Road and 
Holcomb Road 

Riverside County 18.4 ha (45.4 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 33117 469 single-family lots  Winchester Road Riverside County 63.5 ha (157.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 33145 378 multi-family residential units Southeast of Newport Road and 
Leon Road 

Riverside County 13.0 ha (32.2 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 33225 4 residential units Southeast of Grand Avenue and 
Beeler Road 

Riverside County 1.6 ha (4.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 33228 98 residential units Northwest of Newport Road and 
Girard Street 

Riverside County 29.4 ha (72.7 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 33263 31 residential units Southwest of Simpson Road and 
Tierra Flats 

Riverside County 4.0 ha (10.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 33270 16 residential units Southwest of 9th Avenue and 
Rice Road 

Riverside County 2.1 ha (5.2 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 33323 5 residential units East of Soboba Avenue, 
Northeast of Chambers Avenue 

Riverside County 2.0 ha (5.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 33448 31 residential units South of Santa Fe Railroad, west 
of Adams Road, north of Karla 
Street 

Riverside County 3.5 ha (8.7 ac) Project Approved 
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Residential TR 33449 31 residential units North of Simpson Road, 
Northeast of Dawn Lane, south 
of Santa Fe Railroad 

Riverside County 3.9 ha (9.6 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 33450 57 residential units South of Grand Avenue, north of 
Santa Fe Railroad, west of Von 
Euw Drive 

Riverside County 7.8 ha (19.2 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 33615 9 residential units North of Mayberry Avenue, south 
of Acacia Avenue 

Riverside County 3.8 ha (9.3 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 33700 128 residential units North of Simpson Road between 
Leon Road and Winchester Road

Riverside County 15.5 ha (38.4 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 33708 28 residential units North of Stetson Avenue, south 
of Little Lake Road 

Riverside County 5.7 ha (14.1 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 33743 616 multi-family units North of Newport Road, east of 
Leon Drive, west of Beeler Road 

Riverside County 11.7 ha (28.9 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 33958 36 residential units North of Grand Avenue, north of 
Adams Road 

Riverside County 19.5 ha (48.2 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 34031 153 residential units Southwest of Holland Road and 
Beeler Road 

Riverside County 18.57 ha (45.9 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 34129 197 single-family lots Patterson Avenue and Olive 
Avenue 

Riverside County 24.7 ha (61.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 34130 384 single-family lots  Olive Avenue Riverside County 48.8 ha (120.6 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 34358 Not specified No information Riverside County 0.9 ha (2.3 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 34363 146 unit housing complex Southeast of Eucalyptus Road 
and Ano Crest Road 

Riverside County 15.5 ha (38.3 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 34483 12 unit single-family housing East of Santa Fe Street between 
Stetson Avenue and Thornton 
Avenue 

Riverside County 1.6 ha (3.9 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 34500 15 residential units Southwest of Soboba Street and 
Thornton Avenue 

Riverside County 3.4 ha (8.4 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 34534 Withdrawn Northeast of Holland Road and 
Leon Road 

Riverside County 62.6 ha (154.7 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 34735 314 single-family lots  Southwest of Craig Avenue and 
Eucalyptus Road 

Riverside County 29.5 ha (73.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 34786 Multi-Family Dwellings West of Cornell Street between 
Florida Avenue and Acacia 
Avenue 

Riverside County 0.2 ha (0.4 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 34842 32 unit residential complex Northeast of Leon Road and 
Simpson Road 

Riverside County 4.0 ha (10.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 35025 14 residential lots  Southwest of Whittier Avenue 
and Pleasant Street 

Riverside County 0.0 ha (0.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 35069 20 residential lots Southwest of Rice and Grand 
Avenue 

Riverside County 3.4 ha (8.4 ac) Application Submitted

Residential Unknown-16 Residential development (Rancho 
Diamante II) 

Northeast of Domenigoni 
Parkway and California Avenue 

Riverside County 108.9 ha (269 ac) Pre-Application 

Commercial CUP 1-06 Auto body shop Northwest of 7th and State Street San Jacinto 1.6 ha (4.0 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial CUP 12-05 Auto body shop and detached 
accessory building 

Northeast of State Street and 
Esplanade Avenue 

San Jacinto 0.4 ha (1.0 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial CUP 13-04 Veterinary hospital  Southeast of Kellam Avenue and 
State Street, north of 7th Street 

San Jacinto 0.6 ha (1.5 ac) Project Approved 

Commercial CUP 4-05 Supermarket with up to 10 
additional retail buildings 

Northeast of State Street and 
Ramona Expressway 

San Jacinto 5.7 ha (14.0 ac) Under Construction 

Commercial CUP 4-97 Drug store No information San Jacinto 0.0 ha (0.0 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial CUP 9-03 Dairy Queen Northwest of State Street and 
Idyllwild Drive 

San Jacinto 0.6 ha (1.4 ac) Project Approved 

Commercial CUP 1-06 Convert building into El Toro 
Market Center 

Northwest of 7th Street and State 
Street 

San Jacinto 1.6 ha (4.0 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial GPA 8-05 Change to Community 
Commercial (CC) and General 
Commercial (C-2)  

Southeast of Santa Fe Avenue 
and Esplanade Avenue 

San Jacinto 1.3 ha (3.3 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial PM 30464 Future commercial Northwest of State Street and 
Esplanade Avenue 

San Jacinto 1.3 ha (3.3 ac) Operational 

Commercial PM 32188 Convert existing building to a retail 
center (Walmart) 

Southwest of Commonwealth 
Avenue and Girard Street 

San Jacinto 10.5 ha (26.0 ac) Under Construction 

Commercial PM 33196 Commercial development Northeast of Sanderson Avenue 
and Esplanade Avenue 

San Jacinto 5.7 ha (14.0 ac) Under Construction 
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Commercial PM 33340 Lot line adjustment Northwest of Ramona 
Expressway and State Street 

San Jacinto 3.2 ha (8.0 ac) Under Construction 

Commercial PM 34643 Multi-tenant retail center State Street and North of 
Ramona Boulevard 

San Jacinto 1.6 ha (4.0 ac) Project Approved 

Commercial PM 34834 Subdivide into two commercial 
parcels 

Southeast of San Jacinto Avenue 
and Shaver Street 

San Jacinto 0.3 ha (0.7 ac) Project Approved 

Commercial SR 1-04 Medical Office No information San Jacinto 2.7 ha (6.8 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial SR 1-05 Office building, four 
industrial/warehouse use buildings 
(Agri Empire) 

South of 7th Street between 
Santa Fe Avenue and Railroad 
Avenue 

San Jacinto 0.4 ha (1.0 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial SR 1-07 Auto Zone No information San Jacinto 0.0 ha (0.0 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial SR 12-01 Multi-tenant retail No information San Jacinto 0.00 ha (0.0 ac) Project Approved 

Commercial SR 13-04 Multi-tenant retail No information San Jacinto 0.5 ha (1.2 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial SR 13-06 Retail building with 42 parking 
spots 

Southwest of State Street and 
Idyllwild Drive 

San Jacinto 3.6 ha (8.8 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial SR 14-06 Major retail building, retail building, 
bank, and restaurant with 352 
parking spaces 

Northwest of Esplanade Avenue 
and Sanderson Avenue 

San Jacinto 0.5 ha (1.2 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial SR 16-06 2 medical office buildings and 70 
parking stalls 

Northeast of Main Street and 
Jordan Avenue 

San Jacinto 3.2 ha (8.0 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial SR 19-06 2 medical office buildings Northeast of Esplanade Avenue 
and Palm Avenue 

San Jacinto 2.8 ha (6.8 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial SR 2-06 2 office buildings with 59 parking 
stalls 

Northeast of Sixth Street and 
San Jacinto Avenue 

San Jacinto 0.4 ha (1.0 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial SR 3-06 Retail center  Southwest of Sanderson Avenue 
and Ramona Expressway 

San Jacinto 10.1 ha (25.0 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial SR 6-06 Retail with 21 parking stalls and 
landscaping 

Southwest of State Street and 
Ramona Boulevard 

San Jacinto 0.2 ha (0.5 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial SR 7-06 Expand Edelbrock Foundry  Northwest of Buena Vista Street 
and Esplanade Avenue 

San Jacinto 1.7 ha (4.2 ac) Project Approved 

Commercial SR 9-06 Convenience store (Ramona 
Station) 

Southeast of Mountain Avenue 
and 7th Street 

San Jacinto 0.8 ha (2.0 ac) Project Approved 

Commercial SR 9-06/ 
SR 10-06 

Home improvement center, two 
retail pads, restaurant, and multi 
tenant retail uses 

East of San Jacinto between 
Commonwealth Avenue and 
Midway Street 

San Jacinto 8.4 ha (20.8 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial Unknown-17 Commercial development on 9 
acres 

Southwest of Ramona 
Expressway and Potter Road 

San Jacinto 3.6 ha (9.0 ac) Application Submitted

Commercial VPM 31281 14 parcels for commercial 
development 

Between Ramona Expressway 
and MWD Aqueduct 

San Jacinto 37.6 ha (93.0 ac) Application Submitted

Industrial GPA 9-05/ 
ZC 15-05 

Change zoning to Community 
Commercial/Gen Commercial 

Southeast Santa Fe Avenue and 
Esplanade Avenue 

San Jacinto 1.9 ha (4.8 ac) Application Submitted

Industrial PM 30570 Parcel map  East of Grave Avenue between 
Bissell and Enterprise 

San Jacinto 3.3 ha (8.2 ac) Operational 

Industrial PM 31717 Not specified Southwest of Esplanade Avenue 
and Santa Fe Street 

San Jacinto 3.6 ha (9.0 ac) Operational 

Industrial PM 32701 20 parcels for light manufacturing  Southwest of Cawston Avenue 
and Ramona Expressway 

San Jacinto 16.5 ha (40.8 ac) Project Approved 

Industrial SR 5-06 Multi-tenant No information San Jacinto 1.8 ha (4.4 ac) Application Submitted

Industrial TR 33889 19 Industrial lots Northeast of Juanita and 
Oakwood Street 

San Jacinto 6.1 ha (15.0 ac) Application Submitted

Industrial VTR 32853 11 lot business park Southeast of Ramona 
Expressway and Warren Road 

San Jacinto 15.0 ha (37.0 ac) Application Submitted

Other CUP 10-05 Wireless telecommunications 
facility  

East of San Jacinto Avenue 
between Esplanade Avenue and 
7th Street 

San Jacinto 0.0 ha (0.0 ac) Application Submitted

Other CUP 4-06 Monopole with antennas and 
equipment shelter 

Northeast of Mountain Avenue 
and Esplanade Avenue 

San Jacinto 3.6 ha (9.0 ac) Application Submitted

Other CUP 5-97 Church expansion including 
sanctuary, church offices, 
elementary and preschool, 
baseball field 

1450 W 7th Street (Lyon 
Avenue) 

San Jacinto 5.8 ha (14.4 ac) Application Submitted

Other CUP 7-01 20 unit apartments conversion into 
condos 

Santa Fe Avenue south of 
Oakwood Street 

San Jacinto 0.8 ha (2.0 ac) Project Approved 

Other PM 31522 Not specified Southeast of Ramona 
Expressway and Warren Road 

San Jacinto 73.4 ha (181.5 ac) Project Approved 
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Other PM 34675 Multi-family and neighborhood 
commercial property 

1270 San Jacinto Avenue, north 
of Midway Street 

San Jacinto 2.8 ha (7.0 ac) Project Approved 

Other SR 4-06 New Life Open Bible Church 
expansion of existing building and 
new storage building 

East of San Jacinto Avenue 
between Esplanade Avenue and 
7th Street 

San Jacinto 0.4 ha (0.9 ac) Application Submitted

Other SR 8-06 Monopole structure integrated into 
a building 

Northeast of Ramona 
Expressway and Potter Road 

San Jacinto 1.7 ha (4.2 ac) Application Submitted

Other TR 32182 Not specified Southwest of Ramona Boulevard 
and Lyon Avenue 

San Jacinto 15.0 ha (37.0 ac) Application Submitted

Other TR 32955  
(SP1-02) 

Future Elementary School #11 Northeast of Esplanade Avenue 
and Warren Road 

San Jacinto 91.9 ha (227.0 ac) Project Approved 

Other TR 34198 Not specified Between De Anza Drive and 
Sanderson Avenue 

San Jacinto 42.5 ha (105.0 ac)  Application Submitted

Residential CUP 10-03 61 units Northeast of Commonwealth 
Avenue and San Jacinto Avenue 

San Jacinto 2.0 ha (4.9 ac) Project Approved 

Residential CUP 2-03 52 apartment units Southeast of Santa Fe Street 
and Esplanade Avenue 

San Jacinto 1.6 ha (4.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential CUP 2-06 81 apartment units West of Santa Fe Street, south of 
Esplanade and North of 
Oakwood Street 

San Jacinto 2.0 ha (5.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential DV 2-07 McCoy Apartments No information San Jacinto 0.9 ha (2.3 ac) Application Submitted

Residential PM 29447 Future residential East of Sanderson Avenue and 
southeast of De Anza Drive 

San Jacinto 42.8 ha (105.8 ac) Project Approved 

Residential PM 30532 Future residential South of Ramona Boulevard 
between Windsong Lane and 
Skyview Lane 

San Jacinto 1.9 ha (4.8 ac) Operational 

Residential PM 31396 Future residential Northwest of Chase Street 
between Ramona Boulevard and 
Ramona Expressway 

San Jacinto 1.2 ha (3.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential PM 32060 Not specified North of 2nd Street between Pico 
and Estudillo Avenue 

San Jacinto 0.2 ha (0.4 ac) Project Approved 

Residential PM 32061 Residential and commercial Northeast of Sanderson Avenue 
and Cottonwood Avenue 

San Jacinto 15.8 ha (39.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential PM 32573 4 residential parcels Northwest of De Anza Drive and 
Young Street 

San Jacinto 1.9 ha (4.8 ac) Operational 

Residential PM 33998 4 single-family residential lots West of Gateway Avenue 
between Cottonwood Avenue 
and Mike Reed Road 

San Jacinto 10.9 ha (26.9 ac) Application Submitted

Residential PM 34674 3 residential parcels 848 De Anza Drive, west of State 
Street 

San Jacinto 0.8 ha (2.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential SP 1-05 753 units and parks/open space 
(Park Hill) 

Southwest of Meridian and 
Washington Avenue 

San Jacinto 128.3 ha (317.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential SP 1-06 564 dwelling units, a school, 
recreation areas, and retail/office 
buildings (Valle Resseda) 

Southeast of Ramona Boulevard 
and Sanderson Avenue 

San Jacinto 85.8 ha (212.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential SR 1-06 2 duplex manufactured homes North of Idyllwild Avenue 
between Penny Lane and 
Attenborough Way 

San Jacinto 0.2 ha (0.5 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 22665 146 single-family houses (Arterra) Southeast of 7th Street and Pine 
Avenue 

San Jacinto 15.4 ha (38.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 24052 35 single-family residences (Santa 
Bella) 

Southwest of Commonwealth 
and Van Fleet Drive 

San Jacinto 2.8 ha (7.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 24054 96 single-family residences 
(Landera) 

Southwest of Villines Avenue 
and Esplanade 

San Jacinto 5.3 ha (13.0 ac) Operational 

Residential TR 27335 15 lots Northwest of 7th Street and Kirby 
Street 

San Jacinto 2.0 ha (5.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 28224 223 lots  Southeast of Ramona 
Expressway and 7th Street 

San Jacinto 13.0 ha (32.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 28858A1 65 lots (Sunset) Northeast of De Anza Drive and 
Savory Lane Ext 

San Jacinto 6.1 ha (15.0 ac) Operational 

Residential TR 29314 91 lots (Empire Meridian) Southeast of Meridian Street and 
Washington Avenue 

San Jacinto 9.8 ha (24.0 ac) Operational 

Residential TR 29384 66 lots (Heritage Farms) Northwest of Cottonwood and 
Palm 

San Jacinto 8.1 ha (20.0 ac) Operational 

Residential TR 29859 82 single-family residences 
(Summerfield Ranch) 

Northwest of 7th Street and Palm 
Avenue 

San Jacinto 7.3 ha (18.0 ac) Under Construction 
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Residential TR 29917 140 single-family residences 
(Sunrise at Park Hill) 

South of Park Avenue between 
Windsor and Villines 

San Jacinto 17.8 ha (44.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 29992 31 single-family lots (Cloverfield) Northeast of Evans and Hewitt San Jacinto 2.8 ha (7.0 ac) Operational 

Residential TR 30033  
(SP 1-01) 

214 single-family lots (Cove) Northwest of Warren Road and 
Cottonwood Avenue 

San Jacinto 23.1 ha (57.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 30034  
(SP 1-01) 

50 single-family lots Northwest of Warren Road and 
Cottonwood Avenue 

San Jacinto 9.3 ha (23.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 30035  
(SP 1-01) 

74 single-family lots Northwest of Warren Road and 
Cottonwood Avenue 

San Jacinto 13.3 ha (33.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 30036  
(SP 1-01) 

104 single-family lots Northwest of Warren Road and 
Cottonwood Avenue 

San Jacinto 29.5 ha (73.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 30084  
(SP 1-01) 

111 single-family lots Northwest of Warren Road and 
Cottonwood Avenue 

San Jacinto 24.7 ha (61.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 30262 6 single-family lots West of State Street between 
Ramona Expressway and 
Record Road 

San Jacinto 0.4 ha (1.0 ac) Operational 

Residential TR 30335 73 single-family units Northeast of Cottonwood Avenue 
and Kirby Street 

San Jacinto 12.1 ha (30.0 ac) Operational 

Residential TR 30379 181 single-family lots Northeast of Artesian and 
Vernon 

San Jacinto 18.6 ha (46.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 30462 211 single-family lots Southeast of 7th Street and 
Sanderson Avenue 

San Jacinto 23.4 ha (58.0 ac) Operational 

Residential TR 30481 137 single-family lots Northeast of Cottonwood Avenue 
and Kirby Street 

San Jacinto 16.2 ha (40.0 ac) Operational 

Residential TR 30559 126 lots West of Kirby Street between 7th 
Street and Esplanade Avenue 

San Jacinto 48.1 ha (119.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 30577 72 single-family lots South of Park Avenue between 
Menlo Avenue and Yale 

San Jacinto 11.7 ha (29.0 ac) Operational 

Residential TR 30597 116 lot residential subdivision Northeast of 7th Street and 
Cawston Avenue 

San Jacinto 9.3 ha (23.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 30598  Residential development Southwest of Record Road and 
State Street 

San Jacinto 15.8 ha (39.0 ac) Operational 

Residential TR 30603 205 single-family lots (Lynden 
Trails/Remington) 

North of Esplanade Avenue 
between Pine and Lyon 

San Jacinto 5.7 ha (14.0 ac) Operational 

Residential TR 30638 92 single-family lots (Marvilla) Southeast of Esplanade Avenue 
and Meridian Street 

San Jacinto 4.4 ha (11.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 30639 Not specified Northeast of Washington Avenue 
and Meridian Street 

San Jacinto 7.3 ha (18.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 30640 73 single-family lots Northwest of Beringer Drive and 
Washington Avenue 

San Jacinto 4.0 ha (10.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 30641 103 single-family lots Southeast of Esplanade Avenue 
and Villines 

San Jacinto 4.0 ha (10.0 ac) Operational 

Residential TR 30644 149 single-family lots (Golden 
Crest) 

Southwest of Ramona 
Expressway and San Jacinto 
Avenue 

San Jacinto 1.6 ha (4.0 ac) Operational 

Residential TR 30658 105 single-family lots (Sendro) Southwest of Commonwealth 
Avenue and Arroyo Viejo 

San Jacinto 27.1 ha (67.0 ac) Operational 

Residential TR 30659 64 single-family lots Northwest of Washington 
Avenue and Arroyo Viejo 

San Jacinto 22.7 ha (56.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 30660 84 single-family lots Northwest of Van Fleet and 
Washington Avenue 

San Jacinto 31.6 ha (78.0 ac) Operational 

Residential TR 30661 47 single-family lots Northwest of Villines and 
Washington Avenue 

San Jacinto 23.5 ha (58.0 ac) Operational 

Residential TR 30688 37 single-family lots East of Hewett Street between 
Shaver Street and Evans Street 

San Jacinto 1.6 ha (4.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 30770 19 single-family lots  West of Santa Fe between 
Esplanade Avenue and 7th 
Street 

San Jacinto 8.1 ha (20.0 ac) Operational 

Residential TR 30813 249 lots (Tesoro) Northwest of Kirby and 
Cottonwood Avenue 

San Jacinto 15.8 ha (39.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 30814 179 single-family lots Northeast of Cottonwood Avenue 
and Sanderson Avenue 

San Jacinto 12.5 ha (31.0 ac) Operational 

Residential TR 30828 297 single-family lots (Terrazzo at 
the Ranch) 

West of Cawston between 7th 
Street and Cottonwood Avenue 

San Jacinto 8.1 ha (20.0 ac) Operational 

Residential TR 30878 172 single-family lots (Park 
Meadows) 

Northwest of 7th Street and Lyon 
Avenue 

San Jacinto 15.4 ha (38.0 ac) Operational 
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Residential TR 30884 14 single-family lots  South of Shaver Street between 
Mountain Avenue and Hewitt 
Street 

San Jacinto 29.5 ha (73.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 30942 78 single-family lots  Southeast of Kirby Street and 
Cottonwood Avenue 

San Jacinto 12.1 ha (30.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 30943 212 single-family lots (Sunterra) Southwest of Sanderson Avenue 
and Ramona Boulevard 

San Jacinto 15.4 ha (38.0 ac) Operational 

Residential TR 30944 105 single-family lots (Stallion 
Crossing) 

Northwest of Cottonwood 
Avenue and Lyon Avenue 

San Jacinto 39.7 ha (98.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 31035 77 single-family lots  Southwest of Ramona 
Expressway and San Jacinto 
Avenue 

San Jacinto 10.5 ha (26.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 31036 133 single-family lots (Durango) East of Salam Pl between Main 
Street and 7th Street  

San Jacinto 4.0 ha (10.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 31037 263 single-family lots (Potter 
Ranch) 

Northwest of Potter Road 
Between De Anza Drive and 
Ramona Boulevard 

San Jacinto 7.7 ha (19.0 ac) Operational 

Residential TR 31136 102 single-family lots  Northeast of Cottonwood Avenue 
and Warren Road 

San Jacinto 9.3 ha (23.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 31154 94 single-family lots (Alamden) Southwest of De Anza Drive and 
East of Lyon Avenue 

San Jacinto 15.8 ha (39.0 ac) Operational 

Residential TR 31246 128 single-family lots (Creekside) Northeast of Palm Avenue and 
Cottonwood Avenue 

San Jacinto 5.7 ha (14.0 ac) Operational 

Residential TR 31282 274 single-family lots Southeast of De Anza and Lyon San Jacinto 4.4 ha (11.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 31293 100 single-family lots Northeast of Lyon Avenue and 
Cottonwood Avenue 

San Jacinto 7.3 ha (18.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 31294 37 single-family lots  Northeast of Kirby Street and 7th 
Street 

San Jacinto 4.0 ha (10.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 31296 54 single-family lots  Southeast Cottonwood Avenue 
and Kirby Street 

San Jacinto 4.0 ha (10.0 ac) Operational 

Residential TR 31544 134 single-family lots (Ashbrook 
Communities) 

Southeast of Sanderson Avenue 
and De Anza Drive 

San Jacinto 17.4 ha (43.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 31555 115 single-family lots and some 
commercial 

Northeast of Sanderson Avenue 
and Cottonwood Avenue 

San Jacinto 11.7 ha (29.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 31566 61 single-family lots South of Soboba Road and North 
of Chabele Drive 

San Jacinto 4.4 ha (11.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 31701 30 single-family lots Northeast of Kirby Street and 
Esplanade Avenue 

San Jacinto 3.6 ha (9.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 31759 350 single-family lots (Warren 
Meadows) 

West of Warren Road and Casa 
Loma Canal 

San Jacinto 47.8 ha (118.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 31760 276 single-family lots West of Warren Road and Casa 
Loma Canal 

San Jacinto 38.4 ha (95.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 31794 63 single-family lots  N Washington, Northeast of 
Mountain Avenue 

San Jacinto 9.7 ha (24.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 31806 297 single-family lots Southwest of MWD Aqueduct 
and Sanderson Avenue 

San Jacinto 26.7 ha (66.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 31855 8 single-family lots  Southeast of Chase Street and 
Ramona Boulevard 

San Jacinto 1.6 ha (4.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 31886 326 single-family lots Southwest of Ramona 
Expressway and Potter Road 

San Jacinto 41.3 ha (102.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 31899 60 duplexes and one park North of Cottonwood Avenue 
between Warren Road and 
Cawston Avenue 

San Jacinto 7.7 ha (19.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 31900 111 single-family lots  Southwest of Lyon Avenue and 
De Anza Drive 

San Jacinto 16.2 ha (40.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 31929 73 single-family lots East of Kirby between 7th Street 
and Esplanade Avenue 

San Jacinto 7.7 ha (19.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 31979 11 single-family lots  South of Angela Way and end of 
Camelia Way 

San Jacinto 1.2 ha (3.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 32053 178 single-family lots and open 
space 

Northwest of Ramona 
Expressway and Main  

San Jacinto 28.7 ha (71.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 32080 33 single-family lots  Southwest of Ramona 
Expressway and Skyview Lane 

San Jacinto 4.0 ha (10.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 32153 54 single-family lots  South of Ramona Boulevard at 
the end of Virginia Way 

San Jacinto 2.4 ha (6.0 ac) Project Approved 
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Residential TR 32155 254 lots with 2 parks (Tamarisk) East of Warren between 7th and 
Cottonwood Avenue 

San Jacinto 30.8 ha (76.0 ac) Operational 

Residential TR 32247 157 single-family lots Southwest of 7th Street and Lyon 
Avenue 

San Jacinto 13.3 ha (33.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 32250 53 single-family lots  Southeast of Kirby Avenue and 
7th Street 

San Jacinto 5.3 ha (13.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 32276 22 single-family lots East of Palm Avenue between 
Encanto Drive and Reposo 
Street 

San Jacinto 0.8 ha (2.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 32352 140 single-family lots  East of Sanderson between 7th 
Street and Cottonwood Avenue 

San Jacinto 15.8 ha (39.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 32376 336 residential lots North of Ramona Expressway, 
west of City Limits 

San Jacinto 38.0 ha (94.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 32499 59 single-family lots  North of Esplanade Avenue 
between Sanderson Avenue and 
Kirby Street 

San Jacinto 6.9 ha (17.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 32518 35 single-family lots East of Windham Road between 
Washington Avenue and Park 
Avenue 

San Jacinto 3.2 ha (8.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 32549 19 single-family lots Southeast of 7th Street and 
Sanderson Avenue 

San Jacinto 2.0 ha (5.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 32555 12 single-family lots  South of Ramona Expressway 
between Potter Road and Chase 
Street, north of Ramona 
Boulevard 

San Jacinto 1.2 ha (3.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 32574 135 single-family lots  East of Lyon Avenue between 
De Anza Drive and Cottonwood 
Avenue 

San Jacinto 15.8 ha (39.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 32656 16 single-family lots  South of 7th Street between 
Kirby Street and Lyon Avenue 

San Jacinto 2.0 ha (5.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 32809 260 condo units  Northeast of 7th Street and Palm 
Avenue 

San Jacinto 7.7 ha (19.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 32843 143 single-family lots East of Sanderson between De 
Anza Drive and Ramona 
Expressway 

San Jacinto 20.2 ha (50.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 32955  
(SP 1-02) 

1,045 single-family lots, an 
elementary school, a park, and an 
area for mixed use (The 
Esplanade) 

Northeast of Esplanade Avenue 
and Warren Road 

San Jacinto 91.9 ha (227.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 33053 9 condo lots  South of 6th Street between San 
Jacinto Avenue and Sheriff 
Avenue 

San Jacinto 0.4 ha (1.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 33072 152 single-family lots  Northwest of Lyon Avenue and 
Cottonwood Avenue 

San Jacinto 17.0 ha (42.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 33080 106 condo lots and open space Southwest of Ramona Boulevard 
and Young Street 

San Jacinto 3.6 ha (9.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 33106 15 single-family lots  Northeast of Cottonwood and 
Palm Avenue 

San Jacinto 1.6 ha (4.0 ac) Operational 

Residential TR 33138 28 single-family lots  North of Cottonwood Avenue 
between Lyon Avenue and Palm 
Avenue 

San Jacinto 2.8 ha (7.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 33141 247 single-family homes (Rancho 
Estrella) 

Northwest of Sanderson Avenue 
and Cottonwood Avenue 

San Jacinto 32.4 ha (80.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 33249 25 single-family lots  Between Ramona Boulevard and 
De Anza Drive, west of Chase 
Street 

San Jacinto 4.9 ha (12.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 33408 209 single-family lots and open 
space 

Southeast of Sanderson Avenue 
and Ramona Boulevard 

San Jacinto 16.6 ha (41.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 33420 161 residential lots Southwest of Sanderson Avenue 
and Cottonwood Avenue 

San Jacinto 29.9 ha (74.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 33509 37 single-family lots  South of Esplanade between 
Ramona Expressway and 
Mountain Avenue 

San Jacinto 3.6 ha (9.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 33546 5 single-family lots  Lyon Avenue between 
Cottonwood Avenue and 7th 
Street 

San Jacinto 1.2 ha (3.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential TR 33579 160 single-family lots Northeast of Warren Road and 
Ramona Expressway 

San Jacinto 18.6 ha (46.0 ac) Application Submitted
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Residential TR 33644 63 condo units  West of Hewitt Street between 
7th Street and Shaver Street 

San Jacinto 2.8 ha (7.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 33693 10 single-family lots  Northeast of Shaver Street and 
Miramar Avenue 

San Jacinto 0.8 ha (2.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 33716 50 single-family lots  East of Lyon Avenue between 
Cottonwood Avenue and 7th 
Street 

San Jacinto 4.9 ha (12.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 33862 139 single-family lots  South of Ramona Expressway 
between Alessandro Avenue and 
Vernon Street 

San Jacinto 18.2 ha (45.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 34081  
(SP 1-04) 

Residential, commercial, and 
schools (The Villages)  

South of Ramona Boulevard 
between Sanderson Avenue and 
Odell Avenue  

San Jacinto 1,135.3 ha (2,805.3 
ac) 

Application Submitted

Residential TR 34212 12 single-family lots  NW Esplanade Avenue and 
Kirby Street 

San Jacinto 1.2 ha (3.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 34271 148 single-family lots, 3 
commercial lots, 2 parks, and 
open spaces 

South of Ramona Expressway 
between Alessandro Avenue and 
Vernon Street 

San Jacinto 18.6 ha (46.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 34364 8 single-family lots  South of Ramona Boulevard, 
Northwest of Chase Street 

San Jacinto 2.0 ha (5.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 34455 15 single-family residential lots 1410 Cottonwood Avenue, east 
of Lyon Avenue 

San Jacinto 2.0 ha (5.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 34586 34 lot planned unit development Northwest of Kirby and 
Esplanade Avenue 

San Jacinto 2.4 ha (6.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 34658 18 single-family lots  Northeast of De Anza Drive and 
Chase Street 

San Jacinto 3.6 ha (9.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 34700 41 single-family lots  Northwest of 7th Street and 
Sanderson Avenue 

San Jacinto 4.9 ha (12.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 34789 Convert 20 apartment units into 
condos  

Southeast of Santa Fe and 
Oakwood 

San Jacinto 0.4 ha (1.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential TR 34868 18 single-family residences Southwest of 7th Street and 
Kirby Street 

San Jacinto 1.7 ha (4.3 ac) Project Approved 

Residential TR 35447 10 single-family lots  Northeast of Shaver Street and 
Miramar Avenue 

San Jacinto 0.8 ha (2.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential Unknown-18 150 lots Southeast of Cawston Avenue 
and 7th Street 

San Jacinto 15.3 ha (37.9 ac) Application Submitted

Residential Unknown-19 Master plan development of about 
500 acres 

Northwest of Ramona 
Expressway and Sanderson 
Avenue 

San Jacinto 211.2 ha (522.0 ac) Application Submitted

Residential VTR 30484 117 single-family lots East of Soboba Road San Jacinto 48.2 ha (119.0 ac) Project Approved 

Residential VTR 31097 224 lots Northwest of Estrella Street and 
Palm Avenue, south of De Anza 
Drive 

San Jacinto 25.9 ha (64.0 ac) Under Construction 

Residential VTR 31384 91 single-family lots  Northeast of Cottonwood Avenue 
and Lyon Avenue 

San Jacinto 10.5 ha (26.0 ac) Under Construction 

Other Unknown-22 Elementary School #11 Northeast corner of Esplanade 
Avenue and Warren Road 

San Jacinto 4.9 ha (12.0 ac) Project Approved 

Source:  Riverside County General Plan, 2003; City of Hemet General Plan, 1992.  City of Hemet Zoning, 2008; City of San Jacinto General Plan, 2006 
1
Key: 

CUP – Conditional Use Permit 
 GPA – General Plan Amendment 
 PM – Parcel Map  
 SDR – Site Development Review 
 SP – Specific Plan 
 TPM – Tentative Parcel Map 
 TR – Tract Map 
 TTM – Tentative Tract Map 
 VTTM – Vesting Tentative Tract Map 

 



Appendix I  Section 4(f) Coordination Meetings

In December 2010 and January 2011, Section 4(f) coordination meetings were held with officials from Riverside 
County, the City of San Jacinto, and the City of Hemet, who confirmed the status of the trails and bike paths in the 
Project study area.  Summaries of those meetings are presented in this appendix as follows.

●	 County of Riverside, December 15, 2010

●	 Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency, December 15, 2010

●	 City of San Jacinto, December 16, 2010

●	 City of Hemet, January 20, 2011
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SR 79 Realignment Project 
     EA 08-494000 
 PN 0800000784 

SR 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT 
Meeting Summary—Coordination with County of Riverside

    

 
DATE: 
TIME: 
LOCATION: 
 
SUBJECT: 

December 15, 2010  
11:30AM 
RCTC Conf. Room C 
 
Coordination with County of Riverside Regarding Class 1 Bike Path(s), 
Class 1 Bike Path(s) / Regional Trail(s), and Regional Trail(s)  

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
Meeting Summary Prepared by:  
Carolyn Washburn 

 Distributed:  January 5, 2011 
(electronically, via email) 

   
Meeting Summary Approved by: 
(all attendees, via email confirmations)  

 Date Distributed as Final:  April 1, 2011 
(electronically, via email) 

   
Attendee Names / Agency or Organization 

Cathy Bechtel/RCTC  
James Shankel/Caltrans 
Kourtney Graves/Caltrans 
 

Attendee Names / Company 

Patty Romo/Riverside County  
Cindy Salazar/CH2M HILL 
Carolyn Washburn/CH2M HILL (via telephone) 
 

A brief summary was provided by James Shankel to Patty Romo, referencing Figure 1.0 Proposed Trails 
and Bike Paths Within the County of Riverside (attached), regarding Caltrans’ objective of confirming 
whether the Riverside County Transportation Commission’s (RCTC’s) proposed State Route 79 
Realignment Project was potentially impacting certain resources that might be protected by the 
provisions of Section 4(f) of the 1966 Department of Transportation Act [49 USC § 303]. 
Patty Romo confirmed that Riverside County is the official agency with jurisdiction over the Class 1 
Bike Path, Class I Bike Path / Regional Trail, and Regional Trail as depicted in Figure 1.0 Proposed 
Trails and Bike Paths within the County of Riverside.  

The facilities within the County of Riverside include: 

- Class I Bike Path/Regional Trail within Domenigoni Parkway 

- Regional Trail west of California, along Stetson Avenue, Esplanade Avenue and O’Dell Avenue 

- Class 1 Bike Path along Ramona Expressway 

It is noted that the Regional Trail along O'Dell Avenue and the Class I Bike Path along Ramona 
Expressway are under the jurisdiction of both the County of Riverside and the City of San Jacinto. 

Patty confirmed that the County of Riverside’s intent for the identified Class 1 Bike Path is to provide 
an alternate means of transportation and not recreation.  It is the County’s vision that the development 
of these bike paths and trails would be conditioned as development plans are submitted and approved 
by the County. Currently, no projects are proposed or anticipated to be submitted for this area.  In 
addition, there is no existing right-of-way (ROW) dedicated for the Class 1 Bike Path or Regional Trail. 
The ROW would be acquired as part of the conditions of a future development. 
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Regarding Class 1 Bike Path(s), Class 1 Bike Path(s) / Regional Trail(s), and Regional Trail(s) 
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Page 2 

Listed below is the status of each resource: 

- Class I Bike Path/Regional Trail within Domenigoni Parkway: not constructed 

- Regional Trail west of California, along Stetson Avenue, Esplanade Avenue and O’Dell Avenue: 
not constructed 

- Class 1 Bike Path along Ramona Expressway: not constructed 

Based on the information provided by the County of Riverside during the meeting, Caltrans indicated 
that the Bike Paths are anticipated to be recognized as an exception to 23 cfr 774, specifically in the 
context of 23 cfr 774.13 (f) (4) “Trails, paths, bikeways, and sidewalks that are part of the local 
transportation system and which function primarily for transportation.” 

It was further indicated that the meeting summary would be distributed, and based on approval by all 
meeting attendees, would serve as the documentation of coordination efforts in this regard. 
 
 
 
Attachments (distributed at the meeting):  
Figure 1.0 Proposed Trails and Bike Paths Within the County of Riverside
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Figure 1.0
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Figure 1.0
Trails and Bike Paths 
Within the County of Riverside
State Route 79 Realignment Project
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SR 79 Realignment Project  
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SR 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT 

Meeting Summary—Coordination with Riverside County Habitat Conservation 
Agency

 
DATE: 
TIME: 
LOCATION: 
 
SUBJECT: 

December 15, 2010  
12:00 PM 
RCTC Conf. Room C 
 
Coordination with Riverside 
County Habitat Conservation 
Agency Regarding  Proximity 
or Presence of Recreational 
and/or Wildlife Refuge 
resources 

  

 
Meeting Summary Prepared by:  
Carolyn Washburn 

  
Distributed:  January 4, 2011 
(electronically, via email) 

   
Meeting Summary Approved by: 
(all attendees, via email confirmations)  

 Date Distributed as Final:  April 1, 2011 
(electronically, via email) 

Attendee Names / Agency or Organization 

Cathy Bechtel/RCTC  
James Shankel/Caltrans 
Kourtney Graves/Caltrans 
 

Attendee Names / Company 

Gail Barton/Riverside County Habitat 
Conservation Agency 
Cindy Salazar/CH2M HILL 
Carolyn Washburn/CH2M HILL (via telephone) 
 

Meeting Summary 

Following self-introductions, a brief explanation was provided by James Shankel, referencing 
exhibits, regarding Caltrans’ objective of confirming whether the proposed State Route 79 
Realignment Project was potentially impacting certain resources that might be protected by the 
provisions of Section 4(f) of the 1966 Department of Transportation Act [49 USC § 303]. 

Gail Barton provided a summary of the Southwestern Riverside County Multi-Species Reserve 
(SWRCMSR) and the role of the Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency (RCHCA).  The 
RCHCA implements the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat (SKR) Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP).  The 
SWRCMSR is one of the reserves established under the SKR HCP and that operates consistent 
with the HCP.  The RCHCA sits on the Reserve Management Committee (RMC) along with 
Riverside County Regional Park and Open Space District, USFWS, CDFG and Metropolitan 
Water District.  The RMC directs the actions of the reserve (Figure 1.0 Southwestern Riverside 
County Multi-Species Reserve and Parks, Biological Reserves, Trails, and Historic Sites on Land 
Owned by the Metropolitan Water District – area depicted in green as Southwestern Riverside 
County Multi-Species Reserve) and operates by unanimous vote.       

The recreational facility within the Reserve that is in proximity to the project includes the North 
Hills Trail. This facility is operational.   
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During the meeting discussion, in conjunction with prepared exhibits (attached), it was confirmed 
that the proposed SR 79 Realignment Project is within approximately 1,219 m (4,000 ft) from 
Build Alternatives 1a and 2a and approximately 152.4 m (500 ft) from Build alternatives 1b and 2b 
(including Design Options 1b1 and 2b1) of the Reserve, but will not result in any impacts 
(permanent or temporary) to recreational resources on Reserve property.  

The purpose of the Reserve is to protect biological habitat and their associated species.  However, 
it was specifically noted during the meeting that SWRCMSR is not itself a wildlife refuge nor a 
part of a wildlife refuge. 

It was indicated that the meeting summary would be distributed, and based on approval by all 
meeting attendees, would serve as the documentation of coordination efforts in this regard. 

 
Attachments (distributed at the meeting):  
Figure 1.0 - Southwestern Riverside County Multi-Species Reserve and Parks, Biological Reserves, Trails, 
and Historic Sites on Land Owned by the Metropolitan Water District 

Attachments (as revised after the meeting):  
Figure 1.0 - Southwestern Riverside County Multi-Species Reserve and Parks, Biological Reserves, Trails, 
and Historic Sites on Land Owned by the Metropolitan Water District (revised to show location of distance 
from Project ROW) 
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Figure 1.0
Southwestern Riverside County 
Multi-Species Reserve and Parks, 
Biological Reserves, Trails, and 
Historic Sites on Land Owned 
by the Metropolitan Water District
State Route 79 Realignment Project
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Figure 1.0
Southwestern Riverside County 
Multi-Species Reserve and Parks, 
Biological Reserves, Trails, and 
Historic Sites on Land Owned 
by the Metropolitan Water District
State Route 79 Realignment Project
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SR 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT 
Meeting Summary—Coordination with City of San Jacinto

    

 
DATE: 
TIME: 
LOCATION: 
 
SUBJECT: 

December 16, 2010  
10:00AM 
Riverside County Transportation Commission, Conference Room C 
 
Coordination with City of San Jacinto Regarding Parks, Sports Field, 
Regional Trail, Bike Paths, and Community Trails 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
Meeting Summary Prepared by:  
Carolyn Washburn 

 Distributed:  January 5, 2011 
(electronically, via email) 

   
Meeting Summary Approved by: 
(all attendees, via email confirmations)  

 Date Distributed as Final: April 14, 2011 
(electronically, via email) 

   
Attendee Names / Agency or Organization 

Cathy Bechtel/RCTC  
James Shankel/Caltrans 
Kourtney Graves/Caltrans 
 
 
Meeting Summary 

Attendee Names / Company 

Tim Hults/City of San Jacinto 
Cindy Salazar/CH2M HILL 
Carolyn Washburn/CH2M HILL (via telephone) 
 

Following self-introductions, a brief explanation was provided by James Shankel, referencing exhibits, 
regarding Caltrans’ objective of confirming whether the proposed State Route 79 Realignment Project 
was potentially impacting certain resources that might be protected by the provisions of Section 4(f) of 
the 1966 Department of Transportation Act [49 USC § 303]. 
 

Tim Hults confirmed that the City of San Jacinto is the agency with jurisdiction over the following 
facilities, as depicted in Figure 1.0 Parks, Recreational Areas, Trails and Bike Paths within the City of 
San Jacinto: 

- Ambassador Street Sports Field 

- Tamarisk Park 

- Regional Trail along Odell Avenue 

- Class 1 Bike Path along Ramona Expressway 

- Class II Bike Trail along Esplande Avenue, Cottonwood Avenue, and Warren Road 

- Proposed Community Trail along Casa Loma Canal 

- Potential Community Trail 

 

Listed below is the current status of each recreational resource (or potential recreational resource): 
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- Ambassador Street Sports Field: currently operational as a recreational facility 

- Tamarisk Park: currently operational as a recreational facility 

- Regional Trail along O’Dell Avenue: not constructed (and no specific timetable identified for 
construction) 

- Class 1 Bike Path along Ramona Expressway: portions along Ramona Expressway are 
constructed; however, the portion within the SR 79 Realignment Project right-of-way (ROW) is 
not constructed (and no specific timetable identified for construction) 

- Class II Bike Trail along Esplande Avenue, Cottonwood Avenue, and Warren Road: not 
constructed (and no specific timetable identified for construction) 

- Proposed Community Trail along Casa Loma Canal: portions along Casa Loma Canal are 
constructed; however, the portion within the SR 79 Realignment Project ROW is not constructed 
(and no specific timetable identified for construction) 

- Potential Community Trail: not constructed (and no specific timetable identified for 
construction) 

 

Tim stated that the Class 1 Bike path has not been constructed. He could not confirm the primary intent 
of the use of the Class 1 Bike Path. He offered to review how it is classified in the General Plan and 
provide a response to the meeting minutes with this clarification.  

Tim also stated that there are no projects identified within the near future that would expect to 
construct the proposed trails and bike paths.  In addition, there is no existing ROW dedicated for the 
Class 1 Bike Path or Class II Bike Trail. The ROW would need to be acquired as part of a future project. 

Tim also noted that the Regional Trail along O’Dell Avenue was not shown on the map distributed at 
the meeting. CH2M HILL agreed to update the map to include this item. 

 

Based on an updated/detailed exhibit presented by CH2M Hill, it was possible to illustrate that 
Tamarisk Park and Ambassador Street Sports Field are avoided by the proposed SR-79 Realignment 
Project.  Additionally, according to CH2M Hill (also responsible for the preliminary and final design 
work for the proposed project) no temporary construction easements are expected to be needed in 
Tamarisk Park or the Ambassador Street Sports Field for the construction of the SR 79 Realignment 
Project. 

 

It was indicated that the meeting summary would be distributed, and based on approval by all meeting 
attendees, would serve as the documentation of coordination efforts in this regard. 
 
 
Attachments (distributed at the meeting and revised): 
Figure 1 - Parks, Recreational Areas, Trails and Bike Paths Within the City of San Jacinto 
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ACTION ITEMS 

 
ITEM 

 
DESCRIPTION 

 
STATUS 

 
OPENED 

 
DUE 

 
ACTION FOR: FOLLOW UP RESULTS  

1 Figure 1.0 Parks, Recreational Areas, Trails and 
Bike Paths Within the City of San Jacinto needs 
to be updated to reflect Regional Trail along 
O’Dell Avenue. 

Done 12/16/10 1/3/11 CH2M HILL Figure 1.0 has been 
revised to include the 
Regional Trail along 
O’Dell Avenue. 

2 City of San Jacinto to verify City’s primary 
purpose of Class I Bike Trails per City’s General 
Plan and associated elements. 

Done 12/16/10 1/24/11 City of San 
Jacinto 

Tim Hults confirmed in 
an email on 1/24/11 that 
per the City’s General Plan, 
the bikeways and trails are 
included in the circulation 
element as optional modes 
of transportation.  “As such, 
they are definitely a 
component of our 
transportation program. 
However, even though we 
have listed trails and bike 
lanes as transportation 
facilities, they have been 
included in the Community 
Services and Facilities 
Element because there is an 
opportunity for them to be 
for recreational purposes  ” 
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Figure 1.0
Parks, Recreational Areas, 
Trails and Bike Paths 
Within the City of San Jacinto
State Route 79 Realignment Project
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SR 79 REALIGNMENT PROJECT 
Meeting Summary—Coordination with City of Hemet

    

 
DATE: 
TIME: 
LOCATION: 
 
SUBJECT: 

January 20, 2011  
10:30AM 
Riverside County Transportation Commission, Conference Room C 
 
Coordination with City of Hemet Regarding Class 1 Bike Path(s), Class 1 
Bike Path(s) / Regional Trail(s), and Regional Trail(s)  

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
Meeting Summary Prepared by:  
Carolyn Washburn 

 Distributed:  February 2, 2011 
(electronically, via email) 

   
Meeting Summary Approved by: 
(all attendees, via email confirmations)  

 Date Distributed as Final:  April 1, 2011 
(electronically, via email) 

   
Attendee Names / Agency or Organization 

Cathy Bechtel/RCTC  
James Shankel/Caltrans 
Kourtney Graves/Caltrans 
 
Meeting Summary 

Attendee Names / Company 

Deanna Elliano/City of Hemet 
Richard Masyczek /City of Hemet 
Cindy Salazar/CH2M HILL 
Carolyn Washburn/CH2M HILL (via telephone) 
 

 
Following self-introductions, a brief explanation was provided by James Shankel, referencing exhibits, 
regarding Caltrans’ objective of confirming whether the proposed State Route 79 Realignment Project 
was potentially impacting certain resources that might be protected by the provisions of Section 4(f) of 
the 1966 Department of Transportation Act [49 USC § 303]. 
 
Deanna Elliano confirmed that the City of Hemet is the agency with jurisdiction over the Class 1 Bike 
Path, Class 2 Bike Lane, Class 3 Bike Route, and Class 4 Mixed Use Trail System as depicted in Figure 
1.0 Trails and Bike Paths within the City of Hemet (information depicted on figure is from the 
approved 1992 City of Hemet General Plan). 
 
Additionally, Ms. Elliano noted that the City of Hemet is currently in the process of updating the City 
of Hemet General Plan. Ms. Elliano referenced a draft figure from the related portion of the in-process 
version of the City of Hemet General Plan, noting the most current status and locations of the Class I 
Bike Path, Class II Bike Lane, and Equestrian Trail. 
 

Potential recreational facilities within the City of Hemet, as illustrated in the approved 1992 City of 
Hemet General Plan (which remains the most current approved General Plan) include: 
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- Class 4 Mixed Use Trail System along the northwestern edge of Diamond Valley Lake, south of 
Domenigoni Parkway 

- Class 4 Mixed Use Trail System along of California Avenue 

- Class 2 Bike Lane along Simpson Road 

- Class 1 Bike Path along SR 74/ Florida Avenue 

- Class 1 Bike Path along Warren Road 

- Class 2 Bike Lane along Devonshire Avenue 

- Class 2 Bike Lane along Esplanade Avenue 

 

Listed below is the current status of each potential recreational resource): 

- Class 4 Mixed Use Trail System along the northwestern edge of Diamond Valley Lake, south of 
Domenigoni Parkway: not constructed (and no specific timetable identified for construction) 

- Class 4 Mixed Use Trail System along of California Avenue: not constructed (and no specific 
timetable identified for construction) 

- Class 2 Bike Lane along Simpson Road: not constructed (and no specific timetable identified for 
construction) 

- Class 1 Bike Path along SR 74/ Florida Avenue: not constructed (and no specific timetable 
identified for construction) 

- Class 1 Bike Path along Warren Road: not constructed (and no specific timetable identified for 
construction) 

- Class 2 Bike Lane along Devonshire Avenue: not constructed (and no specific timetable 
identified for construction) 

- Class 2 Bike Lane along Esplanade Avenue: not constructed (and no specific timetable 
identified for construction) 

 

Ms. Elliano confirmed that the City of Hemet’s intent for the identified Class 1 Bike Path in the 
approved 1992 City of Hemet General Plan update is to provide an alternate means of transportation 
and not recreation.   
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The Class I Bike Paths (according to the in-process City of Hemet General Plan update) are located 
parallel to Domenigoni Parkway and along Salt Creek Channel only, and connect to the County of 
Riverside Regional Trail System. Based on the information provided by the City of Hemet during the 
meeting, Caltrans indicated that the Bike Paths are anticipated to be recognized as an exception to 23 
CFR 774, specifically in the context of 23 CFR 774.13 (f) (4) “Trails, paths, bikeways, and sidewalks that 
are part of the local transportation system and which function primarily for transportation.” 

It was noted that the City of Hemet General Plan update has removed the Class 4 Mixed Use Trail 
System from the location noted in the approved 1992 General Plan. The Class 4 Mixed Use Trail has 
been removed because the location is adjacent to the Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan vernal 
pool complex (in order for the Class 4 Mixed Use Trail System to have been constructed; right of way 
would have been needed from the vernal pool complex). Also removed in the City of Hemet General 
Plan update are the Class 1 Bike Paths along SR 74/ Florida Avenue and Warren Road, and the Class 2 
Bike Lanes along Devonshire Avenue and Esplanade Avenue. 

 

It was indicated that the meeting summary would be distributed, and based on approval by all meeting 
attendees, would serve as the documentation of coordination efforts in this regard. 
 
 
 
Attachments (distributed at the meeting): 
Figure 1.0 Trails and Bike Paths within the City of Hemet 
Draft figure from the in-process version of the City of Hemet General Plan
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ACTION ITEMS 

 
ITEM 

 
DESCRIPTION 

 
STATUS 

 
OPENED 

 
DUE 

 
ACTION FOR: FOLLOW UP RESULTS  

1 City of Hemet to provide PDF figure of draft 
General Plan update figures the Recreation 
Element 

Done 1/20/2011 1/31/2011 City of Hemet City of Hemet emailed 
draft map of recreational 
trail system 
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Appendix J  Alternatives Evaluated for the Project

This appendix contains selected figures from various documents that were use to develop the Project Build 
alternatives.  See Section 2.2.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated from Further Discussion (Volume 1), for 
a description of the process undertaken and the resulting alternatives evaluated for the Project.  The figures in this 
appendix are in the order the documents are referred to in Section 2.2.5, as follows:

●	 State Route 79 Realignment Study Report (1998) 
Alternative A 
Alternative B 
Alternative C 
Alternative D  
Alternative E 
Alternative F 
Alternative G 
Alternative H

●	 Project Study Report/Project Development Support (2002) 
Exhibit B  
Exhibit H

●	 Final Project Criteria and Alternatives Selection for Preliminary Agreement (June 2004) 
Figure ES  
Figure E3 
Figure K 
Figure L1 
Figure L2 
Figure L3  
Figure L4

●	 Value Analysis Study Report (2006) 
Number 3.1.2

●	 Supplemental Information for Project Criteria and Alternatives Selection for Updated Preliminary Agreement 
(May 2005) 
Figure E4 
Figure E5 
Figure L5 
Figure L6 
Figure L7 
Figure L8
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State Route 79 Realignment Study Report (1998)

Alternative A 

Alternative B 

Alternative C 

Alternative D  

Alternative E 

Alternative F 

Alternative G 

Alternative H
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Project Study Report/Project Development Support (2002)
 
Exhibit B

Exhibit H



This page was intentionally left blank.



LEGEND: 

Final Proposed Alignments 
per Biological Survey 

Proposed Surface Road Realignments 
{to be done by cities) 

State Route 79 
Biological Resource Surveys 

0 

Exhibit B 
Final Realignment Alternatives 

4500 9000 Feet 

1:54000 12/1112001 



LEGEND: 

Final Proposed Alignments 
per Biological Survey 

Previously Reviewed Alignments 

State Route 79 
Biological Resource Surveys 

0 4500 9000 Feet 
~~~iliiiiiiiiiiiii-

1:54000 

Exhibit H 
Evaluated Realignment 
Alternatives 

10/0812001 



Final Project Criteria and Alternatives Selection for 
Preliminary Agreement (June 2004)
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Value Analysis Study Report (2006)
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Supplemental Information for Project Criteria and 
Alternatives Selection for Updated Preliminary 

Agreement (May 2005)
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List of Technical Studies 

Early Development Reports 
Route Concept Report, 1992 

Final State Route 79 Realignment Study Report, January 1998 

Route Concept Report, November 1999 

Final Purpose and Need, December 2003 

Final Project Criteria and Alternatives Selection for Preliminary Agreement, June 2004 

Supplemental Information for Project Criteria and Alternatives Selection for Updated Preliminary Agreement, 
May 2005 

Request for Updated Preliminary Agreement for Project Criteria and Alternatives Selection and Responses, 
August 2005 

Final Project Description, November 21, 2007 

Scoping Reports 
Final Scoping Summary Report, September 2005 

Final Meeting Summary, Winchester Homeowners Association Meeting, October 6, 2005 

Final Hemet Public Information Meeting Summary Report, October 2005 

Engineering Reports 
Value Analysis Study Report, March 2006 

Project Study Report (Project Development Support), January 2002 

Construction Staging Analysis Report, January 9, 2009 

Draft Project Report, January 2013 

Human Environment: 

Community Impacts 
Draft Relocation Impact Report, July 2010 

Community Impact Assessment, August 2010 

Technical Report Addendum Memorandum, Community Impact Assessment, August 2010 

Traffic 
Traffic Analysis for State Route 79 Realignment, July 2005, revised January 2006 and November 2009 

Technical Report Addendum Memorandum, Traffic Analysis, July 2010 

Traffic Study for SR 79 Realignment Project Memorandum, October 2012 



List of Technical Studies 

2 OF 4 LIST OF TECHNICAL STUDIES.DOC 

Visual/Aesthetics 
Final Visual Impact Assessment, June 2009 

Technical Report Addendum Memorandum, Visual Impact Assessment, June 2010 

Cultural Resources 
Extended Phase I Proposal, September 2007 

Final Archaeological Survey Report, March 2008 

Extended Phase I Report, February 2009 

Final Historical Resources Evaluation Report, March 2010 

Historic Property Survey Report, June 2010 

Physical Environment: 

Hydrology and Floodplain 
Final Location Hydraulic Study – San Jacinto River Report, March 21, 2008 

Final Location Hydraulic Study – Sanderson Avenue Floodplain Report, March 21, 2008 

Final Location Hydraulic Study – Hemet Channel Report, March 24, 2008 

Final Location Hydraulic Study – Salt Creek Channel Report, March 24, 2008 

Preliminary Hydraulic Report – Hemet Channel, September 24, 2008 

Final Floodplain Evaluation Report, May 7, 2008 

Technical Report Addendum Memorandum, Final Floodplain Evaluation Report, June 2010 

Preliminary Drainage Report, March 25, 2008 

Technical Report Addendum Memorandum, Preliminary Drainage Report, June 2010 

Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff 
Final Water Quality Assessment Report, May 2008 

Technical Report Addendum Memorandum, Final Water Quality Assessment Report, June 2010 

Impervious Surface Area Summary Memorandum, August 2012 

Conceptual Storm Water Data Report, March 25, 2008 

Technical Report Addendum Memorandum, Conceptual Storm Water Data Report, June 2010 

Paleontology 
Final Paleontological Identification and Paleontological Evaluation Report, January 2008 

Technical Report Addendum Memorandum, Paleontological Identification and Paleontological Evaluation Report, 
June 2010 
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Hazardous Waste/Materials 
Final Initial Site Assessment Report, June 2008 

Technical Report Addendum Memorandum, Final Initial Site Assessment, June 2010 

Air Quality 
Final Air Quality Technical Report, September 2009 

Technical Report Addendum Memorandum, Final Air Quality Technical Report, June 2010 

Noise and Vibration 
Noise Study Report, July 2010 

Technical Report Addendum Memorandum, Noise Study Report, August 2010 

Noise Abatement Decision Report, July 2010 

Biological Environment: 
Natural Environment Study, April 2010 

Technical Report Addendum Memorandum, Natural Environment Study, August 2010 

Biological Field Survey Reports 
Final Sensitive Wildlife Survey Report, December 4, 2007 

Final Burrowing Owl Survey Report, December 4, 2007 

Final Sensitive Small Mammal Focused Survey Report, December 4, 2007 

Final Riparian Bird Survey Report, December 4, 2007 

Final Rare Plant Survey Report, December 4, 2007 

Final Vernal Pool Branchiopod Survey Report, December 4, 2007 

Final Jurisdictional Wetland and Other Waters Delineation Report, September 2008 
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